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Preface

I failed to spell out adequately the obvious fact that English and later British imperialism were but one aspect among many in the wider subject of ‘Europe Overseas’.

Norman Davies, writing about his book The Isles in the Times Literary Supplement, 6 October 2000

This book is about the European colonial empires in the nineteenth century. Many countries in Europe had colonies, but it would be going too far to speak in every case of a colonial ‘empire’. Of the once-proud Spanish world empire, not much was left in 1815 and practically nothing at all in 1914. After the loss of Brazil, Portugal’s possessions were confined primarily to Africa. They were relatively extensive, but of no very great importance. This is also true of Germany’s colonies and, to an even greater degree, those of Italy. The Belgian colonial empire consisted of one colony only, albeit a huge one, certainly in comparison with the mother country. In the case of the Netherlands, one is not unjustified in speaking of a colonial empire. The Dutch colonial possessions extended, at least until 1872, over three continents, but the Netherlands-Indies was by far the most important and in fact the only colony that was truly of consequence. In this same century France acquired a new colonial empire whose area – 10 million square kilometres – entitled it to be called an empire. The Russian empire was much larger in size, but the question is to what extent it was actually a colonial empire.

Many of these empires came into being in the course of the nineteenth century. The Belgian Congo, which had its roots in the Congo Free State founded by the Belgian king, Leopold II, became an internationally recognized state in 1884–5. These same years saw the beginnings and expansion of the German and Italian colonial empires. France also acquired most of its colonies in the 1880s. At the end of the nineteenth century, non-European countries, such as Japan and the United States, also started to take part in the colonial game, thereby putting an end to Europe’s colonial monopoly. The nineteenth century, therefore, may rightfully be called ‘Europe’s colonial century’, even though the European colonial empires did not reach their full size until the twentieth century, as a result of the partition of the remains of the Ottoman Empire at the Paris Peace Conference of 1918–19. Apart from the Italian annexation of Ethiopia under Mussolini in 1936 after the earlier, abortive attempt to do this in 1896, no important territorial changes occurred after 1918–19.

This book is about the conquest, occupation, organization and exploitation of these European colonies and about the societies that came into being in these territories. It is based on a simple premise: a book about Europe’s colonial empires should be about Europe’s colonial empires. Nothing more and nothing less. The European colonial possessions differed from one another greatly in nearly every respect. In size they varied from the minuscule Caribbean island of Saba to the immense Belgian Congo; as regards population, they ranged from nearly uninhabited desert islands to extremely densely populated islands such as Bali and Java. There were also enormous differences in culture, religion, language and development. Only in climate did they resemble one another to some extent, for almost all these territories were in tropical or subtropical zones.

Thus the peoples and territories treated in this book have little more in common than their having been under some form of European rule for longer or shorter periods. Consequently, it is this aspect – the colonial aspect – that must be the focus of a book such as this. Anyone interested in the internal history of these areas would do well to consult the many comprehensive and important works on the history of Asia, Africa and the Caribbean – or parts thereof – that have been published in the past 20 to 30 years. Their internal history appears here only as a backdrop to their colonial story.

Apart from the case of Great Britain, it is not customary to view the whole of the nineteenth century as an imperial century. It is more usual to distinguish between an early, non-colonial period and the era of modern imperialism, roughly the years between 1870 and 1914. Whether this division is justified, as well as the meaning of the term imperialism, are points dealt with in Chapter 4. The arrangement of this book, however, already shows that such periodization is, in the writer’s opinion, not insignificant. Even in the wake of the exhaustive historiographic discussion of this period that has taken place since the 1960s, the fact that the era 1870–1914 is still considered an exceptional period cannot be denied, which is why a lot of attention is devoted to it here. On the other hand, there are a number of developments that refuse such categorization and can better be seen from the longer perspective of the entire nineteenth century. This book therefore begins – after an introduction (Chapter 1) to the history of the preceding centuries, from 1492 to 1815 – with a detailed chapter (Chapter 2) on the whole of the nineteenth century, treating general themes such as developments in the areas of demography, economy, administration and ideas. Chapter 3 then discusses roughly the first threequarters of the nineteenth century, followed in Chapter 4 by the era of modern imperialism. Chapters 5 and 6 treat Africa and Asia, respectively, and Chapter 7 handles the colonial aspects of the First World War and the Treaty of Versailles.

This book deals with the colonies of a large number of European countries, all of which have their own history and historiography. These colonies were to be found on three continents (Asia, Africa and America), each with its own, very different history and historiography. Such books cannot be based on the author’s own study of all the original source material. The present volume is therefore based on the many works produced both before and after decolonization by scores of historians, not only from Europe but from Asia, Africa and America as well.

Inevitably, the author of such a book will be more familiar with some countries and regions than with others. I have spent most of the past 25 years studying general aspects of European expansion and, more particularly, of modern imperialism. Several studies of this subject were gathered together in my book Imperialism and Colonialism, published in 1997. The subject I am most familiar with is the partition of Africa, of which I wrote a detailed study titled Divide and Rule: The Partition of Africa, 1880–1914, which appeared in English in 1996. That subject is treated, albeit much more briefly, in this book as well and the relevant passages found in this book are, of course, based largely on that previous publication.

This book redresses the balance that privileges British colonial and imperial experience. It emphasizes the continental European experience while relating development to the British enterprise.

I should like to thank my colleagues Wim van den Doel, Piet Emmer, John Kleinen, Herman Obdeijn and Robert Ross for their comments and corrections. Any mistakes are, of course, my responsibility alone.

The publication of this book was made possible by a subsidy from the Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO).

H. L. Wesseling

Leiden

September 2003
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MAP 1 The European Possessions in the Caribbean in the 19th Century

Source: After Wesseling, H. L. (2003) Europa’s koloniale eeuw. De Europese koloniale rijken in de negentiende eeuw, 1815–1919.

Reprinted by permission of Uitgeverij Bert Bakker.
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MAP 2 Oceania

Source: After Wesseling, H. L. (2003) Europa’s koloniale eeuw. De Europese koloniale rijken in de negentiende eeuw, 1815–1919.

Reprinted by permission of Uitgeverij Bert Bakker.
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MAP 3 The Growth of the French Colonial Empire

Source: After Wesseling, H. L. (2003) Europa’s koloniale eeuw. De Europese koloniale rijken in de negentiende eeuw, 1815–1919.

Reprinted by permission of Uitgeverij Bert Bakker.
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Map 4 The Partition of Africa in 1914

Source: After Wesseling, H. L. (2003) Europa’s koloniale eeuw. De Europese koloniale rijken in de negentiende eeuw, 1815–1919.

Reprinted by permission of Uitgeverij Bert Bakker.

[image: Image]

MAP 5 French Indochina

Source: After Wesseling, H. L. (2003) Europa’s koloniale eeuw. De Europese koloniale rijken in de negentiende eeuw, 1815–1919.

Reprinted by permission of Uitgeverij Bert Bakker.
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MAP 6 The Netherlands-Indies and Malaysia

Source: After Wesseling, H. L. (2003) Europa’s koloniale eeuw. De Europese koloniale rijken in de negentiende eeuw, 1815–1919.

Reprinted by permission of Uitgeverij Bert Bakker.




CHAPTER 1

Introduction: the expansion of Europe, 1492–1815

The discovery of America, and that of a passage to the East Indies by the Cape of Good Hope, are the two greatest and most important events recorded in the history of mankind.

Adam Smith

The beginning

The expansion of Europe began at the end of the fifteenth century with the discovery of America by Columbus in 1492 and the arrival of Vasco da Gama in Asia in 1498. Nowadays we put ‘the discovery of America’ between quotation marks, not so much because America had been visited earlier by Europeans – namely by Greenlander seamen of Norwegian descent, shortly before the year 1000 – but because the idea that Europe ‘discovered’ America no longer appeals to us. This word suggests, after all, that America did not exist before it was ‘discovered’ by Europe and that the history of that continent did not really begin until that ‘discovery’. This is not true. Historians nowadays are more aware of the importance of the pre-Columbian era – which, incidentally, is another Eurocentric notion – and of the unfortunate consequences the ‘discovery’ and subsequent conquest of America had for the original inhabitants of that continent. Nevertheless, the significance of this event can hardly be overestimated and 1492 continues to be the most important year in the history of European expansion.

The European voyages of discovery undertaken in the 1490s did not come out of the blue. Other voyages had preceded them. The Portuguese had previously explored the coasts of West Africa, arriving as early as 1431 at the Azores. The Spanish had taken possession of areas of North Africa as part of their centuries-long Reconquista. These Spanish presidios, Ceuta and Melilla, were the first European settlements in Africa since the days of the Roman Empire and they are the only ones still in existence. The significance of these events, however, is eclipsed by the outcome of the voyages of Columbus and Vasco da Gama.

No one would say that Vasco da Gama discovered Asia in 1498. His voyage was exceptionally important because he found a new sea route to Asia, but relations between Europe and Asia had existed from time immemorial, as evidenced by the wars between the Persians and the Greeks in the fifth century BC and by the fact that Alexander the Great had led his troops as far as the Indus as early as 326 BC. Connections between Europe and Asia have existed ever since, the best known example being the land route to the Far East, the so-called Silk Route. Nonetheless, the fact that Vasco da Gama sailed around the Cape of Good Hope and continued on to Asia remains of tremendous importance to Europe and Asia alike. It is not for nothing that the Indian historian K. M. Panikkar has spoken of ‘the Vasco da Gama epoch in Asian history’.1 European expansion in Asia began modestly in the form of trading contacts, but it ultimately led to Europe’s colonial dominion over nearly the whole of South and Southeast Asia. By 1914 hundreds of millions of Asians in India, Indonesia, Indochina and other places had been brought under European colonial rule.

Colonial expansion such as that undertaken by Europe since the sixteenth century was not unique in world history. The Assyrians and the Romans had founded great empires much earlier. Arabian expansion had been no less impressive. In the seventh century, followers of the prophet Mohammed had fanned out across the coasts of the Mediterranean. They had subdued North Africa, crossed over to Europe and were stopped only in 732 in the famous Battle of Poitiers. It took more than 700 years to drive them out of Europe. The fall of the Sultanate of Granada, which marked the end of the Reconquista, also took place in 1492, the year in which America was discovered.

Arabian expansion was followed by that of the Ottomans. The Ottoman, or rather, the Osman, Empire takes its name from its founder, Osman I, who in the thirteenth century established an independent state on the edge of the Byzantine empire. Turkish expansion, which focused mainly on the West, culminated in 1453 in the capture of Constantinople, thereby laying the foundations for the great Ottoman Empire that would ultimately extend across Europe to Vienna and across North Africa to Morocco. Expansion in the Middle East took place mainly during the reign of Selim I (1512–20), but the height of Ottoman glory was reached under his son and successor, Süleyman the Magnificent, who was sultan from 1520 to 1566. Süleyman achieved fame not only as a conqueror and military leader, but also as a ruler and lawgiver. Constantinople’s population at that time is estimated to have been between 600,000 and 750,000, making it by far the largest city in Europe and one of the largest in the world.

The rise and flourishing of the Ottoman Empire took place in the sixteenth century, at the time when European expansion was also getting underway and another form of expansion – that of China – was coming to an end. In 1368 the Ming dynasty had come to power in China. This was a consequence of the gradual collapse of Mogul authority in South China, which had led to the rise of a number of rival rebel leaders, of whom Zhu Yuanzhang, the founder of the Ming dynasty, emerged as the victor. The capital city was at first Nanking, but in 1409 the court moved to Peking, which became the official capital in 1421.

China was a large and populous land. Demographic statistics are rather imprecise, but the official census of 1393 recorded 60 million inhabitants, although most experts think that the actual number was considerably higher. During the Ming period the population more than doubled. Agricultural production increased substantially, owing to the expansion of arable land and the introduction of new varieties of rice. There were large cities – such as Nanking, Peking and later Canton – that surpassed those of Europe in size. After agriculture, the silk and cotton industries were the most important economic activities. Trade blossomed mainly in the southern coastal provinces. Science and technology were very advanced, more so than in Europe. Among Chinese inventions and innovations we find paper, the printing press, gunpowder and many other things, including the compass.

The Chinese shipping trade flourished. Chinese ships and navigational techniques were no less advanced than those of Europe; on the contrary, the junk – a Portuguese term derived from the Javanese word for ship, ajong – was a first-rate sailing vessel. Chinese freighters had a carrying capacity of 1,500 tons and more, making their tonnage much greater than that of European cargo ships. Hundreds of vessels sailed up and down the Chinese rivers and along the coasts of the mainland. At the beginning of the fifteenth century, the Chinese undertook no fewer than seven major voyages of discovery in the Indian Ocean and the Indonesian archipelago. The first expeditionary fleet, which sailed in 1405 under the command of Admiral Cheng-ho, consisted of 317 ships with a total of 28,000 men on board. Chinese junks visited large parts of Asia. When Vasco da Gama sailed around the Cape of Good Hope towards the East, Chinese junks had already explored the coasts of East Africa and had taken home a giraffe to present to the emperor. All these maritime activities soon came to an end, however. The many costly expeditions had depleted the coffers and a struggle for power had arisen between the mandarins, who were averse to trade, and the eunuchs, who had launched the maritime expeditions. The emperor then decided to put an end to the overseas adventure. Shipbuilding was forbidden, and from 1551 it was a punishable offence to go to sea in a ship with more than one mast. Chinese overseas activities thus came to an end just as European expansion was getting underway.

There are a number of factors that explain the differences between European and Chinese expansion. To begin with, their motives were different. The religious zeal and greed that drove Europeans overseas were lacking in China’s case, as was the Europeans’ curiosity. Moreover, there was not much in Europe that appealed to the Chinese. Europeans coveted the riches of the East, such as luxury goods and spices; the Chinese, by way of contrast, had these things at their fingertips.

There was another big difference between Europe and China: Europe, unlike China, had not one ruler but many. There was, of course, an emperor, the Holy Roman Emperor, but his imperial power was in fact very limited. He was chosen by the German electors and crowned emperor by the pope. Since 1438 the emperor had always come from the Austrian House of Habsburg. In 1500 Charles V was born. As a result of various inheritances, he was able to combine his dominion over Austria – and thus the German Empire – with his sovereignty of Spain and his control of a number of other territories. Moreover, thanks to the discoveries of Columbus and the conquests of the conquistadores, he could also call himself ruler of America. His empire was the largest that had ever existed, indeed the first on which the sun never set. The power of the emperor over the territories he did not rule directly was more symbolic than real, however, and after the abdication of Charles V in 1555, the Habsburg empire was divided between an Austrian line and a Spanish line, the dynastic interests of which no longer coincided. The French kings also founded a mighty monarchy and successfully resisted the power of the House of Habsburg. The Netherlands rose in revolt in 1568 and by 1600 had become, to all intents and purposes, an independent state. England was united under the Tudors. Italy consisted of a number of independent republics and city-states, as well as the papal states ruled by the pope, while other parts of the country were subject to French, Spanish or Austrian influence. In short, Europe developed into a series of independent, rival states, which more or less kept each other in balance.

This balance of power – which never achieved real stability, however – led to the endless series of wars that were so characteristic of modern European history, but it also resulted in there being no emperor or overlord – as there was in China – who could put an end to European expansion with the stroke of a pen. Every country was its own boss and many countries played a role in the lengthy process of European expansion that followed the voyages of discovery. In the early years, the heart of Europe remained exactly where it had been since the word Europe first came into being, namely the Mediterranean world. Vasco da Gama was a Portuguese explorer and Columbus an Italian navigator in the service of Spain and it was Spain and Portugal that took the lead in European overseas expansion. Both countries played an important and impressive role, albeit very different from one another. Europe’s discovery of America and its entry into Asia in the 1490s forced Europeans to make an important decision, choosing, in the words of Fernand Braudel, ‘either to make use of Columbus’s discovery and to concentrate on America or to profit from the discovery of the sea route around the Cape of Good Hope and to throw itself upon Asia’.2

Europe did both, but it did so with a certain division of labour. Populating and colonizing the New World was primarily the business of Spain, which at the time had approximately 7½ million inhabitants. Little Portugal, with a population of just over a million, did not have the necessary demographic potential to do this. The Portuguese, concentrating mainly on trade, founded an impressive trading network in Asia. In 1494 this division was officially ratified by the Treaty of Tordesillas, which divided the world into a Spanish and a Portuguese sphere of influence, establishing the line between the two as the meridian running 600 kilometres to the west of the Cape Verde Islands. This meant that in the western hemisphere Brazil – or at least the eastern tip of it – was within Portugal’s sphere of influence. The rest went to Spain.

The seventeenth century

The riches of the New World, gold and silver, which the Spanish shipped to Europe, roused the jealousy of the Dutch, who were at war with Spain. In 1628 the Dutch admiral Piet Heyn captured the Mexican silver fleet, an event commemorated until well into the twentieth century in a song sung by all Dutch schoolchildren. The extremely profitable Portuguese monopoly of the spice trade was also the object of envy, prompting the Dutch to fit out ships for expeditions to Asia. In 1596 a small fleet under the command of Pieter Dirckszn Keyzer and Cornelis de Houtman arrived at the roadstead of Bantam (formerly Banten). This was the beginning of three and a half centuries of Dutch presence in the Indonesian archipelago. In 1602 the Dutch Long-Distance Companies (Compagnieën van Verre) united to form a larger body, the Dutch East India Company (Verenigde Oostindische Compagnie or VOC). This company would grow into the first multinational undertaking in history and the most powerful potentate in Asia. The VOC was financed by shares, which were issued on the Amsterdam Stock Exchange, and governed by a 17-member board of directors, known as the Heren XVII (Gentlemen XVII). The Dutch States General gave the VOC the monopoly of trade in Asia; in return the VOC was expected to take care of defence and the administration of justice. Later, in 1621, a Dutch West India Company (Westindische Compagnie or WIC) was created, which received a similar charter for the Atlantic region.

The company system was encouraged, because the administrative costs were borne not by the state but by those who made the profit, namely the traders. In England various overseas trading companies had been founded as early as the 1560s and in 1600 a British East India Company was created there as well. In 1648 it established its headquarters in East India House, not far from the harbours and docks of London. In 1657 this undertaking received a charter and became a joint stock company. Its activities focused mainly on India and China.

The French began to travel to Asia around 1600 and in 1604 a French East India Company (Compagnie des Indes Orientales) received a royal charter. This enterprise was not a success, however, and its activities were soon discontinued (in 1609). In 1642 the Company of the East (Compagnie de l’Orient) was founded, which never really got off the ground either. It was not until Jean-Baptiste Colbert assumed the post of Minister of Finance in 1661 that a new period began. Colbert’s name remains linked to the mercantilist policies associated with ‘Colbertism’, which stands for state intervention in trade and the economy. The role he played in the establishment of overseas trading companies exemplified his interventionist principles. In 1664 two companies based on the Dutch model were founded on Colbert’s initiative: a new East India Company (Compagnie des Indes Orientales) and a West India Company (Compagnie des Indes Occidentales). The French crown made a significant contribution to their capital. But these undertakings were not destined for a great future either and, by the end of the seventeenth century, they had nearly played out their part.

In other countries, too, Asia-oriented companies were founded, but these were more modest in size and of less importance. In Denmark, an East India Company was founded in 1616, in which Dutch seamen played an important role. The company was reorganized at various times and was reasonably successful. In Ostende, then part of the Austrian Netherlands, the General India Company (Compagnie Générale des Indes) was founded at the beginning of the eighteenth century. In the German empire, it was Brandenburg that was active in overseas trade and, under Frederick William, the ‘Great Elector’, colonial projects were developed that resulted in 1682 in the Brandenburg Africa Company. This undertaking was not much of a success and finally went under in 1721.

The rise of Dutch, English, French and other companies formed part of larger developments in world history that had taken place in the sixteenth century: the relocation of the economic and political centre of Europe from the Mediterranean Sea to the North Sea and the Atlantic Ocean. This process would result, in the eighteenth century, in Britain’s world dominion, although in the seventeenth century this was not yet the case. The most powerful enterprise of that period was the Dutch East India Company (VOC). The VOC drove the Portuguese from the Indonesian archipelago, took control of the Moluccas – the centre of spice production – and forced the inhabitants to supply products for export. This often happened in a heavy-handed manner, the extirpation of the population of Banda being the most infamous example.

By no means did the activities of the VOC confine themselves to the Indonesian archipelago. The VOC had trading posts on both coasts of India (Malabar and Coromandel), in Bengal, Burma, Malaysia, Indochina and Siam, as well as in Persia and Surat. They had control of Formosa (Taiwan) for a while and also had a trade factory in Japan. This was the only branch that remained open after the closing of Japan to foreigners in 1640. For more than 200 years – from 1640 to 1854 – this post on the artificial island of Deshima in the bay of Nagasaki was the only line of communication between Japan and the West. The VOC also founded a refuelling and reprovisioning post for its ships on the Cape of Good Hope. This settlement eventually grew into the Cape Colony, which provided the basis for future white rule in South Africa.

The west coast of Africa, as far as the Netherlands was concerned, fell under the charter of the other Dutch company, the WIC. Although it never acquired the fame of its older and more powerful sister, the VOC, the WIC was by no means insignificant. It, too, fought the Portuguese, in this case in the New World, and it did so with success. In 1630 it took over control of Brazil from the Portuguese and retained authority until 1661. The WIC also engaged in trade in North America and one of its most legendary achievements – next to the capture of the Mexican silver fleet – was the acquisition of Manhattan from the Indians for the sum of $60. This territory, however, was lost in 1667 to the English through the Peace of Breda, by the terms of which the Dutch ceded New Netherlands (New York) to the English and were given Surinam in exchange. Since then the Dutch presence in the western hemisphere has been confined to the Caribbean.

The Caribbean is one of the most colonized parts of the world. England, and of course Spain, had colonies there, as did France, the Netherlands and Denmark. All the islands in the Caribbean Sea were subjected to European rule of one form or another. It went further than government, however, for the whole of society changed in character. The Caribbean was set up for the production of tropical cash crops, first and most important, sugar, but also tobacco, coffee and other products. This affected the ecosystem: flora and fauna were imported; the indigenous population was practically wiped out. It has been estimated that in the time of Columbus between 400,000 and 1 million people lived on the islands. One hundred and fifty years later their numbers had fallen to a couple of thousand. Europeans came and set up plantations for the production of cash crops, but Africans arrived in far greater numbers to work as slaves on the plantations. Together these newcomers totalled around 5 million people, creating a very mixed society, both ethnically and culturally. The economy was based on the Atlantic trade triangle: European ships sailed from Europe to West Africa to pick up slaves, took them to the Americas (Brazil, the Caribbean, the southern part of North America), and then sailed back to Europe, only to turn around and repeat the trip. The Atlantic slave trade began in the sixteenth century and reached its peak in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. After this, the anti-slavery forces joined battle, but it was the mid-nineteenth century before an end was put to this practice (see pages 93–6).

The European trade with Asia was of a different nature, although here, too, a triangle of sorts was created by America, Europe and Asia. Europeans were enticed to Asia by a desire for Asian goods: spices, textiles, silk and other luxury goods. To engage in trade, however, one must have something to offer and Europe’s problem in those days was that it produced no goods for which there was a demand in Asia. The only way to get Asian products, therefore, was to pay for them. The exploitation of the New World made this possible. The gold and silver mines in America supplied the precious metals that enabled Europeans to acquire Asian products. This system of trade, which existed until well into the nineteenth century, can best be summed up as ‘bullion for goods’. European ships bound for home were laden with Asian products, but on the outbound journey their holds contained mainly ballast.

This intercontinental traffic, incidentally, was only one aspect of the overseas companies’ activities. Of no less importance were their activities inside Asia itself, where they gained control of a sizeable share of inter-Asian trade. Besides the Portuguese and the Dutch, the French were also active. They concentrated mainly on the coast of India, where the beginnings of a French India sprung up, although it was not destined to have a bright future. In the long run, the British East India Company (EIC) became the dominant power, first in India and later in the whole of Asia. The Dutch VOC was pushed to the background. British supremacy, which was clearly in sight by the mid-eighteenth century, was confirmed by the Seven Years’ War.

The eighteenth century

The Seven Years’ War (1756–63) had extremely important consequences, not only for Europe but for the overseas world as well. This war put an end to the first French colonial empire. The British defeated the French in Canada and India, thereby bringing to a temporary end the role of France in Asia. France kept a few posts in India (in Pondicherry, for example), but these were no longer politically significant. This war was also responsible for a decisive turn in power relations in the New World, where the part played by the French had nearly come to an end. America above the Rio Grande would essentially become an English-speaking territory in which English culture dominated, with a French minority in Quebec as a reminder of times past. To the south of this boundary was a Spanish-speaking continent, with Portuguese-speaking Brazil forming the only exception, albeit an important one.

Colonial expansion in the western hemisphere was of lasting significance. It was here that a new Europe – indeed a new world – developed overseas. The names of the colonies (New Spain, New Netherlands, Nova Scotia, New England, New France) and of the cities (New Amsterdam, New Orléans, New York) testify to this. In Asia no such process took place. No European settlements of any importance flourished in Asia, even though there were Europeans who settled in Asia for good. Not all company employees returned to their mother country by any means, not only because many died en route or overseas, but also because some chose to stay in Asia. In certain cities and regions, marriage and other forms of sexual relations between Europeans and Asians resulted in a mixed society, of which Batavia in the Netherlands-Indies was a good example. There were, however, no real settlement colonies in Asia as there were in America.

Various factors explain this difference. To begin with, the distance between Europe and America was smaller than that between Europe and Asia. Of more importance, however, was the difference in climate. Asia was ill suited as a habitat for Europeans, neither did the climate and environment of the Caribbean lend itself to European immigration. Contrariwise, conditions in North America were favourable and it was much less densely populated than Asia. The high rate of mortality among the natives, especially as the result of infection by European diseases introduced into America by the newcomers, caused a further decrease in the indigenous population, whose numbers dropped from maybe 50–60 million in the days of Columbus, to approximately 10 million around 1650. This loss of population in North America, as well as in large parts of South America, is estimated at between 80 and 90 per cent. Australia and New Zealand later experienced similar depopulation.

America could therefore be repopulated; indeed, repopulation was necessary. Workers were needed to build up the colonies. In addition to voluntary colonists, who made their own way to America, there were indentured labourers who paid for their journey by selling their working power for a fixed period of time. This gave rise in the North American colonies to new societies with their own particular character, identity and interests, which were however closely bound to Europe through ties of descent, language, religion, culture, values and customs. That such societies were bound at some point to take on a life of their own became apparent in 1776 when the American colonists rose up against British rule, finally gaining their independence after a war lasting seven years. The United States has been an independent country ever since and, although it has at times been in conflict with England, the two countries have remained closely linked. In fact, maintaining close ties with America became a matter of more economic importance to Britain after 1783 than it had been before.

It was at this very time, the second half of the eighteenth century, that Britain was experiencing its Industrial Revolution. Watt’s steam engine, Arkwright’s water-powered spinning frame and Cartwright’s power loom led to a huge rise in productivity. This industrial superiority, added to the large merchant marine and navy, laid the foundations for British dominion of the world and with it the pax britannica, which would be the defining feature of most of the eighteenth and nearly the whole of the nineteenth century.

During the widespread tumult that occurred on the European continent in the years following the French Revolution of 1789, ending with the final defeat of Napoleon at Waterloo in 1815, British world dominion was, so to speak, signed and sealed. The European possessions of France and its allies, and in particular those of the Netherlands, were occupied in these years by Britain. After the Battle of Trafalgar, the unrivalled British fleet ruled the waves and the European countries that had lost their colonies had no hope of winning them back. Under such circumstances, it was possible for the inhabitants of the Spanish and Portuguese colonies in South America to follow the example of Washington and Jefferson and seek their independence.

The decolonization of Latin America was mirrored a century and a half later by the developments taking place in Asia. The new indigenous social classes that had come into being opposed the power of the colonial elite. Modern ideas also exerted an influence, as did the example set by a neighbouring country – the United States in the case of Latin America, Japan in the case of Asia – that had successfully taken its destiny into its own hands. And there was a war in Europe – at that time the Napoleonic Wars, later the Second World War – that weakened the power of the colonial rulers and made it difficult for the European powers to reinstate their authority.

Colonial opposition began in 1808 when Napoleon made his brother Joseph king of Spain and it continued after the Restoration, when it became apparent that the Spanish king – who, like the other Bourbons in France, had learned nothing and forgotten nothing – did not intend to make any concessions to the colonists. According to the principle of the Congress of Vienna, the European rulers should have supported their Spanish brother in his attempts to win back his overseas possessions. The Russian tsar insisted on it, but the British did not like the idea and without the support of the world’s only maritime superpower there could be no question of intervention. The former colonies thus remained independent and, with the exception of a couple of territories, Spain lost its world empire forever. Portugal, too, lost its most important possession, Brazil. The United States declared its support of its southern neighbours’ independence in the Monroe Doctrine of 1823.

Thus, in 1815, the first phase of European expansion ended. The results of this first phase differed greatly from continent to continent. By this time America had everything behind it: exploration and exploitation, colonization and decolonization. A new world had come into being that was politically independent of Europe and its future would be determined in large measure by the United States. In Asia the foundations had been laid for a new phase in time-honoured relations. If until now Europe had been running behind Asia, with little to offer that the Asians desired, after the Industrial Revolution things were different. First Britain and later the rest of Europe began to supply industrial products, at first mainly textiles, with which the traditional products from Asia could not compete in price.

The Industrial Revolution of the eighteenth century provided the basis for a new power structure in Asia, for European technical superiority was not limited to textile production alone. European industry was developing in other areas as well: steam engines, steamships and firearms were important instruments in the creation of new power relations. Moreover, the European governments themselves now became interested in exercising colonial authority. The days of mercantilism and monopolies were over. Merchants were given a clear field in which to operate, but the European governments would rule from now on and so in Asia, too, the time after 1815 differed greatly from the days of the Ancien Régime.

In the three centuries between 1492 and 1815 – in which a new world had arisen in America and Europe had established itself firmly in large parts of Asia – European expansion had nearly passed Africa by. The only modest settlement that had taken root was the Dutch colony at the Cape. Otherwise European endeavours in Africa had been confined mainly to the west coast, where the slave trade had been the most important activity. European forts and factories had been founded on the coast of Guinea and elsewhere in West Africa and on the east coast there were a few Portuguese settlements in Mozambique. All these colonies were small, however, and limited to the coast. Inland Africa was largely unknown to Europeans; only a few travellers had penetrated to parts of the interior. This, too, would finally change towards the end of the nineteenth century – Europe’s colonial century.

Notes

1  K. M. Panikkar, Asia and Western Dominance. A Survey of the Vasco da Gama Epoch of Asian History, 1498–1945 (London 1953).

2  Fernand Braudel, ‘The expansion of Europe and the “longue durée”’ in H. L. Wesseling (ed.) Expansion and Reaction. Essays on European Expansion and Reactions in Asia and Africa (Leiden 1978), p. 18.




CHAPTER 2

Long-term developments, 1815–1919

Over the course of five centuries European expansion developed into an extensive undertaking, leading to the growth of the European economy into a world economy, to the dissemination of ideas, religions, beliefs and ideologies, and to European states exercising political and military control over large parts of the world. European expansion, however, was first and foremost a human expansion. Without the steady demographic growth of Europe, in both the absolute and the relative sense, European expansion could not have taken place. Thus it cannot be understood without reference to this phenomenon.

People

Man is of all sorts of luggage the most difficult to be transported.

Adam Smith

Developments in Europe’s population growth

The expansion of Europe began at the end of the fifteenth century, when it had recovered from the Black Death that had wiped out one-third or more of its population in the mid-fourteenth century. After this time, there was no stopping Europe’s growth and its share of the world’s population grew steadily, from 18.3 per cent in the mid-seventeenth century to 24 per cent by 1900. This steady growth forms the backdrop to five centuries of European expansion.

Growth continued in the absolute sense in the twentieth century, although Europe’s share of the world’s population had begun to drop. On the one hand, this relative decline was due to a drop in Europe’s birth rate (which followed an earlier decline in the rate of mortality), causing population growth to slacken. On the other hand, the death rate overseas began to drop as well, whereas the birth rate remained high for a time, causing the population there to grow.

TABLE 2.1 Population figures (in millions of people)



	
	1750

	1850

	1900




	Europe

	140

	   266

	   401




	North America

	   1

	     26

	     81




	‘Western’ total

	141

	   292

	   482




	Rest of world

	585

	   877

	1,120




	World total

	726

	1,169

	1,602




	Europe as a percentage of the world’s population




	1750

	1850

	1900




	140/726 = 19.3%

	266/1,169 = 22.8%

	401/1,602 = 25%




	‘The West’ as a percentage of the world’s population




	141/726 = 19.4%

	292/1,169 = 25.0%

	482/1,602 = 30.1%





A considerable portion of Europe’s burgeoning population moved overseas. A ‘new Europe’ sprang up in North America that remained closely connected to the old continent. In the twentieth century, the old world and the new began to be referred to together as the Western or Atlantic world. Table 2.1 shows the population growth of the Western world.

Figure 2.1 shows the growth in the population of Europe and Figure 2.2 shows Europe’s share of the world’s population.

Shortly before 1900 a drop in the birth rate caused the growth in Europe’s population to slacken. This development began in France in the 1870s, manifesting itself in Great Britain in the 1890s and in Germany from the early twentieth century. This decline in the birth rate is usually attributed to the increased use of birth control, the general rise in prosperity, increasing urbanization and the restriction of families to a size compatible with one’s own personal wishes.1

Various national demographic patterns emerged during this period. In the nineteenth century, Russia experienced the greatest relative growth in population, followed by Germany and Great Britain. France – for centuries Europe’s most populous country apart from Russia – saw its population growth slow down until it came to a standstill (Figure 2.3).
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FIGURE 2.1 Growth of European population, 400 BC–AD 1800 (in millions)

Source: van de Kaa, D. J., et al. (eds) (1999) European Populations. Unity in Diversity, © 1999 Kluwer Academic Publishers, Figure 1.1, p. 10.

Reprinted with kind permission of Kluwer Academic Publishers.
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FIGURE 2.2 Europe’s share of the world’s population, 400 BC–AD 2150 (%)

Source: van de Kaa, D. J., et al. (eds) (1999) European Populations. Unity in Diversity, © 1999 Kluwer Academic Publishers, Figure 1.3.

Reprinted with kind permission of Kluwer Academic Publishers.
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FIGURE 2.3 Population growth of major European states, 1800–2050 (in millions)

Source: van de Kaa, D. J., et al. (eds) (1999) European Populations. Unity in Diversity, © 1999 Kluwer Academic Publishers, Figure 1.2, p. 18.

Reprinted with kind permission of Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Migrational movements

The expansion of Europe was accompanied by very extensive intercontinental migration. In the period before 1800 there had been two main streams of migration, both of them to the New World. Between 1500 and 1800, more than two million people left Europe. Between 1500 and 1650 alone, nearly half a million Spanish left for Spanish America. In the three centuries between 1500 and 1800, more than a million Portuguese left their country. The other migrants came primarily from the British Isles, often emigrating as indentured labourers. Between 1630 and 1820 more than 750,000 people left the British Isles to emigrate to British colonies in America and the Caribbean, while in the same period around 250,000 Europeans went to other West Indian colonies. The second, much larger migrational movement was really a rather curious form of labour migration, namely the forced shipment of nearly 12 million Africans, chiefly from West Africa, to plantations in America and the Caribbean (see Chapter 3).

Emigration was thus a process spanning centuries. After 1850, however, an explosion took place. In the years between 1840 and 1940, 60 million people left Europe. Their destination in this ‘golden age of emigration’ was usually North America (35 million emigrated to the United States, while 5 million went to Canada) and South America (14 million in total, of whom 6.5 million went to Argentina and 4.5 million to Brazil). The New World absorbed three-quarters of the immigrants, 45 million people altogether. Russian Asia was another important area of colonization, with between 7 and 8 million immigrants, as were Australia and New Zealand, which together absorbed 4 million.

The emigrants at this time came primarily from the British Isles. Germany supplied a lot of emigrants between 1850 and 1890, but afterwards the growth of industry and the increasing demand for labour caused German emigration to fall sharply (from 1.3 million in the 1880s to 500,000 in the 1890s and 250,000 in the first decade of the twentieth century). Italian emigration, by way of contrast, increased steadily until it reached its peak in the first decade of the twentieth century, during which more than 3½ million Italians left their country. This loss of population was seen by many nationalists as an important argument in favour of Italian colonization.

Table 2.2 gives an overview of emigration from Europe.

TABLE 2.2 European emigration, 1851–1910 (in thousands)
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Source: Paillard, Y. G. (1994) Expansion occidentale et dépendance mondiale, fin du XVIIIe siècle/1914, p. 166. Reprinted by permission of Armand Colin.

That such large-scale migration was possible was due, among other things, to a sharp drop in the cost of transport. The advent of the steamship stimulated the growth of companies providing regular services that made the crossing easier, just as the construction of railways simplified the journey to the points of departure and from the ports of arrival to the new settlement areas. Financial help offered by family members who had emigrated earlier, as well as the rise in prosperity in Europe, made travel costs less burdensome, further facilitating the process. Some of this emigration was prompted by crises in Europe. The pogroms in Eastern Europe, the persecution of the rebels after the suppressed revolutions of 1848 in Poland and Hungary, the notorious Irish famine of the 1840s and the Italian agrarian crisis of the 1870s are the best known examples of this phenomenon. In addition to ‘push’ factors there were also ‘pull’ factors. Many people were drawn overseas by the prospects of earning a better living, offered, for example, by homesteading or free grants of land. These great expectations can best be summed up as a belief in the American Dream.

European emigration flowed mainly to North America, but colonial expansion in the nineteenth century also gave rise to two new and important – albeit more modest – streams of emigration. First of all, there were people who found a new working environment in the colonies, the best known examples of which were offered by the colonial government services and the colonial army, missionary work, education and healthcare and, of course, the colonial agricultural and mining enterprises, seafaring companies, harbours, railways and the like. Such emigrants did not usually stay, however, but returned home when their work was done. In addition, there were colonists in the stricter sense: those who settled in the colonies permanently – to carry out agricultural projects, for instance. Typical examples of such settlement colonies were South Africa, Algeria, Kenya and Rhodesia and, on a more modest scale, German Southwest Africa and Angola. In France, colonial migration was directed overwhelmingly at Algeria. Of the 700,000 French people living in the colonies in 1914, 500,000 were living in Algeria. There were 25,000 French living in Morocco, making up slightly more than half the European population of this territory. In Tunisia there were more than 45,000 French, who made up almost one-third of the total European population, while Indochina had nearly 25,000 French inhabitants. The emigration of Germans and Italians to their colonies was negligible, however.

Of far greater magnitude was the flow of labour from Asia and Africa generated in the nineteenth century by European colonialism. This involved 5 to 6 million people, half of whom were slaves, for even after the slave trade had been officially abolished, it continued in the nineteenth century for quite some time. Between 100,000 and 200,000 Africans also left for the New World as ‘volunteer’ migrant workers, although just how ‘voluntarily’ they did so is questionable. Much larger than this last group were the Asians who were recruited as contract workers to make up for the shortage of labour in the Caribbean plantation colonies after the abolition of slavery (see pages 80–4). More than 1½ million Indians left their country as contract workers, 450,000 of them going to the British West Indies, 80,000 to the French Caribbean and 30,000 to Surinam. The rest went to colonies in the Indian Ocean (455,000 to Mauritius and 75,000 to Réunion), to East and South Africa (40,000 and 160,000, respectively) and to the Pacific (60,000 to Fiji). Approximately 300,000 Chinese also emigrated to these regions, while many other Chinese went to the Netherlands-Indies. Between 1876 and 1901, 86,000 Chinese settled in Sumatra.

Colonial cities

Europeans usually emigrated for economic reasons, one important motive naturally being trade. Indeed, from the very beginning the goal of European expansion in Asia had been the acquisition of goods unavailable in Europe, mostly such agricultural products as spices and tea. The production of tropical cash crops was embarked on later, giving rise to colonial agriculture. Another goal of expansion was the exploitation of mineral resources, such as gold and silver, the extraction of which was taken over by the colonial powers, giving rise to the colonial mining industry. A third form of expansion entailed colonization in the classical sense: the exodus of coloni, emigrants who wanted to start a new life in foreign parts.

European emigration thus led to the rise of colonial cities, the character of which depended on the activities engaged in them by the colonists. Farmers, at least at first, had no need for cities, although urban communities did arise in the Spanish territories in Central America. The mining industry, by way of contrast, required large numbers of workers, thus leading to urbanization in and around the often remote places where mineral deposits were found. Most colonial cities, however, rose up around the trading stations of large commercial enterprises. Colonial cities were, therefore, often port cities, and several of the large Asian metropolises of the present day, such as Jakarta and Calcutta, owed their genesis and development to the activities of either the Dutch or the British East India Company. These cities saw the gradual development of other branches of business connected in some way with trade, such as banks and insurance companies. Some cities were designated as seats of the colonial administration, while at a later stage cities rose up around centres of industry. The rise of colonial cities took place in the nineteenth century. Jakarta remained the principal metropolis in Indonesia. The cities that became important in India were – alongside Calcutta – Bombay, as a result of the Suez Canal, and New Delhi, as a centre of administration. On the African continent, Algiers and Johannesburg developed into metropolises. The French cities of Dakar in Senegal and Brazzaville in the French Congo had considerable numbers of Europeans (around 10 per cent of the total population), most of whom worked in government and trade. St Louis, also in Senegal, was just as thoroughly renewed by the governor Louis Faidherbe as Paris was by Baron Haussmann.

European colonial settlements were often joined to existing urban centres. This presented a whole range of possibilities: in some cases one opted for the preservation and expansion of the old town; the other extreme called for the complete demolition of the old town to make way for the new. What happened most often, however, was a hybrid version, which could take on various forms. Sometimes the existing buildings were included in the new town planning; at other times the existing building plan was extended. Another possibility was to build the new city next to the old one, at a certain distance of course, as was done with New Delhi. In some cities – Algiers being an example – there were at first no clear boundaries between indigenous and European neighbourhoods. However, it was not until the population of Algiers had grown so much that there was no room left for the French inside the town walls that they built a new French city – the cité nouvelle – next to the old one.

At a later stage there was usually a clear physical division. This division between European and indigenous towns or urban districts was often advocated for reasons of hygiene. Fear of disease and infection led, wherever possible, to the construction of a sanitary buffer zone. The idea of racial segregation in the cities was first put forward, rather surprisingly, by an African doctor in Accra in 1893. In Dakar great panic ensued when the plague, which had broken out in Hong Kong, reached the city in 1914. Quarantine, isolation, the burning of corpses and disinfection were the first remedies, but eventually all the city’s African inhabitants were evacuated and a new quarter was built to accommodate them. Generally speaking, the various communities had their own, clearly demarcated neighbourhoods.

Colonial societies

Colonial society was a male society. This was true both of the settlements and trading posts of the Ancien Régime and of later colonial societies. Finding wives for the colonists remained a problem, but even so there was a very high rate of marital fertility. Nearly all the women in the colonies married and they married young. In the eighteenth century, women in French Canada had on average more than eight children. Emigration to North America often took place via indentured-labour contracts. Female domestic servants were sometimes procured by means of such contractual agreements. Shiploads of orphaned girls were also sent to the New World. In the nineteenth century, a similar solution was sought by the French commander Bugeaud, who wanted to turn Algeria into a real French colony by following the classical Roman example and colonizing it with former soldiers. ‘The difficult thing,’ he wrote in his Mémoire of 1837, ‘is to provide our soldier-colonists with women. It seems to me that the houses of correction could furnish them to those who will not find them in their own country.’2

Things were different in Asia, where concubinage was the customary solution. There were few European women, but this was not deeply regretted. On the contrary, the sexual pleasures of the East were one of the attractions of life overseas. European men took a great interest in the refined, libertine, sensual world of the East. It was primarily the Near East that inspired such ideas, especially the Ottoman Empire with its sultans and harems. Sometimes such pleasures also provoked censure. To be sure, Abraham Kuyper, a Dutch clergyman who later became premier, commended Islam for having erected a dam ‘against the native Asian tendency to indulge in sexual orgies’, but he also observed: ‘Sexually, though, the whole of the Levant is undoubtedly on a lower plane than Europe.’3 The usual reaction, however, was one of jealousy and fascination. Arabian and Indian texts on sex and aphrodisiacs were translated and read widely. Warnings against the dangers of the East were issued frequently: the warm climate was thought to cause an increase in libido, distracting one’s attention from more useful matters. Polygamy was condemned in Europe, but in the Near East such censure was considered hypocritical. The story goes that when Lord Palmerston, then Britain’s Prime Minister, rebuked a pasha for polygamy, the latter replied, ‘All right, milord! We will do it your way. We will present one and hide the others.’4 Later on, the South Pacific – especially Tahiti – was viewed as a paradise of free love.

The military profession in the colonies offered unparalleled opportunities for sexual diversions, certainly in the beginning stages of colonial conquest. At the mission in Segou, complaints were lodged against a 52-year-old French sergeant who, even though he had started an African family, nevertheless sent someone out every day to find a couple of attractive young women for him. The commanding officer had no right to object, seeing as he kept six women, five of whom were between the ages of 10 and 15. Such young ages were not unusual in concubines. The governor of Senegal, Louis Faidherbe, entered into a mariage à la mode du pays with a 15-year-old Senegalese who in 1857 bore him a son, Louis Léon Faidherbe, who would have served in the French navy had he not died at an early age. Faidherbe was an ardent advocate of such marriages, supporting them on both social and political grounds and viewing them as a means of fraternal association.

The pros and cons of the various relations were discussed frankly. The Cadet’s Guide for government employees overseas, published in 1920, treated in businesslike fashion the relative advantages and disadvantages of such practices as ‘keeping a native girl’ and frequenting prostitutes.5 British colonial administrators saw local women as ‘useful guides to the language and other mysteries of the local societies’,6 while in French Indochina as well, the petite Annamite was highly valued, if only for being a ‘recumbent dictionary’. In general, such relationships were convenient and there was no strict social control or official disapproval of casual relationships between Europeans and native women. For the former, this was an agreeable situation. Asian women were beautiful, sweet and very skilled in love making. Moreover, they knew their place. Children born to such relationships were scarcely ever a concern, because they were seldom legitimated. Many women returned to their family circle after a time. In 1902 one French author wrote in his Guide pratique de l’Européen dans l’Afrique Occidentale: ‘Former wives of Europeans are in great demand among the Negroes and can generally make very good marriages.’7 In this vein, Sir Garnet Wolseley, the well-known British colonial general, reported to his mother with satisfaction that he had found an oriental princess, who served ‘all the purposes of a wife without any of the bother’.8

Nevertheless, this blissful situation was already changing in Sir Garnet’s day. Colonial uprisings such as the Java War (1825–30) and the Indian Mutiny of 1857 made it desirable to put more distance between ruler and subject. The social climate changed and mixed marriages were no longer considered acceptable. The intensification of missionary work brought further criticism of concubinage, England being in the forefront in this respect. In British India, concubinage hardly existed after the Mutiny. In 1909 Lord Crewe, the Colonial Secretary, issued his so-called ‘Crewe Circular’, in which he forbade British civil servants overseas to associate with native women. This was the beginning of a veritable ‘purity campaign’, which stressed the need for sexual self-control and continence.

The number of European women in the colonies remained small. Life in the colonial army was not very conducive to European family life; neither was the isolated existence of those in remote outposts. There were other factors as well: the salaries were not geared to keeping a family, life was too dangerous, the diseases too threatening, the climate too fatiguing, the journey too difficult. Public servants of the colonial government were generally young and marrying early was discouraged. The British army did not permit its men and non-commissioned officers to marry. Generals Gallieni and Lyautey, as well as William Ponty, the governor-general of French West Africa, were opposed to soldiers and civil servants marrying, because it made them less active and therefore less useful.

Only when some of these obstacles had been removed could European women travel to overseas colonies in larger numbers. One important factor was the success of tropical medicine; another was the shipping lines’ more regular connections. This transition took place in the last quarter of the nineteenth century and continued into the twentieth. In 1860 there were almost 43,000 Europeans in the Netherlands-Indies, including 11,000 women. In 1905 there were 95,000, 38,000 of whom were women. In 1910 the man/woman ratio was 100:47; by 1930 it had risen to 100:88. The figures for British India produce similar ratios. In 1901 there were 384 European women per 1,000 men. In certain pioneer and frontier territories, however, the ratio was much lower. In Indochina the number of European women remained small for a long time. In 1855 there were only 20 European women in Hanoi, by 1888 there were 70 and in 1900 slightly more than 200. Even in the 1930s the ratio was still approximately one woman to every five men.

To promote the emigration of women – and with it the virtuousness of men – the United British Women’s Emigration Association was founded in England, which attracted a following in France in the form of the ‘Société d’émigration des femmes aux colonies’, one of the many initiatives of the tireless colonial propagandist Joseph Chailley-Bert. By the end of the first year, nearly 500 women had already signed up to emigrate, most of whom sought employment as nurses, teachers or postal workers.

The arrival of European women brought great changes in colonial society. In European homes, a clear division was now made between the white family and the other occupants of the house. Relations between the domestic servants were formalized and the dress code tightened up. Because of this, it has been said that the arrival of European women contributed to racial segregation. The mem-sahib in India – a popular figure among caricaturists, who typically portrayed her as stupid, strait laced and supercilious – supposedly created a kind of apartheid that put an end to the relatively relaxed relations of earlier years. This picture is somewhat exaggerated, however. To begin with, the old relations were never as relaxed and appealing to Asian women as they were to European men: after all, no social or political rights were to be derived from such a relationship. Moreover, it cannot be denied that European women provided a more dependable and safer home base for the restless, weary colonial administrators.

Life in the colonies presented many problems to European women, beginning with the problem of sex. According to many writers, the tropical climate aroused feelings of lust. The French novelist Paul Vigné d’Octon, for example, wrote in his Siestes d’Afrique: ‘With anaemia comes the aggravation of sexual desire. Here one makes love at all hours of the day and night.’ The French physician Dr Courtois saw it differently, however. In his view, there was at first a certain ‘excitation’, but this did not last long and ‘if the excitement persists, it is more in thought than in action’.9 Fortunately, a stay in France could be prescribed as a restorative.

British women in India were exposed to many dangers: reduced fertility, indolence, degeneration and a strong inclination to commit adultery.10 The problems confronting white women in the Netherlands-Indies, which the writer Marie van Zeggelen pointed out in 1900, were again different: ‘Women who come from an intellectual, artistic environment miss all of that here. It is dreadful, that eternal green, that eternal sitting at home between white-washed walls, paying tedious visits to complete strangers, all that trifling talk, the total absence of everything that is art.’11

Goods

All the business of the world is to be done in a new way.

Dr Samuel Johnson

The Industrial Revolution

The term ‘Industrial Revolution’ goes back to Arnold Toynbee, Sr, who in 1884 gave his famous Lectures on the Industrial Revolution. The concept is not undisputed. Some reject the whole idea of an Industrial Revolution, because the word ‘revolution’ suggests a sudden, swift and violent change, instead of the more gradual process it actually was. Others prefer to speak of a First Industrial Revolution, which took place in the second half of the eighteenth century and was confined to Britain, and a Second Industrial Revolution, which occurred at the end of the nineteenth century in large parts of Western Europe and the United States. This subject, although interesting, does not need to occupy us here. In any case, it is certain that the mid-eighteenth century saw the commencement of a process that would gradually spread to the whole of the Western world, leading to a steady increase in productivity and sustained economic growth and to great social changes resulting from the rise of a working class and an urban society.

The Industrial Revolution caused a dramatic increase in productivity. By 1830 an English textile worker was already producing with his mechanical spinning machine 350 to 400 times as much yarn per hour as an Indian craftsman with his traditional spinning wheel. The consequences for Indian textile production were fatal. In 1814 India imported one million metres of English textiles, in 1820 it imported 13 million and in 1890 more than two billion. British rule in India gave the British manufacturers free rein and made the protection of indigenous producers impossible. It stands to reason that Karl Marx called the driving force behind British expansion in India the ‘millocracy’ and that, just as logically, Gandhi chose the spinning wheel as the symbol of his movement.

The industrialization of Europe had far-reaching consequences for colonial relations. A certain division of labour came about in which the European countries took the lead in a worldwide economic system. From now on, there was more than just modest trading in tropical cash crops and luxury goods. The world became one big market and developments in the shipping industry played a major role in bringing this about.

The capacity of the European merchant fleet experienced unprecedented growth in the nineteenth century. Intercontinental shipping had certainly been impressive in the seventeenth century, but the fact is that the total tonnage of all those ships together was no more than that of a couple of modern supertankers. The shipping industry grew immensely in the eighteenth century and the great ships of sail achieved their fastest voyages in the nineteenth century with the advent of the tea clippers. It was also in the nineteenth century, however, that the sailing ship was finally ousted from its place as the principal means of transporting goods and people across the seven seas.

The rise of the steamship began in the second half of the nineteenth century. In 1850 sailing vessels from Great Britain carried a total of 3,396,000 tons, while steamships accounted for only 168,000 tons. Even in 1880 sailing ships were still more important than steamships, but the reverse was true by 1890, when 2,936,000 tons were carried by sailing vessels and 5,042,000 tons by steamships. In France the ratio of tonnage carried by sailing vessels as opposed to steamships was 674,000 to 13,000 tons in 1850. By 1890 the figures were much closer: 444,000 tons sail to 499,000 tons steam.

Steamships had two great advantages: greater speed and lower running costs. In the seventeenth century, the journey from Amsterdam to Java had taken a year, in the 1850s only three to four months and by 1900 the travelling time had been further reduced to one month. In the early nineteenth century, fast ships made the voyage from London to Calcutta in two months. In 1914 this trip took only two weeks. In this context the construction of the Suez Canal was of immense importance: the distance from London to Bombay was reduced by 41 per cent – enabling Bombay to take over the role of Calcutta as India’s economic capital – and the distance to Singapore and Hong Kong was reduced by approximately one-third.

Of even more importance than the ships’ velocity was the drop in the freight rate. Between 1870 and 1914, freight rates dropped by 50 per cent and on some routes by even more. This so-called transport revolution made it possible to import such bulk goods as jute, wool and ores, as well as grain from America. (European agriculture felt the consequences of this in the 1870s.) Between 1850 and 1910 the merchant fleet grew dramatically and the ships continued to increase in size. At first their growth was slow: between 1800 and 1860, cargo capacity rose from 1,000 to 3,000 tons. In 1910, however, tonnages of 30,000–50,000 tons were no longer unusual. Large British companies such as P&O (the Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Company) and the British India Steam Navigation Company dominated the trade to the East, while at the beginning of the twentieth century German companies like the Hamburg America Line were of great importance on the Atlantic route. France played a more modest role: its Compagnie Générale Atlantique operated the line to America, while the Messageries Maritimes plied the route to Asia. The shipping industry also had significant spin-off effects. Indeed, shipping presupposes shipbuilding, the construction of harbours, docks, coal depots and canals, as well as associated activities and institutions, such as storage, transshipment, shipping agencies, insurance brokers and banks, all of which made the shipping industry one of the driving forces of the colonial economy.

In the last quarter of the nineteenth century important changes began to take place in the industrial production process. The chemical industry was growing. Oil and electricity provided new sources of energy, alongside coal and gas. The laboratory began to occupy an important place in the production and innovation process. Rationalization of labour was increased by the conveyor belt. Banks began to assume greater importance and in Belgium and Germany they even played a leading role in the economy. There was a great need for capital and the public limited liability company was introduced as a means of providing it. These partnerships were a continuation of the joint stock companies that had grown up in the seventeenth century. In the course of the eighteenth century, companies with limited liability (sociétés en commandite) had become popular. The result of this development was the public limited liability company, made possible by the British Joint Stock Companies Act of 1844. In France this legal form was provided for by a law passed on 24 July 1867. On 20 April 1894, Germany passed a law creating the Gesellschaft mit beschränkter Haftung or company with limited liability. This prompted the rise of large enterprises, which Marxist theorists thought so important that they invented the term ‘monopoly capitalism’ to refer to the phenomenon. The stock market became the nerve centre of the economy and Europe the great financier of the world economy. Indeed, Europe had truly become, in the words of Herbert Feis, ‘the world’s banker’. Great Britain was the leader in this respect, exporting more capital than France and Germany combined (Table 2.3).

Thus the total amount of European capital exported in 1915 was nearly 50 times greater than that exported in 1825. The lion’s share of this went to America and to Europe itself (see page 124).

One important factor contributing to the growth of the international economy was relative monetary stability. The first step towards achieving this had been the introduction of national currencies to replace the various regional currencies. France, for example, introduced the franc and Germany the mark. A central, national bank was charged with issuing money. In England, this became from 1844 the function of the Bank of England. In France, the Banque de France was given the monopoly in 1848. In Germany and Italy this happened later, after unification (in Italy only in 1907). Of importance to international money transfer was the introduction of the gold standard. England went over completely to gold in 1821, the first country to do so. Other countries long upheld the system of bimetallism, allowing gold and silver to exist side by side as coined money. Germany adopted the gold standard in 1871 and by around 1880 most other developed countries had done so as well. Japan followed suit after 1900. The outcome was great monetary stability, which was strengthened by the dominant position of the British pound sterling resulting from London’s key role as a financial centre. Sterling was then what the US dollar would become after 1945: the international reserve currency.

TABLE 2.3 Cumulative capital export (in millions of dollars)



	
	1825

	1870

	1915




	Great Britain

	500

	4,900

	19,500




	France

	100

	2,500

	  8,600




	Germany

	100

	2,500

	  6,700




	Total

	700

	9,900

	34,800





Source: Warren, B. (1980) Imperialism: Pioneer of Capitalism, p. 62.

Reprinted by permission of Verso Ltd.

The world economy

For Europe the nineteenth century was a period of increasing productivity, economic growth and ever greater prosperity, especially in the last quarter of the century. Although distributed unequally, its wealth had begun to reach ever wider layers of society. In France and Germany the purchasing power of wage earners rose in this period by an average of around 30 per cent and in Great Britain by as much as 45 per cent.

This growth, although structural, proceeded by fits and starts. No fewer than 12 economic crises occurred between 1810 and 1914. The period between 1815 and 1845 was marked by steady economic growth, followed by a period of rapid growth. The years 1867–9 and 1889–91 were characterized by stagnation. In Europe the annual rate of growth dropped to a nearly negligible one-tenth of 1 per cent, owing mainly to the influx of overseas agricultural products brought about by the fall in transport costs and the free trade policy. In Europe, the farmers – at that time still the majority of the population – were beset with difficulties. After 1889 this sector picked up, partly as a result of protective measures, causing the annual rate of economic growth to rise to an unprecedented 1.5 per cent, a rate sustained until 1914.

These developments were largely the result of trade policy. The most important change in this area was the rise of economic liberalism, a theory based on the ideas of Adam Smith and David Ricardo. There was, however, another school of economic thought based on the thinking of the German economist Friedrich List and his book Das nationale System der politischen Ökonomie (‘The national system of political economy’), published in 1841. List argued that Smith’s ideas were not universally valid and that they favoured economically advanced countries, such as England. He also contended that economic latecomers needed an initial period of protection to build up industry and develop the economy.

Both schools of thought – free trade and protection – were put into practice in the course of the nineteenth century. At the beginning of the century, protection was generally the rule, taking such forms as quota restrictions and tariffs. Protection policies were gradually loosened, mainly under British influence. The repeal in 1846 of the Corn Laws, which until then had kept foreign grain out of Britain, was an important step in this direction, marking the beginning of the era of free trade in British history. The principle of free trade also gained ground elsewhere in Europe. The Anglo-French trade liberalization treaty of 23 January 1860, known as the Cobden-Chevalier Treaty, is held to be the most important breakthrough in this area. This treaty – opposed in France by both parliament and the population – was pushed through by Emperor Napoleon III, who had been converted to the principle of free trade during his lengthy exile in England.

In the last quarter of the nineteenth century the principle of free trade began to lose ground. In 1879 Germany became the first country to introduce protectionist tariffs. Bismarck did this to appease the most important social groups among his supporters: the Prussian ‘Junkers’ – landed nobility with agricultural interests – and the Rhineland industrialists. In France a revised system of tariffs was put in place in 1881, which offered limited protection for industrial products, although in practice it was not very effective. In later years, however, protectionism gained ground here as well, until in 1892 the Méline Law established a highly protectionist tariff. The end of the era of free trade was in sight.

The Industrial Revolution, the transport revolution and the free trade system made the strong growth of world trade possible. Between 1850 and 1914 world trade increased by nearly 600 per cent, growing from 15 to $100 billion, although it must be borne in mind that the largest part of international trade consisted of trade between the European countries themselves. The Europeans’ share of intercontinental trade was just as predominant, however. Two-thirds of all imports went to Europe and half of all exports came from Europe. This implies that Europe had a structural trade deficit, which was compensated by the invisible export of services and capital, such as shipping and insurance, as well as by returns on foreign investments. The goods imported into Europe included foodstuffs (grain, rice, coffee, tea, sugar and oil), other agricultural products (wool, cotton, silk, jute and rubber) and minerals (gold, silver, diamonds, tin, lead and, later, petroleum). Europe’s main exports were industrial products, such as textiles and capital goods (including machinery, materials used in railway construction and other building materials). In the late nineteenth century, colonial exploitation was carried out more systematically and on a larger scale through the development of the mining industry and plantation agriculture.

New ideas regarding colonization took shape in this period. In France such notions were known as the policy of ‘mise en valeur’, a more enlightened form of colonization, which was aimed not at mere exploitation but rather at long-term development through the application of new, rational and scientific methods and government investment. In the Netherlands such ideas were referred to as the ‘ethical policy’, which stressed the responsibility of the colonizer with respect to the colonized and the duty of the government to provide economic infrastructure, healthcare, education and so on (see pages 219–20).

Colonial infrastructure

One of the largest colonial infrastructure projects was the construction of railways, of which the British had set the shining example in India. In 1845 the first railway company was founded in India, the East Indian Railway Company. The East India Company, which had initially been against it, eventually yielded to pressure from the railway lobby in England and in 1852 work was begun on the first railway line – from Bombay to Kalyan, a distance of 55 kilometres. Many other companies followed, the result of which was that in 1902 British India had at its disposal a railway network of nearly 42,000 kilometres, more extensive than that of all the rest of Asia and surpassed in size only by those of Russia, America and Canada.

The Netherlands-Indies lagged behind British India in this, as it did in many other respects. Plans had been made in the 1840s for the construction of railway lines in the Netherlands-Indies, but disagreement had arisen on almost everything: the manner of construction and management (whether the railway should be run privately or by the state), where the lines should be laid and even their gauge. Finally, a Netherlands-Indies Railway Company (Nederlands-Indische Spoorweg Maatschappij) obtained a concession to construct a railway between Semarang and the Vorstenlanden (Princely States), with Yogyakarta as the terminus. In 1864 construction was begun and in 1873 the line was completed. By the end of the 1870s a total of 300 kilometres of railway lines were in use on Java, in stark contrast to British India, where the railway network already exceeded 13,000 kilometres. In 1914 a total of 2,288 kilometres of railway lines were in use on Java, while on Sumatra there were 245 kilometres of state railways and 122 kilometres of private lines. Of course, the situation in the Netherlands-Indies was not comparable to that of British India, because India was a subcontinent, while the Netherlands-Indies was an island kingdom where shipping connections were of paramount importance. In French Indochina, where developments ran nearly parallel to those in the Netherlands-Indies, there were 2,056 kilometres of railways in use in 1914.

In Africa as in India, engineers and technocrats played an important role in these developments. In 1879 the French Minister for Public Works, Charles de Freycinet, himself an engineer, appointed a committee to study the construction of the Trans-Saharan railway, a project comparable in magnitude to that of the Trans-Siberian railway in Russia. Other plans for railways, such as a Trans-African line, were announced with great enthusiasm. Still more fantastic was the idea to flood the Sahara, turning it into a navigable inland lake. Peer Gynt had already dreamt of this in 1867:

A flood of life would come cascading

Down through the gap, and fill the desert!

Soon the whole of this burning grave

Would be like a fresh, rippling sea.12

None of these plans ever came to fruition. The construction of railway lines was left to various colonial administrations, which did manage to complete a number of regional projects, although the technocrats’ dream of travelling in four days from France to Chad and in nine days from London to Johannesburg was never realized. The railways that were completed did, however, shorten travelling time considerably within the colonies. It took nearly a year, for instance, to walk from Mombasa to the border of Uganda, but the railway made it possible to complete the journey in only a couple of days.

Another important means of communication was the telegraph. At the same time work was begun in British India on the railway lines, the first telegraph lines were established. The telegraph was important for both government and commerce and during the Mutiny of 1857–8 it also proved useful to the military. As early as 1861, France had established a cable link to Algeria, where it had a good telegraph network that was initially under military control but was subsequently made available for civilian use. Only later did such projects get off the ground in other French colonies.

Powers

Dominer pour servir.

Motto of Pierre Rijckmans, governor-general of the Belgian Congo, 1934–47

War and peace

The colonial annexation of large parts of Asia and nearly the whole of Africa was accompanied by a great deal of violence. The Java War in the Netherlands-Indies, the Mutiny in British India, the French defeat at Lang Son in Indochina, the protracted wars against Samori in West Africa, the crushing defeat of the Italians at Adowa in 1896, the great victory of the Zulus at Isandlwhana in 1879, the long drawn-out Aceh War of 1873–1903 and many more wars and battles all illustrate this very clearly.

Besides wars, there were other forms of violence and intimidation, such as ‘gunboat diplomacy’, as well as disciplinary measures and punitive expeditions. Sometimes armed conflict was necessary to impose order; at other times difficulties did not arise until after authority had been established. It is estimated that between 1750 and 1913 it cost approximately 300,000 European lives to conquer 34 million square kilometres of African and Asian territory and to subject 534 million people to European rule. The number of lives lost by the opposing sides is estimated to have been somewhere between 800,000 and 1,000,000, but the total number of victims resulting from subsequent forced migration, famine and the like amounted to around 25,000,000.13

Conflicts also arose between the great powers, giving rise to the Spanish–American War of 1898, the Anglo-Russian confrontations on India’s northwest frontier that are known as the ‘Great Game’, the Boer War, the Russo-Japanese War of 1904–05 and so on. Nevertheless, considering the enormous scale of the imperialist expansion process, there cannot be said to have been a period of great wars. Compared with the wars in Europe, such conflicts were limited in scope, although it must be mentioned in this context that colonial warfare was of a special kind: by no means was it always recognizable as war or, indeed, recorded as such in the annals of European history. Colonial warfare had a character all its own.

Typically, these wars aimed not only at conquering the opposing forces but also at annexing their territory and subjugating the population. After all, colonial conquerors came to stay. Their goal was the permanent subjugation of the population or, as they themselves put it, the establishment of a lasting peace – hence the term pacification. The special nature of their objective had consequences for the outcome of war. Normal wars end in victory for one side and defeat for the other, but when could a colonial war be said to have been won and the adversary defeated? Official conditions of peace were generally lacking and often one did not even know who the enemy was. The English colonel C. E. Callwell, author of a classic work on colonial warfare, already pointed out this problem. In ‘small wars’, as he called them, one cannot focus – as one can in a ‘civilized war’ – on a clear-cut opponent, such as the king, the government, the capital city, the centres of population or the like, because these simply do not exist. Callwell exaggerated somewhat in this respect, but often the adversary was indeed difficult to find or even to define.

A distinction can therefore be made between two kinds of war: wars against larger, more highly organized states and those against opponents with a very low degree of national organization or, as they were called at the time, wars against ‘uncivilized nations’. Paradoxically, one can say that it was not the weak but rather the strong, well-organized states that were the easiest opponents for the Europeans, both militarily and politically. The military advantage often consisted in being able to seduce such opponents into doing the very thing they should not do, which was to give battle, for pitched battles were generally won by the Europeans. An opponent who avoided formal confrontations and engaged only in guerrilla warfare was much more difficult to combat. The second advantage was of a political nature: once the enemy had been defeated, the existing political structures could be taken over and continued under colonial supervision. When such structures did not exist, the conqueror’s first task was to build up a colonial state.

Often, however, the enemy was not a government or a hostile army, but the population itself. Colonial wars of this kind took on the character of a people’s war. This did not mean that no distinction at all was made between civilians and combatants, but rather that this distinction, which in Europe was in the process of solidifying at this very time, was a fluid concept. The fact that colonial warfare had as its goal the continued presence of the colonizer meant that a purely military approach did not suffice. It was necessary not only to conquer the country but also to win over the hearts and minds of its people.

The nature of colonial warfare, however, was determined not only by its goal but also by the means by which it was fought. Large military forces were deployed when necessary. The French captured Tonkin, for example, with an army of 35,000 men, led by nine generals and 700 officers. This was an exception, however. For financial reasons, Europeans could not mobilize unlimited numbers of troops. Indeed, their military superiority meant that they were usually not compelled to do so, since the colonial armies were nearly always superior to the enemy forces. This superiority was, of course, primarily a question of weapons and technology. The first big breakthrough in this field was the breechloader, which could be loaded – and therefore fired – much more rapidly than the traditional muzzleloader. Then came the repeating rifle and, finally, the machine gun, of which the Maxim (patented in 1884) was the best known example. Breechloaders and repeating rifles made their appearance in the colonies in the 1870s, the machine gun in the 1890s. Just how important this last weapon could be was demonstrated in 1898 in the Battle of Omdurman.

We must not absolutize technology, however. The picture of Africans armed with arrows and spears being mowed down mercilessly by Europeans with machine guns is, although not entirely incorrect, definitely one sided. By no means was European technological superiority always of use. Obviously, gunboats could be brought into action only in a limited number of areas. Heavy artillery was extremely difficult to transport and light artillery was not always effective, because fortifications in Asia and Africa were often very solid indeed. The cavalry was generally not available and, when it was, often created huge logistical problems. The Europeans did in fact have better weapons, but as a rule their opponents also had firearms. There were guns galore in Africa, although few were of truly high quality. In this context, it is noteworthy that the breakthrough in the Aceh War finally came when the Corps Marechaussee employed not the famous Maxim but rather that most primitive of weapons, the sabre. Moreover, the Corps’ commander did not hesitate to send his men into combat without firearms in order to whet their fighting instinct.

All the same, the technological superiority of the Europeans was indisputable and it remained one of the mainstays of their power, although they had other advantages as well. The strength of the European armies was also of a socio-cultural nature: they kept strict discipline, demanded rigorous training and knew how to maintain their weapons. Furthermore, their morale was high and they had true esprit de corps. They formed an instrument in good working order, which their leadership could move about and deploy at will according to strategic and tactical principles developed over many centuries of experience in armed conflict.

There were, however, a number of areas in which the Europeans were at a disadvantage. Their knowledge of the terrain was inevitably less complete than that of the indigenous people and they had difficulties in adapting to tropical conditions. Colonial armies often found themselves in completely unknown territory where they were dependent for scouting and intelligence on local collaborators. Moreover, they were highly susceptible to tropical disease. Africa was known for good reason as ‘the white man’s grave’. Many studies have shown that the great majority of casualties were not soldiers dying in action but those who fell victim to disease, many of them succumbing before ever reaching the field of battle. Again, it was Callwell who, not without reason, called the colonial wars ‘campaigns against nature’.14

The most frequent cause of death among Europeans in Africa was malaria. As Joseph Chamberlain said: ‘The mosquitoes saved the West Africans, not the eloquence of the intellectuals.’15 Although the cause of malaria was not known until the end of the century, the use of quinine had been introduced earlier as a preventive measure. In the 1830s French army doctors were already experimenting with quinine in Algeria, but it took several decades for it to be put to general use. The source of quinine, cinchona bark, came from South America, but was later cultivated mainly in the botanical gardens at Buitenzorg on Java in the Netherlands-Indies. At the beginning of the twentieth century Java was producing 90 per cent of the world’s quinine.

Only 6 per cent of those dying in the British colonial army in the first half of the nineteenth century actually died in action; the rest succumbed to disease. In the mid-nineteenth century, the death rate among European soldiers overseas decreased considerably. This drop in mortality was due not so much to the use of quinine or the practice of inoculation as to the transferral of troops to malaria-free zones or their confinement to camps outside the cities to avoid exposure to cholera and yellow fever epidemics.16 Despite medical advances, disease long remained the major cause of death. In the Boer War, the British lost 13,000 men to typhus, as opposed to 7,000 who died in armed conflict. Three-quarters of the American losses suffered in Cuba during the war against Spain were the result of disease; only one-quarter of the soldiers lost their lives in combat. Both of these wars took place around 1900. In this respect the French campaigns in Morocco that took place a short while later were the first modern wars, meaning the first wars in which the majority of soldiers died in battle and not in the field hospital.

Colonial armies

Finally, there was the matter of the size of the armies. Compared with the hostile forces, colonial armies were rather limited in size. Although little is known about the size of African armies, it is certain that colonial armies were often outnumbered ten to one and in some cases even 20 to one. Colonel Kemball captured Sokoto with a force of 1,200 men, half of whom were porters, facing an adversary numbering 30,000. There were huge differences in the way the various European countries recruited and financed their colonial armies. The British were in the unique position of having in their Indian Army a huge reservoir of troops that could be deployed anywhere in the world – and at the expense of the Indian budget to boot. Between 1829 and 1856, the British-Indian army was sent into action in China (three times), Persia, Ethiopia, Singapore, Hong Kong, Afghanistan, Egypt, Burma, Ngasse, the Sudan and Uganda. In the period after the Mutiny of 1857, British-Indian troops were deployed in China, Ethiopia, Perak, Baluchistan, Malta, Cyprus, Afghanistan, Egypt, Burma, Nyasaland, Mombasa, Uganda and the Sudan.17

The Europeans almost always employed native troops in their colonial armies, a practice started by the Portuguese in the seventeenth century in Angola. In Algeria the French deployed local troops next to French troops in their regiments of chasseurs spahis. The ‘Zouaves’, whose name is derived from the Kabyl tribe Zwawa, became an exclusively French corps, however, after the tribe’s betrayal. General Faidherbe was the creator of the famous corps of tirailleurs sénégalais. At first recruited more or less by force, these soldiers were later drawn to military service mainly by the numerous advantages and privileges offered by the soldier’s life. Their splendid uniform was designed by Faidherbe himself: a black cloak with a hood, a short jacket, a waistcoat of blue worsted, a red belt, Turkish trousers of blue cotton, shoes with white spats and a red Zouave cap. This colourful corps, which was officially established in 1857, became one of the most important units of the French colonial army and continued to be so, even when the black tirailleurs no longer came exclusively from Senegal but from the far corners of the Sudan as well. Its ranks swelled from 500 men in 1857 to more than 17,000 in 1914. In East Africa the native soldiers were generally referred to as askaris. The British employed these troops in East Africa in the King’s African Rifles. Their army in West Africa was called the West African Frontier Force. The African soldiers were recruited in various parts of Africa, preferably from the so-called ‘martial castes’.

Just as Britain had its Indian Army, the Netherlands had its Netherlands-Indies Army, whose white soldiers were volunteers recruited in Europe. Because the Netherlands – a small but prosperous country – could not supply enough soldiers for its colonial army from among its own population, it also recruited people abroad, who were brought together at the Colonial Recruiting Base (Koloniaal Werfdepot) in Harderwijk. That the Netherlands-Indies Army did not attract the crème de la crème is evident from Harderwijk’s nickname: ‘the sinkhole of Europe’. Between 1814 and 1909, the year Harderwijk was closed, a total of 176,250 people were taken into service there, including 106,000 Dutch, mostly soldiers or former soldiers. The rest came mainly from Belgium (24,000) and Germany (23,000). Moreover, 7,500 French and around an equal number of Swiss also enlisted there. The most famous mercenary was without doubt the French poet Arthur Rimbaud, who arrived on 18 May 1876 in Harderwijk and departed on the Prins van Oranje to the Indies. He arrived at Java on 22 July, but already failed to turn up for rollcall on 15 August. Having deserted, he eventually returned to Europe on a Scottish freighter.

The native soldiers in the Netherlands-Indies Army consisted of two main groups: first of all, there were the Amboinese, or Moluccans, who were generally Christian and were considered to be the military elite, more or less equivalent to the ‘warrior castes’ in India. Heading the second group were the ‘meek Javanese’, whose military qualities were less esteemed. There were also African soldiers from West Africa, whom the Indonesians called Belanda Hitan, or ‘black Dutchmen’. When the Netherlands ceded the Gold Coast to Britain, however, this source of troops dried up. Later on, black soldiers from the United States and Liberia were imported, but this practice proved unsuccessful.

In France the situation was more complicated. The term colonial army (armée coloniale) was not introduced until 1900. The conquest and pacification of Africa was carried out by the infanterie de marine (the French Marine Corps), who were under the command of the Minister for Naval Affairs. In 1900 the armée coloniale was created, which was the responsibility of the Ministry of War. This colonial army did not comprise all the colonial troops: the troops in North Africa formed ‘the African army’ (l’armée d’Afrique) and the Foreign Legion, which had been in existence since 1831, played an important role not only in Algeria but later on in Indochina and West Africa as well.

The French colonial army consisted in part of Frenchmen, serving in particular with the colonial artillery. The French were a minority in the colonial infantry, however, where the majority consisted of native troops, such as the tirailleurs annamites, the Canaques and the tirailleurs sénégalais. These were mostly volunteers, supplemented if necessary by a muster. By 1900 native troops accounted for half of the French colonial army. Among French officers, a colonial career was not especially popular, even though it offered less talented or less disciplined officers a good chance of promotion. Moreover, the colonies were also seen as a source of recruits for the mother country, the so-called force noire. When the Belgian king, Leopold II, asked Gabriel Hanotaux, the French Minister for Foreign Affairs, what France actually hoped to gain in Africa, the latter replied simply: ‘Soldiers, Your Majesty.’18

War or pacification?

The borderline between subjugation and resistance, between pacified territories and those not yet brought under control, was not always clear cut, although in most cases one can say that the colonizer’s goal was to effect a transition, after a phase of pacification and military rule, to one or other form of civil government. In French colonial-military doctrine, this transition was considered fluid. This doctrine of warfare is often referred to as the Gallieni–Lyautey method, whose actual founder was however the lesser known Colonel (later General) Pennequin (1877–1926), who had developed this method during two stays in Indochina. The doctrine was worked out in detail by two famous soldier-administrators, General Gallieni and his adjutant Lyautey, who later became a field marshal. According to this doctrine, the work of pacification had two aspects: action lente and action vive. Action lente, also known as action politique or occupation progressive, was the more important. It consisted in establishing a permanent post and gradually cleaning up the area. In doing so, it was necessary to treat the indigenous population according to the principle of divide and rule. Gallieni wrote, for instance, that the point was ‘to profit from the utilizable political elements, and to neutralize and destroy local elements that cannot be utilized’.19

Sometimes, in addition to this long-term approach, it was also necessary to engage in action vive, which aimed at destroying the adversary. This aspect of pacification work was the exception rather than the rule, however, and when this method was employed, efforts were made to keep devastation to a minimum. On completion of military action, villages had to be rebuilt, schools established and markets opened up. It was considered important not only to defeat the enemy but also to avoid stirring up animosity and to wreak as little havoc as possible. This is why military action had to be coupled with socio-economic organization, the building of roads and the construction of telegraph lines and the like. From this point of view, war was actually a civilizing mission. It was in this spirit that Gallieni gave expression to his view of pacification, likening its progression to that of oil spilled on water (an image, incidentally, that is often attributed to Lyautey): ‘With pacification comes a great wave of civilization spreading out like an oil slick.’20

Collaboration and resistance

Western expansion would not have been conceivable without the huge increases in productivity, prosperity, technological development and military might that took place in the nineteenth century. Neither would it have been possible without the cooperation of the overseas peoples themselves. The number of Europeans directly involved in colonial expansion – soldiers, civil servants, entrepreneurs and so on – was actually very limited. It was therefore essential to secure the cooperation of the Africans and Asians, who played a variety of roles in the colonial system, serving in the colonial armies, holding posts in colonial government, working for European companies or acting as brokers and middlemen between European traders and native producers.

The colonial system influenced social relations in the colonized areas. To begin with, use was made of the existing elite, which functioned as a sub-stratum of administration, just below the colonial government (as in the Netherlands-Indies, where indigenous notables functioned as ‘regents’ alongside members of the Dutch colonial government). In addition, a new economic elite was on the rise, consisting of those who had made successful careers in trade, agriculture and business.

In pre-colonial and semi-colonial situations as well, such processes occurred through contacts and the ‘articulation’ of the modes of production, as the Marxists put it. Most of the European trade in West Africa had involved slaves and ivory, typical ‘princely products’ that only political rulers had at their disposal. The abolition of the slave trade was followed by the rise of so-called ‘legitimate trade’. European demand then directed itself at new products, such as palm oil and palm nuts, which were produced by ordinary people, giving rise to new forms of prosperity in new social milieus. Between the traditional ‘chiefs’ and this new class of traders there was a conflict of interests that sometimes prompted the old elite to seek support from the European ruler. The colonial authorities thus influenced local relations, but this happened in very different ways, as there were great differences in the types of government.

Colonial government

Direct and indirect rule

The various forms of colonial government, which displayed a degree of involvement ranging from limited to extremely intensive, fell into three main categories: protectorates, colonies and territories that were considered part of the mother country. There is only one example of the last type, namely Algeria, which was divided according to the French model into départements, headed by prefects who received their instructions from Paris. These départements, the responsibility of the French Ministry of the Interior, were considered part of France itself, analogous to Corsica.

The protectorate came into being as a type of government during the era of great territorial expansion that took place at the end of the nineteenth century, when overseas empires were expanding too quickly for the growth of colonial government to keep pace. Indeed, the financial and administrative burden of such governments would have been prohibitive. The protectorate system offered a solution to this problem, its principle being that the ruler who placed himself under the protection of another power retained his authority on the home front but relinquished the authority to deal with foreign relations to the protecting power. Supervision of the protectorates, therefore, was in most cases the responsibility of the Minister for Foreign Affairs.

The way in which protectorates were governed changed over the years. At first the difference was stressed between protectorates, which possessed a certain autonomy, and colonies, over which complete control was exercised. This was still the case, for example, at the time of the Berlin West Africa Conference, but only ten years later the British law officers concluded that ‘the exercise of a protectorate in an uncivilized country imported the right to assume whatever jurisdiction over all persons may be needed for its effectual exercise.’21 This was also the view of the experts in France and Germany. The difference between a colony and a protectorate thereby lost much of its meaning. Tunisia and Morocco were French protectorates, but in practice French influence was nearly as great there as it was in Algeria, which was considered part of France.

In addition to the difference between colonies and protectorates, differences in colonial administrative ideology were also important. Roughly two schools of thought could be distinguished: assimilation and association. The terms were taken from the French debate on this issue, but they may also be used in the general sense. The concept of assimilation goes back to the French Revolution. The constitution of the year III (1795) declared the overseas territories to be ‘an integral part of the Republic’ and divided them, just like France itself, into départements. This was the beginning and the foundation of the policy of assimilation, a typically French concept. Arthur Girault, a prominent colonial theorist, wrote the following: ‘Autonomy suits the Anglo-Saxons. We French are Latins. The influence of Rome has shaped our spirit over the centuries.’22 And Lyautey said, ‘We have direct administration under our skin.’23 This concept has more than just an administrative meaning. It is also used to refer to the French policy of trying to force the colonized peoples to accept French ideas and views.

The concept of association is of much later vintage, dating from the last decade of the nineteenth century, when French colonial theorists were asking themselves whether traditional colonial policy could, in fact, be maintained, now that their colonial empire had expanded in such an unexpected and colossal way. Some thought not. The most important among them was Jules Harmand, who recorded his ideas on the subject in a classic work, Domination et colonisation (1910). Harmand maintained that the primary task of the colonizer was to safeguard and preserve his sovereignty. The appropriate means to achieve this consisted in adopting a system of indirect rule and in respecting the traditions, customs and religions of the indigenous peoples. He therefore advocated replacing the assimilation system of direct administration with a form of indirect rule.

Harmand’s notions are reminiscent of British colonial policies, which aimed at preserving the existing governmental structures and respecting or at least accepting the characteristic nature of indigenous cultures and societies. At first glance, there was, in fact, a certain similarity, because both countries made use of native administrators. Yet the position of the ‘chiefs’ in British Africa differed from that of the chefs in French Africa. The authority of the British ‘chief’ was generally based on his pre-colonial position and traditional influence over the local population, from which he derived a personal form of authority and legitimacy. The French chef, by way of contrast, was no more than a functionary, who usually had no pre-colonial claims to authority and often did not even come from the territory in question. A retired sergeant of the tirailleurs sénégalais could became a chef anywhere. Joost van Vollenhoven, the famous governorgeneral of French West Africa, wrote the following about the chefs in a circular: ‘They themselves have no power of any kind, because there are not two authorities in the district, the French authority and the indigenous authority, but only one. The commander of the district is in sole command; only he is responsible. The indigenous chef is but an instrument, an auxiliary.’24 Under French rule, the chefs were often given new tasks, including the thankless chore of collecting taxes. The religious nature of a chef’s authority no longer played a role. All these factors contributed to the dismantling of pre-colonial governmental structures.

While the British system of indirect rule strove to keep the traditional forms of authority as intact as possible, in French territories the native chefs were completely subordinate to the colonial ruler. Moreover, there was a difference in administrative culture. British colonial civil servants belonged in large part to the gentry and therefore felt a certain sympathy towards traditional rulers, including African chiefs. The French, however, were mostly members of the petite bourgeoisie, who cherished Republican ideals and were ill disposed towards anything that smacked of feudalism and the Ancien Régime. They saw the chefs as parasites and doubted their loyalty.

Although the policies of assimilation and association were completely at loggerheads on a theoretical level, in practice they sometimes overlapped. Gallieni, the pacifier of Madagascar, even saw the possibility of a synthesis, as emerges from an address he gave to one of the subjugated peoples: ‘You will always remain Betsileos, but at the same time you will be French.’25

Colonial departments

Which ministry was responsible for governing the colonies was not always clear. The situation differed from country to country and also changed over the years. There was often great rivalry between the various departments. For example, the governing of French Indochina, at first in the hands of the navy, was taken over by the Ministry of War, then by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and, finally, by the Ministry of the Colonies. Sooner or later the colonial powers all created a ministry that was responsible for most of their overseas territories.

In Britain responsibility for the colonies resided at first with the Secretary of State for War. In 1854 a separate Colonial Secretary was appointed, although he was not responsible for all overseas possessions: India, for instance, was not under his authority. When responsibility for India was transferred in 1858 from the East India Company to the Crown, India was brought under the authority of the Secretary for India. The India Office was a powerful apparatus with a much larger staff than the Colonial Office. There was another department that exercised authority over the overseas territories and that was the Foreign Office, which was originally responsible for most of the colonies in Africa, governing them through consuls and commissioners. A separate arrangement had been made for the Sudan, which, on the basis of an Anglo-Egyptian agreement, was governed as an Anglo-Egyptian condominium with its own civil service, the Sudan Political Service. Egypt, which did not officially become a British protectorate until 1914, was also the responsibility of the Foreign Secretary and was governed by a High Commissioner. At the Colonial Conference of 1907, the Colonial Office was divided into three departments: Crown Colonies, Dominions and General. In 1926 a separate secretary was appointed for the Dominions. The departments and their government services, the Indian Civil Service, the Colonial Administrative Service and the Sudan Political Service, remained separate worlds. A clear distinction was also made between civil service in a department in London and the colonial civil service overseas.

In the Netherlands a Department of Commerce and Colonies was set up as early as 1814. Later on the administration of the colonies was assigned to the Ministry of Naval Affairs. Only in 1842 was an independent Ministry of the Colonies established, which took definite shape in 1857. It incorporated various departments, but Department A, East Indies Affairs, was by far the most important. After the department’s establishment, the size of the civil service grew, seeing substantial growth especially in the years 1905–10.

In France the colonies were traditionally the responsibility of the navy. Between 1815 and 1871 there were hardly any French colonies and Algeria, France’s most prized possession – which technically was not a colony, however – was the responsibility of the Ministry of the Interior. After the birth of the Third Republic in 1871, a new era of colonial expansion began. The newly acquired territories became either protectorates, which fell under the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, or colonies, which were the responsibility of the Ministry of the Colonies, although the latter did not take shape until 1881, when the first Colonial Minister was appointed to the Gambetta cabinet. This post was just as short lived as the cabinet itself, for it disappeared in 1882, when again an under-minister was appointed, although this time he was responsible to the Ministry of Trade and not, as before, to the Ministry of Naval Affairs. Only in 1894 was an independent Ministry of the Colonies formed, this time for good. It was housed in the Pavillon de Flore, a pleasant enough wing of the Louvre, but one that was ill suited to accommodate a government department. It was not until 1910 that the ministry finally moved into permanent quarters in the Rue Oudinot.

Germany was a latecomer in the colonial arena, annexing its first colony as late as 1884. Colonial matters were handled by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. At first only one man was responsible for this, the Privy Councillor (Geheimer Legationsrat), Heinrich von Kusserow, who actually worked in the Department of Law and Commerce. In the 1880s, when Germany suddenly acquired a colonial empire, this situation could go on no longer and in 1890 a separate department was created: the Colonial Department. Although it was subordinate to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the head of this department was in a unique position, because he reported directly to the Chancellor of the Reich and as a rule personally defended the colonial budget in the Reichstag. Finally, in 1907, an independent Ministry of the Colonies was set up and in 1910 a bill was approved that provided for the establishment of a colonial civil service. Four years later, however, Germany lost its colonies.

The situation in the Belgian Congo was complicated, because this territory had at first been an independent state, namely from 1885, when it had been recognized as such, until 1908, when it was taken over by Belgium. In fact, already then the government services had their seat in Brussels, the Belgian king was the sovereign of the Free State and the most important posts were in the hands of Belgians, although around one-third of all public servants were of other nationalities. After the takeover of the Congo by the Belgian state, the territory officially became the Belgian Congo and a Minister for the Colonies was appointed. There was a high degree of continuity, however, as the civil service and governing bodies were largely kept intact. The civil service in Brussels, already of considerable size, continued to grow. There were no fewer than five general directorships, with more than 60 senior officials, a number unheard of at the time. Other countries were slower to establish colonial departments: Portugal, for instance, set up its Ministry of the Colonies only in 1911, with Italy following suit in 1912.

Administrative organization

Since most European – as opposed to British – colonies were not acquired until late in the nineteenth century, the need did not arise until then to set up a colonial administrative apparatus. Before this time there were only two territories with a governmental tradition of any significance, the Netherlands-Indies and Algeria.

Of the two, the Netherlands-Indies had the older and more elaborate system of government, formed by a governor-general – who, certainly in the early years, acted with almost complete independence – assisted by the Council of the Indies. Working under the governor-general was the Civil Service of the Netherlands-Indies, which was known as the Administration of the Interior (Binnenlands Bestuur). It must be noted in this regard that until the 1870s Dutch authority and interests were confined mainly to the densely populated island of Java, which was the centre of economic development. There Dutch government had taken the form of ‘dual rule’, for alongside a limited Dutch civil service there was also an indigenous government, led mainly by the traditional native elite under the supervision of the Dutch.

In Algeria, where French centralist and military tradition held sway, the government was patterned after a different model. At first Algeria was completely under military rule, but the coast and the most important cities, where many Europeans lived, were given a civil government based on the French model. When the number of colonies continued to grow, this system proved untenable and a separate governing body was set up for the new colonies. Tunisia and Morocco became protectorates with, theoretically at least, a high degree of internal autonomy. At first this also held true for Annam and Tonkin, although there – after a transitional period – all Indochinese possessions were united under the governor-general of French Indochina stationed in Hanoi. The same thing happened in Africa. The French West African and the French Central African colonies were united in two federations – French West Africa (Afrique Occidentale Française or AOF) and French Equatorial Africa (Afrique Equatoriale Française or AEF) – each headed by a governor-general. Madagascar had its own governor-general. The governor-general, following the example of the British Viceroy in India, was the embodiment of colonial authority. The same developments took place in Angola and the Belgian Congo, as well as in Kenya and Nigeria.

Subordinate to this supreme authority was a civil service, which was organized along the same lines in most of the colonies: the largest unit was the province (or district or colony) under a governor, then came the district (or cercle or circonscricâo) under a commander (or resident or commissioner) and then the lowest unit, the post (or division or subdivision or territoire) under a chief (or administrator or district officer). The names and titles differed, but they all boiled down to the same thing. The actual work was done at the lowest level, where European civil servants were the real rulers, the rois de la brousse or ‘kings of the bush’. They came into direct contact with the indigenous administrators – to be found only at this level – the ‘regents’ comprising the ‘chiefs’, chefs, headmen and the like. Here, too, the names varied, but they all referred to approximately the same thing.

Colonial civil servants and their training

The growth in the number of civil servants made it necessary to provide them with special training. The Netherlands was the first to set up a suitable programme of study and was therefore looked to as an example by some of the other countries, especially France. The fundamental requirements for civil servants in the Netherlands-Indies were first formulated in 1825: irreproachable behaviour and some basic education. Anyone meeting these requirements was given a certificate (the Radicaal van Indisch ambtenaar or Qualification of Indies Civil Servant) and could work his way up to the higher echelons of government without receiving any training. Indeed, special training did not even exist until 1843, when a course was begun in Delft. Anyone who had not studied there could not climb higher than the lowest rung of the ladder (civil servant of the third class). To reach a higher rank (second class), it was necessary to complete the four-year course in Delft, which included the languages of the Indies (Javanese, Malay), natural sciences and bookkeeping. A government committee held the examinations. Doctors of law could automatically be appointed civil servants of the first class.

For the lower ranks the ‘smaller civil service examination’ sufficed, for which a course of training was started in Batavia in 1867. One-third of these positions were reserved for students – most of whom were Indo-Europeans – who had completed this course. Once a year, in both the Indies and the Netherlands, the so-called ‘greater civil service examination’ was held. Successful candidates were admitted to the higher ranks. In 1843 the Delft Polytechnic began a course of training for this qualification and in 1864, also in Delft, the Indies Institute (Indische Instelling) was founded. This had been prompted by the decision to require such training for admittance to the higher posts in the colonial government. Indonesian regents did not much like ‘the young gentlemen from Delft, who think they’re God Himself, and whenever they are told the truth, and it’s not what they want to hear, they don’t believe it’.26 Later on, a course of training for colonial civil servants was started in Leiden, which later became part of the curriculum of Leiden University.

In France the École Cambodgienne was founded in 1886. Its goal was to acquaint Indochinese youths with the French language and culture and to train them for a role in colonial government. In 1888, when the son of the king of Porto Novo enrolled, this school was rebaptized the École Coloniale (indigène), but it remained a school for colonial subjects exclusively. The following year, however, the École Coloniale underwent a decisive change when it introduced a European section where French students were trained for posts in the colonial government. (In 1887 the Corps d’Administrateurs Coloniaux had been founded for this purpose.) In 1896 the École Coloniale was given its own building on the Avenue de l’Observatoire.

Entrance examinations and finals were based on the example of the French grandes écoles, which held competitive examinations, the so-called concours. Those who came out on top usually chose to go to Indochina, which was generally thought to be the most attractive colony. The French Congo (AEF), by way of stark contrast, was considered the dustbin. During their course of training, the French, like the Dutch, spent a lot of time studying law but, unlike the Dutch, did not devote much time to languages. ‘Colo’ supplied the upper echelons of colonial government, who were expected to understand everything and to be able to make themselves useful anywhere. ‘Colo’, however, never became as prestigious as the true grandes écoles and had to make do with the kind of students who applied. There was also a certain resistance to these civil servants with their theoretical schooling, since practical experience was considered more important. By 1914 only one-fifth of the corps of colonial administrators had been trained at ‘Colo’.

The British did things in an entirely different way. They recruited prospective candidates for the Indian Civil Service among the graduates of the great universities. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that the social standing of the British colonial civil servant was high, much higher in any case than that of the French and Dutch in comparable positions. Large numbers of the civil servants in British India were members of the upper class. The famous liberal politician John Bright was justified in calling the Empire ‘a gigantic system of out-relief for the aristocracy of Great Britain’.27 Most of them had gone to public school and many had attended Oxford, Cambridge, Trinity College (Dublin) or Sandhurst. The Earl of Cromer, the first British Viceroy of Egypt, said that the French and Germans were perhaps better trained technically, but that this shortcoming of the British was compensated for by ‘the governing powers, the willingness to assume responsibility, and the versatility under strange circumstances in which the Anglo-Saxon … excels beyond all other nations’.28 In his famous book The Dual Mandate in British Tropical Africa, Lord Lugard – the first governor-general of Nigeria – described the British civil servant as ‘an English gentleman with an almost passionate conception of fair play, of protection of the weak, and of playing the game’.29

The Indian Civil Service Commissioners selected candidates for posts in the Indian government. They examined their experience, background and recommendations and, after an interview, decided for or against admission. Once an applicant had been accepted, there followed a two-year trial period in England, devoted to the study of law and languages. After a final examination, successful candidates were sent to India for a further trial period of two years, after which the appointment became definite. Admission was open to both British and Indians, but in practice very few of the latter even applied.

In addition to the Indian Civil Service there was the Colonial Administrative Service. This was a collection of government services that had come into being over the years and were responsible for such territories as Ceylon, the Straits Settlements and Hong Kong. Only after Joseph Chamberlain became Colonial Secretary in 1895 could there be said to be a modern Colonial Service, admission to which was based on patronage, in contrast to service in the ministry itself, for which a competitive entrance examination was required. Here, too, the large universities and public schools were a fertile breeding ground for prospective candidates. As the Director of Recruitment of the Colonial Office said: ‘We could not have run the show without them.’30 Their motto was elegantly expressed in a poem by Donald Hughes:

The greatest glory of our land

Whose crimson covers half the maps

Is in the field where the wicket stands

And the game is played by DECENT CHAPS.31

As early as 1893, Leopold II had founded an École Coloniale at Brussels to provide training for administrators in what was then still called the Congo Free State. After this state became a Belgian colony in 1908, the school was reorganized (in 1911). As with similar schools in other countries, it stressed legal and administrative skills. Officers and soldiers of the lower ranks were also trained there. Italy introduced a competitive examination for admission to the Colonial Service in 1905, but there was no institution at which to train. The Geographical Society of Lisbon founded the Escola Superior Colonial in 1906 as a place of training for colonial civil servants. Germany opened its Kolonialinstitut in Hamburg in 1908. This institution was charged with the dual task of supplying information about the colonies and training colonial civil servants. In addition to such subjects as law, history and ethnology, the institute offered courses in practical subjects, including botany and cattle breeding.

The size of the colonial civil servant corps varied greatly from country to country. British India was governed by an amazingly small number of civil servants. Around 1890 the Indian Civil Service numbered only slightly more than 900 British administrators. On Java there were in the same period approximately 300 Dutch civil servants. Admittedly, this was only one-third of the number serving in India, but India had ten times as many inhabitants as Java (300 million as opposed to 30 million). No wonder, then, that Joseph Chailley-Bert, the French authority on – and admirer of – the Dutch colonial system, issued the following warning: ‘Java is overgoverned.’32 Although the French had a reputation for inflated administrations, the number of French government officials in Africa was very small. In 1912 there were in French West Africa – by far France’s largest colony, extending over an area of five million square kilometres – only 341 French colonial administrators.

These administrative bodies were hierarchical in design. In the Civil Service of the Netherlands-Indies there were around ten ranks of civil servants. France and Belgium had – in addition to administrateurs coloniaux – inspecteurs coloniaux, highly esteemed and highly ranked administrators who reported directly to the governor-general. In the Belgian Congo the salary of an inspecteur-général was nearly as high as that of a vice-gouverneur-général. In France, a governor earned just as much as a general and a governor-general earned three times as much. However, the most highly paid administrators were the British. In 1914 the governorgeneral of Nigeria earned one and a half times as much as the Colonial Secretary and two and a half times as much as the highest ranking military officer.

Indigenous employees

Colonial administration was often something of a patchwork quilt. There were, for example, protectorates, where in principle the pre-colonial administration – when there was one – was maintained. Certain areas of British India were under British authority, but a very large part of the country consisted of more or less independent ‘princely states’ governed by a local ruler. On Java, too, the centre of the Dutch colonial empire, the two self-governing Vorstenlanden (Princely States) – Yogyakarta with its sultan and Surakarta with its susuhusan – remained in existence.

The Europeans were highly dependent on the cooperation of the Africans and Asians, not only in maintaining the colonial armies, in which native troops were generally in the majority, but also in running the government. Often there was some form or other of dual government. Alongside European civil servants there were indigenous rulers who served as administrators. Others worked at the middle management level as police functionaries and interpreters. In Africa the great number of languages spoken made it necessary to have vast numbers of interpreters. In the Netherlands-Indies, by way of contrast, the situation was simple: the lingua franca in the Indonesian archipelago was Malay. Javanese was also important and both these languages were taught to the colonial administrators. The students at ‘Colo’ were given lessons in the Indochinese languages.

In Africa, where hundreds of languages were spoken, things were different. The official government languages were, of course, the European languages, and their influence is still great. The local commander was, therefore, dependent on African interpreters for communication with the natives. As early as 1862 the governor-general of Senegal, Admiral Jauréguiberry, established a special corps of interpreters and assistant interpreters. The other colonies followed suit. There was an extremely sophisticated ranking system with master interpreters (in six classes), honorary interpreters (five classes), assistant interpreters (two classes), apprentices and pupils. The French historian Henri Brunschwig has pointed out the importance of these functionaries. His research has shown not only that such interpreters were extremely important, but also that their importance was recognized by the colonial government, as evidenced by their relatively high salaries. Indeed, interpreters were the most highly paid African functionaries. A top interpreter even earned twice as much as a French colonial administrator at the beginning of his career.33 The power of African interpreters is apparent from the saying, ‘le commandant passe, mais l’interprète reste’, which boils down to ‘commanders may come and go, but the interpreter stays’.34

Systems of law and taxation

European expansion and colonial authority were legitimized with the argument that they furthered Christianity, civilization and justice. The logical result of this was the promotion of Christian beliefs and European legislation. ‘The lesser breeds without the law’, as Kipling called them, had to become familiar with those laws, but not too quickly or too drastically, because such dramatic changes might convulse society.

In practice, there were great differences in the legal sphere and much depended on the local situation. The French encountered in the Maghreb very divergent legal systems: Islamic law, Berber customary law and Jewish laws. They largely maintained these laws, but also stipulated that French laws should take precedence over all others. British India had a great variety of legal systems. The system prevailing in the province of Bombay, for instance, seemed more like Hindu customary law than anything else. In Bengal and Madras, there was a form of Anglo-Hindu law and in Punjab, English customary law obtained. The Netherlands-Indies maintained a dualistic system. The laws governing the Dutch and ‘other Europeans’ (who included, remarkably enough, the Japanese from 1899 onward) were meant to resemble Dutch law as much as possible. The indigenous population (which was taken to include the sizeable group of Chinese), fell under their own ‘religious laws, institutions and customs’. Around 1900 this system came under attack and arguments were put forward in support of a uniform, European system of laws. This was not instituted, however, because the consequences for the Indian population would have been too far-reaching. The eminent jurist Cornelis van Vollenhoven argued for upholding Indian customary law and undertaking its codification and his arguments won the day.

One particular aspect of the problem of varying legal systems concerned land claims. In most non-European territories, land was not viewed as a negotiable good. Rights to land did exist, but they usually involved certain rights of use (hunting, cattle breeding, growing food) and not the complete property rights. European expansion did not always give rise to problems regarding land ownership. In India and West Africa there were scarcely any European settlers who made claims to agricultural land. In the Netherlands-Indies farming land was considered the property of the village community (dessa); only ‘wastelands’ were let on lease by the authorities. There were planters who owned land, but they were few in number. In areas with large numbers of European colonists, such as North and East Africa, the regulation of landownership was an important issue.

The legislation regulating the ownership of land was also important for tax purposes, at least insofar as taxation was based on property ownership. This was the case in British India, where the return on land was the most important source of government revenue. British economists argued that this was a type of lease and not a tax. John Maynard Keynes could therefore maintain that taxes in India were low, because he did not take the land revenue into account. In the Congo Free State it was the rule to assume that all property without a master – including land – belonged to the state. These state-owned lands were, in fact, considered the private property of the Belgian king, Leopold II, the absolute ruler of the Free State.

Poll tax was another method commonly used to boost revenues. Usually a fixed amount was demanded of the village community, which then decided how it was to be divided up and imposed. The purpose of the poll tax was threefold: first of all, it was a source of income for the colonial budget, which would otherwise have had to come from taxes collected in the mother country. Second, in order to come up with this amount the native population was forced into wage labour, which would supposedly give them a taste for regular work and make forced labour unnecessary. Third, it was a way of stimulating the colonies’ economies by furthering their participation in a monetary system, which would ultimately lead to their modernization.35 In addition to land revenues and poll tax, the colonial state had other means of boosting its income, such as indirect taxation, the excise duty levied on such products as salt, opium and alcohol and the state monopolies in the trade of these products.

Ideas

Knowledge is power.

Francis Bacon

Colonialism and science

From the very beginning European expansion contributed to advances in knowledge and science. Knowledge was needed, first of all, about the weather and climate, geography and topography – knowledge indispensable to seafaring and exploration. Scientific interest also focused on the flora and fauna of the overseas world – again, an understandable interest, since the main attraction of the East was its rich store of spices. Rumphius described this in his famous Herbarium Amboinense (‘Herbarium of the Moluccas’) in no fewer than 12 volumes, which gained him such fame that he was called ‘the Pliny of the Indies’. Jacob Bontius wrote an important work on tropical medicine. Henry van Rheede tot Drakesteijn, governor of the Dutch settlement in Malabar, was an amateur botanist. Between 1686 and 1703 he published his famous Hortus Malabaricus. His work was carried on in the eighteenth century by employees of the British East India Company, such as Johan Gerhard Koenig.

These were subjects of enduring interest. The cartographers of old were followed by the later topographical services. Botanical research was undertaken at botanical gardens in the tropics. In 1787 the Botanical Garden of Calcutta was opened. In 1817 work was begun on the famous botanical garden at Buitenzorg on Java. This garden grew to be the richest in the world, also financially speaking, with a budget exceeding even that of the Royal Gardens at Kew. The Buitenzorg botanical garden enjoyed its heyday under the long directorship (1880–1910) of Melchior Treub (1851–1910). An agricultural research station was eventually built in the vicinity of Buitenzorg. Also noteworthy was the botanical research carried out by Franz Wilhelm Junghuhn, the great explorer of the Netherlands-Indies. Junghuhn was a geographer, cartographer, ethnologist, vulcanologist, topographer, paleontologist and linguist and for this reason was called ‘the Humboldt of Java’. He wrote a famous book called De Bataklanden op Sumatra (‘The Batak Lands on Sumatra’), but is mainly known nowadays for his four-part work Java, zijn gedaante, zijn plantentooi en inwendige bouw (‘Java, its appearance, its floral splendour and internal structure’).

Interest was also taken in Eastern culture and society, both in the material sense of products and artefacts and in the intangible sense of language, customs and traditions. This interest had existed from the very beginning, but since the eighteenth century it had increased dramatically under the influence of the Enlightenment, which provided the stimulus for the founding of numerous learned societies, such as the Batavian Society of Arts and Sciences (Bataviaasch Genootschap van Kunsten en Wetenschappen). This Society was founded in 1778, making it the oldest learned society in Asia, even slightly older than the Asiatic Society of Bengal, which was established in 1784 by the famous English orientalist Sir William Jones.

The Enlightenment also stimulated the collecting of objects and the gathering of knowledge about the East. This interest focused mainly on the culture of the Orient, a culture whose past was held in high esteem. The eighteenth century did not think in terms of a developed West as opposed to an underdeveloped East and the image of a superior West outshining a backward East did not yet exist. On the contrary, this was the time when Montesquieu was writing his celebrated Lettres persanes (‘Persian letters’). Voltaire did voice some criticism of Chinese civilization, finding its technological development retarded, but his overall opinion was still positive: China was the example of a highly developed civilization. By degrees, however, the picture emerged of a sleepy, stagnant Asia as distinct from a lively, dynamic Europe. Hegel said the following about it in his renowned lectures on the philosophy of history: Asian history is ‘for the most part, really unhistorical, for it is only the repetition of the same majestic ruin’. He also said that ‘China and India lie, as it were, still outside the World’s History.’36 Karl Marx spoke of China as a ‘mummy carefully preserved in an hermetically sealed coffin’37 and called it ‘a giant empire … vegetating in the teeth of time’.38

The attitude towards the Africans was completely different. There was no image of Africa as a great, old civilization beset by stagnation. On the contrary, for centuries Africans had been considered backward, primitive and barbarian. Voltaire, too, viewed the blacks as mere animals and speculated about the crossbreeding of ‘orangutans and negresses’. Buffon, the great naturalist of the French Enlightenment, considered the Hottentotts – whom Jan van Riebeeck, the Dutch governor of the Cape Colony, had once referred to as ‘black stinking dogs’39 – to be hideous, degenerate creatures. In the spirit of modern science, he proposed an experiment that involved taking a number of blacks from Senegal and shipping them to Denmark to see how long it would take them to turn white again, a sign that they had been recivilized. In this way one would be able to determine how long it had taken them to change from white to black in the first place.40

Many people could not believe that whites and blacks belonged to the same species. The great Africa traveller Samuel Baker, who had – as he himself wrote – ‘a long experience with African savages’, said that it would be absurd ‘to condemn the negro in toto’, but also ‘preposterous to compare his intellectual capacity with that of the white man’. And he went on to say: ‘It is the grand error of equalizing what is unequal, that has lowered the negro character, and made the black man a reproach.’41 The Encyclopedia Britannica of 1884 summed this up as follows: ‘No fullblooded Negro has ever been distinguished as a man of science, a poet, or an artist, and the fundamental equality claimed for him by ignorant philanthropists is belied by the whole history of the race throughout the historical period.’42

The geographical movement

Samuel Baker was one of the famous explorers of the nineteenth century. There were of course many others, because voyages – and especially voyages of discovery and exploration – were the great passion of the nineteenth century. This was connected with the rise of geography, a science that was stimulated by exploration, while geographers were in turn responsible for launching new voyages of discovery. The best known of all the geographical societies was the Royal Geographical Society of London, founded in 1830. The Société de Géographie de France was the oldest, however. Founded in Paris in 1821, it did not enjoy its heyday until the last quarter of the nineteenth century, when the number of members, which had been rather stable since its foundation, suddenly rose from 300 to 2,000 in the two decades between 1860 and 1880. Moreover, between 1873 and 1884 alone, another 26 geographical societies were founded in France, as well as three in Algeria. In 1896 the French geographical societies could boast 20,000 members altogether, a world record. In 1894 there were 111 geographical societies worldwide, with a total of more than 53,000 members. The French share in this was nearly 19,000 members, 35 per cent of the world total. In 1871 a chair of geography was created at the Collège de France and in 1872 geography became a subject taught at school. The enthusiasm of the French was unbridled. The French president Mac Mahon called geography ‘the philosophy of the earth’.43 The passion for geography was not unselfish. In 1874 a Society for Commercial Geography was established in Bordeaux and in 1876 a similar society was founded in Paris. Geography was useful not only in discovering the world but also in subduing it.

Elsewhere, too, geographical societies sprang up, with Berlin following suit in 1828 and St Petersburg in 1845. The Società Geografica Italiana, founded in 1862, moved in 1873 from Florence to Rome and became an influential organization there. By 1888 it had 1,232 members, including many prominent people – four (former) premiers and numerous ministers, as well as generals, admirals and politicians – who joined together to conduct an active colonial campaign. In Lisbon a geographical society was founded in 1875. Although its Dutch counterpart was established only in 1873, there had been a Royal Institute of Linguistics, Geography and Ethnography (Koninklijk Instituut voor Taal-, Land- en Volkenkunde) since 1851 and this organization was very active in the fields mentioned. The founders of the Dutch Geographical Society came mainly from the sphere of secondary education. The Society’s first chairman was Professor P. J. Veth (1814–95), a man with wide-ranging interests and erudition and unflagging zeal and enthusiasm for his work, who laboured in countless ways to stimulate the interest of the Dutch in their colonies. The society published a periodical and had at its disposal a collection of books and maps. It championed the practical approach and displayed a keen interest in the Dutch colonies, especially in the Netherlands-Indies. Among its first members we find the then Minister for the Colonies, I. D. Fransen van de Putte. The society also took the initiative in launching several scientific expeditions, such as the one to Central Sumatra. This, too, had a practical undercurrent: a greater knowledge of Sumatra was necessary to subdue it. Similar expeditions were subsequently undertaken in Borneo and New Guinea.

Voyages of discovery

Expeditions and voyages of discovery were undertaken on a large scale in the nineteenth century. The French were active in Indochina, for example, especially on the Red River and the Mekong River, which were seen as entranceways to China. In 1873 Francis Garnier wrote a famous and impassioned account of his travels, published under the title Voyage d’exploration en Indo-Chine. Similar expeditions were undertaken in the Netherlands-Indies. The famous study conducted by A. R. Wallace, The Malay Archipelago, published in 1869, was based in part on information gleaned in the course of his travels in the Indonesian archipelago in the period 1854–62. This great biologist and co-discoverer of the principle of natural selection was also an ardent admirer of the Dutch colonial cultivation system (see pages 107–9).

The main focus of attention, however, was Africa, where the great rivers – the Nile, Niger and Congo – were used as approaches. The great African adventure had begun already in the eighteenth century. In the 1780s an Association for Promoting the Discovery of the Interior Parts of Africa had been founded in London. Shortly after this, there followed the famous expedition of Mungo Park, who explored Gambia and the Niger in 1795–6. Between 1805 and 1830 the British government financed a series of expeditions that explored much of West Africa. The most renowned and romanticized of all rivers, however, was the Nile. Interest in ancient Egypt had undergone a dramatic revival during the Napoleonic era. The French army, which had invaded Egypt in 1798, had among its ranks a Committee for the Arts and Sciences composed of 167 scholars from a broad range of disciplines. Their Description de l’Égypte remains a classic.

The great interest taken in Egypt also kindled a desire to discover the source of the Nile. In 1858 Richard Burton and John Speke arrived at Lake Tanganyika. Speke eventually pushed on alone to discover Lake Victoria. The greatest exploratory expeditions to Africa were still to come, however, and of the men who undertook them, three acquired great fame: Livingstone, Stanley and Brazza.

Livingstone (1813–73), a medical missionary and explorer, had already participated in a number of sizeable expeditions, of which his journey through Africa from Luanda on the west coast to Quelimane on the east coast is the most famous, before he became determined in 1866 to find the source of the Nile. In 1871 he followed the loop of the Lualaba, a long and powerful river that is, in fact, the headstream of the Upper Congo. Livingstone was convinced, however, that it was a continuation of the Nile. Although his assumption was incorrect, his endeavours put Central Africa in the limelight and it eventually became the destination of journeys undertaken from both West and East Africa.

The man whose name is inextricably tied to this story – Stanley – was to become the most famous explorer of his time and the greatest in the history of African exploration. Henry Morton Stanley (1841–1904) was born as John Rowlands on 28 January 1841 in Denbigh, Wales. The certificate of baptism records his mother’s name as Elizabeth Parry, further stating that John Rowlands had acknowledged paternity of the child. Although this was certainly clear enough, the word ‘bastard’ was added for good measure. After spending his youthful years in misery and neglect, he sailed as a cabin boy to America, where he found a new home and a new calling, that of war correspondent. Later, as a correspondent for the New York Herald and the Daily Telegraph, he led an expeditionary force in what was known as the ‘Anglo-American Expedition’, the coast-to-coast journey aimed at finding all the missing pieces of the puzzle. What did Lake Victoria look like? Was this the source of the Nile? Was the Lualaba, which had been discovered by Livingstone, the beginning of the Nile, the Congo or the Niger? This expedition was of immense importance to the history of the Congo. Stanley demonstrated that, after Stanley Pool, the Congo River provided the best access to Central Africa.

The English were not very fond of Stanley. For a start, his appearance was unimpressive: he was short, overweight and red in the face. Queen Victoria called him ‘a determined, ugly, little man – with a strong American twang’.44 At first the British Geographical Society considered him a charlatan. The Belgian king, Leopold II, contrariwise, had great admiration for Stanley, who consequently entered the king’s employ and continued to serve him until 1885, after which he left to lead the Emin Pasha Relief Expedition.

The third great explorer of Africa, Savorgnan de Brazza (1852–1905), was a different type altogether. Born in Rome, Pierre Savorgnan de Brazza was the seventh son in a family of 12. Early on, his father and a family friend, the French admiral de Montaignac, steered his interest in the direction of the navy – the French navy that is, as there was not yet an Italian navy, just as there was not yet an Italian state. In 1875 Brazza took charge of a mission to Africa, which took him up the Ogowe, right through the tropical rainforest to the upper reaches of the river, where later Franceville would be founded. Brazza proceeded up the basin of this tributary of the Congo, discovering a new and relatively easy access to the basin of the Upper Congo. Both Stanley’s and Brazza’s expeditions would have tremendous consequences for the Congo area (see pages 165–70).

Orientalism and occidentalism

The Enlightenment, the geographical movement and the exploratory expeditions contributed much to the knowledge of overseas societies, as did the colonial systems that developed during the nineteenth century. Increasing involvement in colonial government made knowledge in all fields essential. In order to respect the indigenous society, one first had to become familiar with it. The same was true, of course, if one wanted to develop and therefore change that society. To spread Christianity, it was necessary to translate the Bible into the languages of the Asian and African peoples. Missionary work therefore provided a stimulus to studying these languages. The first Swahili dictionary was compiled by a German missionary. The training of colonial civil servants also stressed the study of native languages. The colonial government of the Netherlands-Indies required the services of language experts alongside those of administrative officials.

This all gave rise at the beginning of the twentieth century to the field of colonial studies and everything this included or, as Lord Salisbury called it, ‘the necessary furniture of Empire’,45 which included colonial institutes (in Amsterdam, as well as in Brussels and Paris), Academies of Colonial Science, International Colonial Conferences, Societies for Colonial Sociology and the like. France’s Institut Colonial International published, in the course of only a few years, 40 books on such diverse subjects as labour law, government, irrigation systems, legislation, education and others, all of which can be considered forms of ‘social engineering’.

The increasing size of the colonial empires and the growing knowledge of foreign cultures led to a great dilemma: to develop or not to develop, to intervene or not to intervene, to impose Western values or to respect native ones. The English had already asked themselves in the eighteenth century what right they had to interfere in India’s society and to meddle with its culture. In the nineteenth century this led to the well-known ‘orientalism–occidentalism debate’, which had its origins in an article included in the 1813 Charter of the East India Company, which stipulated that £10,000 be set aside yearly for the promotion of science and education. The article was ambiguous: the money was intended for ‘the revival and improvement of literature and the encouragement of the learned Natives of India and for the introduction and promotion of a knowledge of the sciences among the inhabitants of the British Territories in India’.46 This was a two-edged sword: it could mean either the promotion of the language, culture and science of India or the promotion of Western science and education. The orientalists valued old Eastern learning, viewing it as the root of Western learning. They therefore championed education in the classical Asian languages (Sanskrit, Persian and Arabic). The Anglicists or Occidentalists, by way of contrast, thought such knowledge worthless and advocated Western education in the English language. The dividing line did not run evenly between the English and the Indians. There were English who had great respect for the old India and they urged the learning of Sanskrit and the dissemination of modern insights through education in the local languages. Then again, there were Indians who fiercely opposed these ideas, demanding education in English and in Western learning. Of the latter group, the most famous was Ram Mohan Roy, who, in 1824, wrote a letter to the governor-general, Lord Amherst, protesting against the founding of the Sanskrit College in Calcutta.

Prominent thinkers such as James Mill and Charles Trevelyan resolutely chose the Western approach. The most important document was penned by Trevelyan’s brother-in-law, Thomas Babington Macaulay, who would later become a famous historian but at this time was still, like Trevelyan, an official in the Indian civil service. In his ‘Minute on Education in India’ of 1835, he called the Indian civilization a combination of ‘absurd history, absurd metaphysics, absurd physics, absurd theology’. He also thought that ‘a single shelf of a good European library is worth the whole native literature of India and Arabia’. He wanted, by means of good education, to create a group of people who were ‘Indian in blood and colour, but English in tastes, in opinions, in morals and in intellect’.47

The governor-general, Lord Bentinck, agreed with him and so the matter was decided. A resolution dated 7 March 1835 declared ‘that the great objects of the British government ought to be the promotion of European literature and science’.48 Government policy was henceforth aimed at promoting such knowledge among the Indians and at Anglicizing the Indian elite. English replaced Persian as the official language. After 1900 ‘development’ became the watchword. Colonialism followed its own inner dynamism. Economics, science and technology concerted their efforts to effect the mise en valeur of the overseas territories. Knowledge of the East was included and systematized in Western learning, giving rise to such disciplines as tropical hygiene and tropical medicine, tropical agriculture and forestry – in short, all the disciplines relevant to colonial development.

Education

That education was necessary was obvious to everyone. The question was only how and what. This issue always prompted the same two questions:

1  Should education be directed at schooling the masses or at cultivating an elite?

2  Should education lead to Westernization or to ensuring respect for the existing order?

In India, as we have seen, the choice was made to Anglicize the Indian elite. Although there was a form of popular schooling in Hindi and Bengali, such instruction was not given under the auspices of the government. In Indochina, the French initially did nothing to provide education, apart from the training of interpreters. Education was left to the existing schools, where teaching was done in the local languages, and otherwise to the missionaries. Later on, so-called French-native education was introduced, providing instruction in both French and the mother tongue. In Algeria there was French-Arabic education, but this was not a success; moreover, the quality of native education began to decline. This prompted Alexis de Tocqueville to utter his famous lament: ‘We have made the Islamic society more ignorant and more barbaric than it was before it knew us.’49

The efforts to improve education varied and so did the results. At the end of the colonial era only 8 per cent of the Indonesian population were literate. In French Indochina this was 10 per cent and in British India 12 per cent, but in the American Philippines the rate of literacy was no less than 50 per cent. The language policy of the various countries also differed greatly. In Africa, the most important languages were English and French, followed by Portuguese. The Netherlands, on the other hand, never had a language policy in the Netherlands-Indies. In the West Indies, and in Surinam in particular, with its very mixed and largely imported population, a conscious attempt was made to introduce Dutch as the national language. These efforts did meet with success, although the population in question was very small. In the Netherlands-Indies the large-scale introduction of Dutch was roundly rejected and the disquieting example of British India was cited as a deterrent to such measures. J. C. Baud, the Dutch Minister for the Colonies, said: ‘People who always hear their rulers addressing them in a foreign language are continually reminded in an unpleasant way of their subservience.’50 The language policy in the Netherlands-Indies was bipolar: the masses were given elementary instruction either in their own language – and a great many languages were spoken in the archipelago – or in Malay. Only a small elite could receive a Western education, with instruction given in Dutch. The purpose was to forge a link of solidarity between the native elite and the Dutch authorities. A similar language policy was pursued in the Belgian Congo, where French was the official language. Helping the natives towards literacy was undertaken in a select number of indigenous languages.

In sub-Saharan Africa education did not get underway until the twentieth century. Western education was taken in hand by various parties, with missionary work playing an important role. The English left the matter of education mostly to the missionaries. The first English schools for Africans were founded in Sierra Leone and Cape Town. These schools were very primitive. The so-called ‘bush school’ served as a school during the week and as a church on Sunday. Learning the language of the ruler was generally an important, if not the most important, goal of education. Lower forms were occasionally taught in the vernacular, but this was an exception. The lessons concentrated on such elementary subjects as reading, writing and religion. These skills enhanced social mobility, since people with a minimum of education could gain employment in the colonial government and the church.

Missions were not the only institutions participating in education. The first European school in West Africa was a French government school, founded in 1818 in Senegal. The controversy over school funding and the battle in France between church and state also had consequences for the French colonies. Until 1905 missionaries had played a key role in the field of education, but a law passed that year – providing for the division between church and state – put an end to this. The mission schools subsequently lost their subsidies and the civil service gave precedence to graduates of public schools over those coming from mission schools. In 1914 any further expansion of private education was forbidden.

The British governors in overwhelmingly Islamic territories, such as Cromer in the Sudan and Lugard in North Nigeria, strove to keep mission schools as unobtrusive as possible for fear of negative reactions from the Islamic population. It was also feared that large-scale education would give rise to a broad nationalist movement. The director of education in the Sudan, James Currie, summed up the objectives of education as follows: ‘1. The creation of a competent artisan class … 2. The diffusion among the masses of the people of education sufficient to enable them to understand the merest elements of the machinery of government … 3. The creation of a small native administrative class.’51 Education was limited mainly to primary education. Secondary schools were few in number and, with rare exceptions, higher education did not get started until after the First World War. In India the situation was different. As early as 1817 Calcutta had seen the establishment of its Hindu College. In 1857 universities were founded in Bombay, Calcutta and Madras and by 1914 Indian universities had a total of 50,000 students.

Missions and missionary work

In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, mission schools played an important role in education, although this was not their first priority. Missionary work had, of course, been going on for a very long time; indeed, it is as old as European expansion itself. The first thing Columbus did when he set foot on Guanahani in 1492 was to plant the cross of Christ. The first missionaries arrived the following year and large parts of the Americas were Christianized in the course of succeeding centuries.

Vasco da Gama shared this missionary zeal, as witnessed by his pronouncement that two things were important to him, ‘pepper and souls’. The missionary activities in Asia were not very successful, however. The landing of Vasco da Gama in 1498 was followed shortly thereafter by the arrival of the first European missionaries, mainly Franciscans, Dominicans and Jesuits. They met with such powerful resistance – in China and Japan, as well as in India – that Christianity could scarcely get a foothold. They had just as little success in Indonesia, where the ruling body, the Dutch East India Company, showed little or no interest in the mission. In the Philippines, however, the conversion of the population made great progress under the Spanish leadership.

Africa ultimately became the most important centre of missionary work, although this did not happen until much later. North Africa had already been Christianized in Roman times, but after the rise of Islam, Christianity had almost completely died out there. In South Africa there was a small Protestant community among the white population at the Cape. The Portuguese settled in the sixteenth century in Gambia, where they founded families, communities and churches. In 1591 they conquered Mombasa and founded Fort Jesus, which fell to the Muslims in 1729. Otherwise the Dark Continent remained for centuries inaccessible to Europeans and thus to Christian missionaries.

At the end of the eighteenth century, Catholic missionary work declined as a result of the dissolution of the Jesuit order and the turmoil caused by the French Revolution. Protestant missionary work, contrariwise, which had at first been carried out on a very modest scale, now began to flourish. In addition to the Hernhutters, who had been sending missionaries to various overseas territories since 1732, many new Protestant missionary societies now came into being, not only in Germany and Scandinavia, but also in England (the Baptist Missionary Society in 1792 and the London Missionary Society in 1795), Scotland, the Netherlands (1797) and America (1810). In the second half of the nineteenth century, the papal missionary organization, the Propaganda Fide, also experienced a resurgence. The late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries subsequently became the years of the great missionary adventure.

Missionary work homed in on any spot in the world that was not yet Christianized. In Asia, Christian missionaries met with little success in this period, being active almost exclusively in the areas colonized by Europe. In Indochina, the missionaries preceded the colonizers. Indeed, missionary work there can be said to have led to colonization, because the persecution of the Christians by the Annamites provoked French military intervention, which later led to the French occupation. The same thing happened in New Caledonia, where French missionaries had been active for ten years before the French emperor, Napoleon III, took possession of the island in 1853. In the Netherlands-Indies, missionary work did not get properly started until the second half of the nineteenth century. The government of the Netherlands-Indies was just as wary of missionary zeal as were the British authorities in India, who had barred entrance to missionaries until 1813. Fearful of conflicts, the Dutch authorities had forbidden missionary activity in Islamic areas. On Java, therefore, the mission was barely active and in large parts of Sumatra it was banned completely. Only the animistic or, as they were then called, the heathen areas, such as that of the Bataks around Lake Toba, were allowed to be Christianized. This also held true for other parts of the archipelago, such as Borneo (where it was dangerous, however) and Celebes, where the mission was active and successful in at least one subsector, the Minahasa. A few islands of the Moluccas had been Christian (meaning Protestant) for a long time already. The Catholic mission was not active until the twentieth century in the Netherlands-Indies, where there was no friction to speak of between the two faiths, as there was elsewhere. Political problems were caused, for example, by the Catholic–Protestant competition in Madagascar, where fierce rivalry broke out between the two religions, causing antagonism between France and England (see pages 174–5).

In France the mission became entangled in the complicated relations that had obtained between church and state since the French Revolution. The post-Revolution, Catholic revival also resulted in new missionary élan, largely inspired by Chateaubriand’s famous book Le Génie du christianisme (‘The genius of Christianity’) of 1802. The foundation of the Oeuvre de la Propagation de la Foi in Lyons in 1822 was followed by that of the Société des Missions Africaines in 1856, also in Lyons, the city that was to become the centre of French missionary activity. In 1868 the Society of White Fathers was founded in Algiers by Cardinal Lavigerie. The White Fathers, later assisted by the White Sisters, were to become an important missionary congregation and Lavigerie one of the great figures of the French Catholic revival.

Charles Martial Lavigerie (1824–92) came from southwestern France. He went to Paris, where at the age of 28 he became a professor of ecclesiastical history at the Sorbonne. After a stay in Syria and Rome, he became bishop of Nancy in 1863. His finest hour came in 1867, when he was appointed archbishop of Algiers, where a diocese had existed since 1838. Lavigerie, however, set his sights much further than Algiers. He viewed Algiers as ‘a door opened by Providence on a barbarian continent of 200 million souls’.52 He thought of himself as the successor of Augustine and bore the title of ‘Archbishop of Algiers and Carthage, Primate of Africa’. The name Carthage referred, of course, to the glorious age of early Christianity in North Africa. ‘Primate of Africa’ was an allusion to the fact that he also supervised the Apostolic Prefecture of the Western Sahara and the Sudan and thus of the whole of West and Central Africa. His activities, which were dominated by the fight against slavery and the advocacy of human rights, found a lot of support in Europe.

In the 1890s missionary work in Africa was in full swing. The missionary societies involved generally came from the country that ruled the colony in question. In Sierra Leone, for example, the English mission (Church Missionary Society and Wesleyan Methodist Society) was already active in the early years of the nineteenth century, principally among the returning slaves. From there, they expanded their sphere of activity to include other British territories in West Africa, such as Ghana and Nigeria. In 1857 the English mission began its work in the area of the Lower Niger.

Missionary work had started early in South Africa with the arrival in 1799 of two missionaries from the London Missionary Society who focused their activities on the Khoikhoi. The extreme south of Africa was opened up by the mainly Protestant mission. In addition to the British, its missionaries included Germans, Americans and Scandinavians. Livingstone was the instigator of missionary work in the area of the Great Lakes. After his death in 1873 a keen interest developed in missionary work in that area and in the whole of East Africa. The French concentrated mainly on their colonies in West and Central Africa. Germany did not acquire colonies until later and these were not very impressive, but the German mission, and especially the Rhineland Missionary Society (Rheinische Missionsgesellschaft), was not insignificant. Norwegian and Swiss missionary societies were also active in Africa.

The theological divergences between Catholics and Protestants, which meant so much to Europeans, were generally less important to the Africans. In practice, it made little difference if missionaries were Catholic or Protestant, as far as the work they carried out was concerned, even though the celibacy of the former was not without significance. A missionary began by setting up a post, which meant building first a house, then a church and later a school. The goal, naturally, was to spread God’s word and to convert the heathens and everything revolved around the achievement of this goal.

There were various methods, one of which involved converting a native ruler to Christianity, in the hope that his subjects would follow suit, more or less according to the principle of the Religious Peace of Augsburg of 1555: Cuius regio, illius et religio, in other words, the religion of the ruler was the official religion. In colonial times, however, this method was no longer viable. The more usual procedure then became direct conversion. The first converts were mostly people with little to lose, in particular those driven from hearth and home and slaves whose freedom had been bought by the missionaries. The most successful working method was to focus on the youth, to attract children to the mission post and to educate them, not only in the Christian faith but also in other subjects, which explains the strong link between missionary work and education. Often the instruction included vocational training. In Senegal a beginning was made as early as the 1840s by attempting to train Africans as ships’ mechanics. Their training involved sending them to France, but this plan proved unsuccessful. In the 1850s, therefore, the Holy Ghost Fathers (also called Spiritans) set up on-the-spot training. In Gabon there was no public education until 1907, but the fathers of this order undertook the training of carpenters, masons and other craftsmen, while the Sisters of the Immaculate Conception taught girls to cook, wash clothes, iron and sew. The same was done by English and Scottish missionaries in parts of British Africa.

Healthcare

The West also exerted an important influence on colonial society in the field of healthcare. For a long time this was not an object of concern to colonial governments. As in Europe, people were left to fend for themselves, but – again as in Europe – ideas on this score began to change in the nineteenth century. Missionaries also played a role in this – Livingstone, for one, was not merely a missionary but a qualified medical missionary – although their contribution remained limited. Self-interest was of more importance than philanthropy and one of the first things to receive attention was therefore the health of the colonial armies.

In France, the navy had had its own medical service since 1722 and, since the navy was responsible for the colonies, it maintained hospitals in those colonies, which often called on members of religious orders to nurse the sick. The first Sisters of Saint Joseph of Cluny, seven altogether, arrived in Senegal in 1819. Although medical care was intended primarily for the military, it was gradually extended to include the other Europeans in residence and, later still, the indigenous population. In 1890 the Corps de Santé Coloniale was founded. Its trainees studied at the newly founded École de Santé Navale in Bordeaux and continued at the Institut Pasteur in Paris. Starting in the 1890s an entire network of Pasteur institutes spread throughout the French colonies.

Until 1911 all doctors working in the Netherlands-Indies were supervised in one way or another by the head of the Military Medical Service. Here, too, the illnesses suffered by the soldiers provided incentives for research and prompted the colonial authorities to take action. Since the beginning of the seventeenth century, for instance, the disease known as beriberi had been known and dreaded. In 1885–6, during the Aceh War, when one in every five men at the Aceh garrison was dying of the disease, large-scale research was undertaken that revealed the cause of the disorder to be a lack of vitamin B. Unhusked rice, rich in vitamins – instead of the usual husked and polished rice – proved to be the remedy. The Military Medical Service did not, however, confine itself to treating the soldiers. In the mid-nineteenth century it took the initiative in inoculating the entire population of Java against smallpox.

Sometimes such measures met with resistance. In Algeria the Islamic population protested against the smallpox vaccination, which was not accepted until the arrival of Arab doctors. In 1911 a plague epidemic in Central Java prompted large-scale chemical disinfection. This precaution was mistrusted by the Javanese, who suspected the Dutch of practising black magic. In India, too, there was a profound distrust of European doctors and their medicines.

Keeping the soldiers alive was one motive, the health of the white population another. The Europeans naturally understood that infections would not stop at the boundaries of the native districts. In new colonial cities, therefore, a sanitary buffer zone was created between European and native districts, but even this was not enough. Native personnel were, after all, indispensable in factories and offices, and especially in the homes. Combating the dread tropical diseases (plague, cholera, yellow fever and the greatly feared sleeping sickness, which was endemic in Africa) therefore became a primary objective of the colonial authorities.

Art and literature

Europe’s century of colonialism left its mark not only on science but also on art and literature, in which there was already a long colonial tradition. Johan Maurits of Nassau-Siegen, governor of Dutch Brazil from 1637 to 1644 and founder of the Mauritshuis in The Hague, had taken artists – of whom the painters Frans Post and Albert Eeckhout are the most famous – in his retinue to record the country and its people, as well as the flora and fauna of the new colony. Many artists, however, did not dare to undertake such long journeys to far-off lands, where, moreover, the light was considered unsuitable for artistic endeavours. Gauguin, the French impressionist who travelled to Tahiti, is the most notable exception to this rule. More popular than the tropics was the Near East and later also the Maghreb. The Dutch painter and graphic artist Marius Bauer travelled extensively in the Ottoman Empire. Another Dutch artist, Jacobus van Looy, visited Morocco. French artists, however, and Delacroix in particular, have remained the best known of the artists who visited North Africa. Some of their paintings have erotic overtones, such as Delacroix’s Women of Algiers of 1834 and Ingres’s celebrated Turkish Bath of 1862, both of which portray a mysterious, erotic and sensual world.

The colonies also stimulated the visual arts in the mother country. Many colonial successes and triumphs were recorded in history paintings or led to the commissioning of statues and monuments. Even in the Netherlands – a country showing little interest in military affairs – a large monument was erected to honour the victor of Aceh, J. B. van Heutsz. In such countries as England and France, and especially in their capital cities, numerous monuments of this kind were erected. Another source of inspiration, albeit a late one, was the discovery of African art. Starting in 1879, when the Trocadero was opened in Paris, there were African masks on display in ethnological museums, although they did not begin to exert an influence on French painters – such as Braque, Matisse and, of course, Picasso – until after 1900. Picasso’s période nègre fell between 1907 and 1910. A certain influence was also discernible in music, in the work of Claude Debussy and Erik Satie, for example.

It was in the field of literature, however, that the colonies left an indelible mark. England is a striking example of the influence exerted by colonialism, which inspired Carlyle and Kingsley, as well as Disraeli. H. Rider Haggard’s famous book King Solomon’s Mines is, in the author’s own words, ‘a story of treasure, war and wild adventure’. Winwood Reade, the restless writer and traveller, gave Africa a place in his history of the world, The Martyrdom of Man. But the greatest example of the glorification in literature of British imperialist expansion and the nation’s calling is, of course, Rudyard Kipling. His celebrated poem ‘Take up the White Man’s burden’ of 1899 and his adventure story Kim of 1901 are firmly entrenched among the classics of Western literature.

Rudyard Kipling (1865–1936) was born in 1865 in India, where his father was a teacher. He went to school in England, but returned to India in 1882, where he worked for seven years as a journalist in Punjab. In 1896 he moved back to England for good. The year 1901 saw the publication of Kim, his most famous book; in 1907 he received the Nobel Prize for literature. His entire oeuvre is permeated by his Indian background and his ideas regarding the colonial situation and stereotypes of East and West. The boy’s-book flavour of Kim even inspired Baden-Powell to found the Boy Scouts movement.

The most important portrayer of the ambiguity inherent in Western expansionism was Joseph Conrad, the one-time Polish sailor who transformed himself into an English writer. His Heart of Darkness, of 1899, the account of a passage by boat to the very heart of Africa and, at the same time, a bitter commentary on the European practices obtaining there, is held to be one of the great masterpieces of modern literature. E. M. Forster’s A Passage to India is another classic expression of the complexity of East–West relations.

Compared with this, the literature of the other colonial powers has contributed relatively little to world literature. This does not mean that the colonial theme was lacking. Perhaps no European literature was so influenced by the overseas world as the Dutch. The famous essayist Conrad Busken Huet, who had been in the Indies himself, wrote as early as 1880 that the colonies had been ‘a milch cow in the literary sense as well’.53 The greatest Dutch writer of the nineteenth century was Multatuli (the pseudonym of the former colonial civil servant E. Douwes Dekker), whose Max Havelaar (1860) is undoubtedly one of the most famous Dutch books of the nineteenth century. The opening words (‘I am a coffee broker, and I live at No. 37 Lauriergracht’) are engraved on many a Dutch memory. The book also had a certain impact on the English-speaking world, as D. H. Lawrence pointed out in his 1927 essay on Multatuli:

Max Havelaar was first published in Holland … and it created a furore. In Germany it was the book of the moment, even in England it had a liberal vogue. And to this day it remains vaguely in the minds of foreigners as the one Dutch classic.54

Multatuli’s Max Havelaar is a severe indictment of the excesses of the colonial government and the exploitation of the Javanese. Admittedly, it was the Javanese rulers who were initially guilty of this exploitation, but they were acting under the supervision and with the approval of the Dutch administrators. Therefore, although it was a very critical book, it was certainly not an anti-colonial book. What it was, in fact, was an appeal for better colonial government.

The issues involved and the inevitable downfall of Dutch authority over Indonesia is an important theme in the work of Louis Couperus, one of the Netherlands’ greatest novelists. Couperus (1863–1923) was the son of a councillor at the Supreme Court of the Indies. He spent his youth in the Indies and knew the area well. His most famous work, the tetralogy De boeken der kleine zielen (‘The books of the small souls’), describes the fate of the prominent Hague family Van Lowe, descendants of a governorgeneral of the East Indies. His second most famous book, Van oude mensen, de dingen die voorbijgaan (‘Old people and the things that pass’), is the story of two old people who were involved in a crime of passion on Java. De stille kracht (‘The hidden force’), Couperus’s most ‘Indian’ book, describes the ruin of the resident Van Oudijck and predicts the inevitable downfall of Dutch authority in the Indies.

In France, both heroism and exoticism played an important role in colonial literature. Alexandre Dumas found inspiration in North Africa, about which he wrote a travel account, but an even more influential writer was Jules Verne, who established his reputation with his first bestseller, Cinq semaines en ballon (‘Five weeks in a balloon’) of 1863, the highly imaginative story of a trip over West Africa in a hot-air balloon. This book helped to spread knowledge about the geography of this territory, which was to become France’s largest colonial possession. Victor Hugo championed the colonization of West Africa and Emile Zola’s novel Fécondité (‘Fecundity’) constituted a plea for the colonization of the Niger Delta.

The most distinctly colonial writer was however Jules Viaud, a French naval officer who spent his life in the navy, saw much of the world and became a very successful writer under the pen name Pierre Loti. Appointed to the Académie Française at the age of just 41, he wrote not only about the Maghreb and the Ottoman Empire but also about the South Pacific. A keen traveller, Loti journeyed in 1872 to Tahiti. His 1880 novel Le Mariage de Loti – a glorification of the paradisiacal Pacific, ‘where misery is unknown and work pointless’ – tells of his love for a Maori girl named Rarahu. This book has a tragic undercurrent, however, because her race is doomed as a result of contact with the West. In his successful Le Roman d’un Spahi of 1881 – which ran into 150 editions – we find the same theme, this time in a story set in Senegal. The love between a French soldier, a Spahi, and a native woman is also doomed: when the soldier dies in battle, the woman strangles their child and then commits suicide.

The well-known French writer Théophile Gautier wrote in the same vein about Algiers, which he described as ‘mysterious’ and ‘fantastic’, saying: ‘Algeria is a superb country, where only the French are superfluous.’55 This ‘superfluity’ was affirmed by Alphonse Daudet, whose famous Tartarin de Tarascon paints a more cynical and more realistic picture of Algeria, which he summed up in the words ‘absinthe and army barracks’.56

It was not only exoticism but also religion and missionary zeal that played a role in colonial literature. A famous example of fervent piety was Charles de Foucauld (1858–1916), an aristocrat and professional soldier who served in the French army in Algeria before converting to Catholicism. His conversion took place in a radical way, for he became a Trappist monk and lived completely alone for 11 years in a hut in the Sahara, where he devoted himself to translating the Gospel into Tuareg until he was murdered by a group of rebellious Tuareg. The most powerful combination of exoticism, conversionary fervour and colonial military ‘splendour and misery’ is to be found in the work of Ernest Psichari, grandson of the agnostic Ernest Renan and son of the well-known Jean Psichari – a dreyfusard and professor at the Sorbonne – who converted to Catholicism and became a professional soldier in the colonial army. Ernest Psichari’s entrance into the Parisian literary world was nothing less than spectacular. Terres de soleil et de sommeil (‘Lands of sun and slumber’), the travel account that was his 1908 debut, burst forth with a force whose impact long continued to be felt. A sense of mission and responsibility, of bringing a message to the world and fulfilling a task – these were the main ingredients of Psichari’s ideology, the two aspects of French tradition that he strove to represent. He envisioned the colonies as the place where this mission would be accomplished and this French tradition continued. In this sense, the colonization of Africa was actually pacification, that is to say, the establishment of the paix française that was a continuation of the pax romana.

Alongside colonialism there existed anti-colonialism, although the critics of colonialism mostly attacked the side effects of colonialism rather than the colonial system itself. This was as true of Max Havelaar and the work of Joseph Conrad as it was of the writings of Paul Vigné d’Octon, a French author well-known at the time who was critical of the colonial situation. In 1890 he published his first novel, Chair noire (‘Black flesh’), the story of a French naval doctor in Africa who falls in love with a black woman, only to discover later that such love – ‘love in the psychological sense of the word’ – is impossible.57 He became a severe critic of the excesses of colonial expeditions, both in his capacity as a member of parliament and as a writer, but it cannot be said that he was anti-colonial on principle.
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CHAPTER 3

Colonial developments, 1815–70

C is for Colonies.

Rightly we boast,

That of all the great nations

Great Britain has the most.

From An ABC for Baby Patriots

Characteristics of the era

A panorama of Europe

The events that took place, first in France and later in the whole of Europe, between 1789 and 1815 filled contemporaries with dismay and drastically changed the political and social realities in Europe. The ideas of popular sovereignty, freedom and nationalism that had spread throughout Europe during the years of the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars continued to flourish. Liberalism and nationalism became the two great movements of the nineteenth century.

These wars also had far-reaching consequences for the political map of Europe and the balance of power between the various countries. In 1815, when the Congress of Vienna convened to put Europe’s affairs in order, there were five great powers: Austria, the host country; Prussia, the new leading power in the German world; Russia, now more involved than ever in the affairs of Europe; France, admittedly the loser, but nonetheless a great power that would continue to play a major role in European and world affairs; and, naturally, Great Britain, the indisputable maritime and industrial superpower and the great victor at Waterloo. The goal of the gathering was to redraw the political map of Europe in a way conducive to achieving a balance of power and lasting stability. The issue was not the desire for freedom roused by the Revolution or the nationalistic sentiments stimulated by the Napoleonic urge to conquer, but rather peace, order, the balance of power and the interests of the royal houses.

The result of this fundamental conflict between popular demands and princely interests was lasting political and social friction, which regularly erupted in revolutions, such as those occurring in 1820 and 1830 and, on a large-scale, in 1848. In the Near East, the Greek War of Independence – a liberal and nationally inspired revolt of the Greeks against the Ottoman Porte – caused a further weakening of Turkey, as did Russian expansion to the south.

The Concert of Europe was a force to be reckoned with until the Franco-Prussian War of 1870. France, soon accepted as a full member again, intervened in the Italian question on the side of the Sardinian nationalists, thereby entering into conflict with Austria. France and England both became involved in the Crimean War (1854–6), taking the side of the Ottoman Empire in its struggle against Russia. Other than these wars, there were no large-scale conflicts between the great powers. It was a relatively stable period in international politics.

Colonial issues did not attract a lot of attention. Thus the period 1815–70 is often contrasted with the era of modern imperialism and described as a time of colonial stagnation. This was true to a certain extent. Of the countries that later played an important role as colonial powers, several did not yet exist and others were not yet active as colonizers. Germany and Italy did not become unified states until 1870 and Belgium did not separate itself from the Netherlands until 1830. Japan had not yet been ‘opened’ to the West and the United States was not yet truly united. Some of the old colonial powers, such as Spain and Portugal, were clearly diminishing in importance. Their South American possessions had been lost forever. The Ottoman Empire was in decline. The Netherlands had its hands full with the Netherlands-Indies. Only Russia was pursuing a strong policy of expansion in Siberia and Central Asia, as well as in the direction of the Ottoman Empire and the straits between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean. In doing so, it found its path blocked by the only other superpower of the time, Great Britain, with which it regularly collided. In Asia, this field of tension was known as the ‘Great Game’; in the Mediterranean region, it was referred to as the ‘Eastern Question’. Moreover, Great Britain, profiting from its industrial advantage and maritime supremacy, was able to rule a large part of the world with very little effort. Sometimes it extended its empire in the traditional way, by incorporating or subduing territories, but more often than not it achieved the same thing by exercising its power informally.

Thus there was little colonial activity. Moreover, on the theoretical level the anti-colonial school held sway. This harked back to the philosophers of the Enlightenment and the classical liberal economists. Colonial oppression, at that time already inextricably linked to the institution of slavery and slave trade practices, was rejected by the thinkers of the Enlightenment. Jean-Jacques Rousseau declared that ‘the first European who went among these savage peoples should have been hanged at the frontier’.1 Colonialism was also opposed by Voltaire and denounced in very strong terms by Diderot, who declared his solidarity with the colonized peoples. Colonization ran counter to natural law and the ‘rights of man’. In the words of Robespierre: ‘May the colonies perish if they cost us our honour, our liberty.’2

The liberal economists endorsed this, albeit on different grounds. The colonies were at variance with liberal doctrine, which considered free trade the basis for the growth in prosperity. Adam Smith had opposed the monopolies of the colonial system, and Jeremy Bentham, in his book Emancipate your Colonies, had offered practical and moral arguments as an incitement to the French to give up their colonies. In his view, colonies were expensive in times of peace and even more expensive in times of war. Neither were they of any importance to trade. Moreover, Europeans had no right to rule over people who would rather not be governed by them. John Stuart Mill was also convinced of the uselessness of colonies. This tradition was continued by such Manchester liberals as Richard Cobden and John Bright. French economists, too, such as Jean-Baptiste Say and Charles Gide, set forth similar ideas. All this meant that the mentality of the 1815–70 era differed considerably from that of subsequent years.

A panorama of the colonial world

The British Empire was by far the largest of the colonial empires. Its foundations had been laid in the seventeenth century and consolidated in the eighteenth century, the end of which had seen the loss of America, its most important colony. Not all the British colonies in the western hemisphere had broken loose, however. After the Seven Years’ War, Canada had become an exclusively British sphere of influence, and remained so. The British possessions in the western hemisphere were otherwise confined to the Caribbean, where Britain’s most important possessions were the old colonies of Barbados and Jamaica, as well as the islands that were colonized later: Grenada, Tobago, St Lucia, Trinidad and the Bahamas. On the mainland there was British Guyana, which consisted of the former colonies of Berbice, Demerara and Essequibo, as well as Belize, later known as British Honduras. The Falkland Islands were seized by the British in 1833.

In Africa the British possessed Gambia, Sierra Leone and the Gold Coast. Of much more importance, however, was the Cape Colony in South Africa, which had been taken from the Netherlands in 1806. In the course of the nineteenth century, the Indian Ocean became known as ‘the British Lake’. In the early part of the century, however, the British did not yet have any colonies on the east coast of Africa and in the Indian Ocean its only possession of importance was Mauritius, which France had ceded to Britain in 1814. The most important colony by far was, of course, India, which was ruled until 1858 by the East India Company. Otherwise, Britain had few possessions in Southeast Asia. During the Napoleonic era, the Dutch in Ceylon capitulated to the British and the island was never returned to the Netherlands. The British maintained a post in Malacca (in Penang) and another on Sumatra (in Benkulen). In 1819 the British acquired Singapore, which eventually grew into the largest trading post in Southeast Asia. Australia was at this time still a largely unknown and rather unappealing continent.

After the Napoleonic era, little was left of the once proud Spanish empire. The first Spanish colonies to declare their independence were Paraguay and Venezuela in 1811. Argentina, or Rio de la Plata as it was then called, followed suit in 1816. After this Chile (1818), Mexico and Peru (1821) and Bolivia (1825) also declared their independence. Spain had dreams of regaining its lost territories but although plans to achieve this were often bandied about, nothing ever came of them. England and the United States were opposed to the idea. The only territories still in the possession of Spain were Cuba and Puerto Rico in the Caribbean and the Philippines in the Pacific.

Portugal had also lost its most important colony, Brazil, in the revolutionary era. In 1822 Brazil officially proclaimed its independence from Portugal. What now remained in Portuguese hands was a handful of scattered possessions and trading posts, such as Goa (on the west coast of India), Macao (in China) and the eastern half of Timor (in Indonesia). None of these possessions had much to offer in the way of future prospects. A ‘new Brazil’, the dream of many Portuguese, had therefore to be sought closer to home, namely in Africa and especially in West Africa, where the Portuguese had colonized two groups of islands: the Cape Verde Islands, off the coast of Upper Guinea, and São Tomé and Principe in the Gulf of Guinea. On the coast itself they had established themselves in Guinea-Bissau and they also held Ajuda, in the kingdom of Dahomey. Of much greater importance, however, was Angola. The centres of Portuguese power in this area were the harbour cities of Luanda and Benguela and their hinterlands. On the east coast of Africa, the Portuguese had long held Mozambique. Unlike Angola, Mozambique had no large harbour cities, only small settlements on the coast and in the Zambezi estuary. The Portuguese traders active on this river penetrated so far inland that they came into contact with fellow countrymen who had come from Angola in the west. This gave rise to the great Portuguese pipe dream: the contra-costa ideal of a link between Portuguese West Africa and Portuguese East Africa.

During the Ancien Régime, two great companies – the Dutch West India Company and the Dutch East India Company – had controlled Dutch trade in the Atlantic and Asia. By the end of the eighteenth century, however, both enterprises were in precipitate decline and, during the French Revolution and the Napoleonic era, the Dutch colonies had been occupied by the British. At the end of this period, the Netherlands regained control of some of its colonies, the most important by far being the Netherlands-Indies. In Africa the Dutch reclaimed only a few possessions on the coast of Guinea, including the old slave fort of Elmina, which was the main settlement. South Africa, however, remained English. The Dutch possessions in the West Indies comprised Surinam and two groups of islands, the Dutch Leeward Islands of Aruba, Bonaire and Curaçao and the extremely small Windward Islands of Saba, St Eustatius and St Martin, part of the last mentioned being under French rule.

Under the monarchy, France had built up a colonial empire of consequence, but by the end of the Seven Years’ War most of it had been lost. Under the terms of the Treaty of Paris (1763), Louis XV had relinquished to England all France’s possessions in North America to the east of the Mississippi and had ceded to Spain all French possessions to the west of the Mississippi. In 1803 Napoleon had recovered the latter possessions from Spain and subsequently sold them to the United States. France had also given up all political claims to India, which largely put an end to the first French colonial empire. All that remained were a few scattered possessions. After the Battle of Trafalgar the English had taken possession, one by one, of the remaining French colonies. Only a few were eventually restored to France.

By 1815, therefore, France had very few colonies. The only French possessions in the Indian Ocean consisted of the island of Bourbon (called Réunion after the French Revolution) and a few trading posts on the coast of India, such as Pondicherry. On the coast of West Africa, the French held sway in only a few cities in Senegal, such as Dakar, St Louis and Gorée. France’s most important colonies were those in the West Indies. St Domingue (present-day Haiti) had been lost, but there were enough left: Martinique, Guadeloupe and several smaller islands and, on the mainland, French Guyana.

Apart from the British Empire, the European colonies were a meagre company in 1815. The New World had become independent. Africa was still largely unknown and, after the abolition of the slave trade, many of Europe’s colonial possessions on the African continent had ceased to serve a purpose. Most of the colonies in the Caribbean had been retained, but they would never regain their former importance. In Asia the foundations had been laid for colonies that would prove to be of great importance later on – British India and the Netherlands-Indies – although the development of these areas had yet to begin. The basis for this was laid in the first half of the nineteenth century, an era that also saw the beginnings of what would later become one of France’s most important colonies: Indochina.

The Caribbean

In this context the Caribbean is taken to mean the many islands and groups of islands in the Caribbean Sea, as well as the Guyanas on the north coast of South America. A highly colonized region, it was in fact this area that saw the blossoming of the plantation economy, which focused on the production of tropical cash crops and was based on slavery and the slave trade. The region was colonized by various European countries, of which Spain, France, England and the Netherlands were the most important.

In the eighteenth century, the Caribbean had been very important economically, especially as regards the production of sugar. In the years after 1760, French St Domingue was the largest producer of sugar in the Caribbean. In 1780 the island also supplied half of all the coffee produced in the world. At the beginning of the nineteenth century, the British Caribbean surpassed the French Caribbean in economic importance and remained in first place until the end of the century, at which time the Spanish territories took the lead. In general, however, the economic importance of the Caribbean colonies to Europe gradually decreased in the course of the nineteenth century. This was due to the emergence in Europe of beet sugar as a result of the continental system of the Napoleonic era, the exploitation of European colonies in Asia – Java, for example – and the economic and social crisis in the Caribbean itself caused by the abolition of slavery. Moreover, after the United States gained its independence, North America assumed a significant role in the Caribbean, both economically and politically.

The abolition of slavery had far-reaching consequences. In 1834, the year in which England abolished slavery, slaves made up 80 per cent of the population in the English territories. That year 700,000 slaves were emancipated. In 1848, when the French abolished slavery, the slaves in their colonies accounted for 60 per cent of the population. In the Dutch colony of Surinam this was nearly 70 per cent. Most of the freed slaves turned their backs on the plantations, subsequently devoting themselves to subsistence farming and the small trades. To meet the demand for labour, contract workers were imported mainly from British India, as well as from Africa and China. Between 1838 and 1917 more than half a million Indians left the subcontinent to settle in the Caribbean. Similar attempts to import labour into the French and Dutch colonies were less successful. In contrast to the British territories, the possessions of France and the Netherlands were undergoing a period of stagnation and becoming less important to the mother country.

France

The French Antilles had been extremely important in the eighteenth century. This had not been true, however, of French Guyana, which seemed destined from the start to serve as a penal colony. Although the lesser Antilles (Martinique, Guadeloupe and a few others) were highly developed, the pearl of the French Antilles was St Domingue – the French, western part (now Haiti) of the island of Hispaniola (present-day Haiti and the Dominican Republic). The basis of prosperity was the production of sugar and coffee, in which products only French companies were allowed to trade. The French Antilles, which produced half of the world’s sugar and coffee, were the richest colonies in the world.

The French Revolution put an end to the economic foundation of the Antillean economy, namely slavery. This happened on 4 February 1794, when the National Convention proclaimed that ‘the slavery of Negroes has been abolished in all the colonies’, thereby achieving the goal of the Haitian leader Toussaint-Louverture, who was to serve as the island’s leader in the coming years. Napoleon, who had come to power in 1799, moved not only to reassert French sovereignty but also to reintroduce slavery. A large expeditionary force was sent to the island and Toussaint-Louverture was captured and subsequently deported to France. Interned in the castle of Joux, he soon died from the adverse effects of the harsh climate of the Jura. This did not solve the island’s problems, however. The war continued, the French troops were defeated and in 1804 St Domingue gained its independence and changed its name to Haiti. The island had lost nearly one-third of its population through turmoil and war. The whites had either been murdered or forced to flee.

In 1848 slavery was again abolished in France, this time for good. In the French Antilles, too, workers were now being imported from Asia, approximately 70,000 people in total, mainly from Pondicherry and Calcutta. During the years in which the continental system had been in force, France had become an important producer of beet sugar and the interests of the sugar cane planters overseas now had to be weighed against those of the sugar beet farmers at home. The result of the new production was a drop in the price of cane sugar. The days of the Ancien Régime were never to return.

The Netherlands

After the period of French rule, things looked bleak, economically speaking, for the Dutch colonies in the Caribbean. Approximately 63,000 people were living in Surinam in 1863 and the colony supplied tropical produce such as sugar, coffee, cotton and cacao. The islands, contrariwise, were sparsely populated (33,000 people in all) and had hardly any agriculture. They were only of interest for trade, but the North Americans and the British had largely taken over this sector. Attempts to promote Dutch trade never got off the ground, mainly because the Amsterdam traders had no faith in the venture, since scant local revenues made it impossible to balance the books. Something had to be done, and the king therefore sent Johannes van den Bosch – who would later become known as the man who devised the cultivation system in the Netherlands-Indies (see pages 106–9) – to the West Indies to undertake research. He reorganized the colonial government of the West Indies, bringing the islands and Surinam together under one governor-general stationed in Paramaribo in Surinam. This reorganization, which was intended to cut costs, was unsuccessful, for by this time the Dutch West Indies had lost their economic importance. Henceforth the colonial government nearly always had to be subsidized by the Netherlands.

The Netherlands, which was rather late in abolishing slavery, finally did so in 1863. Ironically enough, the contribution made by the Netherlands-Indies to the public coffers sufficed to compensate the slaveholders in the West Indies for their losses. The abolition of slavery brought disaster to the Surinam planters. Projects for agricultural colonization undertaken by independent, free immigrants never came to fruition. As was the case elsewhere, the plantation owners’ demand for labour could be met only by importing contract workers: British Indians and Javanese. This began in 1873 and resulted in more than 30,000 people immigrating from each of these territories, causing the population of Surinam to change drastically in character.

The Caribbean islands belonging to the Netherlands had been ruled since 1840 by a governor, whose seat was on Curaçao, the only island of any economic importance. Curaçao’s economy was based on the transit trade and the provisioning of ships and later also on petroleum refining. One of the most remarkable economic successes was the manufacture of straw hats, the so-called panamas, which led to an economic boom around 1900.

Spain

The most significant development in the nineteenth century was the rise of the Spanish Caribbean. Puerto Rico experienced a rapid increase in population and became, like Cuba, predominantly white in character. Puerto Rico also resembled Cuba in its dependence on the production of sugar, which accounted for three-quarters of its exports. Puerto Rico differed from Cuba, however, in that it was much less dependent on slavery. Around 1840, slaves accounted for less than 12 per cent of the total population, compared with 43 per cent in Cuba. Neither did Puerto Rico have a large and powerful Creole class, which explains the lack of an independence movement or the inclination to join the United States, both of which existed in Cuba.

Cuba was much more important than Puerto Rico, both politically and economically. In the course of the nineteenth century, the island experienced a veritable plantation revolution. Sugar was the most important product. In 1860 sugar production accounted for 61 per cent of the total agricultural production and 80 per cent (in value) of all exports. In the 1890s, Cuba supplied 60 per cent of all the sugar produced in the Caribbean and in the following decade this rose to 75 per cent. The only crop that managed to play a modest role alongside sugar was tobacco, although its share of the total production never rose above 15 per cent. Economically speaking, Cuba became a monoculture.3

In Cuba, too, meeting the demand for labour posed major problems. Unlike other colonies, Cuba long continued to import slaves, despite the official prohibition. Two-thirds of the total number of imported slaves arrived after 1820, nearly half a million people in total. In addition, approximately 100,000 workers were recruited in Asia, in particular China. More remarkable, however, was the great influx of immigrants from Europe. Hundreds of thousands of people, mainly from Spain, emigrated to Cuba in the second half of the nineteenth century. This is something that did not occur elsewhere and it led to a predominantly white society not to be found in the rest of the region. In 1899 two-thirds of all Cubans were white. Cuba was also remarkable for its technological advancement. Large-scale investment was carried out on the plantations and in the sugar factories (where steam machines were used), as well as in the infrastructure (railways). The capital required to do this came not only from the domestic economy but also from Spain and the United States.

Over many centuries of colonization and creolization Cuba had experienced the development of its own national identity, referred to as Cubanidad. Nevertheless, during the great independence movement in the days of Bolivar, Cuba remained loyal to Spain, a position that led to its being called ‘the ever faithful island’ (la siempre fiel isla). Despite a sizeable minority of Cubans who disapproved of the repressiveness of the Spanish colonial regime, a clear-cut national movement never emerged, owing to a conflict of interests between the sugar oligarchs on the one hand and the ordinary Cubans on the other. Considering the immense importance of America to the Cuban economy, it was natural for Cuba to lean towards the United States, but after 1863 – when Abraham Lincoln signed the Emancipation Proclamation, thereby freeing America’s four million slaves – the United States was no longer an attractive alternative for Cuba’s governing class.

In the 1860s the solution seemed to come from Spain, when a succession of liberal cabinets demonstrated their sympathy for the Cuban reformist movement that was striving for greater autonomy. These hopes were dashed when later conservative cabinets in Spain were not receptive to reform. The subsequent revolt in Cuba escalated into the so-called Ten Years’ War (1868–78). The rebels, who had proclaimed the republic, succeeded in gaining control of only the eastern part of the island, which was relatively sparsely populated and economically rather unimportant. The great sugar barons in the west were not really in favour of the revolt, which they feared could easily turn into a social revolution that would result in the abolition of slavery. In 1878 the Pact of Zanjón put an end to the conflict and affirmed Spanish rule. In the 1890s, however, tension again mounted and the war that then broke out ultimately led to Cuban independence and the end of Spanish rule. Similar events took place in Puerto Rico (see pages 138–9).

Africa

Africa is a European concept. The Romans gave this name to the area around Carthage when they conquered the city. The Arabs called the area to the south of North Africa the ‘Land of the Blacks’ (bilad el Sudan). It is difficult to generalize about Africa, because it shows little uniformity. The continent stretches from north to south over a length of 8,000 kilometres, from Tangiers to Cape Town, and from west to east over a distance of 7,600 kilometres, from the Atlantic to the Indian Ocean. Its surface area is immense, covering more than 30 million square kilometres. Its climate varies from region to region, as does the landscape. The climate of North Africa is a warmer version of the European Mediterranean region, whereas the climate at the Cape is reminiscent of the south of France. The area in between contains tropical regions varying greatly in character. The Sahara, which spans nearly the entire breadth of the continent, contains vast and open savannahs. Central Africa lies on either side of the equator and consists largely of tropical rainforests, to the south of which one again finds savannahs and deserts. There are large – one might even call them huge – rivers, such as the Nile, Niger, Congo and Zambezi, but most of these offer little possibility of shipping, owing to the waterfalls and cataracts that in some cases begin not far inland. In fact, the African plateau extends nearly to the coast.

In ethnic, linguistic and religious respects there are also great differences. The experts distinguish hundreds of peoples and states in precolonial Africa, where 1,500 different languages were spoken. Starting in the seventh century, Islam spread across the whole of North Africa and from there penetrated into large parts of West and East Africa, although it never got further than the savannah regions. The rainforest is ill suited to missionary zeal, so it is hardly surprising that before the arrival of European missionaries these tribes were animistic.

Discord and diversity are characteristic of the continent and it is possible to generalize only with respect to several very large regions, such as North, West, South, East and Central Africa. During the nineteenth century, however, large parts of Africa displayed two general tendencies, namely demographic stagnation and the increasing influence of Europe. In a way the latter was the result of the former. Around 1600 Europe (including the area of the later Soviet Union) and Africa probably had nearly equal numbers of inhabitants – approximately 110 million – each accounting for more than 19 per cent of the world’s population. By 1850, Africa’s share had dropped to 8.2 per cent. Europe’s share, by way of contrast, had risen to 26 per cent by 1900.

One of the causes of Africa’s demographic weakness was the slave trade, but even in regions that were not involved, there was evidence of stagnation or even decline. In North Africa the biggest cause of this was the plague. In the eighteenth century, Algeria suffered five plague epidemics and Egypt and Tunisia three. The disease continued to wreak havoc in the first decades of the nineteenth century. The last big plague epidemic in the Maghreb occurred in 1818–20, in Egypt in 1835. After this the disease died out, but other diseases such as smallpox and cholera continued to take their toll and famines also occurred regularly. West Africa, in fact, even displayed a slight increase in population, even though this region remained underpopulated. In South Africa the population ceased to grow in the first half of the nineteenth century. A crisis occurred in 1860–63, when a serious drought, aggravated by smallpox and measles epidemics, caused a great number of deaths. In the following years the population began to grow once more. In East Africa the opposite occurred: after an initial phase of growth, its population shrank after mid-century.4

The second important development was the increasing influence of Europe. In North Africa this meant that Ottoman authority was gradually replaced by European influence, whether formal or informal. The integration of West Africa into the Atlantic economy changed the country’s character: the slave trade gradually made way for trade in agricultural products and attempts were made to regulate agricultural production. Moreover, the African interior, which in 1800 had been almost completely unknown, was explored and charted by Europeans in the course of the nineteenth century. In South Africa, dynamism was generated mainly by the tension between the Boers and the British, and in East Africa by Arab traders, with whom the English in particular came into increasing contact.

North Africa

Of all the parts of Africa, it is North Africa that has been connected with Europe the longest. The Roman empire extended across both shores of the Mediterranean, which were also subdued by the Arab conquerors of later centuries and by the Ottoman rulers who followed them. Ottoman expansion began in 1517 when Turkish troops defeated the Egyptian army. In 1551 Tripoli fell to the Turks, in 1574 a Turkish military force took Tunis and in 1587 Algeria became a Turkish regency. Tunis, Tripoli and Algiers became provincial capitals in the Ottoman Empire. This empire was highly decentralized, however, and during the course of the eighteenth century the local rulers were actually given the reins of government. Officially their authority extended over the whole of North Africa, with the exception of Morocco, but by this time their authority was already very weak and the Europeans were beginning to take the lead in economic affairs.

By the end of the eighteenth century, the need for reform was clearly felt by the sultans. The reforms of 1792–3, known as the New Order, introduced a new army system, as well as administrative and fiscal reforms. These threatened the old military elite (the Janissaries) and the religious leaders (the Ulama) and therefore the established order. In 1807 the conservative forces intervened. They forced the sultan to abdicate and restored the old order. This meant the end of Ottoman reforms and the beginning of the end of the Turkish sphere of influence in North Africa. In the course of the nineteenth century, the regional rulers freed themselves more and more from the rule of the Sublime Porte and came increasingly under the influence – both formal and informal – of Europe. The first country to see this happen was Egypt, the second Algeria.

Egypt

Egypt’s place in the history of Africa is unique. On the one hand, Egypt was always tied to its black hinterland and its history in the era of modern imperialism seems to reflect the vicissitudes suffered by most of the other regions on this continent. On the other hand, Egypt differs from the rest of Africa: economically speaking, it is part of the Mediterranean trade system; culturally speaking, it is tied to Greece, Rome and Christendom and, of course, chiefly to Islam; politically speaking, it was long part of the Ottoman Empire.

The modern history of Egypt began with Mohammed Ali (1769–1849), who arrived in Egypt in 1799 as part of an Ottoman expeditionary force. After a complicated power struggle, he managed by 1805 to oust the official Turkish governor and to get himself recognized as such by the Ottoman sultan. By 1811 his power was firmly established. This first khedive of Egypt held office for nearly the entire first half of the nineteenth century, until 1848. Mohammed Ali modernized government structures, created an army and navy of Egyptians (as opposed to mercenaries) and expanded Egypt’s sphere of influence. He also subdued the Sudan. Although subject to Ottoman suzerainty and required to pay tribute to the sultan, Mohammed Ali made Egypt a de facto independent power.

The heart of Egypt lay between Alexandria and Wadi Halfa, a distance of around 1,000 kilometres. The cultivated area covered only 35,000 square kilometres. The population grew quickly, increasing from 2½ million at the beginning of the nineteenth century to 4½ million by mid-century and nearly 10 million at the end of the century. The village constituted the heart of its agrarian society. The great majority of Egypt’s population consisted of fellahs (peasants) and day labourers. Landownership was often communal. In theory, the land was the property of the state, the peasants having only the right of use. This right was determined yearly and depended on the level of the Nile. Mohammed Ali not only improved the irrigation systems but also introduced private ownership of land. He and his successors strove to create more powerful and more efficient government and a better administration. For the majority of peasants this meant more forced labour, more compulsory military service and higher taxes. In many cases this prompted the small peasants to sell their land and resulted in the creation of a class of large to very large landowners, headed of course by the khedive and his family and followed by the village dignitaries and local landowners. Mohammed Ali was also responsible for introducing new crops into Egypt, the most important of which was cotton.

Egypt had long been a Turkish province and its upper class consisted of Turko-Egyptians – descendants of the former, foreign rulers – who dominated the army and the administration. The Europeans, contrariwise, came increasingly to dominate the economy. In 1882, on the eve of the English occupation of Egypt, there were approximately 100,000 Europeans in Egypt. They lived mainly in the large cities, Alexandria and Cairo, and were responsible for making Egypt, along with Algeria and South Africa, the most European country in Africa. Many Europeans, however, were European in name only. This was true, for example, of the nearly 40,000 ‘Greeks’, who made up almost 40 per cent of the European colony but had for the most part been born and bred in Egypt. The ‘English’ were in fact nearly all Maltese: British subjects, to be sure, although that was the only thing British about them. The ‘French’ and ‘Italians’ were mostly Levantine, orientalized Europeans.

France and Britain were both extremely interested in Egypt for financial reasons, especially because of the interest to be earned on loans to the Egyptian government. They were also deeply involved in the construction of the Suez Canal. After it was opened in 1869, Egypt became more than ever an object of European interest.

Algeria

The French had been interested in Egypt since the days of Napoleon. Algeria, on the other hand, did not arouse much interest in France, yet Algeria would eventually become France’s most important colony, while Egypt was destined to become a British protectorate. At the beginning of the nineteenth century, Algeria had around three million inhabitants, of whom approximately half were Berbers and the rest predominantly Arab, although there were also Christians, Jews and an upper crust of Turkish rulers. The country extended for more than 1,000 kilometres along the coast of the Mediterranean, where several bays – such as those of Algiers, Bône and Oran – offered suitable locations for harbours. Two mountain chains cut across the region from east to west: the Lesser Atlas in the north and the Great Atlas in the south. It was a poor and rather undeveloped country, dependent mainly on subsistence farming. Famines were a regular occurrence. There were only two real cities, Algiers with 50,000 inhabitants and Constantine with 25,000, where there was some economic activity in the form of craftsmanship and trade, the latter engaged in mainly by Jewish merchants who maintained contact with their counterparts in other places around the Mediterranean, especially Marseilles and Leghorn (Livorno). At the beginning of the nineteenth century, Algeria was still officially part of the Ottoman Empire. The territory was therefore referred to in diplomatic parlance as La Régence. The dey of Algiers was subordinate to the sultan, but in fact he was very independent. He was chosen by the Turkish ruling class of Janissaries, who numbered around 15,000. In practice the dey ruled over Algiers and its vicinity only. The rest of Algeria fell under the rule of lower officials called beys. The boundaries of the country were vague: it was bordered on the west by the Shereefian empire (present-day Morocco) and on the east by the Turkish province of Tunis; in the north there was the sea and in the south Algeria disappeared into the desert.

The French presence in Algeria was the result of a series of coincidental and rather unrelated events. The underlying cause can be traced back to the French Revolution, at which time Algeria was supplying grain to the French armies. Payment was supposed to take place through a banker, but France had been remiss in paying and wanted to sort out matters first. This turned out to be a slow and laborious process, and the dey became understandably impatient. In 1827 he sent for the French consul in Algiers and the discussion became so heated that the irate dey hit the consul on the nose with a fly swatter. An insult as grave as this called for revenge, but it was several years in coming.

In 1830 France decided to intervene. The motivation for this decision was to be found in the sphere of French domestic politics. After Napoleon, the Bourbons had again ascended the throne, but their regime – the Restoration – was very unpopular. The new king, Charles X, who had succeeded his elder brother, Louis XVIII, in 1820, was even less popular than his predecessor. The only means of saving the monarchy – thus reasoned the government in Paris – was to launch a campaign that would contribute to redeeming the prestige of the regime and of France itself. A successful military expedition, reminiscent of the great era of Napoleonic military triumphs, would be a suitable means of accomplishing this. There was another argument as well, namely pressure from the merchants of Marseilles, who were constantly complaining of the damage inflicted by Algerian pirates on their trade and shipping. The king’s desire for prestige and the commercial complaints coming from Marseilles were the underlying reasons for the decision taken on 31 January 1830 by the Prince of Polignac, the king’s hated First Minister, to launch a military expedition to Algiers. There was, however, no grand design for colonial expansion.

The expedition was successful. A large naval force, consisting of warships and an expeditionary fleet, was brought together in Toulon. Among its 635 ships were 103 warships, as well as a military force of 34,000 men. On 14 June 1830 the invasion took place. The French troops were set ashore at Sidi-Ferruch, 27 kilometres west of Algiers, and there they began their march. Fort L’Empereur near Algiers was bombarded on 4 July and the next day the dey surrendered. The white Bourbon flag was raised over the palace and the dey went into exile.

Although the expedition was therefore a success, the Bourbons would no longer profit from it. On 27 July Paris rose in revolt against the hated regime and on 30 July Charles X followed the example of the dey of Algiers and went into exile. Charles X was succeeded by the liberal king Louis-Philippe from the House of Orléans, a collateral branch of the Bourbons. His reign – which was characterized by bourgeois values, liberalism and conservatism – was known as the July Monarchy. Louis-Philippe was forced to choose between giving up the new acquisition or actually occupying Algeria. The liberals were for giving it up, while the military, as well as the merchants in Marseilles, all wanted for reasons of their own (glory! money!) to keep Algeria. The most important question, however, was how Britain would react, which is why Louis-Philippe did nothing at first. Britain finally made it known that it had no objection to a French occupation of Algeria and so in 1833 the French decided to stay. This meant that some form of government had to be established. To this end, the Bureaux Arabes were created in 1833 and put in charge of the government and the administration of justice. Authority resided with the governor-general, who was responsible to the Minister for War. It was not until 1839 that the word Algeria was used: since 1834 it had always been referred to as ‘The French Possessions in North Africa’ (‘Les Possessions françaises dans le Nord de l’Afrique’). The actual occupation was confined to three cities: Algiers, Bône and Oran.

In Algeria there were mixed reactions to the arrival of the new rulers. There was little opposition in Algiers; more resistance was met outside the city. The leader of the opposition was Abd el Kader, ‘servant of the Mighty One’. Abd el Kader (1807–83) was to become one of the greatest political leaders in the history of Algeria. The descendant of a distinguished family that could trace its lineage back to the prophet, Abd el Kader was a devout Muslim who had made the pilgrimage to Mecca. He was erudite, brave and elegant and had received a broad education. He had studied the Koran, Islamic law, Arabic grammar and theology, as well as a bit of mathematics, astronomy and geography. After the expulsion of the dey by the French, he was chosen emir by a number of tribes. Abd el Kader drew his political inspiration from Mohammed Ali. His goal was to turn the local Islamic rulers in Algeria into a new governmental hierarchy. He was deeply religious and strove to create a state based on Islam. He raised an army of 10,000 men and in 1832 joined battle with the foreign rulers.

The war did not go well for the French. After several defeats, a new commanding general was sent to Algiers in 1837. His name was Thomas Bugeaud. During the Napoleonic occupation of Spain, Bugeaud had gained experience in guerrilla warfare, a form of combat that had been invented there. Bugeaud was not very enthusiastic about Algeria. In a speech in Parliament he said, for example: ‘Everyone knows that I have always considered Algeria to be the deadliest present given by the Restoration to the July Revolution.’ Once France was there, however, its authority had to be recognized: ‘The only solution, in my opinion, is absolute domination, the submission of the country.’5

The difference between his approach and that of his predecessors was not only political; it was also strategic and tactical. In this case, political action consisted in his attempt to apply the principle of divide and rule by taking advantage of internal strife. Bugeaud’s most important strategic principle was his assertion that it was not a hostile army he was fighting but a hostile people. The Arabs had to be subjugated, he maintained, because French authority had to be recognized. Conquest alone was not enough, however. ‘Conquest will be fruitless without colonization … Agriculture and colonization are one and the same thing.’6 He realized that the guerrillas’ strength lay in their swiftness and mobility and therefore saw no reason to expand fortifications. Instead, he divided the French troops into mobile columns, which were lightly armed and could retaliate quickly. Bugeaud’s strategy hinged in large part on deploying the infantry in quick raids. His procédés énergiques were successful, not only against Abd el Kader, but also later in the even more difficult war against the Rif-Kabyls. His famous report De la stratégie, de la tactique, des retraites et du passage des défilés dans les montagnes des Kabyles would become a classic of French colonial military literature.

In 1837 Bugeaud entered into a treaty with Abd el Kader, whereby the latter was recognized as the sovereign of approximately two-thirds of Algeria. In 1839 war broke out again. In 1841 Bugeaud was appointed governor-general and all-out war began. Bugeaud was victorious and on 23 December 1847 Abd el Kader surrendered. At first he was interned in France, but in 1852 he was freed by order of Napoleon III, who had meanwhile become emperor of France. In 1883 Abd el Kader died in exile in Damascus, after being admitted to the French Legion of Honour.

Abd el Kader’s surrender did not mean the end of hostilities, however. In the 1850s, the war against the Kabyls was continued, but it was not until the 1860s that the country was finally conquered and ‘pacified’. Bugeaud’s performance led to a heated debate in France. The great liberal thinker Alexis de Tocqueville supported his approach, but the famous poet and politician Alphonse de Lamartine compared Bugeaud’s behaviour to that of Nero and Tiberius.

Algeria would eventually become France’s only real settlement colony and for this reason it was uniquely significant in the French colonial empire. Immigration to Algeria was a lengthy process. In 1840 there were 37,000 Europeans living in Algeria. The revolution of 1848 and later the German occupation of Alsace-Lorraine would give new impetus to emigration. In 1850 there were 130,000 Europeans living in Algeria and in 1890 more than half a million, slightly more than half of whom were French, while most of the others came from Spain.

In the meantime, the military government had been augmented by a civil government, at least in the three cities. The rest of the country remained under military rule for the time being. Three départements were created: Algiers, Oran and Constantine, each with a prefect at its head. The prefects, like their counterparts in France, were responsible to the Minister of the Interior. These provinces were therefore viewed as being part of France itself and they also elected representatives to the French parliament. This governmental organization was the result of the French policy of assimilation, the aim of which was to treat the colony as part of the mother country and to smooth over differences as much as possible.

Later on, when the French colonial empire had been extended even further, this policy of assimilation came under increasing pressure. In the 1860s Napoleon III had already questioned this policy with respect to Algeria. At first he had also looked upon Algeria as a French province, where the population needed to be assimilated. He later changed his mind, however, declaring that: ‘Algeria is not a colony but an Arabian kingdom … I am just as much emperor of the Arabs as I am of the French.’7 His ideas on colonization were modern. In his view, colonization was not a matter of colonists and farmers but of bankers and traders, and the Europeans would do best to limit their efforts to these activities and to settle in the cities. This notion, which allowed for regional differences and was less interested in frenchifying the acquired territories, later became known as the association policy.

West Africa

The western border of West Africa is simple to determine: it is the Atlantic Ocean. The eastern border is more problematic. Where does West Africa end and East Africa begin? This cannot be said with certainty and in the days when almost nothing was known of Africa’s interior even less could be said about it. The northern and southern borders are not easy to ascertain either. Strictly speaking, West Africa extends from Ceuta to Cape Town, but in practice the term has a more limited meaning.

Before the time when the area was split up into colonies and protectorates, two names were used to refer to this territory: Guinea and Sudan. The term Guinea comes from the Portuguese and is probably derived from Akal n’Iguinawen, the Berber term for ‘Land of the Blacks’. This word was used chiefly for the coast, because that was where the Europeans were most active. That coast was in turn broken up into two areas: Upper Guinea, the part running from north to south, from Cape Blanco to Sierra Leone; and Lower Guinea, the coastal strip running from west to east, from Sierra Leone to Cameroon. The interior was generally referred to as the western Sudan.

The contrasts in geography and climate within this region are immense. In the north lies the Sahara and, below this, the Sahel, a region of steppes and savannahs with wide open plains – half-desert, half-grassland. The lowest section and the greater part of the coast are covered with tropical rainforest. The two regions differ greatly in their history and culture. The savannah regions had already been Islamized before the sixteenth century. The wars of conquest (jihads) resulted in the rise of Islamic states, sometimes of considerable size. Islam spread quickly in Hausaland, which, after the jihad of 1804, was incorporated into the Sokoto Caliphate, a vast empire of 400,000 square kilometres. Hausaland became the most prosperous region in tropical Africa. The rainforest, by way of contrast, was difficult to penetrate because of its dense vegetation. This area therefore saw little Islamic missionary activity and was considered unsuitable for governance on a large scale. The political units were small, seldom greater in size than the area encompassing several groups of villages.

The contacts between West Africa and Europe go back to the fifteenth century, when the Portuguese embarked on the exploration of West Africa. Other countries followed suit, in particular Spain, the Netherlands, England and France. The centre of European trade lay in Lower Guinea, where the coast was referred to in terms of the most important products: (from west to east) grain (pepper), ivory, gold and slaves. It was here that the Portuguese, French, British, Dutch and others built a network of forts and entrepôts.

The Atlantic slave trade

The most important economic activity in West Africa was the slave trade. The Atlantic slave trade was started by the Portuguese. In 1441, a Portuguese sea captain captured two West Africans and gave them to Prince Henry the Navigator. This act had far-reaching consequences. Around 1500, two to three per cent of the population of Portugal – and of Andalusia – consisted of slaves. The Atlantic slave trade, however, was directed not at Europe but at the Americas, where the rise of plantation agriculture in Brazil and the mining industry in Spanish America had created a huge demand for labour. In the seventeenth century, Brazil took 42 per cent and Spanish America 22 per cent of all the slaves shipped to the western hemisphere.

The slave trade was a question of supply and demand. The demand came from the Europeans, the supply from the Africans. Africa had always known an internal slave trade. Its relative underpopulation meant a shortage of volunteer labour, so there had always been a dependence on slaves. The European slave trade linked up to this tradition, but steered it in a new and radical direction. The Europeans’ great demand for slaves changed the whole character of the slave trade. The Atlantic slave trade began in the north, in the region between Senegal and Sierra Leone, but gradually spread to the whole of the west coast, from Mauritania to Angola. In the seventeenth century, the British got their slaves mainly from Lower Guinea. Throughout the history of the slave trade, Angola was an important supplier. In the eighteenth century, 60 per cent of the slaves came from West Africa and 40 per cent from Central and Southeast Africa.

After a hesitant start in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the slave trade experienced strong growth in the seventeenth century. In addition to Portugal and England, the Netherlands, France, Spain and Denmark also took part in the slave trade. The peak occurred in the eighteenth century, which saw more than half the total trade in human beings. The fight against slavery was begun in the nineteenth century, but even then, more than 3 million slaves were still shipped out of Africa in the 1800s. Resistance to the slave trade grew gradually and was particularly widespread in England. The explanation for this abolitionism is sometimes sought in idealistic factors (religious objections, the Enlightenment, the French Revolution and human rights), although it arose as well from material circumstances: the Industrial Revolution had made slavery unnecessary and had led to a call for free trade and free labour.

At all events, Britain was in the abolitionist vanguard. In 1805 a bill was passed in the House of Commons that eventually became law in 1807, making it illegal to capture and transport slaves. International treaties followed (in 1814 with France and in 1815 with Portugal), in which these countries undertook to ban the slave trade at some point in the future. In 1833 parliament finally passed the Slavery Abolition Act, setting an example that was followed by other countries. This notwithstanding, the complete discontinuance of the slave trade proceeded slowly. There were just as many slaves transported in 1830 as in 1800. By 1850 the slave trade had more or less come to an end, although even after this date 250,000 slaves were still shipped from Africa.

The figures expressing the extent of the slave trade were long a topic of discussion, but a certain consensus has gradually been reached. Table 3.1 gives an overview of the Atlantic slave trade.

Opinions vary as to the demographic consequences of the Atlantic slave trade. In any case, it is certain that huge numbers of people were involved. Although figures show that nearly 12 million people were carried off, the actual number may have been closer to 13 million. From the purely demographic point of view, it must be said that the slaves came from a very large area and that the whole process spanned four centuries. In other words, the ‘demographic loss’ was not exceptionally great: 30,000 people a year, from a population of approximately 20 million. This boils down to 1.5 per thousand, as opposed to a growth in population of 45 per thousand. Compared with the huge exodus from Europe in the second half of the nineteenth century, this loss is relatively small.8 Furthermore, it must be remembered that these 12 million people were less than half the total number of slaves shipped out of Africa. The Arabian slave trade was more significant in terms of numbers, involving an estimated 14 to 15 million people. This trade had begun earlier, however, in the seventh century, and it went on longer, until the end of the nineteenth century. The Arabian slave trade thus affected on average slightly more than 1 million people a century, as opposed to the 3 million a century affected by the Atlantic slave trade. In the eighteenth century alone, the Europeans transported more than 6 million people, as many as the Arabian slave trade in the course of six centuries.

TABLE 3.1 The Atlantic slave trade from Africa through the centuries
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Source: Iliffe, J. (1995) Africans: The History of a Continent, p. 131.

Reprinted by permission of Cambridge University Press.

The abolition of slavery affected Africa in two ways. To begin with, new colonies were founded for slaves liberated from slave-trading vessels. Later on, former slaves began to leave the New World and return to Africa. In 1791 the Sierra Leone Company was formed, establishing its headquarters in London. The goal of this undertaking was to colonize Africa with freed slaves. In 1792 a group of redeemed slaves – the so-called ‘Nova Scotians’ – arrived in Africa and founded the city of Freetown. America followed Britain’s example. Thomas Jefferson thought that black and white did not go together and argued for the return of the blacks to Africa. The American Colonization Society was founded in 1816 and in 1822 the state of Liberia was created, the first independent state in Africa, with its capital Monrovia, named after the American president Monroe. In 1849 the French founded the city of Libreville (the French equivalent of Freetown) in Gabon.

The second significant change in Africa brought about by the abolition of slavery was the rise of a new economy. When the slave trade ceased to exist, new products had to be put on the market. Increasing industrialization in Europe meant an increase in the demand for such products as lubricants for machinery, soap for the working populace, food for the industrial labourers and candles to light their houses. West Africa supplied a number of the raw materials necessary to produce these things. Palm oil was an important ingredient in soap, candles and lubricants. Palm kernels were used for margarine and peanuts, coffee, cacao and cotton were also traded. Various attempts were made to ensure a regular supply of agricultural products by creating plantations, but these attempts were almost always doomed to failure.

Colonization

The European colonies in Africa were, of course, mainly on the coast. In Upper Guinea there had existed since 1659 the French colony of Senegal, whose so-called Quatre Communes (Gorée, St Louis, Dakar and Rufisque) were represented in the French parliament. Next to Upper Guinea lay the small British settlement of Gambia. Then there was Portuguese Guinea and the ex-slave colonies of Sierra Leone and Liberia. In Lower Guinea, the French were in possession of Grand Bassam on the Ivory Coast, the English had Akkra on the Gold Coast, the French had settled in Cotonou and Porto Novo on the coast of Dahomey and the English had colonized Brass and Bonny in the Niger delta. The Dutch and Danish also had possessions on the Gold Coast. Not much changed in this respect during the first half of the nineteenth century. In 1850, however, the Danish abandoned their trading posts on the Gold Coast and sold their colonial claims to Britain, an example that was followed by the Netherlands in 1872, when it sold Elmina to the British. There was little activity in the Portuguese colonies. The English were more enterprising: in 1840–41 they undertook the Niger expedition and Lagos became an important centre of English economic activity.

The most important extension of European power in West Africa before the time of modern imperialism was the French expansion in the direction of the upper course of the Senegal and the Upper Niger. The impetus for this undertaking came from developments in both France and Africa. In France, the short-lived Second Republic, which emerged after the revolution of 1848, had voiced progressive ideas regarding the colonies (the abolition of slavery, assimilation, political freedom and human rights). The Second Empire of Napoleon III (1852–70) brought a new colonial élan that was mainly inspired by economics. After the abolition of the slave trade, the economic future of the French colony of Senegal had to be sought in agricultural products, in particular palm oil. Such products were found in the interior and not on the coast, so if Senegal wanted to survive economically, the interior had to be secured. There were two potential rivals here: the British, who were active on the Gold Coast, and the Islamic empires, the most important of which was the empire of the Tukulors (also known as the Fulani).

The Tukulor empire was one of the Islamic empires that had arisen in the nineteenth century from the jihad, the fight to extend Islam. The leader of this struggle was Al-Hajj Umar (c. 1797–1864), who travelled in 1826 to Mecca, visited Cairo on his return trip, married the daughter of the sultan of Sokoto in North Nigeria and subsequently returned to his birthplace, Futa Toro. In 1852 he embarked on a jihad, or holy war, against the heathens in the western Sudan. The result of this thirst for conquest was the emergence of the Tukulor empire that stretched from Timbuktu in the east to French Senegal in the west. The capital of this empire was Ségou.

In the west the Tukulors ran up against French expansionist activity. This led to the French waging war against the Tukulors and extending their control to the east. The mastermind behind French military policy in West Africa was an officer in the Engineering Corps, Louis Faidherbe, who was governor twice, in 1854–61 and 1863–5. Faidherbe was only 36 years old when he was first appointed governor of Senegal. A man of initiative and imagination, he was to become one of the great figures in French military and colonial history. Faidherbe’s goal was to turn Senegal into a viable colony and the way to achieve this, in his view, was to subdue the Islamic states in the western Sudan by military means. Such measures had proved necessary in Algeria, where he had served earlier. Only after subjugation would it be possible to set up the commercial activities intended to form the basis of Senegal’s prosperity. His great plan was to link Algeria with the Atlantic Ocean via the Sahara and the Niger.

Nothing much came of Faidherbe’s great plans for expansion towards the interior. The government in Paris refused to make the necessary funds available. His concept of military expansion as a condition of further colonization was well received, however, and would become the basis of France’s later West Africa policy. In 1870 the fall of the French Empire put an abrupt end to expansion in Senegal, but the thread would be taken up again later in the decade, when the partition of Africa began (see pages 156–9).

South Africa

South Africa is the only part of Africa where European immigration took place on a large scale. The Dutch settlement at the Cape of Good Hope had not originally been intended as a settlement colony but as a provisioning station for the ships of the Dutch East India Company on their way to the East. The people who settled at the Cape in 1652 under the leadership of Jan van Riebeeck were not colonists, therefore, but company employees who were stationed there temporarily. Soon, however, people were permitted to settle there who were not in the service of the Dutch East India Company but had come to farm on their own account. The first Dutch settlers were later joined by Germans, English and French (Huguenots), as well as by slaves from East Africa, Madagascar and Asia.

These developments gave rise to a colony with great ethnic variety, concentrated around two cities: Cape Town, the commercial centre, and Stellenbosch, the agricultural centre. The white population was very small, it must be said. Around 1800 there were approximately 20,000 white people living at the Cape and just about as many black slaves. The indigenous population consisted of Khoikhoi – formerly referred to by the whites in South Africa as Hottentots – and San (Bushmen). They were later joined by Bantu-speaking blacks who are now distinguished into Xhosa, Tswana and Sotho.

In 1795 the Cape was occupied by the British. It seemed at first to be a temporary situation, because according to the terms of the 1802 Treaty of Amiens the colony reverted to the Batavian Republic, but shortly thereafter hostilities flared up again and in 1806 the Cape was once again occupied by the British. The Anglo-Dutch Treaty of 1814, also known as the Convention of London, upheld this situation. The great importance of the Cape Colony had already been seen by Adam Smith, who as early as 1776 had written: ‘The Dutch settlements at the Cape of Good Hope and at Batavia are at present the most considerable colonies which the Europeans have established either in Africa or in the East Indies.’9 During the wars against Napoleon, Britain had established its colonial and maritime supremacy once and for all and it certainly did not intend to lose the Cape again. Indeed, in the nineteenth century the Cape became the most important link in the great imperial chain connecting England with India and the Far East.

The advent of British rule meant the beginning of a new era in the history of South Africa. Over the centuries the white population at the Cape had developed its own lifestyle. They could even be said to have a national identity, that of the Afrikaners or Boers. In their eyes the British colonial government was a foreign power. The arrival of large numbers of British immigrants (approximately 10,000 in the 1820s) caused the tension between the Boers and the British to mount. This friction largely determined the modern history of South Africa in the nineteenth century and was also an underlying cause of the events that would steer South Africa in a new direction, namely the Great Trek.

The Great Trek took place between 1835 and 1837 and led to the settlement of Afrikaners in large parts of eastern South Africa. The Trek also caused various wars with African tribes, especially the Zulus, who had built up a giant military machine under their bellicose leader Shaka. It took just ten years (1818–28) for the Zulus to become both the most powerful and the most feared people in the region. This affected other communities: the Ngwane, for example, migrated to the north and established the kingdom of Swazi. Another sizeable kingdom was Lesotho, founded by Moshushu, a lesser chief from the Caledon Valley. Whole areas were depopulated when their inhabitants fled in the face of the Zulu armies. In 1828 Shaka was murdered by his two brothers, one of whom, Dingaan, carried on in Shaka’s tradition.

The Trek gave rise to contacts between the Boers and the Zulus. The Boers wanted to settle in the largely depopulated areas. This led to war with the Zulus. On 16 December 1838 the Boers won the great Battle of Blood River. A year later they took possession of half of Zululand. They now had their own republic, Natal, and this was followed by others, Transvaal and the Orange Free State. Natal held no great future for the Boers, however. The republic was annexed in 1843 by the British, who thought the strategic value of this coastal area too great to leave it in foreign hands. In this respect the Boer republics in the interior were less important and therefore less subject to British interference. Although there was tension here as well, the British – according to the terms of the Sands River Convention of 1852 and the Bloemfontein Convention of 1854 – recognized the independence of both Transvaal and the Orange Free State.

There were now four white national organizations in South Africa: the Cape Colony and Natal, which fell under British authority, and the two independent Boer republics. These last two were only tiny states, however. Transvaal had fewer than 25,000 white inhabitants and the Orange Free State only half as many. The Cape Colony was not densely populated either, having at this time approximately 200,000 inhabitants, the majority of whom were non-whites. The Europeans, consisting of British and ‘Hollanders’, were dominated by the British. The colony was not very important, economically speaking. The value of all British exports to South Africa amounted to slightly more than £900,000 in 1845, much less than the value of the goods exported to Argentina or Chile. Strategically, however, the colony was very important indeed. According to a statement made by the famous English Admiral Lord Fisher in 1900, the Cape – along with Dover, Gibraltar, Alexandria and Singapore – was, strategically speaking, one of the five most important strongholds in the British Empire.10 British policy in the white colonies focused on the development of self-government (‘responsible government’). In 1853 the first Cape parliament was convened and in 1872 the Cape Colony was granted selfgovernment in internal affairs. The government, headed by a premier, was responsible to the parliament. In addition to the two Boer republics and the Cape Colony, there was another white colony in South Africa, Natal, which after the annexation in 1843 also fell under British rule. The movement towards self-government was slower here than it was at the Cape and it was not until 1892 that Natal was granted self-government.

The four regions differed greatly from one another. They did have one thing in common, however, and that was their expansionist tendencies. Over the years they all expanded their spheres of influence and this inevitably brought them into conflict with the black population. The battle for land between whites and blacks became a recurrent theme in the history of South Africa. The most notable expansionist impulses originated in the Cape Colony, which focused its attention on the east. Nine wars against the Xhosa and the ultimate annexation of Xhosaland were the result. This expansion enabled the Cape Colony to extend its border eastward and gradually to join up with Natal. Natal, in turn, had continual problems with its northern neighbours, the Zulus. The Boer republics also attempted to expand their spheres of influence and did this with some measure of success. Soon, however, the differences between the Boers and the British would become more important than the struggle between the whites and the blacks (see pages 183–5).

Asia

Asia, the largest of the five continents, consists of a number of very diverse regions. The first of these is the Near or Middle East, which comprises the western part of Asia. It is largely Islamic, belongs to the world of Arabic culture and was mostly under Ottoman influence. In the nineteenth century this region was characterized by the debilitation and eventual dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, a process that had begun in 1669 with the loss of Hungary. Although large parts of the Ottoman Empire had been lost, officially the sultan was still the sovereign of Egypt and Arabia, while Asia Minor was ruled directly by the Turks, as was the central region of Anatolia, of course, as well as Armenia and several other territories to the south of the Caucasus. In Central Asia, Persia and Afghanistan remained independent, even though the former would eventually be divided into British and Russian spheres of influence. Anglo-Russian rivalry led to the ‘Great Game’ in Central Asia, where Russian expansion ran up against British resistance. This led to Afghanistan’s continuing existence as an independent buffer state.

Nearly all of South Asia would eventually be absorbed into the British Empire, while Southeast Asia would be divided between Britain (Burma, Malaysia), France (Indochina) and the Netherlands (Indonesia). In East Asia, China was the dominant power, with its gigantic territory, its vast numbers of people, and its age-old political and cultural history. During the second half of the nineteenth century, however, its inner weakness was becoming more and more obvious. China’s cultural influence extended over Japan, which also had to contend with Western influence in the second half of the nineteenth century, although its reaction to it was completely different from that of China. A large part of northern East Asia was incorporated into the Russian empire, which would ultimately stretch from the Baltic Sea to the Pacific. When the Western Europeans and the Americans started to meddle in East Asian affairs, they therefore encountered a number of important local players. This meant that European expansion ran a different course in Asia, which was not divided up into European colonies as was Africa. In eastern Asia, the Europeans encountered opposing forces that slowed down expansion. Such opposition was not encountered – or encountered to a lesser extent – in South and Southeast Asia, so it was here that the great colonial empires of the nineteenth century were able to develop. These included – in addition to British India – Indochina and the Netherlands-Indies, present-day Indonesia.

The Netherlands-Indies

The former Netherlands-Indies is now called Indonesia. This term stems from the mid-nineteenth century and was probably first used by the English anthropologist J. R. Logan. In those days it was a very loose concept and included, in addition to present-day Indonesia, the Philippines and sometimes Taiwan and parts of Further India as well. Dutch men of learning, such as Christiaan Snouck Hurgronje and Cornelis van Vollenhoven, also used the word Indonesia, but in the more limited sense of the Netherlands-Indies. The name Indonesia was later adopted by Indonesian nationalists as an alternative to the ‘Netherlands-Indies’, a term they considered undesirable.

The present-day republic of Indonesia encompasses the territory of the former Netherlands-Indies. The Indonesian state, therefore, is the successor to the former colony of the Netherlands-Indies, not only under the law of nations but also in the territorial sense. This political entity was the creation of the colonial rulers, for when the Dutch arrived in the archipelago in 1596, this island empire was in no way politically unified.

Geography and religion

The Indonesian archipelago comprises many thousands of islands, some of which – Sumatra and Borneo, for instance – are very large, while others are extremely small. There are also groups of islands, such as the Lesser Sunda Islands and the Moluccas. The whole of Indonesia lies in the tropics, but the physical geography of the country is very diverse. There are volcanic islands such as Java (large parts of which are suitable for sawah rice cultivation), as well as impenetrable forests on Borneo. There is also enormous cultural diversity. Substantial areas of Indonesia – in particular large parts of Sumatra, Java and Bali – were influenced by the Hindu–Buddhistic culture, whereas other parts were untouched by it and remained animistic. No fewer than 250 languages are spoken in Indonesia and its people can be separated into 300 ethnic groups.

The arrival of Islam marked the beginning of a very important development. Indonesia is now the largest Islamic country in the world, with a population that is 87 per cent Muslim. The dissemination of Islam took place over many centuries, making it a process difficult to pin down to exact dates. The expansion of Islam probably started before the tenth century, although its progression was slow. The starting point lay in North Sumatra. As early as 1292 Marco Polo reported the existence there of an Islamic city. Between the thirteenth and sixteenth centuries, there was a great expansion of Islam from west to east, extending all the way to the Spice Islands in eastern Indonesia. By around 1600 the territories that were most active in international trade had been Islamized. There were three interconnected trade systems: a regional network, an international Asian network and a world trade system. An unusual aspect of Indonesian trade, which was observed by the Indian historian Ashin das Gupta, is that the two most important trade products, pepper and spices, came from the two extremities of the archipelago: pepper from Sumatra (in the west) and spices from the Moluccas (in the east).11 Rice, fish and agricultural products from Java were shipped to Sumatra. Pepper and foreign goods were shipped from there to Java and Bali. Javanese products and Balinese cotton were traded in the Moluccas for spices.

The Indonesian archipelago played an important role in a large, international, Asian network that ran from Yemen to Japan, linking the Middle East, India and China. The Sunda Straits and the Molucca Straits were the most important through-routes. India supplied mainly cotton and pepper, China tea, silk and porcelain. Indonesia itself supplied, among other things, pepper, spices and gold. This trade was very international in character. In the harbour cities of Indonesia, traders were to be found from China, India, Malaysia, Arabia and Turkey. The monsoon winds determined sailing times, which made shipping a seasonal activity.

This island empire was divided into a great many political entities. In the interior the communities were usually no larger than a village or even a family. In the estuaries there were often small principalities. Along the important trade routes – the Molucca Straits, for example, and the north of Java – there emerged some larger principalities with centres that could boast an urban character. On Java there were large principalities with a sizeable population, most of whom lived in agrarian communities. The most important principality was the central Javanese empire of Mataram, which had arisen in the interior and had later subdued the coastal areas in the north, becoming at the beginning of the seventeenth century the most powerful empire in the archipelago.

The arrival of the Dutch

The Portuguese were the first to arrive in the archipelago, but the Dutch soon followed, driving out the Portuguese. The area was administered under the charter of the Dutch East India Company (Verenigde Oostindische Compagnie or VOC). The VOC was a commercial enterprise, but by the terms of its charter it also exercised political authority, entering into treaties with Indonesian princes, for example. The nature of these treaties has been the subject of much debate. Some view them as proof of the establishment of Dutch political rule, which they therefore date to the early seventeenth century. Others see them as diplomatic agreements between equals, thus assigning Dutch authority over the archipelago to a later date.

At all events, the VOC exercised political power. Although the Moluccas were the main object of interest at first, Java soon took pride of place in the Dutch system. Batavia, which was founded in 1619, became the centre of the VOC’s power. Adam Smith wrote in 1776: ‘What the Cape of Good Hope is between Europe and every part of the East Indies, Batavia is between the principal countries of the East Indies.’12 All international ships put in at the city, which was the centre of inter-Asian trade. The VOC became involved in a power struggle with the empire of Mataram. In 1755 this empire was split into two sultanates, Yogyakarta and Solo.

For the VOC the eighteenth century was a time of decline. In particular, the Fourth Anglo-Dutch War of 1780–84 led to an increase in debt. In 1795 the French invaded the Dutch Republic. The VOC was disbanded and a Committee for the Affairs of East Indian Trade and Possessions took over the reins of government. This was the beginning of the French era. In 1808, Herman Willem Daendels was appointed governor-general and sent to the Indies. Daendels began by introducing a modern, professional, administrative system, which aimed, in the long run, at replacing the old VOC system. Under his administration Java was divided into prefectures. Daendels is known mainly for the construction of the large postal road on Java. The forced labour required to carry out this project cost the lives of thousands of Indonesians. This, as well as his gruff demeanour, led the Indonesians to nickname him ‘the thundering marshal’.

Because the Netherlands had become part of France and France was at war with Britain, the Netherlands also entered into conflict with Britain. In 1811 the British assumed power in the East Indies. Thomas Stanford Raffles became lieutenant-governor of ‘Java and dependencies’. Of the reforms introduced by Raffles, the most important was the British system of taxation, which replaced the old VOC practices of using forced labour to carry out public works and levying taxes on nearly all agricultural products. The so-called land rent system derived its name from the English term ‘land rent’ or ground lease. It was based on the legal fiction that the land was the property of the state and that the state therefore had the right to charge for its use. The land rent amounted to one-fifth of the proceeds of the harvest and had to be paid in cash if possible. Under Raffles’s leadership, the sultanate of Yogyakarta was also subjected to British rule. In July 1812 Raffles overran the sultan’s palace and plundered his well-filled coffers.

After the Congress of Vienna, the Convention of London was signed on 13 August 1814 and by its terms Britain was required to return the former Dutch possessions in the East Indies to the Netherlands. The disputes arising from the execution of this treaty were worked out later in the Anglo-Dutch Treaty of 1824, which also established the British and Dutch spheres of influence. Britain did not want any conflicts with the Dutch in Asia and therefore proposed a division: Britain retained Singapore and Malacca, while the Netherlands was given authority over Sumatra and the islands between Malacca and Sumatra. This resulted in a division between Malaysia and Indonesia that had not existed before. In 1816 Dutch authority returned to the archipelago in the form of three Dutch commissioner-generals, marking the beginning of a new phase in the history of the Netherlands-Indies.

The nineteenth century until 1870

In the first half of the nineteenth century, the interest the Dutch took in the Indonesian archipelago was limited mainly to Java. This era can be divided into two periods, the first running from the re-establishment of Dutch authority in 1816 to the introduction of the cultivation system in 1830. This was a period of transition. The second phase was the golden age of the cultivation system, which legislation would put an end to in 1870. It was followed by a period of new economic policies and a more vigorous policy of expansion aimed at the whole of the archipelago. This was the era of modern imperialism.

The first governor-general after the re-establishment of Dutch authority in 1816 was Godert van der Capellen, who held the office for a decade (1816–26). He was a remarkable man, because his ideas on colonialism were largely determined by his concern for the welfare of the indigenous people. During his term of office, abuse of power was severely punished. Van der Capellen was also an opponent of the economic exploitation of Java by the Europeans, which he saw as a threat to the cultivation of coffee carried out under the auspices of the colonial government, whose finances were already in a sorry state, owing to meagre revenues from the land rent and falling coffee prices on the world market. These were difficult years. Trade was slack and the colony’s finances were in disarray. The outbreak of the Java War in 1825 only aggravated the situation.

The Java War was a protracted conflict that would lead to a serious crisis in the Netherlands-Indies. The war broke out when Dipo Negoro (1785–1855), son of the sultan of Yogyakarta, who had surrendered only a short time before, rebelled against Dutch authority. The background of this revolt was complex. While its causes included a power struggle at the Yogya court and increased irritation arising from Dutch meddlesomeness, it also involved the peasants’ dissatisfaction with the heavy burden of taxation the princes expected them to bear, as well as disapproval of the practices of the Chinese leaseholders. Dipo Negoro was a charismatic leader who was seen by many as a saviour who would stop the court’s decline, restore Islam and put an end to foreign influence. The Javanese peasants saw in him the ratu adil, the ‘just prince’ of tradition, who would fight against injustice.

While the Java War was a small war, being in fact nothing more than a series of regional rebellions, it was nonetheless important, because it lasted so long and caused great losses on both sides. The Dutch army finally succeeded with great difficulty in imposing authority on the rebellious territory by building forts (bentengs) and using mobile columns. There was large-scale mobilization of troops from the Netherlands. In 1830 Dipo Negoro was persuaded to enter into negotiations and, despite a promise of safe conduct, was taken captive and deported to Makassar. Of the sultanates of Yogyakarta and Solo, only remnants remained, which were autonomous in name but in fact under Dutch authority. The war had cost the Netherlands-Indies’ Army 15,000 lives, of which slightly more than half were Europeans and the rest Indonesians. The losses had been much greater on the opposing side: 200,000 Javanese lost their lives.

The first years of Dutch rule in the Indies were obviously far from successful. Apart from the long and costly war, the colony’s revenues were generally small and the cost of running it high. The new governor-general, who assumed control in 1830, was forced to make changes. This governorgeneral, General van den Bosch, would greatly influence the history of the Netherlands-Indies.

Johannes van den Bosch (1780–1844), the son of a village doctor, received little formal education. Neither did he take in much at elementary school: according to his biographer, after reaching the upper echelons of government he was still making grammatical errors and spelling mistakes.13 He was a true autodidact, one who became proficient enough at mathematics to be admitted to the army engineering corps, in whose service he left for the Indies at the age of 18. In addition to his military activities, he also engaged in agricultural exploitation, farming some estates for his own profit. In 1810, in the middle of the French era, he returned to the Netherlands and in 1813 became one of the first to join the resistance against the French. After this he made a name for himself in the Netherlands as the founder of a system of poor relief based on creating work for the unemployed.

His interest in colonial politics emerges from an 1818 publication treating the Dutch possessions in Asia, America and Africa (Nederlandsche bezittingen in Azië, Amerika en Afrika). Van den Bosch’s ideas conflicted with government policy. He maintained that the fruits of free labour would not be able to compete with the products of a plantation economy based on slavery. He argued for a return to the VOC system of forced labour and compulsory cultivation, aimed at the production of goods for the European market. According to Van den Bosch, the Javanese had not been unhappy under this system, and it was dangerous indeed ‘to want to elevate [the Javanese] to the level of moral grandeur on which we stand’.14 He gained his first experience of colonial government in 1827, when the king of the Netherlands sent him to the West Indies as a commissioner charged with reorganizing the government. Of much greater importance was the post of governor-general of the Netherlands-Indies, which he held from 1830 to 1834. After this time he returned to the Netherlands, where he was immediately appointed Minister for the Colonies. In 1839 he resigned as minister and was appointed by the grateful king to the post of Minister of State and elevated to the nobility. Five years later Count van den Bosch died a rich, as well as a distinguished, gentleman.

The system of exploitation introduced by Van den Bosch is known as the cultivation system. The word ‘system’ is something of an exaggeration, however, considering the huge regional and even local differences in its execution. Moreover, the cultivation system was not implemented in all the Netherlands-Indies, only on Java, and even there not everywhere. The Vorstenlanden (Princely States), for example, fell outside the system. The cultivation system was intended to solve the colony’s economic problems by requiring the population to grow crops for which there was a demand on the world market. To accomplish this, a number of measures were implemented. A maximum of one-fifth of all farming land had to be set aside for the cultivation of certain crops specified by the government. The most important of these were coffee, tea, sugar and indigo. The indigenous population had to do the necessary work for a wage determined by the government. The maximum number of compulsory work days was set at 66 a year. Indigenous chiefs were called in to recruit workers. These chiefs, as well as the Dutch administrative officials, received a percentage of the profits.

The production of sugar constituted a special part of the system. Unlike the production of coffee and tea, the production of sugar was capital intensive. To attract private investors, contracts were drawn up in which an entrepreneur was given certain guarantees by the government. It was therefore a kind of capitalism without risks.

The cultivation system was a unique construction in which the state acted as the producer of agricultural products that were then shipped to the Netherlands, where they were sold at auction in Amsterdam. The proceeds went to fill the state coffers. In 1834 these proceeds amounted to 6 million guilders and by 1857 they had risen to 45 million. Between 1831 and 1877 a total of 823 million guilders flowed into the Dutch treasury by this means. This was enough to cover one-quarter of all state expenditure. The government used the money for various purposes, such as paying off the national debt and constructing roads and railways. The system had other advantages as well: it caused the blossoming of the Dutch Trading Company (Nederlandse Handel-Maatschappij), which had the monopoly of the trade and transport of goods (the so-called consignment system); it also revived the shipbuilding industry and stimulated industrial activity in the province of Twente, which found a new market in the Indies for its machinery and textiles. No wonder the Netherlands-Indies were referred to as the mainstay of the Netherlands. And no wonder, too, that foreigners were filled with awe at the financial success of this small country on the North Sea.

For the Indies, the balance was less favourable, because the system obviously had drawbacks for the population. The cultivation system was not so much an assault on farming land belonging to the Javanese – only a small percentage of it was used for this purpose – as it was on its labour force. The system’s implementation differed greatly from place to place, but this did nothing to change the fact that around the mid-nineteenth century approximately 50 per cent of the population was being forced to take part in the system. The involvement of the chiefs in recruiting the workers also led to a certain re-feudalization of society. Moreover, since the chiefs and government officials benefited personally from high yields, the system was conducive to exploitation. In practice, the upper limits of land and labour requirements were not adhered to. Furthermore, it was illogical and unreasonable to continue collecting land rent in addition to exacting forced labour, even though the wages received for forced labour exceeded the amount collected in land rent.

The indigenous population therefore suffered greatly under the cultivation system. Seen in a macroeconomic light, it led to stagnation, because there was no incentive to innovate. It was a system of shared poverty. The native population had no access to the capital market, so that in fact two economies existed side by side, an international–European economy and an indigenous economy. The American anthropologist Clifford Geertz has spoken in this context of ‘agricultural involution’. The emphasis on growing sugar cane and coffee pushed the cultivation of rice to the sidelines and even led to famine in Central Java in 1849–50. Despite this, the population of Java grew quickly, rising from 4.5 million in 1815 to 12 million in 1850 and from nearly 20 million in 1880 to 29 million in 1900. Not all of the effects of the cultivation system were negative. This period also saw increased diversification of the economy. The wages paid to the producers gave rise to a form of monetarization. Improvements were carried out in the infrastructure and a beginning was made in the field of healthcare.

In the Netherlands, the system gradually became the subject of critical debate. Since the amendment made to the constitution in 1848, the ultimate responsibility for colonial affairs no longer resided with the king. It was now the responsibility of the appropriate ministry, which made it possible to discuss colonial policy in parliament. The liberals led the opposition to the existing system, criticizing it partly on humanitarian grounds and partly for liberal ideological reasons. They condemned the exploitation of the Javanese and argued for the introduction of free labour and entrepreneurial prospectives. The harshest criticism was levelled at the nepotism that ensured that the very lucrative sugar contracts were awarded to the minions of the ministers and the governor-generals.

The liberal opposition gradually gained in strength. In 1860 dissension came to a head. The Minister for the Colonies, J. J. Rochussen, lost the support of his backbenchers and resigned on 1 January 1861. This put an end to the conservative era. The liberals took over the management of colonial affairs. The most important liberal Minister for the Colonies was I. D. Fransen van de Putte, who took office on 2 February 1863. He strengthened the Dutch administration and made sure that more civil servants were sent to the colonies. In these years forced cultivation was gradually discontinued. In 1860 the forced cultivation of tea was stopped, likewise pepper in 1862, indigo in 1863 and tobacco in 1864. Sugar and coffee were now the only crops cultivated on Java for the purpose of enriching the Dutch government.

Indochina

The word Indochina (formerly Indo-China) has a long history, during the course of which its meaning has changed frequently. The word was introduced at the beginning of the nineteenth century, more or less simultaneously, by a Frenchman of Danish origin, Conrad Malte-Brun, and a Scot with the Dutch name of John Leyden. At that time the word was used as a synonym for the whole of Further India. The name clearly refers to the area between China and India, but also suggests the predominant influence of China. Considering that in fact the reverse is true, attempts have been made to introduce such terms as Sino-India or Chin-India, though without success. Under the influence of French colonization and in particular the formation of the Indochinese federation, the meaning of the word was later restricted to French Indochina. Southeast Asia, a term that found acceptance especially after the Second World War, has since been used to refer to the whole of Further India.

Indochina before European colonization

Indochina belongs to the Southeast Asian peninsula that also contains Burma, Siam and Malaysia. Nineteenth-century colonialism resulted in the division of the largest part of this area into an English colony, Burma, which was later incorporated into British India, and a French area, Indochina, which comprised the territory of present-day Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia. As a result of the rivalry between the French and the English, Siam – present-day Thailand – remained independent, forming a buffer state between British Burma and French Indochina. Malaysia became a British colony. The history that concerns us here is that of French Indochina.

Geographically speaking, the area is varied, with high mountains and plateaux, as well as large tropical rainforests and wide river deltas. The climate is determined by the monsoons, so that most of the rain falls in the summer. Agriculture – the cultivation of rice in particular – has always been the most important means of subsistence. Cambodia and the Mekong delta are two of the most important ‘rice bowls’ of Southeast Asia. There is also a great deal of ethnic and cultural diversity, most notably the influence of the Chinese, Indian and Indonesian cultures. For more than 1,000 years Indochina was part of the Hindu world, but now Buddhism is by far the most important religion.

The first of the ancient empires in the region was that of the Khmer, which rose to great heights in the ninth century – the ruins of Angkor Wat testify to this – its authority spreading across large parts of Thailand, Laos and Cambodia. In the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, this kingdom stretched from the China Sea to the Indian Ocean, extending over the whole of the Mekong river basin and the greater part of the Menam basin. After this, the empire fell into decline. Two tribes from the north, the Thais and the Annamites, penetrated the area. The Thais founded the kingdom of Siam and the Annamites the empire of Annam. The tribal land of the Annamites was Tonkin, which was long under the influence of China. In 939, after 1,000 years of Chinese occupation, the Annamite leader Le Loi won independence for his country, which took the name of Dai Viet (‘Greater’ Viet). The empire was not strongly unified and soon crumbled, splitting into a northern and a southern part. In 1802 the empire was reunified. The new dynasty of the Nguyen called the country Vietnam (which means the ‘Viet of the South’). Its capital was established in Hué and the prince was proclaimed emperor of Annam. In 1803 the emperor of China granted him the right to call himself the sovereign of Vietnam. This word replaced the humiliating term Annam, which means ‘subjugated South’.

The emperor of Annam – for in practice the word Annam remained in use – was also the sovereign of Tonkin in the north, with Hanoi as its capital, and Cochin China in the south, the capital of which was Saigon. His authority was limited, however, even in his homeland of Annam, to the deltas and coastal areas that made up approximately one-quarter of the country. His court was organized along the lines of the Chinese model. He was assisted by a privy councillor. The emperor of Annam lived in Hué in the fortified Imperial City, inside which the Forbidden Purple City was to be found. This was the name given to the large number of palaces that he inhabited with his royal household, which included mandarins, members of his family, about 100 concubines and some 10,000 servants. The reins of government were in the hands of high-ranking officials, the mandarins, who were appointed after taking competitive examinations. In theory, the emperor was an absolute monarch, but in fact authority resided in a number of rival colleges, advisory councils and ministries, which fought one another for power. The country was split up into provinces, which were divided in turn into departments, arrondissements, cantons and districts, the last mentioned enjoying a high degree of autonomy. The central administration was financed mainly by the tax on land, but there was also a great deal of forced labour.

The first contacts with Europe occurred in the sixteenth century. The first to arrive were the Portuguese and the Dutch, but in the seventeenth century French influence became more important when French traders and missionaries settled in the country. In 1658 the ‘Société des Missions étrangères de Paris’ was founded, which was active in Vietnam. In 1660 the French ‘Compagnie de Chine’ was established. In 1787 the Annamite ruler Nguyen Anh concluded the Treaty of Versailles with France, whereby he granted the French a monopoly of trade and put the island of Poulo Condor at their disposal in exchange for military support. This strengthened the position of the Annamite government, but its leadership was not to the liking of the French. In 1859 France sent an expeditionary force to avenge the murder of a number of missionaries and other Christians. These murders, however, were not much more than a precipitating factor of this intervention, for the underlying cause of the growing French interest in Indochina lay much deeper.

The early nineteenth century

The renewed interest taken by France in Southeast Asia during the Second Empire of Napoleon III had to do with changes in both France and the Far East. The background of this French interest lay in the economic modernization that had taken place in France – albeit on a relatively small scale – the most salient features of which were the rise of the silk industry and the blossoming of overseas shipping and trade. In large harbour cities, such as Marseilles, Nantes and Bordeaux, as well as in industrial centres including Lyons, chambers of commerce were founded that saw colonial expansion as a means of achieving economic growth and thereby promoting social harmony.

The developments taking place at this time in Asia were also of importance to France. The English were pursuing a tough policy with regard to China, and this led to the Opium War of 1841–2 (see page 115). The result was that England established itself in Hong Kong, thereby acquiring a second (after Singapore) important maritime and commercial base in this part of the world. The French were also involved in the second Opium War of 1857, but France did not come away from it any the richer in terms of territorial expansion.

In the meantime, the opening of Japan by the American Commodore Perry in 1853 (see page 116) had drawn international attention to that country as well. Developments in India also made the French reconsider their position in Asia. The Mutiny of 1857 and the takeover by the British of the most important responsibilities in India had dashed any hopes the French may have had to colonize the Indian subcontinent, although such hopes had been very modest indeed since the Seven Years’ War (1756–63). If France still wanted to play a role in Asia, it would have to leap into action and the obvious place to do this was in Indochina.

A pretext was soon found. The emperor of Annam was responsible for the murder of a number of French and Spanish Roman-Catholic priests and Christian Annamites. A punitive expedition was sent to avenge the murders. The French took Saigon in February 1859 and established a small garrison of 700 men, but since the French fleet was engaged in a new expedition against Peking, no other offensives were launched in Vietnam for the time being. The French garrison was occupied by the Vietnamese from March 1860 to February 1861, but after the successful outcome of the Chinese operation, the French war fleet returned to Saigon and renewed its attempts to expand French power. On 5 June 1862 the Treaty of Hué was signed, whereby Tu Duc, the emperor of Annam, proclaimed freedom of religion in Annam and France was guaranteed complete sovereignty over the area around Saigon, including Mytho and Bien Hoa and the island Poulo Condor. This was the beginning of further French expansion. In 1863 the king of Cambodia, who was a vassal of the king of Siam, terminated that relationship and placed himself under French rule. In the 1860s the French launched many expeditions on the rivers. Of the explorers who led these expeditions, the best known are Doudart de Lagrée and Garnier.

Ernest Doudart de Lagrée (1823–68) came from a prominent family. He lost both parents early in life and was educated at a Jesuit college in Chambéry. The Jesuit fathers thought he had a future in the church, but he chose a military career instead. After attending the École Polytechnique, he ended up in 1845 in the navy. In early 1863 he was sent, at his request, to Indochina. In 1866 he was put in charge of an important exploratory mission on the Mekong River. He suffered from poor health, however, and after a lengthy spell of raging fever, he died on 12 March 1868. The leadership of the mission then devolved on the second-in-command, Francis Garnier, who had been one of the biggest advocates of this expedition but had been thought too young to lead it himself.

Francis Garnier (1839–73) was admitted to the École Navale in 1855. He took part in the march on Peking in 1860 and afterwards, in 1861, in the operations near Saigon. He fell under the spell of Indochina and wrote two pamphlets about it to persuade his unenthusiastic fellow countrymen of its importance: La Cochinchine en 1864 and De la colonisation de la Cochinchine (1865). He took part in the expedition led by Doudart de Lagrée and assumed its leadership after Lagrée’s death. Back in Paris, he wrote his famous and enthusiastic account of the mission. In 1873 he was again in Indochina, where a conflict had meanwhile broken out. With the recklessness for which he was renowned, Garnier threw himself into the battle with the so-called ‘Black Flags’ – Chinese mercenaries hired by the Vietnamese emperor – and lost his life on 21 December. His comradesin-arms found him some time later, beheaded and with his liver torn out. This and other expeditions launched during the Second Empire laid the foundations for the great colonial expansion in Indochina that France would undertake in the 1880s under the Third Republic (see pages 196ff.).

China and Japan

Chinese and Japanese relations with the West and in particular with Europe in the first half of the nineteenth century were similar, although there were differences. Their histories are alike in that both empires were confronted with the challenge of Western expansion and Western demands and yet neither became a European colony. The difference lies in the way in which they reacted to Western expansion. In China, the penetration of Europeans into the Middle Kingdom led to the weakening of existing imperial structures of authority, creating possibilities for extensive European involvement and territorial claims. In Japan, acquaintance with the West caused a reaction that resulted in strong national rejuvenation and modernization. It took only a short time for Japan to become an imperialist power in its own right.

China

The European presence in China has a long history. Portugal was the first European country to take possession (in 1557) of a part of China, namely Macao, which was already flourishing in the sixteenth century. Camões supposedly wrote Os Lusiados there. In the nineteenth century, however, Macao declined in importance, owing especially to the rise of Hong Kong and later of other treaty harbours. China, moreover, did not have much to fear from Portugal. Since 1644 China had been ruled by the Ching dynasty, which stemmed from the Manchu conquerors of China. This dynasty continued to rule China until the republic was proclaimed in 1912, but by the mid-nineteenth century the regime was considerably weakened. The great challenge came with the Taiping Rebellion, which broke out in 1851 and lasted until 1864. This rebellion found a charismatic but mentally deranged leader in Hung Hsiu Ch’üan, who believed himself to be the younger brother of Jesus Christ. The rebels entertained utopian ideas and directed their efforts against the dominant religion, Confucianism. Their ideas were inspired in part by the Bible, at least the Old Testament, but otherwise their notions were not Western. Rather, they were a mixture of pseudo-Christianity, primitive communism, sexual puritanism and Confucian utopianism. They believed in the equality of men and women and in the communal ownership of land and opposed luxury and hedonism. Their goal was to establish a Kingdom of Heavenly Peace: T’aip’ing Tien Kwo.

The rebellion broke out in South China, which had always been the weakest link in the Chinese empire and the place where the influence of European trade and the aftermath of the Opium War had been most strongly felt. At first there was strong central leadership, but after a while the movement began to crumble into undisciplined fighting units led by warlords. After a long time and much effort the rebellion was crushed, a part in this having been played by Charles Gordon – the English general who was later to become so famous – and his ‘ever victorious army’. Indeed, Gordon owed his nickname, ‘Chinese Gordon’, to this rebellion. The Taiping Rebellion took a heavy toll. This civil war, which spread insidiously for years and years, led to a great loss of human life: between 20 and 30 million people, according to contemporary estimates.

The Chinese empire was inwardly weakened and could no longer offer much resistance to the foreign powers. The most important of these was Britain, which in the mid-nineteenth century waged two wars against China. The causes of the first war are immediately apparent from its name, the Opium War, in which commercial interests were at stake. Chinese tea was very popular in Europe. The English traded in tea, but they had nothing to offer the Chinese in exchange. The only foreign product popular in China was opium, which was imported from India. When the Chinese government attempted to restrict the opium trade, Britain declared war in 1841. This war was soon over: in 1842 the Treaty of Nanking was signed, requiring China to hand over Hong Kong to Britain.

In 1857 a second, larger Opium War began, this time waged by Britain and France together. Their goal was to open up China to European trade and to station European diplomats in Peking. This required the deployment of a large military force consisting of 17,000 British and French soldiers. The capital city of Peking was occupied and plundered. The war ended with the signing of the Treaties of Tientsin. This and the earlier treaty introduced the system of treaty harbours, based on the model of the Ottoman capitulations. By the terms of these treaties, the Europeans were granted so-called extra-territorial rights in a number of important harbour cities such as Shanghai and Canton. Special European districts were set up in these cities and the Europeans there were subject to European law. This meant that in part of the country the sovereign authority of the Chinese government had ceased to exist. To enforce implementation of this system, European and American ships were stationed on the Yangtze River. The treaty also forbade China to impose import duties of more than 5 per cent, which opened up the Chinese market to European and American products.

The route taken by European imperialism in China was a typical example of ‘informal empire’. The country was neither taken over nor turned into a protectorate, although it did lose part of its sovereignty. It was not partitioned among a number of European countries, but forced instead to open itself up to all. The weakening of China continued in later years, when other parties – Russia, America and Japan – also began to make demands (see pages 224–7).

Japan

The period between the two wars with China saw the opening of Japan. The demands placed on Japan were similar to those placed on China: the country was forced to open itself up to international trade, something it had not done for centuries. The oldest European contacts with Japan went back to the year 1542, when the Portuguese arrived in Japan. Their objective was trade and missionary work and the latter in particular was a source of irritation to the Japanese. In 1640, Christianity and foreign trade were banned, effectively closing Japan to the outside world. Only the Dutch East India Company was allowed to retain a small settlement on the artificial island of Deshima in the bay of Nagasaki.

Since 1603 Japan had been governed by a hereditary functionary, the shogun, who belonged to the Tokugawa dynasty. His seat was in Edo (later known as Tokyo), while the emperor resided in Kyoto. Edo was a large city. In 1800 it had around 1 million inhabitants, which meant that it was not only larger than London and Paris but was also the biggest city in the world. Tokugawa Japan was characterized by the power of the military bureaucracy. The country had a feudal system, in which the daymios, the large landowners, at first assumed a fairly independent position but later accepted the authority of the shogun. The dominant social group was that of the samurai, a hereditary class of military officers, who held the most important posts in the civil service. It was therefore a feudal society, comparable in some ways to France before the Revolution.

In addition to the landowners, there arose a class of traders, who after 1800 could also obtain the title of samurai, a kind of noblesse de robe in fact. A new period began on 7 July 1853 when the American Commodore Perry arrived with a small fleet in the Bay of Edo. He handed over to the Japanese authorities a letter from the American president, in which he suggested that they establish trade relations. Perry announced that he would come back in one year’s time to hear their answer. In fact, he returned slightly earlier, in February 1854. The shogun submitted and agreed to sign the Treaty of Kanagawa, which stipulated that several harbours should be opened to trade. Shortly after this the Europeans were granted the same rights.

The increase in foreign influence provoked a reaction in Japan, giving rise to a party in favour of modernization. It had a broad social base, consisting of poor nobles, merchants, intellectuals and the rulers of the outlying districts of Shosnu and Satzung. The resistance these groups offered to the conditions imposed by the treaties led to armed conflicts and bombardments by American and European ships. In 1867 a revolt broke out that resulted in the shogun’s removal. The capital city was moved to Edo, which was rebaptized Tokyo (‘eastern capital’). The emperorship was restored in 1868 and the new emperor gave his reign the name of Meiji (good government). This so-called Meiji Restoration was the beginning of the history of modern Japan (see pages 224–7).

The Pacific

The Philippines

The Pacific also attracted the Europeans’ attention, but the world’s largest ocean has little to offer in terms of territory. Except for the Philippines, there were no colonial possessions to speak of. The Philippines consist of a group of 7,000 islands with a total area of approximately 185,000 square kilometres. Only 11 of these islands are of any consequence, however. Ethnically and linguistically, the population is varied and fragmented. Few of the original inhabitants – ‘negritos’ – are left. By far the largest segment of the population is Malaysian. Although there were contacts with the Hindu world as well as with the Chinese, the cultural influence they exerted was minimal. Islam, which came later with the Malaysian immigrants who arrived in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, was influential but confined to the south.

The greatest influence by far was exerted by Spain. Spanish colonization had its base of operations in Spanish America. In 1561 a sizeable Spanish fleet set sail for the Philippines. In 1571 the Spanish established their capital in Manila. The newly installed government was based on the Spanish American colonial model, with a governor-general, a court of justice and a treasurer. They represented the Spanish crown. However, the most remarkable aspect of the colonization of the Philippines was the role played by the Catholic church. The most important activity was the mission, the costs of which were borne by the Spanish crown. After 1700 the church became all powerful. The clergy challenged the authority of the governorgeneral and did not hesitate to incite the masses to oppose him. This did not mean, however, that the country excelled in terms of virtue. Travellers were often shocked by the loose morals and the corruption in the Philippines, where the priests’ children were raised in convents.

After the independence of Spanish America, ties with this part of the world became looser while those with Spain became stronger. Attempts were made to develop the economy by stimulating the production of cash crops, although only tobacco achieved any success. Spanish authority was limited de facto to the north. It was not until the end of the nineteenth century that the coasts of the southern, Islamic part of the country could be controlled. Spain’s influence on the economy was therefore limited, because the English and Americans, and especially the Chinese, played important roles in trade and money lending. The Philippines were thus referred to as an Anglo-Chinese colony under the flag of Spain. In several respects the Philippines resembled the European colonies in Southeast Asia, but with two important differences: namely the dominant role of the Catholic church, in economic life as well, and the rise of large landownership. In both these respects the Philippines were more like Spanish America. The tension within the Philippine clergy, as well as the social tension resulting from large-scale landownership by the clergy, contributed to the nationalist resistance to Spanish authority that emerged at the end of the nineteenth century (see pages 220–1).

Oceania

The French began to take an interest in the Pacific in the eighteenth century. Although no French explorer in the Pacific became as famous as the English Captain Cook, Bougainville and La Pérouse did achieve a certain amount of fame. They were followed by French missionaries who became active in the area. The main object of attention was the Polynesian island of Tahiti. The Marquesas Islands were annexed by France in 1842. In the same year a French protectorate was established in Tahiti. This became the basis of France’s extension of power to other islands in the area, which were administered collectively by the Établissements Français d’Océanie (EFO). Of more importance than these territories, however, was New Caledonia, which is situated more to the west in Melanesia. That remote corner of the world would eventually see the development of France’s only overseas settlement colony, apart from Algeria. New Caledonia, however, very nearly became a colony not of France but of the pope.

A papal colony?

In June 1847 the governing board of the Propaganda Fide – the department of the Holy See whose task it is to organize all missionary activity of the church – met at the Piazza di Spagna in Rome. One of the points on their agenda was the organization of the mission in Western Oceania. The board decided that New Caledonia should become a vicariate apostolic, meaning an independent territory in the intermediate stage between prefecture and diocese. On 27 June 1847 the pope appointed Monsignor Douarre – who had acted until that time as suffragan, or assistant bishop, in Central Oceania – Vicar Apostolic of New Caledonia. A month later Monsignor Douarre arrived at the headquarters of the Propaganda Fide and submitted his ‘Memorandum on New Caledonia’, his grand design for the organization of the church there. A few days later this enterprising bishop submitted yet another memorandum, in which he went much further, as evidenced by his document’s surprising title: ‘Memorandum with respect to the Holy See taking possession of New Caledonia’. This top-secret document contained nothing less than the proposal to turn New Caledonia into a papal colony.

What was the background to this strange and audacious project? Monsignor Douarre, a Frenchman, had hoped that the government of his country would turn New Caledonia into a French colony, but this had not happened. Monsignor Douarre was therefore a disappointed man. He saw only one solution, and that was to make New Caledonia a papal colony. There was, after all, a papal state, so why not a papal colony? The pope, Pius IX, was a cautious man. He asked five cardinals of the Propaganda Fide to study the proposal and wrote on the back of the document: ‘Considering that the Pope is not a conquistador, nor can he become one, the plan could only be realized on the condition that: (1) Christianity will benefit and (2) France and Britain give their permission beforehand.’ The advice must have been negative, because the deputy secretary’s report on the question closes by stating flatly: ‘During his audience on 23 September the Holy Father instructed the deputy secretary to do nothing more about the proposal and to let the matter rest.’15

Monsignor Douarre was, of course, extremely disappointed. His original wish eventually came true, but only after the July Monarchy had made way for the Second Empire. In 1853, Emperor Napoleon III ordered Admiral Febvrier-Despointes to take possession of New Caledonia for France.
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CHAPTER 4

Modern imperialism, 1870–1914: general aspects

Expansion is everything … I would annex the planets if I could.

Cecil Rhodes

Structural changes in Europe

The European states system

The Franco-Prussian War took place in 1870. For France, it ended in defeat, the departure of Emperor Napoleon III and the proclamation of the Third Republic. For Germany, this war resulted in the achievement of unity in the form of the German empire with the king of Prussia as the German emperor and Prussia as the dominant power. This war had been preceded by another, the war between Prussia and Austria, which Prussia had also won, thereby putting an end to Austrian involvement in German affairs. From now on, Austria’s only sphere of influence would be the Balkans.

The war of 1870 was of decisive importance for power relations inside Europe. Since the Thirty Years’ War (1618–48), which had left Germany divided and in a state of collapse, France had been the leading power in Europe. The Congress of Vienna had not brought any decisive changes in the structure of the European states system, but the creation of the German empire did. In the heart of Europe a new state had come into being that covered a huge territory stretching from France to Russia, a state with a large and fast growing population and a dynamic economy based on industry, technology and science, a country, moreover, with a powerful army and an impressive military tradition.

It soon became apparent that Berlin had become the diplomatic centre of Europe and Chancellor Bismarck its leader. From 1870 to 1890 Bismarck led German diplomacy with a firm hand and a clear plan. His policies were aimed at consolidating the German empire and protecting it against possible dangers by military and diplomatic means. The greatest danger for Germany was an alliance between France and Russia. Because France appeared irreconcilable – as long as Alsace-Lorraine, which had been annexed by Germany, had not been restored to it – Bismarck focused his diplomatic attention mainly on Russia, which he attempted in numerous ways to draw into his system of alliances. The apparent obstacle now was the tension between Russia and Austria, Germany’s most important ally. This tension had to do with the question of nationality in the Balkans, which in turn was a result of the weakening and disintegration of the Ottoman Empire or, as it was put in those days, the ‘Eastern Question’.

The core issue of the ‘Eastern Question’ was to what extent Russia would profit from the weakening of Turkey to acquire direct access to the Mediterranean Sea via the Straits. This problem, which had already presented itself during the Crimean War of 1854–6, became a critical issue again after the Russo-Turkish War of 1877–8. By the terms of the Treaty of San Stefano, signed at the conclusion of this war, Turkey had lost so much of its European territory that Russia was now in a good position to gain control of the Straits. As the powers, especially Britain and Austria, were not prepared to accept this, Bismarck invited them to a diplomatic gathering in Berlin, where such issues were to be dealt with under his leadership. This Congress of Berlin – not to be confused with the Berlin Conference of 1884–5 dealing with West Africa – illustrated and confirmed Bismarck’s authoritative role in Europe. His system, which was intended to keep France and Russia apart, endured until 1890, when the new German emperor dismissed Bismarck in order to take German diplomacy into his own hands. This gave rise to new opportunities for French diplomacy, opportunities that were seized in 1892. The result was the Franco-Russian Alliance, which tipped the balance of power in Europe towards France.

France had meanwhile acquired a new enemy (in addition to Germany), namely Great Britain. This animosity was also based on French resentment, this time of Britain’s Alleingang (single-handedness) in Egypt in 1882, which resulted in the British occupation of that country. France long refused to accept this situation and it was not until the French had resigned themselves to it that French diplomacy saw its way clear to a reconciliation with England. This was effected by the so-called Entente Cordiale of 1904.

Between 1894 and 1904, therefore, the balance of power shifted in France’s favour. The French Republic was now allied with, and able to count on, the support of the greatest power on land and sea of that time. This gave rise to a new and more self-assured brand of French diplomacy, which characterized the decade leading up to 1914. By then, however, the partition of Africa was almost completely finished. This had been accomplished during a time of strong Franco-British rivalry and enmity, which lasted from the occupation of Egypt in 1882 to the Entente Cordiale of 1904.

The world economy

During the last quarter of the nineteenth century, socio-economic conditions in Europe changed swiftly and drastically. Apart from France, the population nearly everywhere was growing apace. Life expectancy increased greatly, from 40 years in 1871 to 50 in 1901.

Industry grew and in addition to iron and coal, such products as steel, petroleum, chemicals and electricity became increasingly important. Table 4.1 shows England’s initial lead and Table 4.2 shows the rise of Germany as a producer of steel.

The growth in population, combined with increasing industrialization, led to a sharp rise in urbanization. In 1851 22.5 per cent of the population of Great Britain lived in cities with more than 100,000 inhabitants. In France this was 4.6 per cent, in Germany 3.1 per cent and in the Netherlands 7.3 per cent. By 1900 these numbers had risen to 35.3 per cent for Great Britain, 13.7 per cent for France, 16.3 per cent for Germany and 22.7 per cent for the Netherlands. In the three large countries of Western Europe, the population of the large cities had more than doubled.

TABLE 4.1 Coal production (in millions of tons)



	
	1870

	1913




	Great Britain

	117.4

	292.0




	Germany

	  29.3

	190.1




	France

	  12.9

	  40.8





Source: Clough, S. B. and Rapp, R. T. (1968) European Economic History. The Economic Development of Western Civilizations, 3rd Edition, p. 389. Reprinted by permission of The McGraw-Hill Companies.

TABLE 4.2 Steel production (in millions of tons)



	
	1870

	1913




	Great Britain

	0.24

	  8.5




	Germany

	0.14

	20.5




	France

	0.09

	  5.1





Source: Clough, S. B. and Rapp, R. T. (1968) European Economic History. The Economic Development of Western Civilizations, 3rd Edition, p. 389. Reprinted by permission of The McGraw-Hill Companies.

The great economic growth in Europe brought with it a large supply of capital. In countries with a great domestic demand for capital, such as Germany, this capital was mostly invested at home. A country such as France, by way of contrast – where industrialization had taken a long time to get started and was proceeding slowly – had less demand for capital and therefore a large capital surplus. This meant that the Paris Bourse was a relatively large supplier of capital, second only to the London Stock Exchange, which remained the financial centre of the world. The extreme caution of French savers and the resulting capital surplus even led to the introduction on the Paris Bourse of Russian government loans. From 1870 to 1914, France’s capital export grew from $2.5 million to $8.5 million.

Capital export and European imperialism have often been connected, as one would expect, considering that both occurred at the same time. Capital was exported, however, not so much to the colonies – and certainly not to the African territories acquired at this time – but rather to the parts of the world that were more developed economically. America was the leader with a capital import of $14 billion (North America was good for $8 billion and South America for nearly $6 billion). Eleven billion dollars were invested in the colonial world, but very little of this went to Africa. Europe itself received some $7 billion, Russia being the main recipient with $4 billion. The Ottoman Empire and Austria-Hungary imported $1 billion and $2 billion, respectively. European capital thus went chiefly to the Americas, the White Dominions and Europe itself.

Socio-political and cultural changes

The age of imperialism was an age of social change, a time when the newly created middle class climbed to the top of the social pyramid. This does not mean that the traditional elite lost its significance. In conservative countries (Germany, Russia and Austria-Hungary, for instance), noble birth and landownership certainly continued to play an important role. Even in a country such as England, with a more open elite, the landowning aristocracy remained the most influential class. The richest men of England were not nouveaux riches like Cecil Rhodes or Joseph Chamberlain but landowners such as Lord Rosebery and the Duke of Devonshire. The greatest social transformation took place in France, where the aristocracy lost much of its former importance under the Third Republic. Another new phenomenon was the mingling of the old elite and the nouveaux riches, between whom there were many ‘mixed marriages’. The middle class imitated the lifestyle of the old aristocracy by buying and building castles and estates, and indulging in expensive pastimes, such as keeping racehorses.

One very important social development was the rise of a working class and the concomitant emergence of the ‘social question’. The revolutions of 1848 and especially the Paris Commune of 1871 had given the spectre of revolution a new face. This led not only to greater governmental focus on social problems, but also to the rise of the workers’ movement and socialism. This resulted in increased suffrage and sometimes even universal male suffrage, which in turn caused the emergence of workers’ parties. Labour unions gained recognition. State intervention eventually became customary, taking the form of regulations governing working conditions and working times, as well as social insurance.

Another form taken by government involvement in the economy prompted by social considerations was investment in public works, such as the Freycinet Plan of 1879 in France. Colonial expansion was also seen as a means of avoiding social tension. Victor Hugo said in 1879: ‘Pour your overflow into this Africa, and by the same stroke resolve your social questions, turn your proletarians into proprietors.’1 The famous French writer and thinker Ernest Renan wrote: ‘A nation that does not colonize is irrevocably tied to socialism, to the war between the rich and the poor.’2 England was often looked on as a good example of social cohesion. It had a stable society and, unlike revolutionary France, a history characterized by gradual development. Such salutary peace and harmony were often explained by the fact that Britain had a huge colonial empire, which kept the social question from becoming an issue. Cecil Rhodes therefore argued that those who did not want civil war should become imperialists. The English Fabians – intellectual socialists – advocated a combination of power politics, expansion and social reform, as did such German theorists as Max Weber, Friedrich Naumann and the so-called ‘lectern’ socialists. Marxists and radicals such as Hobson, contrariwise, rejected this way of thinking.

Racism and social Darwinism

The relations between Europeans and non-Europeans were increasingly coloured by racism, which found semi-scientific support in social Darwinism. History taught that the mingling of races was dangerous, especially for superior races. The distinguished Dutch colonial Jean Chrétien Baud (governor-general of the Netherlands-Indies and Minister for the Colonies) had already stated in a memorandum in 1850: ‘The right of rule is … considered in the strictest sense to be a characteristic of the pure white race; so that while the black man bows down humbly to the white man, he obeys the man of mixed blood with obvious reluctance.’3 It was perhaps possible to mix Arabs and Negroes, wrote John Crewford, but not Anglo-Saxons and Negroes. The difference between them was too great.4 In 1905 the German governor of Southwest Africa forbade mixed marriages between blacks and whites, on the grounds that such ties caused the deterioration of the white race.

Social Darwinism exerted a great influence on the politicians of the imperialist era. ‘All is race: there is no other truth’, said Disraeli.5 In 1908 Lord Salisbury, the British politician who presided over the partition of Africa, gave his famous ‘dying nations’ speech. Thirty years earlier he had written in one of his articles in the Saturday Review: ‘“Eat and be eaten” is the great law of political as of animated nature. The nations of the earth are divided into the sheep and the wolves – the fat and defenceless against the hungry and strong.’ Now, as Premier, he said: ‘You may roughly divide the nations of the world as the living and the dying.’6

The theory of evolution was a powerful weapon in the debate on the differences between races and peoples. Herbert Spencer was the great propagandist of social imperialism. The work of Darwin himself is more biological in nature. But in The Origin of Species (1859) and The Descent of Man (1871), Darwin also made comparisons between developments in the animal kingdom and relations between human societies, writing in this vein: ‘When civilized nations come into contact with barbarians, the struggle is short.’7 The fate of the aborigines in Australia and other ethnic groups was an illustration of this. Some concluded, not surprisingly, that the whole ‘Negro race’ was doomed to extinction. In literature we find many examples of divisions into stronger and weaker races and peoples. In the Poison Belt (1913), Conan Doyle saw the Africans and aborigines as very vulnerable, while in his view the Slavic peoples were weaker than Teutonic peoples and southern France was more vulnerable than northern France.

A great interest was taken in primitive peoples. In 1845 an Antwerp sea captain presented a 10-year-old black boy he had captured to the Antwerp zoo. In 1874 in Germany, the famous zoo keeper Karl Hagenbeck was the first to mount an exhibition of primitive peoples from Lapland and the South Pacific. It was such a success that he sent expeditions to the Egyptian Sudan to collect animals and Nubians. His example was followed in 1877 by Geoffrey de St Hilaire, director of the ‘Jardin d’acclimatation’ in Paris, who presented two ‘ethnological spectacles’ with Nubians and Eskimos. At the world fairs a prominent place was given to such displays.

Biology played an important role in this discussion and craniometry was a popular method. The American anatomist S. G. Morton was convinced that he had demonstrated that Caucasians had considerably more brain capacity than blacks. In Crania Americana (1839) he compared the skulls of Indians, Caucasians, Malaysians, Negroes and Mongols. James Hunt, the founder of the London Anthropological Society (1863), used these findings as the basis of his ‘scientifically’ proved theory of the innate differences between blacks and Europeans. The largest skulls were to be found in northwestern Europe, especially – and one would hardly expect it to be otherwise – in and around London and Paris. Both Balzac’s Père Goriot and Conan Doyle’s Sherlock Holmes had, according to their authors, skulls that pointed to certain characteristics. In Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness, the doctor who examines company personnel also measures their skulls, while Kurtz, a European whose views on colonialism have been darkened by his years in the Congo, places the skulls of natives on his fence.

Ernest Renan (1823–92) argued that subjugating an equal race was to be condemned, but that the subjugation of an inferior race by a superior one was desirable. The French colonial government theorist Jules Harmand flatly stated that the fundamental starting point of colonial relations was the superiority of the Europeans: ‘The basic legitimation of conquest over native peoples is the conviction of our superiority, not merely our mechanical, economic, and military superiority, but our moral superiority.’8 These ideas were not entertained exclusively in Western circles. The Vietnamese regent Hoang Cao Kai wrote in 1909: ‘That the strong race should be victorious and the weak race vanquished is the manifestation of a natural law.’9

The social Darwinist worldview led to an obsession with danger. If imperialism was triumphalistic and chauvinistic, it was also often coloured by fear and menace. The perils were many: the financial peril, the socialist peril, the German peril and the American peril, but the greatest of all was the ‘Yellow Peril’. In France, books such as Le Péril national (1888) were published, and in 1890 the famous economist Paul Leroy-Beaulieu pointed out that China and Japan, as soon as they had learned to use Western machines and technology, would outpace the West, because in the East they still knew what hard work was. He therefore proposed a new Berlin Conference, to which China and Japan were also to be invited, to determine a new economic world order.

The idea of the ‘Yellow Peril’ spread like wildfire. In 1896 the influential thinker and pacifist baron d’Estournelles de Constant pointed out the danger of Japanese products flooding Europe. He also wrote that the railways that transported European goods and soldiers to the East could also be used to transport Japanese goods and troops to Europe.10 As was his wont, the German emperor used more powerful language. In his so-called ‘Hun Speech’ of 27 July 1900, which he addressed to the German soldiers participating in the international expedition being sent to China to quell the Boxer Rebellion, he said to his soldiers:

No pardon will be given, and prisoners will not be made. Anyone who falls into your hands falls to your sword! Just as the Huns … created for themselves a thousand years ago a name which men still respect, you should give the name of German such cause to be remembered in China for a thousand years that no Chinaman … will dare to look a German in the face.11

Modern imperialism: theory

General

In 1902 a book was published with the title Imperialism: A Study. Despite its rather unexciting title, it was to become one of the most influential political books of the twentieth century. The writer, J. A. Hobson (1858–1940), was an English economist and publicist and a severe critic of British imperialist policy. He had specialized in classical languages at Oxford and his ideas about politics and economics had been inspired by Mill and Spencer. He was financially independent and had worked as a correspondent for the Manchester Guardian in South Africa shortly before the outbreak of the Boer War. The year in which his book was published was therefore no coincidence, because it had been partly inspired by and written during the Boer War (1899–1902).

The word ‘imperialism’ was not new. It had become common parlance in English in the 1860s. Its French form – impérialisme – had been in use even longer, although it had a different meaning: impérialistes were the supporters of Napoleon III’s Second Empire. In England the term was also used for the pro-Empire party, but in this context ‘Empire’ referred to their colonial empire. Although Hobson had not invented the word, he did give it its modern meaning. In his book, Hobson gave a clear definition of imperialism, which he took to mean ‘the recent expansion of Great Britain and the chief continental Powers’. With ‘expansion’ he meant the fact that ‘Over the last thirty years … a number of European nations, Great Britain being first and foremost, have annexed or otherwise asserted political sway over vast portions of Africa and Asia, and over numerous islands in the Pacific and elsewhere.’ Hobson also demonstrated where the cradle of imperialism lay, namely in the financial circles of the mother country. Other groups – such as politicians, soldiers and missionaries – could exert a certain influence, ‘but the final determination rests with the financial power’.12

In Hobson we therefore find a definition of imperialism (the expansion of political authority), a periodization (1870–1900) and a guilty party (the capitalists). The reason capitalists promoted imperialist expansion was, according to Hobson, quite simple. Capitalism, following Hobson’s line of reasoning, led to under-consumption or, seen from a different angle, to overproduction. In other words, when workers produced more than they received in wages as payment for their work, purchasing power fell short. The result was that surplus capital could no longer be invested profitably in England itself, giving rise to a situation that, in Hobson’s celebrated words, was the very definition of imperialism: ‘Thus we reach the conclusion that Imperialism is the endeavour of the great controllers of industry to broaden the channel for the flow of their surplus wealth by seeking foreign markets and foreign investments to take off the goods and capital they cannot sell or use at home.’13

Hobson’s reasoning, in which elements of Marxist thought are discernible, had an undeniable attraction for Marxist theorists of international relations, especially in the German-speaking world. Such theorists as Karl Hilfderding, Rosa Luxemburg and others adopted his ideas and developed them into Marxist theory, a theory that would become known the world over through the short text Lenin devoted to the subject in 1916, which bore the gripping title ‘Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism’. The title already reveals the difference between the ideas of the radical Hobson and the Marxist Lenin: for Lenin, imperialism was a necessary development, an inevitable phase of capitalism. Hobson thought otherwise. Strengthening domestic purchasing power – through government intervention, for example – would also solve the problem of under-consumption.

There was yet another difference. Hobson wrote his book during the Boer War – the last phase in the partition of Africa – which he viewed as part of a larger process, namely the dividing up of the whole world by the imperialist powers. Lenin, by way of contrast, wrote his pamphlet in 1916 during the First World War, which he viewed as a struggle to redistribute the world. In his brochure the word Africa is hardly ever mentioned.

Despite such great and fundamental differences, it became customary during the time between the world wars to speak of ‘the Hobson–Lenin thesis’. There arose a certain consensus of opinion regarding the economic background of imperialism. Imperialism was explained as the need of the developed European countries for (protected) markets and the supply of raw materials, a need that had been created by industrialization and increased by ‘the great depression’ (1873–96).

Only after the Second World War did the debate on modern imperialism start up again. The rise of the American imperium and the decolonization of the European colonial empires provided the backdrop to these new ideas. The debate began in 1953 in England. Two historians from Cambridge, Jack Gallagher and Ronald Robinson, argued in an article that has meanwhile become famous – ‘The imperialism of free trade’ – that the heyday of British imperialism, the years 1880–1914, differed from the preceding ‘anti-imperialist’ period of free trade only in method, not in objectives. The mid-Victorians, they maintained, could pursue their imperialism without resorting to the establishment of political authority. The ‘Late Victorians’, however, were confronted with the necessity of formalizing their Empire. This formalization of the British Empire was the result of local crises and frontier situations that led in various areas to political vacuums, which then had to be filled by the British authorities. The dealings of the British imperialists had a strategic and not an economic background and their imperialist policy was essentially defensive and ‘reluctant’. Gallagher and Robinson therefore destroyed the traditional concept of an imperialist period, the late nineteenth century, and with it the economic explanation of that imperialism.

Gallagher and Robinson’s article prompted a great deal of discussion in the British historical world, especially regarding the notion of ‘the imperialism of free trade’ and the difference between ‘formal empire’ and ‘informal empire’. In 1960 they elaborated on some of their ideas in a large book on British policy in Africa in the nineteenth century: Africa and the Victorians. The Official Mind of Imperialism. As the subtitle already suggests, this study focused on an analysis of policymaking and its underlying ideas and concepts. Hobson had indeed stated that ‘the final determination rests with the financial power’, although he did not provide proof of this. Gallagher and Robinson’s analysis of British policymaking showed that, with regard to the partition of Africa, other motives – of a geopolitical, global-imperial and strategic nature – had been of overriding importance. Gallagher and Robinson thus reopened the debate on British imperialism. Shortly thereafter, a number of new interpretations of imperialism were put forward in other countries as well.

Typology of national imperialisms

France

In the same year that Gallagher and Robinson published Africa and the Victorians, a book appeared in France that shed new light on French imperialism and was to exert a decisive influence on its interpretation: Henri Brunschwig’s Mythes et réalités de l’impérialisme colonial français, 1871–1914. Brunschwig came up with a completely different review of French imperialism from that of Gallagher and Robinson, but his thoughts and conclusions were comparable in various respects.

Brunschwig in fact accepted the idea that France could be said to have had an imperialist period: roughly speaking, the time between 1880 and 1914. This was difficult to deny, if only for the simple reason that those years had seen the emergence of a large French colonial empire. But although he was traditional in this respect, he was revolutionary in another, namely in his interpretation of the causes of French imperialism. After a careful analysis of the economic interests of the French imperialists and of the economic results of French imperialism, he came to the conclusion that it was impossible to explain French imperialism on economic grounds. The French empire yielded no profit, there was no causal connection between protectionism and imperialism and the most influential French imperialists had no economic motives or interests. Therefore, another explanation had to be sought for French imperialism. According to Brunschwig, the explanation was to be found in the strong nationalism of the leading groups in the Third Republic, whose national pride had been deeply wounded by the defeat of 1870. Brunschwig’s book, just like that of Gallagher and Robinson, was thus a rebuttal of the economic theory of imperialism.

In France, where Marxism was flourishing in intellectual circles, Brunschwig’s book naturally caused a furore. The facts Brunschwig used to demonstrate the colonies’ scant economic importance were convincing enough, however. To salvage Marxist imperialist theory, it was argued that French imperialism should not be sought in Africa but elsewhere, especially Russia and the Ottoman Empire, where French capitalists had huge interests. This led to the paradoxical conclusion that French colonialism was not imperialistic and French imperialism not colonial.

In France, too, imperialism had got off to a slow start. There was no clear-cut tradition of colonial policy. There were two important colonial pressure groups, the navy and the geographers. The business world was less interested. The economic importance of colonization was not apparent to a people who were not inclined to emigrate and who were confronted with demographic stagnation. Foreign trade, let alone overseas trade, was of little economic consequence, despite the existence of a few port cities such as Bordeaux and Marseilles with a trading tradition. Indeed, French industry was still waiting to get off the ground.

Even so, there did exist in France a colonial-economic doctrine and it had become more influential over the years. Its founder was the liberal economist Paul Leroy-Beaulieu (1843–1916), whose book, De la colonisation chez les peuples modernes, published in 1874, was reprinted a number of times in revised and expanded form. Leroy-Beaulieu made a distinction between ‘old’ and ‘new’ colonization. The first involved the export of people – this kind did not concern France – while the second involved the export of capital, in which the author thought France should take part. In 1881, when the tension around Tunis began to mount, he urged France to hesitate no longer and to undertake swift and total annexation. Leroy-Beaulieu was successful, not because his economic theories found many followers in the business circles he addressed, but mainly because his patriotic message was taken up by the leading politicians of the Republican party, Gambetta and Ferry.

Léon Gambetta (1838–82) was a zealous patriot. He was obsessed with the ‘Revanche’ idea, although he was also a confirmed colonialist. He had the idea – and he was not the only one – that France could recover Alsace-Lorraine by exchanging a number of colonies for it. He was even, as he himself said, obsessed with the idea. But this was only one aspect of his colonial thinking. Gambetta and the Gambettists mainly saw colonial expansion as contributing to the solution of the social question. The colonies were an outlet for the bad elements in society, a playground on which to indulge the martial instincts of a people, an opportunity to safeguard existing society and to slow down the advance of socialism.

Jules Ferry (1832–93) was not only the architect of French colonial expansion but also one of the theorists of modern imperialism. In his wellknown speech before the French Chamber of Deputies in 1884, he distinguishes three types of motives underpinning colonial policy: economic, humanitarian and political. In the field of economics, he was a follower of Leroy-Beaulieu. He advocated modern colonization, meaning the export of capital and goods, not of people. The most important economic function of a colony, in his opinion, was its role as a market for the industrial products of the metropolis. There were also humanitarian objectives: the higher races, he thought, had the duty to civilize the lower races. For Ferry, however, the most important motive was political. France was duty bound to recover its former glory and to regain its rightful place in the world.

Ferry’s ideas, especially the combination of economic and patriotic arguments, are also to be found in the colonial movement that emerged in the 1890s, known as the parti colonial. This colonial party was not a party in the usual sense of the word. The term was a collective name for the many colonial pressure groups that had arisen in France in the 1890s. The first was the Comité de l’Afrique Française, founded in 1890, but it was soon followed by others. Indeed, they began sprouting up like mushrooms: Union Coloniale (1893), Comité de l’Asie Française (1901), Comité du Maroc (1904) and many less important ones. The main activity of most of these colonial committees was issuing colonial propaganda. By no stretch of the imagination could these committees be said to constitute a mass movement. The total membership of all these organizations numbered only 5,000, but they exerted considerable influence because their members were prominent and influential opinion makers. Their undisputed leader was Eugène Etienne, who was called the ‘Notre Dame des Coloniaux’.

Eugène Napoléon Etienne (1844–1921) was born on 15 December 1844 in Oran. He was the son of a professional military officer, who had acquired a large amount of land in Algeria. Etienne was therefore a colon and would always remain one. In 1881 he was elected to represent Oran in the French Chamber of Deputies, a seat he held for nearly 40 years, until he moved over to the Senate in 1919. In the Chamber he belonged to the Modérés, the supporters of Ferry and Gambetta. In 1887 he was appointed to his first high office, Undersecretary of Colonies in the Naval Ministry. It was Etienne’s first opportunity to have ‘a finger in the colonial pie’.14

Although Etienne would receive many more appointments to ministerial posts, his real power lay in the Chamber of Deputies. From 1892 to 1905, when he again became a minister, he presided over the Groupe Colonial in the Chamber, which in 1902 had nearly 200 members and was the most powerful pressure group in the area of French colonial and foreign policy. Etienne was an exponent of modern colonialism, a manager and a businessman. The English newspapers called him ‘the French Mr Chamberlain’, not only because of his colonial enthusiasm and his great influence but also because of his business acumen.

The parti colonial had a clear vision with regard to French colonial policy. Their biggest concern was Africa, while Asia was in second place and the Caribbean played no role at all. The Maghreb, according to the parti colonial, was the core of the French empire in Africa and Algeria was its North African mainstay. This mainstay had to be strengthened and safeguarded by the extension and consolidation of the protectorate France had established over Tunisia in 1881. This took care of Algeria’s eastern border. To protect its western flank, it was necessary to undertake a similar operation in Morocco. Black Africa was assigned the role of hinterland for this North African empire. This entailed penetration from the north (Algeria) via the Sahara, from the south (Gabon) along the eastern border of Cameroon, which was under German occupation, as well as from the west. In the west, France already possessed two bridgeheads, Senegal and the western Sudan, as well as several scattered French possessions on the coast of Guinea. Two things therefore had to happen here: these two West African territories had to be connected and the whole had to be joined to France’s possessions in North and Central Africa. The junction of this connection lay at Lake Chad, where all three French possessions in Africa were meant to come together. In 1890, Maurice Barrès, the famous French nationalist author, summed up their objective as follows: ‘to found in Africa the largest colonial empire in the world’.15 The ideas of the parti colonial had been adopted by the ministers and civil servants concerned with colonial policy and so the 1890s saw the emergence in France of a kind of consensus on the goal and the means of such policy.

Germany

In both Germany and Belgium, colonialism revolved around the ideas and ambitions of one man. In Belgium this was King Leopold II, in Germany Chancellor Bismarck. In contrast to Belgium, Germany did have a colonial movement, but its influence on politics was very limited at first. The foundations of German colonial ideology can be found in two books: Friedrich Fabri’s book Bedarf Deutschland der Colonien? (‘Does Germany need colonies?’) of 1879 and Wilhelm Hübbe-Schleiden’s Deutsche Kolonisation (‘German colonization’) of 1881. Fabri was a missionary and Hübbe-Schleiden a lawyer. Although economic arguments were supplied by both, what they both considered most important was the national element, propagating Germanity (Deutschtum) and safeguarding Germany’s future in a world increasingly ruled by great empires.

These ideas bore fruit. On 6 December 1882, the Kolonialverein (Colonial Society) was founded in Frankfurt and by 1895 it had already grown into an organization with more than 10,000 members and its own newspaper, the Kolonialzeitung. In 1884 another organization was founded, one with a more practical orientation, called the Gesellschaft für deutsche Kolonisation (Society for German Colonization). In 1887 the two merged to form the Deutsche Kolonialgesellschaft (German Colonial Society). By then, however, the decisive steps had already been taken, for in 1884 Bismarck had converted to colonial principles and had feverishly overseen the creation of a German colonial empire. Under Bismarck’s leadership, it took just two years to acquire 99.9 per cent of all of Germany’s colonial possessions. The decision to take part in colonial expansion was in large measure the decision of Bismarck himself. In order to understand German imperialism, therefore, it is necessary to devote some attention to the motives that prompted Bismarck to make this decision.

Bismarck was not, as he himself said, born to be a colonialist.16 There were good reasons for this. Germany had no fleet with which to protect possible colonies. It had no commercial establishments with which to exploit them. Neither did it have a need for raw materials or markets. Moreover, colonies cost money, as funds were needed for both their administration and their defence. Such funds would have to be approved by the Reichstag. Colonial expansion would therefore mean a strengthening of the Reichstag, an idea that Bismarck did not like at all. For all these reasons, Bismarck at first roundly rejected all proposals for annexations. Why, then, did he react differently in 1884–5?

A great deal has been written on this subject, all of which may be divided roughly into two schools of thought. The classical view, whose exponents include A. J. P. Taylor, takes as its starting point the ‘primacy of foreign affairs’ (Primat der Aussenpolitik). According to this notion, motives related to foreign policy had prompted Bismarck to act as he did. He wanted to distract France from its fixation on the ‘blue line of the Vosges’ and to force it to focus its attention on the distant horizons of Asia and Africa. According to other interpretations, Bismarck’s imperialism was governed by domestic policy initiatives and was actually a form of social imperialism. This was the opinion, for example, of H.-U. Wehler, who argued that Bismarck’s policy was aimed at affirming the stability and legitimacy of the German regime that had been imposed from above in 1871. Expansionist foreign policy provided the means to do this, as it would divert attention from Germany’s social problems, which were exacerbated by the economic crisis of 1873 and the following years.

These lines of reasoning are not mutually exclusive, because Bismarck may well have had both objectives in mind. He could have been pursuing his domestic policy goal provided it did not pose a threat to his foreign policy goal: the consolidation of German hegemony. On the other hand, he may have been interested chiefly in the foreign policy aspect, viewing a resultant electoral victory as an agreeable side effect. In any case, Bismarck’s policy was more a matter of pragmatism than ideology and when he had the chance to acquire some colonies without much trouble or danger, he seized the opportunity. Bismarck’s resignation in 1890 was followed by a ‘new course’ in German foreign policy. This so-called Weltpolitik compelled Germany to focus on further expansion in order to compete with the world powers of the future (Russia, the United States, the British Empire) and to avoid descending to the level of Belgium.

Some thought that this increased expansion should focus on emigration, colonization and the propagation of Germanity (Deutschtum), while others were interested not in the expansion of people but of the economy. Weltpolitik had no clear contours. It was a ‘new course’ but not a steady course. The iron hand of Bismarck was lacking. Various persons and government bodies influenced the course taken by Germany’s Weltpolitik: to begin with, the emperor himself, as well as chancellors, ministers for foreign affairs and even senior officials like Friedrich von Holstein, all of whom had their own – albeit often wildly divergent – ideas and objectives. This gave German imperialism an improvised, ad hoc character, with annexations in the Pacific, activities in Africa and even interventions in South America. The economic importance of the German colonial empire, which existed for only 30 years (1884–1914), was minimal. In 1914 the total white population of all the German colonies together was fewer than 25,000 people, 20,000 of whom were German. This was far fewer than the number living in several provincial cities in Germany and fewer even than the number of Germans who emigrated every year to America. The total volume of trade with the colonies amounted in 1914 to one-half of 1 per cent of the total volume of Germany’s foreign trade.

Belgium

What holds true for the role of Bismarck is even more true of the role played by King Leopold II of Belgium (1835–1909). The Belgian government did not, in fact, want any colonies. A policy of colonial expansion was thought to pose a threat to Belgium’s neutrality and therefore to its continued existence. Nevertheless, King Leopold II developed his own colonial policy and acquired a large colonial empire, not in his capacity as head of state but as a private individual. Thus Belgian imperialism was primarily the doing of one man.

Leopold’s colonial ambitions started early. His colonial interest was inspired by the success of Belgium’s northern neighbours, the Dutch, more specifically by the great riches that the Netherlands-Indies had brought to the mother country as a result of the cultivation system (see pages 107–9). Not surprisingly, Leopold began by focusing his attention on the East. ‘Do you know of an island in Oceania, the China Sea or the Indian Ocean that would be suitable for us?’, he asked a Belgian naval officer in 1861. He was also attracted to Borneo. Later on, he set his sights on New Guinea, followed by Formosa, Tonkin, Sumatra and others. For the time being, however, Leopold’s colonies were confined to castles in the air.

After becoming king, Leopold struck out on a new course. He still wanted to acquire a colony for Belgium, although he realized that his country, or at least his government, wanted nothing to do with colonial expansion. He therefore acted not as the king but as a private individual. Naturally he had the prestige of the sovereign and the fortune of his family to back him, but he ignored the official channels of government and parliament, operating through various international organizations he himself had created. In this unorthodox way he managed to acquire – first for himself and later for Belgium – a very large colony, the Belgian Congo. His brand of colonialism was economically inspired and it continued to be so. The colony, after all, was supposed to provide the mother country with money. The hard-line policy of exploitation pursued in the Congo to achieve this goal led to one of the greatest excesses in colonial history (see pages 168–9). The millions Leopold earned in this way were spent on the beautification of his country.

Portugal

Portuguese imperialism is often described as a form of ‘uneconomic imperialism’, a term used in the subtitle of Hammond’s well-known book on the subject: Portugal and Africa, 1815–1910: A Study in Uneconomic Imperialism, in which the author argues that in fact Portugal had nothing to gain from its possessions in Africa. Its colonies there had no economic importance and apart from the interest shown in very limited political circles, the Portuguese did not care at all about colonization. Emigrants preferred to go to Brazil and the few capitalists who had money to spare were not inclined to invest it in the colonies. Even the Minister for the Colonies suggested selling a few of Portugal’s possessions. The only incentive for the Portuguese to keep their colonies was their desire for prestige and nostalgia for their great past. As one Portuguese put it, ‘the Portuguese only wanted colonies for the pleasure of being able to look at them on the map’.17

This view was later disputed, in particular by Gervase Clarence-Smith, as is apparent from the subtitle of his book on the Portuguese colonial empire: A Study in Economic Imperialism.18 Clarence-Smith argued that Portugal had indeed been pursuing economic interests in the colonies. Thus, in his view, Portuguese imperialism in Africa did not differ much from that of other countries. Agricultural productivity in Portugal was very low and the country therefore had a need for protected markets and foreign currency. The colonies were supposed to create those markets, ensuring through a kind of neo-mercantilistic system an improvement in the balance of payments.

This neo-mercantilism arose mainly in the 1880s, when the Portuguese economy was experiencing a crisis, partly as a result of the recession of 1873. Just like other countries, Portugal attempted first of all to protect its own market and then to enlarge this protected market through colonial expansion. In 1892 a protectionist tariff was introduced that led to a considerable increase in Portuguese–African trade. This manifested itself mainly in the re-export of African products (such as cacao and rubber) via Portugal to third-party countries. The colonies also offered opportunities for emigration. In addition to these economic arguments, nationalistic feelings – such as pride in a long-lost greatness and hope for a new and better future – and missionary interests played a role.

Spain

After the fall of the Spanish world empire in Napoleonic times, the only Spanish possessions remaining were the Philippines, Cuba and Puerto Rico. Spanish colonial fervour had since been concentrated almost exclusively on Cuba, which was called ‘the richest colony in the whole world’.19

After the defeat of the Separatists in 1878 (see page 84), there were two parties left in Cuba, the Autonomists and the Unionists. The Autonomists, many of whom were wealthy Creoles, were fighting for self-government and the preservation of Spanish sovereignty. The Unionists, most of whom were Spanish bureaucrats and businessmen, feared that self-government would lead to separation. This disparity was caused by conflicting economic interests. The Spanish colonies had a protectionist customs union with Spain, from which the Spanish traders profited. The Creoles, however, dominated agricultural production, which consisted mainly of sugar and tobacco. These products had a natural market in the United States, but their export was hampered by the trade regime. The Creoles would therefore benefit from the abolition of this regime, as well as from the introduction of free trade. The Spanish imperialists saw Cuba as a vital national interest, but argued that it was a loss maker that would be impossible to keep without customs revenues.

Attempts to acquire some form of self-government failed and this gave the Separatists renewed courage. There arose a revolutionary party in exile, whose leader was J. Martí, a literator of humble origins who hated the Spanish because they had thrown him into jail as a student for laughing at Spanish soldiers. In February 1895, Martí gave the signal for the revolt. Martí himself arrived in Cuba with a revolver and a pocket edition of Cicero in his suitcase. He was soon killed. The Spanish deployed a large military force, to which the rebels reacted with a guerrilla war. The Spanish army suffered huge losses, most of which were caused by disease. The Spanish commander then began to set up concentration camps, a policy – like that of the British in South Africa two years later – that would lead to protests about such barbaric methods. The new government that took office in Spain in 1897 granted Cuba self-government. The Unionists were furious. A civil war threatened the island and the United States sent a battleship to protect its subjects and their property. The battleship was blown up, presumably by a Spanish mine, and this incident led to American intervention. The resulting Spanish–American War would end in catastrophe for Spain, causing the loss of the last remnants of its world empire and triggering a social, political and moral crisis in Spain itself.

By the terms of the Treaty of Paris, Spain lost nearly all its colonies. Cuba was governed by the United States from 1898 to 1902 and afterward gained formal independence. The Platt Amendment – so called after an American senator – to the Cuban constitution, which stipulated that the United States ‘may exercise the right to intervene’ in cases of political or social unrest – more specifically for ‘the maintenance of a government adequate for the protection of life, property, and individual liberty’ – in fact turned the island into an American protectorate. Puerto Rico and the Philippines were de facto American colonies. In Spain this catastrophe led to increased awareness of decline. ‘The generation of 1898’ was to become a recurring motif in Spanish literature of the 1930s.

Italy

It was only logical that Italy would develop a form of imperialism and would want to play a role in the partition of Africa, the continent with which it was so closely connected. Sicily, after all, lies no more than 150 kilometres from the African coast and one needs no great knowledge of history to remember that Rome’s rise to world power started with the Punic Wars against Carthage. In the nineteenth century, at any rate, this was still a well-known fact. Moreover, Italy had enough colonists to populate the whole of North Africa. In the nineteenth century, Italians emigrated en masse. In the 1870s nearly 170,000 people left the country; in the 1890s their numbers increased to more than 1½ million; in the first decade of the twentieth century 3.6 million people left Italy. In 1914 more than 6 million Italians were living outside Italy, as opposed to 35 million in Italy itself. At first, most of these emigrants came from northern Italy, but in the 1880s the agricultural crisis in the south prompted a mass exodus from the rural areas of southern Italy. This ‘emigration of the desperate’ was a cause of great concern to intellectuals and politicians and the loss of Italianità was a worry in this time of adherence to nationalist and social-Darwinist ideas.

Italy had become a unified country in 1870 but for the leaders of the Italian revival, the risorgimento, Italy was still an unfinished entity. Although it had an imperial capital, it had no empire. That empire still had to be built. This resulted in the rebirth of colonial aspirations, which – although confused and sometimes even contradictory – were sublimated in a vague ideology, an Italian variant of the ‘white man’s burden’: the burden of Latin man.

When Francesco Crispi took office as premier in 1887, imperialist ideas took on a more concrete form. His imperialist credo consisted of a combination of economic and demographic arguments, which were grounded on historical considerations and Messianic designs. His imperial song did not differ much from the familiar tune of the Italian imperialists: Italy had to have colonies, because the past demanded it and the future made it necessary.

The Netherlands

Around 1900 a discussion arose in the Netherlands that had been prompted by the Boer War in South Africa and especially by the comparison made by some critics – mostly socialists – between the way the English were conducting their war in South Africa and the way the Dutch were conducting the Aceh War in Sumatra. This comparison was indignantly rejected by others. For example, Abraham Kuyper, the Dutch prime minister, called it ‘absurdity itself’ to speak in the case of the Netherlands of ‘imperialist policies in the proper sense’.20 After all, imperialism was by definition an affair of the great powers and the term ‘Dutch imperialism’ was therefore a contradiction in terms. Marxist theorists also argued that the Netherlands could not be looked on as an imperialist country, because it did not have industrial monopoly capitalism.

The term ‘Dutch imperialism’ thus poses a problem, mainly because the concept is closely linked to the idea of expansion and territorial enlargement. For the Netherlands, the nineteenth century was more a time of contraction, as evidenced by its withdrawal from India, Ceylon, South Africa and the Gold Coast. Any territorial expansion that occurred was of an invisible kind. Dutch expansion did not focus on new territories, but on the preservation and consolidation of its existing sphere of influence in the Netherlands-Indies. Attention was focused more on fleshing out power than on extending it, at least as long as one assumes that in the nineteenth century the Dutch could already claim authority over the whole of the Indonesian archipelago. It is not certain that this was the case, however. On the one hand, it is debatable whether the whole archipelago was recognized as a Dutch sphere of influence, but, on the other hand, the Netherlands had entered into treaties with England that guaranteed it the protection of the then arbiter mundi.

In any case, the subjugation by the Dutch of peoples in the archipelago was not seen as aggression or expansion, but as a more or less natural confirmation of Dutch sovereignty, on the understanding that other European claims were respected. That the Netherlands was willing to do this emerges from the partition treaties it entered into with England, Germany and Portugal. Seen from an international perspective, after 1870 the Netherlands acted in much the same way as before: it occasionally ‘disciplined’ a people or ‘pacified’ a territory, generally contented itself with submission on paper, and fixed its borders by means of treaties with other colonial countries. The new activities it engaged in were prompted mainly by changes in the international situation, for in this time of increasing imperialism it was becoming more and more dangerous not to secure one’s claims through actual occupation.

The explanation for Dutch colonial policy must be sought in the Netherlands’ peculiar position in the world. It was a colonial giant but a political dwarf. It played first fiddle in Asia, but merely hummed a little tune in the concert of Europe. This put Dutch colonialism in a class by itself. It followed the general European pattern to a certain extent by pursuing a more active colonial policy after 1900 than it had before. In some respects it resembled England, inasmuch as both were sated powers, colonial ‘haves’ who eyed with apprehension the jealousy and rivalry of such colonial ‘have nots’ as Germany and Japan. After all, if the status quo were to change, they stood to lose more than they would gain. But, unlike England, the Netherlands, as a small power, had to proceed cautiously. It protected its existing claims as much as possible, displayed great flexibility in the division and demarcation of spheres of influence and opened the Indies to foreign trade and investment. All this explains the enduring respect other countries had for its colonial possessions.

Russia

Whether Russian imperialism ever existed is a moot point. During the Cold War, the English historian Hugh Seton-Watson invented a term, ‘the new imperialism’ (which also served as the title of his book), to refer to Soviet Russian imperialism in Eastern Europe in particular.21 The term did not catch on, however. According to the Marxists, there could be no ‘Soviet imperialism’, because the Soviet Union was not a capitalist country. They did think, however, that there had been ‘Russian imperialism’ in the preceding period, but that term never found general acceptance either, since imperialism and colonialism are chiefly associated with overseas expansion. In Rupert Emerson’s definition of the term, this is even a necessary part of it. According to him, colonialism is the ‘rule over peoples of different race separated by salt water from the imperial centre’.22

Strictly speaking, the notion of a necessary salt water separation does not wash, because the Roman and Ottoman Empires can also be viewed as a form of colonial expansion. Yet the hesitation to call Russian expansion imperialistic is understandable, because overland expansion is scarcely distinguishable from the usual process of state formation. By extension, one could view the way in which ‘the West was won’ in North America or France’s incorporation of areas like Brittany and Languedoc as forms of colonization as well. This has indeed been done, but these approaches have not found general acceptance, because, conceptually speaking, there exist considerable differences between such processes of state formation and colonial expansion. In the traditional discussion of imperialism, therefore, Russia hardly plays a role. It is remarkable, however, that Russia is seen as a subject (and thus a perpetrator) of imperialism, as well as being regarded by Marxist theorists – because of its dependence on foreign investment – as an object of capitalist imperialism.

The Russian process of expansion spanned many centuries, but here as well, new dynamism was discernible in the nineteenth century. The population of Russia grew from 45 million in 1815 to 75 million in 1863. Expeditions were launched in many directions, but aimed especially at the south (the Caucasus, Armenia and Azerbaijan) and the east. The Turks were the archenemies of the Russians, in both Europe and Asia. The Russians drove them back out of the Balkans and conquered Central Asia. One of the largest of the newly acquired territories was the governmentgeneral of Turkestan (three times as large as the German empire), which was subdued, along with the protectorates of Chiva and Buchara, in the years between 1860 and 1890. Turkestan had approximately 6 million inhabitants, most of them Muslim. The territory was not a settlement colony, but was important as a supplier of raw materials, especially to the Russian cotton industry.

Both the crusading spirit (against Islam) and the civilizing mission (against the barbarians) were invoked as justification for such expansion. Naturally, there were also arguments based on power politics. Russia profited from Western attacks on China and concluded in 1860 the Treaty of Peking, whereby it got what it wanted: the territory between the Ussuri River and the Sea of Japan. Siberia was a true settlement colony. In 1847 Muravyov was appointed governor of East Siberia. He sent expeditions to the far north and in the direction of the Amur. In 1860 Vladivostok (‘Ruler of the East’) was founded.

Japan, the up-and-coming power in Asia, constituted the greatest danger to Russia. The Treaty of St Petersburg, signed in 1875, settled the main issues. Japan ceded Sakhalin to Russia and Russia ceded to Japan the group of Kuril Islands. Not every piece of land was viewed as equally valuable. Russia wanted to dispose of Alaska, for example. In 1857 the Russian envoy in Washington was told to suggest its sale. It took quite some time, one reason being the intervening American Civil War, but in 1867 the matter was settled. The United States acquired Alaska for the sum of $7 million plus the assumption of the debts of the Russian–American Company.

Russian expansion was a long drawn-out process and cannot be explained by one single theory. Some historians have stressed in Russia’s case the existence of domestic policy motives (which they attribute to other imperialist countries as well), such as the pursuit of economic interests and the need to fight social unrest, while other authors emphasize the importance of strategic interests hinging on foreign policy considerations (whether dynastic or raison d’état ambitions). Expansion had geopolitical aspects, such as a desire for ice-free harbours and access to the Baltic Sea as a window to the west. Moreover, the large expanses to the east were lacking in natural boundaries, which automatically created a certain frontier dynamism. In later years the backwardness of the east with respect to the west played a role in Russia’s expansion policies.

At the end of the nineteenth century, Russian expansion was undertaken with renewed vigour. Under the influential politician Count Witte, who was Minister of Finance from 1892 to 1903, we find a combination of economic and political objectives reminiscent of the imperialist pursuits of Western European countries. Economic motives were certainly important in the late-nineteenth-century Russian expansion to the Far East, which resulted in the Russo-Japanese War of 1904–05. The construction of the Trans-Siberian railway in 1891 clearly fits this pattern. These years also saw the rise of an imperialist ideology, the roots of which – already to be found in an earlier period – were closely connected with Pan-Slavism. As was the case in other countries, here, too, a form of Messianism manifested itself. The famous writer Dostoyevsky was an exponent of this school of thought.

Conclusion

How can modern imperialism be explained? This question has prompted a wide variety of answers. One answer is that modern imperialism never even existed. Rather than a particular imperialist era (1870–1914), there was supposedly an imperialist century – the nineteenth century – that saw a continual process of expansion. This answer is not incorrect, but not entirely satisfactory either. While acknowledging the fact that a certain continuity can be detected in some countries – in Great Britain and the Netherlands, for example, and certainly in Russia – even there we nonetheless see a clear and striking difference in form and degree. France experienced an unmistakable imperialist era, clearly distinguishable from the colonial calm preceding it. In 1878 the total surface area of the French colonies amounted to nearly 5 million square kilometres and by 1913 this had more than doubled. The number of French subjects overseas had risen in this period from 7 million to 48 million. For countries such as Germany, Italy and Belgium, which had no colonial possessions at all before the 1880s, the break is even more obvious. In 1880 the total territory of all European colonies together covered 24.5 million square kilometres and by 1914 this had increased to more than twice as much: 53.2 million square kilometres. The total colonial population had risen in the same period from 312 to 554 million people. We are therefore safe in calling the nineteenth century Europe’s colonial century, although there is reason enough to retain the concept of an imperialist era and to ask what caused this transition.

The question is, why did the transition from a relatively tranquil imperialism to a very restless imperialism take place then and not earlier or later? To answer this question, we must examine both the means and the motives. The presence of the imperialist means of power, in other words the very substantial differences in power that had arisen between the colonial and the overseas peoples, was a prerequisite of imperialism. Without this, imperialism would not have been possible. This condition was insufficient in itself, however. Differences in power do not explain everything. It is necessary to consider the motives that prompted the Europeans to make use of this power.

As far as the means are concerned, it is important to observe that they became available gradually in the course of the nineteenth century. One important point was the development of the medical sector. Although the European armies continued to suffer substantial losses as a result of disease, the chances of survival were rising considerably. Another factor was technological advancement: railways, steamboats, canals, telegraph wires – these all created the infrastructure necessary for an imperial system. The revolution in firearms put a tremendous instrument of power in the hands of the colonial armies. Without all these material developments, colonial expansion in the late nineteenth century would not have been possible.

But what induced the European countries (and later also the United States and Japan) to use these means of power? The answer to this question has traditionally been sought in changes within Europe. Hobson, for example, found the reason in the development of the capitalist system, others in changes in the European states system, diplomatic and strategic interests, as well as such ideological factors as nationalism and racism. Changes in the overseas world must not be overlooked either. In fact, European colonial campaigns were often reactions to events taking place outside Europe, which were the result of the dynamic interaction between European and overseas economies and societies. For example, the shift in demand from slaves to agricultural products led to internal shifts of power in the African world. Increasing entwinement and conflicting financial interests between North African and European states had political consequences that took the form of nationalist or rather proto-nationalist movements. Economic and social changes in South Africa upset the internal balance of power. The causes of new colonial activities discussed earlier were in turn the consequences of the dynamism of European capitalism. They cannot therefore be regarded as the source of imperialism, although they do explain the emergence of imperialist activities in the period 1870–1914 that had not been present before.

Notes

1  Quoted in Thobie et al., Histoire de la France coloniale, vol. II, p. 25.

2  E. Renan, Oeuvres complètes (10 vols; Paris 1947–61), vol. I, p. 390.

3  Quoted in Houben, Van kolonie tot eenheidsstaat, p. 32.

4  Quoted in C. Bolt, Victorian Attitudes Towards Race (London 1971), p. 23.

5  Quoted in R. Faber, The Vision and the Need. Late Victorian Imperialist Aims (London 1966), p. 59.

6  Quoted in A. Roberts, Salisbury. Victorian Titan (London 1999), pp. 691–2.

7  Quoted in the Cambridge History of Africa, vol. V, p. 478.

8  Quoted in E. Said, Culture and Imperialism (London 1993), p. 17.

9  Quoted in Brocheux and Hémery, Indochine, p. 286.

10  Quoted in M. Adas, Machines as the Measure of Men. Science, Technology and Ideologies of Western Dominance (Ithaca, NY/London 1989), p. 363.

11  Quoted in M. Balfour, The Kaiser and his Time (London 1964), pp. 226–7.

12  J. A. Hobson, Imperialism: A Study (London 1902), pp. 15, 25 and 65.

13  Ibid., p. 85.

14  Quoted in H. Sieberg, Eugène Etienne und die französische Kolonialpolitik, 1887–1904 (Cologne 1968), p. 20.

15  Quoted in C.-R. Ageron, France coloniale ou parti colonial? (Paris 1978), p. 136.

16  See M. E. Townsend, The Rise and Fall of Germany’s Colonial Empire (New York 1930), p. 60.

17  Quoted in Gann and Duignan, Colonialism in Africa, vol. I, p. 354.

18  See Clarence-Smith, The Third Portuguese Empire, 1825–1975.

19  See R. Carr, Spain, 1808–1939 (Oxford 1966), p. 379.

20  Quoted in Kuitenbrouwer, The Netherlands and the Rise of Modern Imperialism, p. 195.

21  See H. Seton-Watson, The New Imperialism (London 1961).

22  See R. Emerson, ‘Colonialism’, in International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (17 vols; New York 1968), vol. III, p. 1.




CHAPTER 5

European imperialism in Africa

Go on, people! God is offering Africa to Europe. Take it.

Victor Hugo

Characteristics of the era

European imperialism found its most important targets in Asia. British India was ‘the jewel in the crown’ of the British Empire, a colonial possession whose size and significance could be compared with none other. Hong Kong and Singapore became the two great trade emporia of Asia. The Netherlands’ possession, the Netherlands-Indies, was one of the largest and certainly one of the most profitable of the colonial empires. Of France’s colonies, French Indochina was surpassed in importance only by Algeria. Less traditional colonial powers also asserted themselves in Asia. Russian expansion in Northeast Asia reached its furthest border at the Pacific. The Americans acquired in the Pacific their only colony, the Philippines, which was, however, not allowed to be called a colony. Japan, an Asian country, itself became the colonial ruler of Formosa (Taiwan) and Korea.

The Asian possessions were undoubtedly more important than those in Africa, but even so, European imperialism was at its most spectacular in Africa. In Asia, the colonial powers usually continued to build on previous colonial activities and China and Japan were too large to remain permanently under the influence of Europe. Such countries as Iran, Afghanistan and Siam escaped the Western passion for expansion by benefiting from the rivalries among the imperialist powers.

Colonialism took a different course in Africa, where there were scarcely any European possessions before 1870. In 1914, however, there were only two African countries left that were not colonies: the newly founded Liberia and Ethiopia, the only country that successfully resisted European colonial expansion. Countries took part in the partition of Africa that had never possessed colonies before, such as Germany and Italy. In Africa it was possible for Belgium, one of Europe’s smallest countries, to acquire one of the largest colonies on the continent, the Belgian Congo, which was 80 times larger than Belgium itself. In Africa it was also possible for a small and, in many respects, backward country like Portugal to acquire two very large colonies, Angola and Mozambique. In Africa, moreover, individual adventurers such as Goldie and Rhodes were able to found, more or less on their own initiative, gigantic colonies such as Nigeria and Rhodesia. Imperialism in Africa proceeded at an incredibly fast pace and was a process that seemed to know no bounds.

The partition of Africa took little more than 20 years. It began with the French occupation of Tunisia in 1881 and ended in 1902 with the Peace of Vereeniging, which put an end to the Boer War in South Africa. This was followed by the Morocco question, although this was no more than an epilogue. This process can be divided into three phases: the first, very short phase began with the French occupation of Tunisia in 1881 and ended with the British occupation of Egypt in the following year. This period had a character of its own, because these events took place in the Mediterranean world and were closely connected with traditional questions of European diplomacy. In the second and longest phase, 1882–98, European attention focused on Africa proper, first on the Congo and the rest of Central Africa (1882–5), then on East Africa, which was on the agenda between 1885 and 1890 and subsequently on West Africa, the partition of which was completed between 1890 and 1898. Finally, in the third and last phase (1898–1902), there were two strategic issues at stake: the fight to establish control over the Nile, which would come to a head in the Fashoda Crisis of 1898, and the power struggle between the Boers and the British in South Africa, which would lead to the Anglo-Boer War of 1899–1902.

North Africa

During the course of the nineteenth century, North Africa had become more and more involved with Europe. This involvement had begun with Napoleon’s expedition to Egypt and had been followed by the era of Mohammed Ali, whose modernization projects had enticed many Europeans and European companies to come to Egypt. The French occupation of Algeria in 1830 had been another important step in this direction. For the time being, Algeria remained the only European colony in North Africa. In other parts of the Maghreb, such as Tunisia and Morocco, as well as in Libya and Egypt, European expansion continued to be confined to ‘peaceful penetration’. This situation, however, could not be upheld for long. Such intensive processes of modernization proved to have their own dynamism, as did the French presence in Algeria, for this led to France’s interest in Algeria’s western border with Morocco and eastern border with Tunisia.

Tunisia

In 1881 Tunisia was still officially a province of the Ottoman Empire, but Turkish rule was rather theoretical in nature. Tunisia was, in fact, an independent state with its own flag, its own currency and its own army and navy. It was a small country, bordered on the north by the sea and on the south by the desert. On its eastern border lay Tripoli, another Ottoman province, and on its western border the French colony of Algeria had come into being in 1830. Tunisia had approximately 1 million inhabitants. It was an agrarian country with only a few cities, of which Tunis, with nearly 100,000 inhabitants, was by far the largest. Like so many countries in North Africa, it pursued developmental policies and therefore ran up debts. There was increasing European financial influence and an increasing number of Europeans, especially Italians. Not surprisingly, Italy had its eye on Tunisia. England, too, was interested in Tunisia, mainly because of its strategic importance, located as it is on the passageway from the western to the eastern Mediterranean Sea basin. France was deeply involved financially in the affairs of Tunisia and also had a strategic interest in the country because of its border with Algeria. The balance thus created made it dangerous for France to intervene. This changed in 1878 when Britain and Germany openly invited France to do just that at the Congress of Berlin. Britain wanted to compensate France for the fact that it had annexed Cyprus and Bismarck hoped in this way to divert France’s attention from the ‘blue line of the Vosges’. At first the French government dared not pursue the matter. It mistrusted Germany’s intentions and was afraid of complications.

However, in 1881 Gambetta, the leader of the Republicans, decided that the French could wait no longer, as the danger that Italy would strike before them was too great. The premier, Jules Ferry, agreed with him. A border incident provided a pretext for launching an expedition aimed ostensibly at helping the bey of Tunis to re-establish his authority. On 24 April 1881 a French expeditionary force crossed the Algerian–Tunisian border. Only a few hours after its arrival at Tunis on 12 May, the bey signed the Bardo Treaty, which in fact put an end to Tunisian independence. Twelve days later the French Chamber of Deputies ratified the treaty by an overwhelming majority. The Chamber shared the enthusiasm shown by Gambetta, who congratulated Ferry with the words: ‘I congratulate you from the bottom of my heart … France has regained its position as a great power.’1

The main reason for French intervention in Tunis was nationalism. With the approval of England and Germany, France could show that it was still a great power, despite the defeat of 1870. The desire to prove this surfaced again a year later during the Egyptian crisis. The French pressed for intervention in Egypt where, out of protest against the increasing influence of France and England on the country’s economy and finances, Egyptian army officers had rebelled and taken over leadership from the khedive. The French and English governments both wanted to intervene, but in France a cabinet crisis developed, so that in the end the French did not intervene and the British had to act on their own. This resulted in the British occupation of Egypt, which would last until 1954. The French regretted ‘the loss of Egypt’ and continued to sulk about it, but to no avail. They finally found consolation elsewhere, namely in Morocco.

Morocco

Morocco was conquered in the seventh century by the Arabs, who subdued the original Berber population and subsequently intermarried with them. Morocco therefore belongs to the Arab world, where at one time it even held pride of place. Fez was an important centre of Arabic culture. Morocco was never subjugated by the Turks, however, and so it never belonged to the Ottoman Empire, which had been stretching its powerful arm over the rest of North Africa since the sixteenth century. The sultan of Morocco remained independent. He was both the worldly and the religious leader and was looked on and honoured as the shereef, a descendant of the prophet.

The Shereefian empire was more imposing in name than it was in reality. The actual power depended on the personality of the ruler. The power of some rulers did not extend much further than the immediate vicinity of the four capital cities where the court resided in turns – Fez, Meknès, Marrakesh and Rabat – whereas other rulers were able to subdue large areas of the country. However, next to the bled el Makhzen, the sultan’s actual sphere of power, there was always the bled es Siba, the area that in practice was not subject to his worldly authority.

The Moroccan economy was based on agriculture. Good and bad harvests were just as decisive for the fate of the people as diseases and epidemics. Morocco was therefore a traditional, closed economy and it remained so. Nevertheless, in the course of the nineteenth century it became more and more involved in the world economy: shipping services were increased, post offices were opened, consulates established and mining concessions granted. The total value of all foreign trade rose in the second half of the nineteenth century from £2 million to £3 million sterling, although it continued to be of very little consequence to Europe.

European penetration did lead, however, to great financial problems. The sultan, Mulay Yussuf, ran up debts and in order to repay them he was forced to lease his customs houses, state monopolies and the like to foreigners. Many Moroccans watched this with dismay and when his brother, Mulay Hafid, viceroy in the south, was also proclaimed sultan, at Marrakesh in 1907, he found a broad base of support. Henceforth there were two sultans in Morocco, but this situation would not last long, for the dissolution of the Moroccan state was proceeding apace. European politics was in the process of taking over the reins of government.

European politics and Morocco

Various European countries were involved in the diplomatic dénouement of the Moroccan drama: France, Germany, England, Italy and Spain. They all had their own particular interests to defend in Morocco, but they also had other, larger interests of a more general political nature and it was these that were decisive. In the end, each of the countries involved would come away slightly better off: France and Spain received part of Morocco, while the others were given some form of compensation.

The country that thought it had the strongest claims to Morocco – claims both historical and moral – was Spain. Its involvement with Morocco went back to the fifteenth century and its geographic proximity also gave it a ready excuse to intervene in Moroccan affairs. The other powers therefore recognized the moral right of Spain to have a say in Moroccan affairs and to play a role in a possible partition. This is apparent from the fact that the two large international conferences concerning Morocco were both held in Spain, in Madrid in 1880 and in Algeciras in 1906. The latter conference confirmed the principal role of France in Morocco. France therefore took the lead in the further settlement of the Morocco question. It came to a partition agreement with Spain and with England and Italy it arrived at mutual ‘free-hand understandings’: France could have a free hand in Morocco, for example, if Britain were permitted the same in Egypt. French dealings with Germany regarding the Morocco question led to a dangerous diplomatic crisis (see pages 228–30). When this, too, had been settled, there was no longer anything standing in the way of a French protectorate over Morocco.

On 24 March 1912 the French envoy to Tangiers arrived in Fez to present the sultan with the draft of a protectorate treaty. After days of difficult talks, Mulay Hafid, the former anti-sultan who had meanwhile been recognized as sultan, resigned himself to the inevitable. On 30 March 1912 he signed the Treaty of Fez. Mulay Hafid then abdicated in favour of his brother, Mulay Yussuf, and went into exile.

The Treaty of Fez opened up the possibility of partitioning Morocco. It also required France to come to an agreement about this with Spain. France and Spain had already come to an understanding on this score in 1902, however. Partition was completed by the protectorate treaty that Spain concluded with the sultan on 27 November 1912. Spain received two zones: a territory along the north coast and a territory in the south of Morocco. However, by far the largest part of Morocco went to France. The great dream of the parti colonial had in effect come true: nearly the whole of the Maghreb had been brought under French control.

The Maghreb until 1914

Administration

In administrative terms there was a discrepancy between Algeria, on the one hand, and Tunisia and Morocco, on the other. Algeria was considered part of France, whereas Tunisia and Morocco were protectorates and therefore officially independent states, which were under the supervision of the French Minister for Foreign Affairs. Although the differences were considerable – in theory as well as in practice – all three territories strongly resembled one another in one respect: French control was complete.

The administration of Algeria caused much discussion in the nineteenth century. It was costly and time consuming. The bureaucracy in Paris was too large and France’s influence in Algeria too limited. The complaints prompted by these problems found their way into many reports. Between 1896 and 1898 important reforms were finally implemented, after which time the Conseil Supérieur de l’Algérie had elected members as well. An elected council in charge of the Algerian budget was also created. The executive power was concentrated in the hands of a governor-general who decided almost everything. Only in matters of jurisdiction over French individuals in Algeria, as well as educational and financial affairs, was he responsible to the appropriate ministers in Paris. The French Algerians were also given a number of seats in the French parliament: three in the Senate and six in the Chamber of Deputies. The administration was based completely on the French model, with départements, cantons and municipalities. There were three types of municipality: communes de plein exercice (fully functioning municipalities), which obtained in places with a substantial French population and were governed by a mayor; communes mixtes (mixed municipalities), which were administered by civil servants; and communes indigènes (indigenous municipalities), which were the rule in remote areas. Starting in 1884 a number of Algerians who satisfied certain criteria (such as owning land or having received a French decoration) were allowed to vote in city council elections, but only slightly more than 1 per cent of all Algerians met these requirements.

The French model was also adhered to in the administration of justice, at least as far as European residents were concerned. The Algerians retained their own judiciary. They could also opt for the position of French citizens, but they were then no longer subject to Islamic law and this was viewed by their fellow Muslims as a kind of apostasy. Of the few who chose this path, the majority were Kabyls from the scarcely Arabized interior. Most of the tax revenues came from the Muslims. In addition to the pre-colonial impôts arabes (taxes levied on such things as horses, sheep, camels and the like), they also paid newly imposed French taxes, both direct and indirect. Expenditure, which was determined by the Europeans, usually benefited the European population. The Algerian population had a special statute, the code de l’indigénat. According to this statute, a number of acts that were not punishable under French law were indeed liable to punishment, but only when committed by Algerians. These included crimes like insulting the French flag and being rude to a French official.

Tunisia was formally a French protectorate. Under this system, the bey remained the sovereign in name and Tunisia kept its own flag, but in fact all power was vested in the almighty French resident-general, who was the Minister for Foreign Affairs and chairman of the bey’s ministerial council. Every decision had to have his approval. The ministerial council consisted of only two members: the premier and a minister with the curious title of ‘Ministre de la Plume’ (Minister of the Quill). The person actually in charge of administration was the secretary-general of the government, who was responsible to the premier. For administrative purposes a number of directorate-generals were formed (for finances, agriculture and so on). The bey’s administrative officers were supervised by French inspectors. Otherwise the old administrative apparatus remained intact, with the exception of the judiciary and the department of education, for which separate provisions were made for the Europeans.

French authority over Morocco began officially in 1912. The actual subjugation of Morocco, however, would prove to be a completely different task than the one mapped out on paper. Shortly after the announcement of the Treaty of Fez, the troops and inhabitants of Fez rebelled and murdered every European in sight. Clearly, the protectorate would have to be established by force and this would prove to be a protracted and costly undertaking. The man charged with this task, Marshal Lyautey, was to serve as viceroy of Morocco from 1912 to 1925, except for a short interval during the First World War. He chose the step-by-step approach, beginning with the occupation of ‘le Maroc utile’, the ‘usable’ Morocco of the cities and plains, only afterward focusing his attention on the Atlas Mountains of central Morocco. The last area to be subdued was the south. The conquest of the whole of Morocco, which thus took 22 years after 1912, was not completed until 1934. Only 22 years after this, in 1956, Morocco regained its independence.

In Morocco, just as in Tunisia, there existed a double order. While the sultan officially retained sovereignty over his country, relinquishing control only in matters pertaining to the judiciary, defence, diplomacy and finances, in actual fact the resident-general had complete power. The old ministries and services also continued to exist, but Lyautey created alongside them a number of ministries based on the European model and staffed by Frenchmen, for whom he had a modern administrative city built in Rabat. Here as well, the administration was divided up into directorategenerals. Morocco was divided into regions, which increased in number as government authority expanded. The country had two judicial systems: the Europeans, who had had their own courts of law since the Treaty of Madrid of 1880, were invited to place themselves under the jurisdiction of the French system. The Moroccans kept their own judicial system.

Population and the economy

Over the years, groups of Europeans had settled in all the Maghreb territories. These Europeans, however, were not all French by any means. In Algeria there were, in 1911, 715,000 Europeans, of whom 500,000 were French. The others came mainly from Spain, Italy and Malta. There were also 73,000 Jewish Algerians. Algeria had more than 5 million inhabitants, the great majority Algerians. A substantial number of these (30 per cent) were Kabyls from the mountainous regions. The majority, however, consisted of Arabized Algerians from the plains and the plateau. The European and Jewish populations were concentrated mainly in the cities, the most important of which were the capitals of the three départements. In 1911 Algiers had 172,000 inhabitants, Oran 123,000 and Constantine 65,000. There were also colonists who engaged in farming and winegrowing; the state put free land at their disposal. After 1870 most of those who took advantage of this opportunity were Frenchmen emigrating from the regions of Alsace and Lorraine.

Tunisia’s population was much smaller. In 1911 the indigenous population numbered just over 1 million. These numbers were augmented by 148,000 Europeans, the great majority of whom were Italians: 88,000 Italians as opposed to only 45,000 French and 11,000 Maltese. There were also some 50,000 Jews, called ‘Livournais’ because their ancestors had settled in Livorno after being driven out of Spain in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. In the course of the nineteenth century, they had emigrated from Livorno to Tunisia, where they controlled a significant part of the trade. They considered themselves more Italian than French. In the capital city of Tunis, they and the Italians formed not only a large majority of the European community but also half the entire population.

It was no wonder that in Tunis there was even more concern than in Algiers about the colony’s insufficiently French character. Tunisia was often praised as a model colony, where peacefulness prevailed and the cost of governance was minimal. There was also a flip side of the coin, however. A German traveller described Tunisia as ‘an Italian colony governed by France for the benefit of the local Jewish merchants’.2 Another danger for the French colonial administration was lurking in the incipient nationalist movement that had been inspired by the success of the ‘Young Turks’ in Istanbul. Just as Algeria saw the emergence around 1900 of its ‘Young Algerians’, Tunisia also acquired at this time its ‘Young Tunisians’, who demanded access to posts in public administration.

In Morocco, European immigration had been concentrated in the port cities. A large number of Europeans had emigrated to Morocco in the two years between the establishment of the protectorate and the outbreak of the First World War. During this period the European population grew from nearly 10,000 to nearly 50,000, of whom 25,000 were French.

Agriculture (grain, wine and olive oil) was important everywhere in the Maghreb. There was no industry to speak of, although Algeria did have a tobacco industry of some consequence. Phosphates were important in Tunisia. In Morocco their presence was known, but it was not until 1914 that the Service des Mines first started prospecting. Foreign trade was controlled by France. Algeria was responsible for two-thirds of all trade from the Maghreb. Before 1914 Morocco’s economy was hardly developed, the value of its foreign trade being only one-sixth that of Algeria.

West Africa

With the exception of its activities in South Africa, European expansion in sub-Saharan Africa showed little dynamism in the first three quarters of the nineteenth century. In West Africa there was a modest amount of trade in agricultural products. The same was true of the area around the Congo estuary. In East Africa, coastal trade and the coastal areas continued to be strongly influenced by the Arab world, while Britain acquired a certain amount of influence in Zanzibar and France looked mainly to Madagascar. The Portuguese did not expand their possessions and influence into the interior; on the contrary, they even withdrew to a certain extent. On the east coast their presence was limited to a few forts in Mozambique and on the west coast to a few cities in Angola. This stable situation suddenly changed in the 1870s as a result of three factors: English trading activities, new French forward military expansion on the Senegal River and the development of a strong international interest in the Congo area.

The Islamic empires

Relations between Europe and West Africa had long existed (see pages 93–7), but at the end of the 1870s these relations were given a new impetus. This impetus came partly from Britain – more particularly from an English merchant, George Goldie Taubman, who developed extensive activities on the Niger – and partly from France, or rather a number of French officers, who pursued a ‘forward policy’ on the Senegal.

George Dashwood Goldie Taubman (1846–1925) – or Sir George Goldie, as he would later be called – went to Africa in 1877 to assume leadership of the West Africa Company, one of the English trading houses active on the Niger. Their activities, however, had always been confined to the Delta. Contacts with the oil producers in the interior had traditionally been in the hands of African middlemen. This situation changed when the British and French traders who became active on the river in the 1870s started going straight to the producers to deal with them directly. Goldie’s company, which gained control of trade on the lower Niger, became the most successful of these trading houses. At the Berlin Conference, British interests in this area were formally recognized. Goldie’s ambitions went further, however. He wanted to found a state, Nigeria, which would become part of the British Empire. These ambitions created a great deal of tension with the French.

British colonial policies in West Africa were dominated by commercial interests, whereas the French had other motives. Their colonial policy had traditionally been dominated by the military, which often ignored the wishes of Paris. This practice had already been introduced in the 1850s by Faidherbe and was resumed in 1876 with the appointment of Colonel Brière de l’Isle to the post of governor of Senegal. In 1879 he received the support of Captain Gallieni. This man, who would later become a famous general, was then still a captain in the marines. He was appointed ‘Directeur politique’ in St Louis in 1879. Together Brière and Gallieni conceived and launched the policy of French expansion and received the support of Paris in this endeavour. French policy was now aimed at penetrating Africa via the Senegal River, thus connecting the Upper Senegal with the Upper Niger. This policy led to a series of wars with the local Islamic empires of the Tukulors and of Samori.

The Tukulors

Al-Hajj Umar, the creator of the Tukulor empire, died in 1864, at which time his eldest son, Ahmadu, took over the leadership. Under his command, the Tukulors continued to plague the French. This was first and foremost a political problem. The question was whether the French should regard the Tukulors as enemies or as potential allies. Faidherbe had already been faced with this problem and his successors were confronted with it as well. Because the French did not know the answer, their policy vacillated between waging war and negotiating treaties.

The arrival of Commander Gustave Borgnis-Desbordes meant the beginning of a new period, in which force took the place of diplomacy. His successors continued the policy of expansion. In February 1890, Ségou, the Tukulor capital, was taken without much difficulty by the French. This broke the power of Ahmadu and actually put an end to the Tukulor empire. Ahmadu himself went east, where he paused to catch his breath in a remote corner of his former empire. In 1893, however, these remaining areas were also taken by the French, who had meanwhile become entangled in a much more protracted and difficult conflict with the man who would become their most formidable opponent in West Africa: Samori.

Samori

Samori is one of the legendary figures of West African history. His French colonial opponents portrayed him as a cruel dictator and merciless tyrant: ‘Samori le Sanglant’ (Samori the Bloodstained). However, they also recognized his military qualities and admired his zeal for freedom, as evidenced by some of his other nicknames, such as ‘the Bonaparte of the Sudan’ and ‘the African Vercingetorix’. In post-colonial, nationalist historiography, Samori is described as the great hero and freedom fighter of West Africa, the personification of African resistance. It is certain, in any case, that Samori was the greatest military organizer and empire builder in the history of West Africa.

Samori was the product of what is called the ‘dyula revolution’. The dyulas were long-distance Muslim traders who originally possessed financial and commercial power but no political power. Samori was born around 1833 to a family who had rejected Islam and had converted, so to speak, to heathenism. His mother was captured by a hostile family and, because he had no money to buy her freedom, he entered that family’s service as a soldier, with the understanding that she would eventually be emancipated in exchange for his services. Samori threw himself with enthusiasm into the practice of his new profession, the art of war. He was a born leader with great military and organizational skills. Twenty years after he and six comrades took an oath of friendship in 1861, Samori was ruling an empire with 300,000 subjects.

Samori took the first big step towards achieving his goal in 1873. He began by raising a well-trained army consisting primarily of foot soldiers, each armed with a gun, a sabre and a dagger. He then set about building up his empire: first came conquest, then consolidation. In this last endeavour he sought help – and found it – in religion. He converted to Islam and turned his empire into an Islamic state, and it was this that gave it such strong cohesion. He himself assumed the title of almami, a rather unclear term implying that he was both worldly and religious leader. Samori’s empire came into being in the 1870s and existed in various forms until the French put a definite end to it in 1898.

In West Africa the French were seeking not just possibilities for trade but also – and perhaps even chiefly – political power and it was this that brought them into conflict with Samori. This led in the years 1881–5 to a number of campaigns and battles that turned out badly for Samori because of the supremacy of French firearms. Therefore, on 28 March 1886 he concluded a peace and trade treaty, the terms of which included the demarcation of the borders between the French sphere of influence and that of his empire.

In May 1891 Samori broke with France after a series of border incidents. This marked the beginning of the Seven Years’ War against Samori. During the first phase, from 1891 to 1894, a number of campaigns were launched that were so successful that the French were able to occupy the whole of Samori’s empire. Samori, however, pursued a systematic scorched-earth policy, so that there was little left to occupy. He refused to join battle and thus managed to keep his army intact. He evacuated his people to new territories and built up a new empire in another part of the Sudan. By 1894 the French had completely lost sight of Samori and had nearly forgotten about him. It might have gone on like this for a long time, had not one of Samori’s sons taken it on himself to attack and destroy a French column. This sealed Samori’s fate, for an offence this grave could not go unavenged. The French launched a new campaign in the spring and summer of 1898 and on 29 September Samori was captured. The French governor banished him to Gabon, where he died of pneumonia on 2 June 1900. The era of Samori thus came to an end.

The result of all this was that the two spheres of expansion, the British via the Lower Niger and the French via the Upper Niger, drew closer and closer to each other. The enmity between the French and British led to great tension, but an agreement reached in 1898 put an end to 20 years of rivalry. In a way the result was satisfactory to both parties, because their interests differed. The British kept Nigeria, which suited them because they were mainly interested in the commercial possibilities of West Africa. The British government had no official forward policy. French policy was different. It had been initiated by the state and was a policy of empire building. The French West African concept was geopolitical in nature and directed at controlling the hinterland and seeking to join it up with French Central Africa. Both sides got what they wanted: the French acquired more land, but Britain got the territories that were most important for trade.

French West Africa: the AOF

The French territories in West Africa originally consisted of a number of separate colonies. These were later united to form one large federation, Afrique Occidentale Française (AOF), French West Africa. The total area of the AOF would ultimately amount to 4,674,000 square kilometres (in 1919). This made the AOF by far the largest colony in Africa, covering a territory more than eight times that of France. With a population of 12 million people, the AOF was the showpiece of French Africa.

Organization

The government-general of French West Africa was established by decree in June 1895. The AOF began as a federation consisting of Senegal, the Côte d’Ivoire (Ivory Coast), Dahomey and Guinea. The French Sudan remained for the time being under military rule. The government-general was poorly equipped in the beginning, but in 1902 the governor-general, Ernest Roume (who held this post from 1902 to 1904), acquired extensive powers. One year later he gained access to the French capital market and in 1904 the AOF acquired budgetary autonomy. Roume set up a programme of public works (including the construction of a railway), improved education and made a start at introducing public healthcare. In 1911 the French administration took on its definite form. In addition to the four regions just named, the AOF now included the colonies of Upper Senegal-and-Niger, Mauritania and Chad-Niger. The governor-general, who exercised total power over these territories as ‘the sole trustee of the Republic’s authority’,3 had his seat in Dakar. The governors of the various regions were subordinate to him. These regions were divided, after the French administrative model, into cercles, headed by a commandant de cercle, who had complete administrative power in his area. Under the cercles came the cantons, which comprised a number of villages. In 1914 there were 118 cercles and 2,200 cantons, with a total of 48,000 villages. The traditional rulers were kept on at first, although they were gradually phased out. The Kingdom of Abomey, for example, was abolished in 1900 simply on the orders of the governor of Dahomey.

It would be a long time before the whole of the AOF was actually brought under French rule. The rainforest regions and the Sahel were particularly difficult to subdue. The decisive phase in this process took place between 1908 and 1912. In Mauritania pacification took even longer. It was not until after the French had officially taken over Morocco in 1912 that Mauritania was finally subdued and not until 1958, two years before independence, that the last resistance fighters finally laid down their weapons. The desert-like regions of Chad-Niger did not lend themselves to effective occupation either. Various campaigns were necessary before the French succeeded in 1911 in incorporating these territories into the AOF. In other regions, the establishment of authority was not as important as the suppression of resistance. The uprisings that continued to occur in the Ivory Coast and Guinea meant that these territories could not be considered pacified until around 1910.

In the ethnic, linguistic and religious spheres, the AOF displayed very great diversity. There were 125 languages, some of which were spoken by communities numbering only a few thousand. Others, such as Hausa, Wolof and Mande, were spoken by many and served as trading languages. Some ethnic groups formed separate political entities; others were spread over various regions. The colonial demarcation of borders had not bothered to take ethnic groups into account, with the result that a number of population groups had been split up, with some members living under French rule and others under English rule. Islam expanded even further. In 1913 Muslims were estimated to comprise one-third of the total population, the rest being animistic, since Christian missionary activities were having little success.

Trade was fairly primitive, consisting mostly of barter. The trading houses supplied European goods (textiles, hardware, trinkets, as well as weapons and liquor), and exchanged them for African agricultural products (peanuts, palm oil, rubber and ivory). Trading houses from various European countries were active at first, but trade gradually became the province of a few large French enterprises. In the Sudan and Senegal these companies came mainly from Bordeaux, those active on the coast of Guinea chiefly from Marseilles.

There was relatively large-scale public investment in the AOF, in any case more than in the French Congo. In 1914, the total length of the railway network in use in the AOF was 2,494 kilometres. These lines had mostly been funded by subsidies from France or loans guaranteed by the colonial government. There was hardly any mining. French West Africa was therefore of limited economic importance.

The colonies differed greatly from one another. Senegal was the mother colony of French West Africa; Dakar was the seat of the governor-general. This city also developed into an important harbour and centre of trade. In Senegal the four long-standing possessions – the communes de plein exercice or fully functioning municipalities (Gorée, St Louis, Rufisque and Dakar) – maintained their traditional independence. They enjoyed the same status as French municipalities, with their own Conseil Général (provincial council) and a seat in the French National Assembly. The inhabitants were French nationals, but anyone could choose to retain his Islamic statut personnel (personal status), although this meant relinquishing full civil rights under French law. Starting in 1912 Africans were allowed to acquire French citizenship, but they showed little interest in acquiring a status that brought with it compulsory military service and the acceptance of monogamy.

Starting in 1904 the Sudan (which for a time had regained its old name of Senegambia) was called Haut-Sénégal-et-Niger; its capital was established in 1908 in Bamako. This colony was immense (2,700,000 square kilometres). In 1911 its 5 million inhabitants made up approximately half the entire population of the AOF. There were no cities of importance. The population lived mainly from subsistence farming. Guinea, whose most important export product was rubber, had to contend at first with competition from neighbouring Freetown in Sierra Leone, but thanks to the railway it managed to develop its own important harbour and centre of trade in Conakry.

Since 1842 the Ivory Coast (Côte d’Ivoire) had had a French settlement in Grand-Bassam, although it was hardly worthy of being called a town. The capital was therefore transferred to Abidjan. Here, too, there were plans to build a railway, but these never came to fruition. Before 1914 the colony was of practically no economic significance. Dahomey was an important area of palm oil production. In 1914 its capital city, Porto-Novo, had 25,000 inhabitants, making it the largest city in the AOF.

German West Africa

In only a short time Germany had acquired two colonies in West Africa, Togo and Cameroon, through treaties that the German consul, Gustave Nachtigal, had concluded with African princes in July 1884. The two colonies were very different: different in size, different geographically and different in their importance to Germany.

Togo

Togo was no more than a narrow strip of land running up from the coast over a breadth of around 100 kilometres and a length of approximately 550 kilometres, thus covering an area of around 55,000 square kilometres. In 1913 its population was just over 1 million. Even though it was of no great economic importance, Togo was often referred to as a ‘model colony’. The reason for this was simple: the existing pre-colonial economy offered good possibilities for trade, which meant that Togo always had a trade surplus. There were no serious conflicts and the cost of running the government was low. Revenues exceeded expenditure. From a commercial–colonial standpoint, Togo was a success.

The German colonial government preserved the existing economic infrastructure. Agricultural production remained in the hands of small, indigenous producers. The most important export products were palm oil and palm kernels. Attempts to encourage cotton growing were not successful. Imports consisted of consumer goods, such as textiles, beer and liquor. The colonial government was not heavy-handed in exercising its authority, even though it sent out expeditions to pacify the country and used forced labour for such projects as constructing the railways. Compared to others, however, the government was relatively ‘enlightened’ and humanitarian.

The downside was that its economic importance remained very limited and there were few investments and developmental activities. The total white population was very small and remained so. In 1895 there were only 96 Europeans in Togo, of whom 81 were Germans. In 1914 there were still no more than 500. The German administration confined itself to the coastal strip, where the governor and a small administrative apparatus had its seat at the new capital of Lomé. The territory was divided into eight districts (Bezirke) under the leadership of district chiefs. Otherwise the administration of the interior was left to the existing systems of local government headed by the indigenous rulers.

Cameroon

Cameroon was different from Togo in every respect. To begin with, it was a great deal larger, extending from slightly east of the Niger Delta in the southwest to Lake Chad in the north. It bordered on British Nigeria and French Central Africa, as well as on Rio Muni, a narrow strip of Spanish territory. The territory of Cameroon was finally established after the Agadir Crisis, when Germany acquired parts of French Equatorial Africa in exchange for allowing the French a free hand in Morocco (see page 230). This enlarged Cameroon very considerably, expanding its territory to more than 300,000 square kilometres and making it nearly as large as Germany. In 1913 its population numbered more than 2½ million, of whom nearly 2,000 were Europeans.

The coastal strip was, commercially speaking, a highly developed area, where various merchants were active and the English exerted a great deal of influence. The Duala and several other coastal peoples played an important role as intermediaries in trade with the interior. Unlike the interior of Togo, Cameroon’s interior opened up interesting possibilities for European investment in rubber plantations and mining. These activities called for larger investments than were necessary for coastal trade and this increase in the level of investment brought with it an increase in the size of the enterprises involved. Such investment was made, however, on the condition that the territory be brought under German control. This necessitated military expeditions, which cost money and were not always successful. The north was finally brought under control shortly after 1900, but in fact governance was left to the existing rulers. Islam was respected and Christian missionaries were banned from the north.

The colonial administration was headed by a governor, who was assisted from 1903 onward by an advisory council. The governor was both commander-in-chief of the army and supreme magistrate. As soon as authority had been established, large districts were set up (Bezirke) under the leadership of senior clerks (Bezirksamtmänner). The army did not amount to much at first, consisting as it did of security forces (Polizeitruppen) that were neither effective nor reliable. Because the colonial government frequently met with resistance, real colonial troops (Schutztruppen) arrived in 1895. These troops despised their colleagues in the security forces and referred to them as ‘women soldiers’ (Weibersoldaten).

Germany had high hopes for Cameroon, which was thought to have the greatest potential of all the German colonies in Africa and was expected to serve as a gateway to Central Africa. Economic policy was aimed at development, not through the immigration of European planters, as in German East Africa and Southwest Africa, but through European enterprises, which would have European capital and African labour to work with. Two large concession companies were created for this purpose, one for Northwest Cameroon and one for South Cameroon. The companies were granted concessions for huge areas. The South Cameroon Company (Gesellschaft Süd-Kamerun), for example, was given an area of 9 million hectares.4 As in the neighbouring Congo, the workers that were necessary to cultivate this amount of land were recruited in a hard-handed way. The government supported this policy by introducing forced labour and direct taxes, the payment of which made cash, and therefore wage work, a necessity. This led to criticism in the German Reichstag, on which the colonial government depended for its income. In 1906 the Reichstag refused to approve Cameroon’s budget, which led to the dissolution of the Reichstag and a call for new elections. After this, there was a new financial arrangement, whereby the cost of defending the colonies became the responsibility of the Reich.

Central Africa

Until well into the nineteenth century, Central Africa was practically uncharted territory. To be sure, by the end of the fifteenth century the Portuguese had explored the enormous delta of the Congo River, but they did not get very far upstream. The Congo, after all, soon becomes unnavigable because of the great cataracts above Matadi. The river basin covers an area of 4 million square kilometres, making it larger than India. The area, which consists mainly of tropical rainforest, is sparsely populated and displays a great variety of linguistic, cultural and political entities. At the beginning of the colonial era, economic life was not highly developed, based as it was on hunting, gathering, nomadic cattle breeding and sedentary agriculture.

Europe was interested in the possibilities for trade in this area, which had played an important role in the Atlantic slave trade. Despite its abolition, the slave trade was still very much alive in the nineteenth century. Approximately half of the slaves came from the Congo-Angola region. After the gradual phasing out of the slave trade in the Portuguese colonies between 1858 and 1878, agricultural export products became more important. As in West Africa, the main exports were palm oil and palm kernels, as well as ivory and rubber. Many trading houses were active on the coast and in the delta of the Congo. The French and Portuguese, as well as the English and Dutch, took part in this, the last two with the most success. In political terms, however, it was the French and the Portuguese who controlled the coast.

The Portuguese sphere of influence extended over a large area: above the Congo estuary to Cabinda and south of it to Benguela, and later to Moçâmedes, which they founded in 1840. Luanda, the only truly European city between Senegal and Cape Town, was the centre of this region. The French had established themselves to the north, on the coast of Gabon. By around 1860, however, this colony had declined so much that they were seriously thinking of disposing of it, although it never came to this. A number of surprising actions by the Belgian king, Leopold II (who reigned from 1865 to 1909), eventually caused the history of the Congo to take a dramatic turn.

The Congo Free State and the Belgian Congo

The first big step taken by Leopold II was to convene the Geographical Conference in Brussels in 1876. It was here that the Association Internationale Africaine (AIA) was founded with Leopold as chairman. Because Leopold did not consider the AIA a success, he founded another organization in 1878, the Comité d’Études du Haut-Congo, of which he also became chairman. Leopold engaged the services of Stanley and gave him orders to establish stations in the Congo territory. Meanwhile another traveller, Brazza, had become active in this area on behalf of the French branch of the AIA. Brazza went a step further. On 10 September 1880 he concluded a treaty with the makoko (king) of the Bateke, whereby this king ceded sovereignty over his territory to France. Although Brazza had not been authorized to do this, and was not even acting on behalf of the French government but in the service of a private organization, this treaty was to have far-reaching consequences. In 1882 the French government actually put it to the French Chamber of Deputies for parliamentary ratification and this Chamber, still very much disgruntled at Britain’s Alleingang in Egypt earlier that year, was wildly enthusiastic. The Brazza–Makoko Treaty was unanimously ratified on 22 November 1882.

This marked the introduction of European politics to the Congo and the revving up of the rivalry between France and Leopold. Leopold gave Stanley orders to conclude similar treaties, whereby African princes were to hand over sovereignty to the Association Internationale du Congo (AIC), the third such organization founded by Leopold. The Portuguese were shocked. They saw their old claims being endangered and turned to their traditional ally, England. The British government, preferring a Portuguese to a French presence in the Congo estuary, welcomed Portugal’s proposals and so, in February 1884, an Anglo-Portuguese treaty was signed that confirmed Britain’s recognition of Portuguese sovereignty over the whole of the Congo estuary.

Reactions were fierce, both in England and elsewhere. The English harboured a dislike for the corrupt, protectionist and Catholic Portuguese. France, of course, also opposed the treaty, since its possessions in the interior would be of no value without access to the coast. The most important thing, however, was the attitude of Bismarck. Paris and Berlin therefore held diplomatic talks about the Congo question and then took the initiative by calling for an international conference in Berlin to discuss the matter.

The Berlin Conference

Most of the points on the agenda of this conference were not problematic. England made it immediately clear that the Congo and the Niger were not to be treated in the same manner. It viewed the Lower Niger as an exclusively British sphere of influence and declared that Britain should determine what happened there. No one could deny Britain’s de facto monopoly of power in that area and, because Bismarck supported the British on this score, that matter was quickly settled. The most important topic of discussion at the Berlin Conference was in fact another point on the agenda: the settlement of new territorial claims on the African coasts. The letter of invitation had mentioned ‘new occupations on the African coasts’, expressly ignoring existing possessions as well as the interior. The final agreement, therefore, stipulated only that whosoever should take possession of, or put under a protectorate, a new territory on the coast had to make this known to the other countries signatory to the agreement. Since there were scarcely any unoccupied territories on the coast, in practice this stipulation meant next to nothing. There was no mention of existing claims, or of the interior, and nothing at all was said about the partition of Africa.

The most important talks in Berlin took place not in the conference hall but in the corridors. The participants were loath to depart before Leopold’s claims to the Congo had been dealt with. The settlement of this issue, however, was not a matter for the conference but a question of bilateral agreements between the various countries and Leopold’s Association. In this, too, Bismarck played a decisive role. On 8 November Leopold had sent him a map on which he had used forceful strokes of the pen to claim a large part of Central Africa for his Congo Free State: ‘the heart of the continent’, as the French ambassador in Berlin, Baron de Courcel, called it. Over a month later, Leopold laid a new map before him, on which the Free State had grown even more. Katanga, whose mineral riches were still unknown, now fell under its authority as well. The Iron Chancellor again gave his approval. Why did Bismarck accept the Belgian king’s outrageous claims? First of all, because he was not really bothered by them. To be sure, he did not have much faith in Leopold’s wild plans, but Leopold had promised free trade in his Free State and that was all Bismarck cared about. Moreover, claims made by dangerous third-party countries could now be passed over. Bismarck, who was bent on a reconciliation with France, also thought it vital that France should agree to this. France did agree, because Leopold had given them an option on the territory claimed by the Association, when and if that association should be disbanded. The country that should have been against it, of course, was Britain. But the head of the African department, Sir Percy Anderson, was away on leave and in his absence a clerk, who assumed that his boss had been informed of the matter, accepted Leopold’s map. In this way the Congo Free State acquired – through a mixture of calculation, indifference and blundering stupidity – Katanga, the province that would eventually prove to be economically the most important.

From the Congo Free State to the Belgian Congo

Leopold II envisioned colonies as being – above all else – profit making. Achieving this goal was no small feat. Since Leopold had promised not to levy import or export duties in his colony, the Congo Free State had no income of its own. In the early 1890s he solved this problem by granting tracts of land to monopoly companies. This involved around one-quarter of the territory, mainly in the southeast. Furthermore, the uncultivated land in the rest of the colony was declared state property and the state was given the right to exploit it. Thus the Free State itself became an exploitation company. The state lived off the revenues paid in kind, especially ivory and rubber, and the indigenous people were forced to supply these products. The consequences were disastrous. The government of the Free State made it clear to its public servants that production was a matter of life or death and that yields should be pushed to the maximum. For the Congolese themselves, therefore, this also became, quite literally, a life or death matter. This policy of exploitation was implemented with exceptional severity. The population was put under pressure in all manner of ways. People were threatened, intimidated, robbed, beaten, raped, maimed and murdered, all in order to bring in the highest possible yields.

It is impossible to understand the history of the Free State without delving more deeply into its peculiar political structure. The territory was often referred to as the Belgian Congo, but it would not become that until 1908, when the Belgian state took over the colony. Before that time, sovereignty lay officially in the hands of an international association, the AIC, but in practice it lay with the Belgian king, Leopold II, who considered himself its sovereign ruler, even though his claims were dubious from the point of view of international law. Not everyone could comprehend such constitutional and legal finesses, however. Most people could only see that the king of Belgium was the boss, the government services resided in Brussels and the most important functionaries were Belgian. And yet the distinction was not unimportant, because it meant that, unlike other countries with colonial possessions, the Belgian government had nothing to say about the Free State, neither could it be forced – by either parliament or public opinion – to supervise activities or open investigations.

Rumours about the atrocities in the Congo spread throughout Europe. In England especially, the Congo was viewed with both growing interest and increasing alarm. In February 1904 the British consul in the Congo, Roger Casement, issued a report that painted a damning picture of the abuse that was the order of the day. Shortly thereafter, the Englishman E. D. Morel, a former clerk turned journalist and activist, set up the Congo Reform Association. International pressure became so great that Leopold was forced to do something. He himself therefore sent an international committee of inquiry to the Congo. Its report, published at the end of 1905, generally confirmed Casement’s findings. The Belgian government came to the conclusion that the Free State was not capable of reforming itself and that the colony should be taken over by the Belgian state. After some pressure, Leopold complied with this demand and on 15 November 1908 the Free State became the Belgian Congo.

The damage inflicted on the Free State was enormous. According to the most authoritative estimates, the population of the Congo was halved in the years between 1880 to 1920, dropping from 20 million to 10 million. Wholesale massacres were the most spectacular cause of this decline in population, although statistics show they were not the principal cause. More people died of the famines that occurred as whole population groups fled before the advance of the Free State’s soldiers and even greater numbers died of disease – smallpox and sleeping sickness, for example. In some areas sleeping sickness, known as ‘the black death of Africa’, killed up to 80 per cent of the population.

The handover of the Congo to Belgium did not put an immediate end to the many atrocities. To give the economy a kickstart, concessions were granted to railway companies and plantations. The government sometimes permitted these companies to make use of forced labour in constructing the railways. The exploitation of minerals like gold and copper was not yet a profit-making venture. Rubber prices dropped. To increase revenues, the state introduced a ‘hut tax’ in 1910, with a surtax for polygamists. The land was divided up for administrative purposes into four large provinces, each led by a vice-governor-general with wide-ranging powers. Under this provincial head there were district commissioners, who governed a number of territoires, as the basic unit of the colonial government was called. Alongside this, there was an African administration under the leadership of chiefs, whose numbers grew rapidly (from 2,200 in 1911 to 4,000 in 1918) and who, despite their name, were not so much traditional rulers as colonial collaborators elevated to this rank.

French Central Africa: the AEF

During the Berlin Conference, the borders of the Congo Free State had been laid down in bilateral treaties between the parties concerned. The same procedure was followed with respect to the French Congo territory: the Franco-German Treaty of 24 December 1885 determined the border between German Cameroon and the French possessions; the Franco-Congolese Convention of 29 April 1887 settled the issue of the borders with the Congo Free State. Now there were two Congos, the French Congo and the Congo Free State.

The organization of the new French colony had still to be undertaken. Initially there were various administrative units – Gabon, Congo, Shari and Chad – which were governed in different ways. In 1906 a federation was established and in 1908 a governor-general was appointed for the territory that in 1910 would be renamed Afrique Équatoriale Française (AEF) or French Equatorial Africa. This federation consisted of three colonies: Gabon, Middle Congo and Ubangi-Shari. Its total area was slightly more than half that of the AOF, namely 2,510,000 square kilometres. The territory, with only 3 million inhabitants, was sparsely populated.

At first the AEF existed mainly on paper. It was still necessary to set up the government and to establish authority. Of more importance, of course, was the question of what should be done with the newly acquired colony. Any activity whatsoever called for investment and it was practically impossible to persuade people to sink money into the immense and inaccessible tropical rainforests of the French Congo. The French state was just as reluctant to invest in it. The solution was found in the system of the chartered company, in French the société concessionnaire. These enterprises entered into treaties with the French colonial government, which granted them a monopoly for a specified length of time – often 30 years – of the economic exploitation of a certain territory. In return they had to see to the collection of the poll tax imposed on the inhabitants by the colonial government.

There was a great deal of interest in these contracts. In one year’s time (1899–1900), 70 per cent of the territory of the French Congo was divided among 40 interested companies, which eventually gained control of 95 per cent of the land. The areas concerned were wildly different in size: the smallest was only 1,200 square kilometres, while the largest, that allocated to the Compagnie des Sultanats du Haut-Oubangui, covered an area of 140,000 square kilometres, making it nearly four times larger than the Netherlands. The amount of money invested by these companies was exceptionally small, however. The nominal capital of the Compagnie des Sultanats amounted to 9 million francs, whereas the paid-up capital was only 2.25 million, 16 francs per square kilometre.

The result was predictable: these companies were not interested in investing, but in quickly plundering the territory they had been allocated. Rubber and ivory were the most sought-after products. The government employed forced labour to gather these products and the existing ruling elite was called on to apply pressure. The outrages committed were picked up by the French press and the resulting publicity led to a number of public scandals, which in turn caused questions to be asked in parliament. Brazza was commissioned to carry out an investigation. The report of the committee of inquiry was kept secret, but the government started to supervise the companies more closely. Despite their cruel methods, the companies’ results were mixed. A few of them made huge profits, but most of them had scant success. There was little willingness to lay out plantations. Around 1905 the large-scale export of ivory and rubber came to a halt. The French Congo thus remained an underdeveloped territory with a population that continued to decline because of cruelty and abuse.

East Africa

Arab traders were very active in East Africa as early as the seventeenth century. In 1840 Said ibn Sultan of Oman moved his principal seat to Zanzibar, an island off the coast of Tanganyika. There was a bright future in store for Zanzibar: it became the great trading emporium of East Africa, active in both the slave trade and the trade in ivory and cloves. The influence of Zanzibar extended over the entire east coast of Africa. In 1870 a new sultan came to power in Zanzibar: Bargash, an ambitious innovator. He introduced the telegraph and also promoted shipping and collaboration with Britain. In this way the British acquired a great deal of influence in the last quarter of the century and came to dominate Zanzibar’s international policy.

Britain’s influence on Zanzibar also had consequences for the territories in East Africa on which the sultan laid claims. The English trading enterprise, the Imperial British East Africa Company of William MacKinnon, was active on a modest scale in East Africa. A German enterprise, the German East Africa Company (Deutsche Ost-Afrika Gesellschaft or DOAG), was also granted a concession for part of East Africa. This source of rivalry would finally be resolved by the Anglo-German treaty of 1 July 1890, known as the Zanzibar–Helgoland Treaty. By the terms of this treaty, the mutual claims were defined in such a way that Britain received Kenya and Uganda and Germany Tanganyika. Germany also recognized the British protectorate over Zanzibar and in return received the British island of Helgoland in the North Sea. Shortly thereafter, France’s claims were also satisfied. Britain and Germany recognized the French claims to Madagascar in exchange for French recognition of their claims in East Africa.

German East Africa

German East Africa is usually seen as the most important of the German colonies. Bismarck had agreed to the founding of this colony on the condition that it would not cost the Reich any money. The German trading company in this territory (DOAG), of which the German emperor was the largest shareholder, was supposed to foot the costs of the colonial government. This, however, proved to be impossible.

On 15 August 1888 the DOAG began its administrative activities. Its 65 agents immediately began to fill the company coffers, introducing to this end a remarkable number of taxes, including a burial tax, a transport tax, a cacao tax, a poll tax and many, many more. They also introduced permits and duties, measures, orders and ordinances, papers, seals, fees and stamps – and all this in the best Prussian tradition. The dismayed Arabs and Swahilis – who since time immemorial had known only simple import and export duties and even simpler bribes – were filled with astonishment and loathing at the sight of their new masters in action and rose up in arms against them.

The revolt began on 22 September 1888 in Bagamoyo and spread to other coastal cities. By the end of 1888 the whole territory of the DOAG was in a state of insurrection. Trade came to a standstill and European personnel were in danger. The company was apparently incapable of governing the colony. The German government was now faced with a simple choice: pull out or leap into action. Bismarck was greatly vexed by the shambles the DOAG had made of Germany’s colony. The formula of the ‘chartered company’, so enticing on paper, had proved unworkable in practice. The state was now forced to step in and it did so with alacrity. On 30 January 1889 the Reichstag granted the funds requested. A state commissioner was appointed to lead the operations. He recruited an army consisting largely of African troops and began his operations in May 1889. The troops advanced from Bagamoyo and Dar es Salaam to the interior. In December 1889, the leader of the revolt was captured and sentenced to death. The German government had had to rush to the aid of the DOAG and it was clear that this was not all that would be required. In 1890 it was decided that the Reich would take charge of German East Africa. The DOAG would henceforth be a purely commercial enterprise, without a monopoly and without administrative duties.

German East Africa, with an area of more than 500,000 square kilometres, was nearly twice the size of Germany, more than twice that of Cameroon and more than ten times that of Togo. In 1913 this territory had more than 7½ million inhabitants, amounting to more than half the number of inhabitants in all the German colonies put together. Dar es Salaam was designated the capital in 1892. The city grew quickly. By 1914 it had 20,000 inhabitants, 10,000 of whom were Europeans. After 1900 German women also emigrated to the colony. Dar es Salaam came to have a Biergarten, which – like its counterpart in Germany – was the social centre of the city. Parks and gardens were laid out. Because there were few horses, most of the carriages were drawn by zebras.

The first administrator of German East Africa was Hermann von Wissmann. He was soon succeeded by Julius von Soden, who was given the title of governor and charged with the task of setting up a well-ordered government. This system boiled down to a mixture of military and civil rule, the first predominantly in the interior, the second mostly on the coast. In some areas African chiefs were called on to lend a hand in the colony’s administration. Several ministries were established in the capital and colonial civil servants were employed to work there. The German state covered approximately half the costs of government, because the colony itself had insufficient revenues.

The main problem, and one with no easy solution, was how to attract private capital. The planters who settled in German East Africa also had trouble finding workers. These planters were few in number, however: in 1913 there were 882 planters among a total white population of 5,336. A much more important group of immigrants were the Indians, who controlled a large part of the retail trade and were financially very successful. The trade with India was so important that the rupee became the official currency of German East Africa.

One attempt at economic development entailed setting up model farms, where cash crops for export could be grown. African men were forced to spend a part of every year working on these farms. The social and economic tension brought about by these changes, as well as the introduction of taxes and the requisitioning of labour, led in 1905 to the greatest revolt in the colonial history of Africa, the Maji-Maji Rebellion. Maji is the Swahili word for water. The religious leaders of this movement maintained that their powers were so great that they could change enemy bullets into water. The rebellion spread quickly. Planters, civil servants and missionaries were killed and the government had to raise a large military force. In April 1906 the rebellion was put down. The losses on the African side were enormous: approximately 150,000 Africans had been killed and large parts of the south devastated. The Germans had suffered far fewer losses, but the costs of quelling the rebellion had been high and the colony’s deficit had increased.

In the extreme northwest of German East Africa lay two kingdoms that were called Ruanda and Urundi by the Europeans and are now known as Rwanda and Burundi. These territories were not brought under German rule until 1910, after lengthy negotiations with Britain and the Belgian Congo. They were inhabited by three peoples: a very small group of pygmy-like people, the Twa (less than 1 per cent of the population); the Hutus, farmers who made up the large majority of the population (85 per cent); and the cattle-breeding Tutsis, who formed the aristocratic upper crust. This was the most densely populated part of Africa. The statistics are unreliable, but a realistic estimate puts the number of people living in the area in 1914 at 1½ million in Urundi and 3 million in Ruanda. Together these two territories accounted for nearly half the population of German East Africa. Both states had rulers who claimed to have absolute, divine power. The Germans recognized their position by introducing a system of indirect rule, which worked better in Ruanda than it did in Urundi. The German presence was very limited, however. In 1914 there were 11 German civil servants and 40 German soldiers in the whole of Ruanda–Urundi. Although there were great expectations for the future prospects of this part of the country, which was often described as an Eldorado, nothing much ever came of them. Only several dozen traders were active in the entire area. The majority of the white population (c. 65 per cent) consisted of missionaries.

Madagascar

East Africa was largely divided between Germany and Britain and later on Italy would also acquire a part of the northeast. For centuries the Portuguese had been in the south, in Mozambique, which would become one of their two large colonies in Africa. France, on the other hand, did not acquire any colonial possessions in East Africa. It had to be content with Madagascar.

The heart of Madagascar was formed by the Hova empire. This name is actually incorrect. The Hovas were in fact only one caste, albeit the dominant one, of the Merinas, a population group that had come from the Pacific. The arrival of these Austronesians took place in the first millennium AD. The Merinas were the first inhabitants of this large island and have remained the dominant group. During the course of the nineteenth century, the Merina empire expanded to include approximately two-thirds of the island. Considering that Madagascar is not undeservedly known as ‘la grande île’ – it is the size of France and Belgium put together – this empire was one of the largest states that existed at the time of the partition of Africa.

The Hova empire was also a modern empire. It had become so during the reign of King Nampoina (1782–1810) – short for Andrianampoinimerina, a long name even by Malagasy standards – and that of his son Radama (1810–28). These rulers modernized the army and opened their island to modern technology and, to a certain extent, modern ideas. Missionaries, teachers and technicians were allowed to enter the country. Compulsory education was introduced and with some success. At the end of the nineteenth century, school attendance among Merina children and Western European children was proportionately the same. In 1880 the first Malagasy doctors, who had been educated in Edinburgh, returned to the island. English Protestant missionaries and French Catholic missionaries fought a fierce battle for the souls of the Malagasy people. The Protestants took the lead in this: by the end of the nineteenth century, there were approximately 500,000 Protestants, as opposed to only 100,000 Catholic converts. Moreover, in 1868 the premier, the queen and a number of other leaders converted to the Protestant faith, which then became the official state religion.

All this work of the Enlightenment had some – but not much – influence on the customs and traditions of the Hova empire, which continued to be known for its coarseness and brutality. The political system was based on a dictatorial oligarchy revolving around the court, the monopoly of landownership by the king, slavery, military expeditions and tyranny. The death of Ranavalona in 1861 was followed by a fierce struggle for power, from which Rainilaiarivony emerged as premier and strongman. He consolidated his power by marrying three queens in succession and he remained in power until the French intervened in 1894.

Réunion

The interest France took in Madagascar was prompted mainly by Catholic missionaries and by the French colonists on Réunion. Réunion was one of the few colonies of the Ancien Régime that France had retained after Napoleonic times. At first the French had had two island possessions in the Indian Ocean: Mauritius, which they had renamed Île de France, and Île de Bourbon. The men of the French Revolution did not much like the latter name, so they changed it to Réunion. Île de France was taken over by the British and given back its old name, Mauritius. Réunion, by way of contrast, remained in French hands. The tiny island, which boasts an active volcano, has an area of only 2,500 square kilometres. The population is extremely varied in composition. Around 1870 there were some 180,000 people, one-fifth of whom were white. The rest were nearly all of mixed blood: African, Malagasy, Malaysian, Indonesian and Chinese.

Under the Ancien Régime, Réunion had had a slave economy, somewhat similar to that of the Antilles. Sugar was the most important product. After the abolition of slavery, the workforce came chiefly from India. Here it was easier to solve the problem of labour than it was in the Antilles, but the drop in the price of sugar had its consequences here too, which is why, already early on, the Réunionnais had been casting covetous looks at the huge neighbouring island of Madagascar, which offered limitless possibilities for expansion.

The Madagascar Expedition

The imperialism of the Réunionnais was therefore the basis of the French spirit of expansion in Madagascar, which was also fuelled by the Catholic deputies in the French parliament who promoted the Catholic mission. The conflict began in 1883, when France demanded the right to set up a protectorate over Madagascar. This was rejected by the Hova government. A naval squadron appeared in the waters off Madagascar and a number of coastal cities were bombarded and then occupied, but the time was not yet ripe for a large-scale operation, because France was involved in other conflicts – in Tunis, the Congo and – most importantly – Tonkin. A war in Madagascar would have been most inconvenient. The French commander was ordered to abandon all plans for a proper offensive and to limit his operations to a couple of gunboat actions.

A new phase began in 1890. Britain and Germany gave France a free hand in Madagascar in exchange for French recognition of both their protectorates in East Africa. The animosity towards the French had been growing meanwhile and at regular intervals French people were murdered. In 1894 France could tolerate this no longer. At the suggestion of a representative to the French Chamber of Deputies for Réunion, a motion was unanimously passed to press for a resolution to the question. In November 1894 both Chambers voted with great enthusiasm to make funds available for a large expedition. After ten years, French imperialism in Madagascar had finally begun in earnest.

In December 1894 the navy occupied the harbour of Tamatave and several other ports. A large expeditionary force was raised: 15,000 soldiers, mostly Senegalese tirailleurs, and 6,000 auxiliaries, including porters, mule drivers and chauffeurs for the thousands of voitures Lefebvre (light vehicles drawn by horses or mules). On 26 September they reached the capital, which surrendered a few days later. The next day the treaty was signed that made Madagascar a French protectorate. The queen remained on the throne and was allowed to keep her red parasol – a sign of her sovereignty – but not for long. The protectorate idea did not work out well, both because it gave no satisfaction to the French colonists and because the Merinas did not accept the new government. Revolt and anarchy were the result. On 20 June 1896 Madagascar was annexed, and in September a governor-general was appointed, in whom all military and civil authority was vested. This governor-general was Joseph Gallieni; his second-in-command was Hubert Lyautey. Together they set about pacifying the island.

By the time Gallieni left in 1905 Madagascar had largely been brought under civil law. In addition to the military commander-in-chief, there was a secretary-general and a number of civil services, which together formed the government. The shape it took depended on the circumstances: sometimes French rule was direct, sometimes indirect. The inhabitants retained their own justice system, while the French system applied to Europeans and those considered their equals.

Although Madagascar was a large island, it had few inhabitants. In 1911 they numbered just over 3 million, including more than 15,000 Europeans, many of whom came from Réunion or Mauritius. The missionaries in Madagascar were given free rein and the result was a relatively large number of schools. In addition to those run by the French and foreign missionaries, both Catholic and Protestant, state schools were also established. There was not much economic activity. Gallieni introduced a highly protectionist regime. Imports from countries other than France dropped in the space of a decade (1896–1905) from 60 to just 10 per cent. This resulted in price increases. To attract colonists, land concessions were granted, but little came of this scheme. Madagascar appeared to be unsuitable as an immigrant colony.

The Nile and Northeast Africa

The Nile

The year 1898 saw one of the largest international crises in the history of African partition: the Fashoda Crisis. This crisis had nothing to do with Fashoda itself, which was an insignificant settlement on the Upper Nile. The crisis concerned vital interests of the two great powers involved, Britain and France. The British were bent on gaining control of the Nile, thereby ensuring the safety of Egypt; the French were determined to regain their former position in Egypt, thereby recovering their place among the great powers.

The British government – led by Lord Salisbury who was Prime Minister three times, first for a short while in 1885–6, then again from 1886 to 1892 and, finally, from 1895 to 1902 – had developed a clear vision of British African policy. It was based on the premise that Britain would remain in Egypt and that this would inevitably have a bearing on its policies in the rest of Africa. According to Salisbury’s line of reasoning, to secure Egypt it would be necessary for Britain to control the Nile valley or at least to prevent other European countries from doing so.

Britain therefore decided to do what would eventually have to be done anyway: re-establish Egyptian, now Anglo-Egyptian, authority over the Sudan by means of a military expedition led by the British general, Kitchener. On 12 March 1896 Salisbury announced the invasion of the Sudan. Kitchener took his time. It was not until 2 September 1898 that he arrived at Omdurman, the western suburb of Khartoum, the capital of the Mahdists. The Mahdist army suffered a crushing defeat. After the Battle of Omdurman, Mahdist casualties included 11,000 dead and 16,000 wounded, which meant that to all intents and purposes their army had ceased to exist. Continuing his advance, Kitchener arrived on 19 September in Fashoda, where the French flag had been flying since 12 July. This was the result of years of striving on the part of the Quai d’Orsay to gain a foothold at the headwaters of the Nile. The idea was that a French presence there would force the British to ‘reopen’ the Egyptian question, in other words, to let the French have a say in Egyptian affairs once again.

To this end, a great many plans had been made over the years, all of which had come to nothing. The last mission, that of Marchand, had been successful and in 1898 the French had established themselves in Fashoda on the Upper Nile. Kitchener made it known that the Sudan was Egyptian territory and that he had come to re-establish Egyptian control. Legally speaking, this was not a very strong argument, but that was not the point. The point was power. Britain was pulling all the strings: it had a superior force in place, it controlled the seas, it had a strong and united government and it was pursuing a clear policy. France did not have a strong fleet, it was powerless in Egypt and at home it was divided. It was therefore forced to sound the retreat. France sulked for a long time about this humiliation, but realistic politicians learned their lesson: Britain was not to be driven out of Egypt. It was thought best to set a price on French recognition of Britain’s position there – by demanding compensation on another front, for example. This was eventually achieved six years later by the terms of the Entente Cordiale.

Northeast Africa: England, Italy and Ethiopia

The partition of East Africa had been the affair of Britain and Germany, the rivalry over Egypt and the Sudan an Anglo-French question. In Northeast Africa, the main players were Italy and Britain, but here – a unique event in this story – there was an African protagonist as well, namely Menelik, emperor of Ethiopia.

Italian imperialism had been directed mainly at the Mediterranean Sea, where Italy’s imperial future lay. The occupation of Massawa on the Red Sea had therefore been explained by reasoning that the Red Sea was the key to the Mediterranean.5 At first, since there were no colonial possibilities on the shores of the Mediterranean, activities had been confined to the Red Sea, where an Italian enterprise, partly with an eye to the opening of the Suez Canal, had acquired the Bay of Assab in 1869. The Italian government took over the rights to it and on 5 July 1882 made Assab the first official Italian colony. The capture in 1885 of Massawa, also on the Red Sea, was an event of greater significance. Italian ambitions were henceforth directed at joining Assab and Massawa and occupying their hinterlands. In 1890 Italy’s endeavours were crowned with success, giving rise to the colony of Eritrea.

The Italians shared the western coast of the Red Sea with the French, who had established themselves in Obock in 1862, as well as with the British, who had been in Aden since 1839 and were dependent for their food supplies mainly on Somalia, on the opposite shore. After the Egyptian evacuation of the Sudan in 1887, the British had also brought part of the western coast of the Red Sea under their protectorate. In 1888 the border between British and French Somaliland was established and in 1892 Djibouti became the capital of the French colony. In 1887 Italy acquired from the sultan of Zanzibar a protectorate over the entire east coast of Africa, from Kismayu at the mouth of the Juba to Cape Guadarfui at the tip of the Horn. From this territory Italian Somaliland would later emerge. After diplomatic talks between Britain and Italy, two treaties were concluded, on 24 March and 15 April 1891, which defined these countries’ spheres of influence in East Africa. As far as Britain was concerned, Italy could have the upper hand in the Horn of Africa if it agreed to stay away from the area of the Nile. The Juba River was designated as the border between Italian Somaliland and British East Africa. For the time being, however, the Italians were interested mainly in Ethiopia.

Italy and Ethiopia

The Italians would soon realize that expansion into Ethiopia was easier said than done. In 1887 they felt the brunt of Ethiopian military strength for the first time, when on 26 January Ethiopian forces made mincemeat of the Italian army at the Battle of Dogali. The Italians retaliated with both military and diplomatic weapons. To avenge the humiliation of Dogali it would be necessary to build up a strong military force. The second weapon was that of diplomacy. Italy began a diplomatic game aimed at playing Emperor John IV against his rival, Menelik. This ploy was successful. By the terms of a secret treaty signed on 20 October 1887, Menelik was more or less recognized as the sovereign ruler. The position of John became even more painful when he was confronted not only with fresh Italian troops, but also with attacking Mahdists. He died during an otherwise successful battle against the Mahdists on 10 March 1889. Most of the Ethiopian chiefs now recognized Menelik as the new emperor. This was a lucky choice, because Menelik (1844–1913) was to become one of the most remarkable African leaders of this period. Under his rule, the roles were reversed: Ethiopia ceased to be a victim of imperialism and became instead a practitioner of it.

In September 1895 Menelik declared war on Italy. The Italians had formidable forces at their disposal: nearly 18,000 men, of whom more than 10,000 were Europeans. The Negus Negast (King of Kings), however, mustered approximately 100,000 men. Of these, 20,000 carried only spears and swords, but the rest were well armed. There were even artillery and cavalry, yet not even such forces would have been able easily to overpower the Italian fortifications. Despite the tactical advantage to be gained by merely staying put, Crispi, the Italian premier, urged his commander to give battle, riling him up with fervent pleas and sarcastic telegrams. Unable to stand the pressure any longer, the beleaguered leader finally attacked on 1 March 1896. This battle would be known as the Battle of Adowa. The Ethiopian troops scored an overwhelming victory. Ras Makonnen – the father of Haile Selassie and one of Menelik’s most successful diplomats and warlords – was the hero of the day. The consequences for Italy were disastrous: 6,000 men dead, 1,500 wounded and 1,800 captured. More than half the Italian forces were put out of action. Five days later Italy petitioned for peace. The subsequent negotiations resulted in the Treaty of Addis Ababa, which was signed on 26 October 1896. It ensured Italian recognition of the sovereignty and independence of Ethiopia. Italian expansion had come to an end; Ethiopian expansion was just beginning.

The Ethiopians extended their power in the direction of Somaliland, which resulted in 1897 in a division of the British and Ethiopian spheres of influence. The British government was responsible for putting down resistance in the area. This was not easy, because the leader, Sayyid Muha – known in England as the Mad Mullah – succeeded in organizing effective resistance by forging coalitions between the various clans. He also raised a large army. Emperor Menelik proposed joint Anglo-Ethiopian military action and this was effective. The forces of the Mad Mullah were not equal to the task and in 1904 an agreement was reached. This proved not to be lasting, however, for in 1908 hostilities were renewed. This war would cost the English millions of pounds and would keep the war correspondents busy for years, until more important matters demanded their attention in 1914. Meanwhile, the Italians focused on the area that had always been their prime target: the Mediterranean Sea.

Libya

In North Africa, after the French occupation of Tunisia in 1881 and the British occupation of Egypt in 1882, only the Turkish provinces of Tripoli and Cyrenaica were left as potential prey for Italy. The Turkish had only nominal authority in this area and their armed forces were of marginal importance. The territory had formerly been called Libya, but this name had fallen into disuse. In 1903 the Italian author F. Minutelli published his book Bibliografia della Libia (‘Bibliography of Libya’), which gave this name a second life. The Italian government introduced it as the official name of the territory in a decree of 1911 that announced its takeover by Italy.

One of the arguments Italy put forward for its need to acquire colonies – particularly in North Africa – was emigration, reasoning that North Africa’s location and climate made it eminently suited to Italian colonization. Not much came of this, however, because only 1 per cent of all Italian emigrants settled in Italian colonies, as opposed to the 40 per cent who ended up in America. Even after Libya had become an Italian colony, more Italians emigrated to French Morocco than to Italian Libya.

That Italy intended to conquer Libya was clear. That it could do so only with the tacit agreement of the great powers (especially France and Britain) was also clear. The initiative to improve Franco-Italian relations was taken by the French, namely the French Minister for Foreign Affairs, Delcassé, who made overtures to both England and Italy. His contacts with the British would lead to the well-known Entente Cordiale of 1904; his contacts with the Italians resulted in 1902 in a secret Franco-Italian treaty, in which Italy promised to remain neutral in the event of a war between France and Germany, a promise that cast doubt on its role as a member of the German–Austrian–Italian Triple Alliance. In the eyes of the Italians, this was not deception but rather a ‘reinterpretation’ of the terms of that agreement.6

Just what Italy intended to do with Libya was not entirely clear. The economic importance of Libya, which was largely desert, was not evident. The country had only slightly more than half a million inhabitants and the possibilities for emigration were limited. The interest taken in it was mainly of a political and ideological nature, as evidenced by the title of an Italian book on Libya: Our Promised Land. The nationalists were interested in glory, the Catholics were interested in religion, both were interested in improving the prospects of the poor Italian peasant. It was a question of now or never and when the Morocco Crisis of 1911 came to a head, Italy saw an opportunity to strike. It announced that the Italian community in Tripoli had been threatened and sent an ultimatum to the sultan. Shortly thereafter, on 29 September 1911, war was declared and a blockade was immediately established. Five days later, the harbour of Tripoli was bombarded and troops were set ashore. The Italians won on land, at sea and even in the air, because their nine airplanes and three airships enabled them to carry out the first aerial bombardment in history.

Because Libya was subject to the Ottoman Porte, this war was in fact a war between Italy and Turkey, which caused it to spread to the entire eastern basin of the Mediterranean. Italy bombarded Beirut, threatened the Straits and occupied a number of Turkish islands in the Aegean Sea. Britain let it be known that this was going too far and moved to restrain Italy. By the terms of the Treaty of Lausanne (15 October 1912), Turkey handed over Tripoli and Cyrenaica in exchange for Italy’s withdrawal from the Aegean. This did not put an end to the matter, however. The Italians had not been called in by the Arab population to liberate them from the Turkish regime. On the contrary, the Arabs put up a fight and continued to do so after the handover, this time in the form of a guerrilla war, waged chiefly in Cyrenaica. Italy sent in a military force of 100,000 men, of whom 4,000 were killed and 5,000 wounded. In 1914 it was still necessary to maintain a garrison of 5,000 men to preserve at least some measure of authority over Tripoli and a few of the larger cities.

Southern Africa

South Africa

Until the end of the nineteenth century, South Africa was a sleepy, agrarian part of the world. To be sure, the Cape was more dynamic than the two Boer republics, Transvaal and the Orange Free State, but there was not that much difference. The history of South Africa, however, was changed dramatically by the discovery of diamonds in 1867 and even more so by the discovery of gold less than 20 years later. While the discovery of diamonds focused the attention of the whole world on this area and drew a great many adventurers to South Africa, the discovery of gold exerted an even greater attraction. In the beginning, the mining of diamonds was undertaken by individual adventurers, who flocked in their thousands to the diamond deposits. Later on, the search began for diamonds deposited in rather inaccessible layers. Because this was a capital-intensive undertaking, large companies soon joined in. The mining of gold, however, was from the beginning both labour intensive and capital intensive, which is why both foreign capital and foreign labour were drawn on. This resulted in a great deal of immigration. Because gold had been found on the Witwatersrand in Transvaal, the processes just mentioned took place mainly in this conservative and agrarian Boer republic, which unexpectedly became the most dynamic part of South Africa. This had far-reaching consequences for British policy with respect to South Africa.

The British government of Disraeli, which had come to power in 1874, took an active interest in the colonies. Its plans for South Africa involved forming a federation, into which the Boer republics would be absorbed. When this plan proved not to appeal to the republics, they were annexed in 1877. There was little resistance at the time. Several years later, however, the Boers, led by Paul Kruger, rose up in revolt. This led to the First Anglo-Boer War of 1881, in which the Boers scored a great victory at Majuba. The Gladstone government subsequently chose the negotiating table. By the terms of the Pretoria Convention of 5 April 1881, Transvaal was given its independence subject to British suzerainty.

In that same year, gold was shown to be present in recoverable amounts on the Witwatersrand. Two years later, the great reef was discovered and the gold rush began. Johannesburg became the fastest growing city in the world. In 1896 50,000 whites were already living there, of whom only slightly more than 10 per cent were Transvaalers. The rest were so-called Uitlanders, new immigrants who were denied full citizenship. The value of South African exports doubled in three years. Transvaal gold was good for more than half this amount. Thus the economic heart of South Africa shifted from the Cape to Transvaal, but Transvaal was still dependent on the Cape for its connections with other countries. The country had no harbours of its own, since the British had managed to take possession of the entire coast, but Johannesburg could, of course, be linked up to Lorenço Marques, the most beautiful harbour of East Africa. In this way it could become independent of both Britain and the Cape.

Between the Cape and Transvaal, therefore, there was a real conflict of interests. The instigator of Cape policy was the Englishman, Cecil Rhodes. In 1895 Rhodes attempted to topple the government in Transvaal by combining a revolt among the Uitlanders with an invasion from abroad. This attempt, the so-called Jameson Raid, ended in complete failure, putting an end to Cecil Rhodes’s political career.

Kruger’s new opponent was not a political leader from the Cape, as Rhodes had been, but the British governor and high commissioner in South Africa, Alfred Milner, who had arrived in 1887. Milner was a confirmed imperialist. In his view, South Africa was an important, even vital, part of the British Empire. It was the heart of a future federation that would be comparable to Canada and Australia. Because the key to the future of South Africa lay in Transvaal, Kruger had to be forced to go along with British plans. Kruger could not be persuaded, however, and when he was elected president for the fourth time in February 1898, all hope of cooperation was abandoned.

On 11 October 1899 the Second Anglo-Boer War began between Great Britain and the republics of Transvaal and the Orange Free State. Although the outcome of the war was predictable, the powerful British Empire defeated these two insignificant republics only with great difficulty, mainly because, after the pitched battles, which England won rather easily, there ensued a protracted guerrilla war that could be concluded only with great effort, at the cost of human lives, money and moral authority. At the signing of the Peace of Vereeniging (31 May 1902), these republics were incorporated into the British Empire, although they were promised selfgovernment in the not too distant future, as were the Cape and Natal.

German Southwest Africa

German Southwest Africa was the largest of the German colonies in Africa. It covered an area of 800,000 square kilometres, which made it three times larger than Germany. It was also the only German colony to experience European immigration on a relatively large scale. In 1912 the white population numbered 14,816, three times that of German East Africa, nearly ten times that of Cameroon and 43 times that of Togo.7 The territory was not suited to agriculture, only to extensive cattle raising, at least in the west, for in the north lie mountains and to their east the Kalahari Desert. That this territory became a German colony was due to the efforts of two adventurers, Lüderitz and Vogelsang.

Frans Adolf Eduard Lüderitz (1834–86) was, like so many African entrepreneurs, an adventurer. He had studied little, but was a veteran traveller and drifter, his wanderings having taken him to Mexico and America. His father was a wealthy tobacco dealer in Bremen, who, on his death in 1878, had left Frans a considerable fortune. Lüderitz became acquainted with another young man who had also inherited a fortune in tobacco – albeit a more modest one – and who was likewise bored and in need of stretching his wings. His name was Heinrich Vogelsang. They decided that their future lay in Africa. On 1 May 1883 Vogelsang bought for the Lüderitz firm the ‘Bay Agra Peguena and the adjacent land for five miles in all directions’ from the Khoikhoi chief Captain Joseph Fredericks. The price was 200 rand (around £100 sterling) and 200 guns. On 12 May he raised the German flag over Fort Vogelsang and telegraphed Lüderitz: ‘Land purchased from Chief in a single payment.’

This was only the beginning. In August 1883 a new agreement was reached, whereby the borders of Lüderitzland, as it was now called, became much more impressive, running from the Orange River to a latitude of 26° S. On 24 April 1884, Berlin made it known to London and Cape Town that Lüderitz was under the protection of the Reich. This date was later viewed as marking the birth of the German colonial empire, but London did not see it this way at first. There the announcement was taken as nothing more than the previously promised ‘protection’ of a German subject and not as the establishment of a protectorate. In June 1884 Bismarck sent his son Herbert to London to explain the matter: Germany did in fact want a protectorate over Southwest Africa. To Bismarck’s surprise, Granville, the Foreign Secretary, had no objections whatsoever. He was glad to put an end to the matter. On 7 August 1884 it was announced that the Reich had annexed Angra Pequeña. Shortly thereafter, the annexation was extended to the whole of the coastal region between the Cape Colony and Portuguese Angola. One thousand kilometres of Africa’s coast was now in German hands.

Government

German Southwest Africa was inhabited by three population groups: the Herero in the centre, the Nama in the south and the Ovento in the north. The Germans came into contact mainly with the Herero and the Nama. The latter continued to resist the Germans, however, and it was not until 1894 that their leader, Hendrik Witbooi, recognized the German protectorate. The German colonial movement thought a golden future was in store for the colony and issued a lot of propaganda to that effect. This resulted in a modest amount of immigration on the part of German cattle breeders. The original immigrants were South African Trekboers. Here, too, concession companies were set up. The largest of these was financed with English capital and concentrated its efforts on mining. The arrival of these companies, and especially of European farmers who took possession of the land, would ultimately lead to one of the most brutal wars in colonial history.

The backdrop to this war, which became known as the Herero War, was the steadily worsening situation of the indigenous people. In 1897 two-thirds of the livestock died as the result of an epidemic. The revolt that broke out on 12 January 1904 was led by Samuel Maherero, the son of a well-known Herero leader. A large number of colonists were murdered. The Germans reacted swiftly. An expeditionary army led by General Lothar von Trotha was sent to the territory. They attacked the Herero, who fought a losing battle and were defeated at the Battle of Hamakari. The survivors escaped to the desert, where they died of thirst.

This was not the end of the struggle by any means. General von Trotha now declared all-out war. In his notorious proclamation, which became known as the Vernichtungsbefehl (extermination order), he declared: ‘Within the German borders, every Herero, with or without a gun, with or without cattle, shall be shot down. No woman or child shall be admitted: I shall send them back to their people or have them shot. These are my words to the Herero people.’ It was signed: ‘The great general of the all-powerful emperor, Von Trotha.’8

No sooner said than done. Between 1904 and 1906 the Herero people were reduced in number from 80,000 to 20,000. In this, its largest colonial war, Germany had deployed a fighting force of 17,000 Europeans, of whom 2,000 died. After the Herero revolt, it was the turn of the Nama in the south of the colony. A state of war continued until 1907, after which the economy gradually revived. Agriculture was not a success, but shortly after the revolts had been put down, the discovery of copper and diamonds gave rise to a mining industry, which attracted German colonists. In 1912 there was a balance of payments surplus for the first time. Financially, the colony was now self-supporting.

The Portuguese colonies: Angola and Mozambique

The Portuguese colonies in West Africa were mainly of importance to the slave trade. Angola, in particular, had been an important supplier of slaves. The Portuguese presence was limited to two cities, Luanda and Benguela, and their hinterlands. In the rest of the territory, trade was controlled by the Africans themselves. Portuguese policy became more active in the course of the nineteenth century. In 1840, Moçâmedes was founded by traders from Luanda, thereby extending the Portuguese sphere of influence by nearly 300 kilometres to the south. The new settlement flourished. In addition to trading activities, fishing and farming were engaged in by Brazilian immigrants. The Portuguese sphere of influence was also extended to the north, to Ambriz.

Portuguese influence was largely confined to the coast. The interior would long remain unexplored and inaccessible. In both Angola and Mozambique, in the mid-nineteenth century trade outside the coastal zones was still controlled by Africans. On the west coast there were a number of important Portuguese settlements; on the east coast, on the other hand, only Lorenço Marques and a couple of forts. The Portuguese continued to dream of creating a large empire that would stretch from the Atlantic to the Indian Ocean.

This ambition had suffered a great setback in 1885 when Britain had established its authority in Bechuanaland. In 1889 it suffered another blow when Cecil Rhodes received a charter from Queen Victoria for his British South Africa Company, thereby laying the foundations for the extension of British power to the other side of the Zambezi River. This put an end to the possibility of connecting Angola and Mozambique, but it continued to be a matter of importance to Portugal to enlarge these colonies as much as possible. In Angola, the borders along the coast were a question of deliberation with Germany in the south and with the Congo Free State in the north. The southern borders were not a problem, but King Leopold II of Belgium was sometimes a source of tension. In 1891, however, they sat down at the negotiating table and reached an agreement. On the coast of Mozambique the borders had been settled as early as 1875 with Britain (in the south) and in 1886 with Germany (in the north).

The most important negotiations, however, involved the borders in the interior, more specifically the eastern border of Angola and the western border of Mozambique, where the expansion of Rhodes’s company had led to a number of disputes between Britain and Portugal. These were resolved in an Anglo-Portuguese treaty, which defined the borders of both their colonies. This treaty marked a turning point in the history of Portuguese Africa, since Portugal was now forced to recognize that its great territorial ambitions were nothing but dreams that had no hope of being fulfilled. Portugal’s gains, it has to be said, had been respectable enough: the treaty gave Angola and Mozambique the right to most of their hinterlands. This made Mozambique nearly one and a half times larger than France and Angola almost two and a half times larger.

Government and development

Just as British explorers invariably praised the territory they were exploring as ‘a future India’ and the French hailed their territorial discoveries as a ‘new Algeria’, the Portuguese continued to dream of a ‘new Brazil’. Angola and Mozambique were also described in these terms, but Angola was not to become a new Brazil and Mozambique was an even less likely candidate. Surprisingly enough, older and much smaller colonies, such as São Tomé and Principe, long remained the most important. In 1900 the cacao produced on these two small volcanic islands was worth more than all the rubber and coffee grown in Angola.

The Portuguese were confirmed protectionists and the economic utility of the colonies was therefore thought to consist in their serving as a protected market for the products of Portuguese industry. However, not all Angola and Mozambique could serve this purpose, because part of each was subject to the conditions set forth in the Act of Berlin with respect to the Congo River basin and adjacent territories, where it was stipulated that ‘the trade of all nations shall enjoy complete freedom’. This notwithstanding, the Portuguese policy was successful. In 1890 less than 1 per cent of Angola’s imported textiles came from Portugal, while eight years later this was 94 per cent.9 The result of this protectionist policy was a certain de-industrialization in the colonies. Setting up new industries was virtually impossible and what industry there was, was incapacitated by high tariffs.

Foreign capital was welcomed to finance the construction of the rather unprofitable railways, but the plantation economy was looked on as a Portuguese privilege. Nevertheless, in Mozambique it was mostly the enterprises financed by foreign capital that acquired extensive lands on long-term lease. In fact, two-thirds of the land was in foreign hands. The white population increased as a result of these activities. In Angola the white population rose from 3,000 around 1870 to 13,000 in 1914; in Mozambique at this time there were approximately 11,000 whites. Many of the whites were not of Portuguese origin, however, but of British, Greek and Italian descent. Slavery continued to exist into the twentieth century, despite the protests of the British. Forced labour was also used, since the concessions gave the plantation owners the right to do so.

Establishing authority and setting up a government were not high priorities. At the beginning of the twentieth century, the Portuguese colonial army numbered only 13,000, of whom 4,000 were Europeans. Before 1890 the Portuguese controlled less than 10 per cent of the area of Angola and scarcely 1 per cent of Mozambique. In the remaining part of these colonies, Portuguese control was confined to the trade routes. It took 30 years of war for Portugal to gain full control of these two colonies. Import and export duties were relied on to supply revenues and not poll or ‘hut’ taxes, for a tax system of that kind would have necessitated an effective administration and that was distinctly lacking.
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CHAPTER 6

Modern imperialism in Asia and the Pacific

The East is a career.

Benjamin Disraeli

In the last quarter of the nineteenth century the increasing influence of foreign powers was discernible in Asia as well. This influence manifested itself more as a reinforcement of processes that had already been set in motion than as new developments in their own right. Since the Opium War the increasing influence of Europeans had been noticeable in China, especially on the coast. Other countries besides England were establishing spheres of influence here, while Russian expansion was extending over the periphery of the Chinese empire into Manchuria. Japan was undergoing rapid modernization and emerging as an imperialist power in the Far East.

In the old colonies of British India and the Netherlands-Indies, England and the Netherlands were expanding their actual authority and exerting more and more influence on the economy. The colonies’ exports continued to grow with respect to imports. Because such trade involved tropical produce and not industrial products, this did not lead to competition with the mother country but contributed instead to its prosperity. In French Indochina a similar development was discernible, although it happened later, because colonial authority had first to be established.

Indochina

Expansion

Cochin China

The French presence in Indochina went back to Napoleon III’s Second Empire. In 1862 the emperor of Annam had ceded a number of provinces in the Mekong delta that became known from 1867 as the French colony of Cochin China. The colony was not very large and had fewer than 1 million inhabitants. It was governed by naval officers, who left the country largely to itself. This was still the case in the first years of the Third Republic, but in 1877, when the Republicans came to power in France, the situation changed. The colony was henceforth administered in the French manner by civil servants. A Colonial Council was set up and the French inhabitants elected a representative to the French parliament. The colony had sufficient revenues and was therefore financially independent of Paris.

Cambodia

Cochin China was the starting point for France’s further expansion of power. As early as 1863 France had established a protectorate over neighbouring Cambodia. This protectorate, the first in French colonial history, left nearly all power to King Norodon, who in turn remained subordinate to the king of Siam. In 1877 this changed and Norodon was forced to undertake administrative reforms, of which he carried out as few as possible. The representative of the new Republican regime, who took office in Saigon in 1879, supported a more transparent and stricter supervision of the protectorate. In 1884 a gunboat was sent to Phnom Penh and the royal palace was occupied. The result was a new agreement, which gave the French representatives the power to deal with all important matters. This treaty was never implemented, however, because here and there riots broke out that the French government did not dare to quell. It was not until 1897 that the king was stripped of his authority and power was put in the hands of ministers, who met under the supervision of the French resident. By the terms of the Franco-Siamese Treaty of 23 November 1907, the French also succeeded in recovering for Cambodia the three provinces that had been annexed by Siam.

The Protectorate of Annam–Tonkin

Of more importance than Cambodia was the kingdom of Annam, which also had control of Tonkin to its north. Various myths circulated in Europe with regard to Tonkin: the Yunnan myth, for example, which maintained that this part of Southeast Asia formed the future path to the great Chinese empire with its limitless possibilities for potential markets; and the Tonkin myth, according to which the territory itself also had great riches at its disposal. During the Second Empire, expeditions had already been undertaken from Cochin China – via the Mekong and the Red River – to the north, in the direction of China. These were resumed after the war of 1870. The initiative had been taken by an adventurous merchant, Jean Dupuis, who was supported by a wilful governor, Admiral Dupré. When Dupuis ran into difficulties with the government of Annam, Dupré decided to help him out by sending an expedition of 180 men to Hanoi. They were led by Francis Garnier, who captured the citadel but was killed shortly thereafter. Dupré, whose fears of public reaction to the death of this tragic hero caused him to distance himself from the project, pressed for an agreement. By the terms of the treaty concluded in March 1874, Annam was recognized as an independent country, but subject to a form of French supervision. China, which had suzerainty over Annam, did not recognize this French supervision, thus turning the Annam affair into a China affair. The French reacted by sending a new expedition to Hanoi in 1882, which suffered approximately the same fate: the citadel was occupied, the leader was killed and the governor subsequently distanced himself from the affair.

This was not the end of it, however, because in Annam and Tonkin there were other issues at stake besides political ones: economic interests, articulated by the French chambers of commerce, and religious interests, represented by the missionaries. There were also soldiers in search of glory and scientists and explorers, who were backed by the geographical societies. Together they lobbied for French expansion in Vietnam. There were also opponents of such expansion, however, namely the enemies of Ferry and of colonization, who soon made their voices heard as well.

On 19 February 1883 Jules Ferry’s second cabinet was formed in Paris. This premier, who had earlier established a protectorate over Tunisia, was a champion of strong action: ‘We should uphold for France the rank it deserves.’1 The Chamber gave him the financial backing for an expedition to Tonkin. A fleet was brought together, the Gulf of Tonkin blockaded and an army of 4,000 men raised. On 18 August 1883 Hué, the capital of Annam, was bombarded and occupied. On 25 August a treaty was concluded, whereby Tonkin was separated from Annam and brought under French rule. Annam itself became a protectorate. Because China would not submit to this without a struggle, the French occupation consequently led to clashes with Chinese troops in Tonkin that turned out badly for the Chinese. The Chinese government backed down and recognized the Franco-Tonkinese accord a year later, on 11 May 1884, by signing the First Treaty of Tientsin. Shortly thereafter the French government concluded two new protectorate treaties, with Annam on 6 June and with Cambodia on 17 June. France was now master of all Indochina.

Matters seemed to be definitely settled, but an incident involving French and Chinese troops led to renewed hostilities, for which France demanded compensation from China: in the words of Ferry, ‘50 million or war’.2 War it was. China was bombarded and Formosa blockaded. Funds were made available for another expedition. French troops advanced as far as Lang Son, near the Chinese border. The French reserve commander, Colonel Herbinger, who was forced to take over command when General de Négrier was wounded, was drunk at the time and consequently panicked. His report to the supreme commander, Brière de l’Isle, spoke of an enormous Chinese military force and huge French losses. Brière de l’Isle was understandably worried and sent an anxious report to Paris that was leaked to the press, creating an uproar. In the Chamber there was talk of a ‘new Sedan’, analogous to the great defeat suffered in 1870 in the war against Germany. Clemenceau delivered one of his most famous speeches, in which he said: ‘All debate between us has come to an end … those are no longer ministers … those [men] are accused of high treason.’3 All the hate that had been building up against Ferry now rose to the surface. There were cries in the streets of ‘Ferry à la lanterne’ (‘Ferry be hanged’) and ‘Ferry à l’eau’ (‘Ferry be drowned’). The cabinet fell on 30 March 1885.

That Ferry’s downfall was primarily the result of internal political strife is borne out by the fact that funding to the tune of 200 million francs was also approved at this very time, enabling the French expeditionary force to be doubled in size. All the fuss was unwarranted, however, because since early March serious Franco-Chinese negotiations had been taking place that were nearing a successful conclusion. Ferry could not mention these talks publicly, however, because they were secret. On 5 April 1885, five days after his political downfall, an agreement was signed that would be finalized on 6 June 1885 in the Second Treaty of Tientsin. France agreed not to press for compensation, in return for which China relinquished its rather vague claims to suzerainty over Annam and Tonkin and withdrew its troops. The demarcation of the border between China and Vietnam would be settled later. The French protectorate over Annam and Tonkin was now a fact.

This victory could easily have turned into a short-lived success, however, because there was great antipathy in the French Chamber towards the protectorate. A strong anti-colonial attitude prevailed. When the colonial budget was voted on, on 23 December 1885, the chapter on Annam and Tonkin was passed by a majority of only six votes (273 to 267). The budget having been approved, a resident-general for Annam and Tonkin could be appointed in January 1886.

Laos

The last – and largest – of the five territories of French Indochina to be brought under French rule was Laos. At the end of the nineteenth century, the various Laotian principalities were subject to the more or less theoretical suzerainty of three neighbouring countries: Annam, Burma and Siam, of which Siam was the most important. The French were striving at this time to extend their influence over Laos in an attempt to create a hinterland for the narrow coastal territory of Annam. They therefore supported Annamite suzerainty. Britain, for its part, wanted to maintain Siam as a buffer between British Burma and French Indochina, and therefore backed Burma’s claims. The premier, Rosebery, was concerned about French ambitions in Laos, and Queen Victoria, who even thought that ‘the honour of the British Empire’ was at stake,4 was inclined to call on Germany and Italy to form a united front against France. It never came to this, however, because French diplomacy managed to isolate London and, with it, Siam.

The French conducted successful negotiations with Siam in this matter. By the terms of the treaty signed on 17 March 1889, Siam recognized the status quo in Laos and agreed to postpone the demarcation of the borders until a later date. This created a lot of tension, however, resulting in 1893 in an armed conflict. After being blockaded by French warships, Siam accepted France’s ultimatum. In the Treaty of Bangkok (3 October 1893) Siam relinquished all claims to the left shore of the Mekong River and recognized the French sphere of influence in the area. The border between Upper Laos and Burma also led to a dispute, but that matter was resolved on 15 January 1896 in an Anglo-French convention. Siam would henceforth be a buffer state between British and French Further India. Lord Salisbury viewed the treaty as a triumph for British diplomacy, because this agreement made a French conquest of Siam practically impossible. However, Lord Rosebery said, with regard to the treaty, that he ‘was unable to make head or tail of it’, adding that ‘neither seems left to Siam’.5

Subjugation

The French annexation of Indochina was primarily a matter of treaties (with the emperor of Annam, with the emperor of China, with Siam and so on) and of wars, including those with Annam and China. Even the conclusion of these did not always mean that French authority had been firmly established: on the contrary, in Annam and Tonkin in particular, the real difficulties were just beginning. French authority was limited at first to a few cities in the Tonkin delta, as well as Lang Son and Hué. On 31 May 1885 General P. M. A. Roussel de Courcy arrived in Ha Long Bay with a huge force of 35,000 men, including artillery and cavalry, a guard of honour and a platoon of aerostats. It was one of the largest expeditions ever outfitted.

In Annam, the court had accepted the French protectorate only grudgingly and the government, led by the regent Ton That Thuyet, was determined to show it as little respect as possible. This became apparent when the French commander arrived in Hué, because two days later, during the night of 4–5 July, the Annamites opened fire on the French positions in Hué. More surprisingly, the next morning the emperor and his retinue appeared to have left and taken with them the coffer, the Great Seal, the archives and much more besides, all of which had been transported on the backs of elephants. The 14-year-old emperor was thrown into a litter, hitting his head so hard he could not stop crying. The imperial odyssey thus begun would last three long years. The French promptly plundered Hué and set fire to the library and the remaining archives. General Courcy himself took possession of the royal sabre with the intention of presenting it to the French Minister for War.

In the meantime, the French authorities had proclaimed an adopted son of Tu Duc emperor. This resulted in a lengthy revolt that became known as the Scholars’ Rebellion, owing to the prominent role played in the resistance organization by the mandarins, who continued to remind the peasants of their duties towards the head of state. The Christians in Vietnam were massacred in large numbers: 40,000 of the 140,000 were slaughtered. Most of the French viewed the revolt as just one more manifestation of the rowdiness and barbarianism of the existing system. Some, however, such as the later governor-general J.-L. de Lanessan and the colonial theorist J. Harmand, realized that what was happening was a form of patriotic or, if one prefers, nationalist resistance. The revolt spread to the whole of Annam and Tonkin and took on the form of a guerrilla war, which was facilitated by the geography of the country.

French efforts were concentrated at first in Annam. The emperor was pursued, but could not be found, having withdrawn to a remote corner of the country near the border with Laos. The French troops took strong action and caused great havoc. After being betrayed, the emperor was finally captured by the French on 3 November 1888. He was banished to Réunion and later to Algeria. This largely put an end to the revolt in Annam, but Tonkin was another matter entirely.

The revolt in Annam had the character of a national protest and was not just a display of banditry. Things were different in Tonkin, which lay in a power vacuum between Annam and China. Indeed, this territory was increasingly susceptible to anarchy. The dykes had been neglected, causing the loss of important rice paddies. Famines ensued, forcing many people to take to marauding. Warlords, who headed armed groups of 500 or more men and occasionally even joined into coalitions, held sway over most of the country. There were just as many Chinese commandos, remains of the Tai Ping Rebellion, as there were Annamites. Some of the Tonkinese were driven by nationalist ideals.

Clearly, Tonkin would not be the easy matter that Jules Ferry had promised. On the contrary, the rebellion would turn into a long drawn-out conflict lasting 12 years. This conflict can be divided into two phases. In the first phase (1885–91), the French military presence was very limited, being confined to no more than a few posts and a number of mobile columns deployed to pursue the enemy. This policy proving unsuccessful, a change in tactics was decided on and a large-scale, systematic offensive against the guerrillas was begun. This led more often to defeat than to victory, however, and Tonkin acquired an even worse name than it already had, giving rise to a verse that caught on in Paris: ‘Tonkin-choléra, Tonkin-misère, Tonkin-famine, Tonkin-cimetière’.6 In 1892 a new phase began with the arrival of General Gallieni. Pacification was now taken in hand systematically, reaching a successful conclusion in 1898. From 1892 to 1896 Gallieni held the reins and from 1894 he was assisted by Lyautey. These men are remembered as the two greatest generals in French colonial history.

Joseph Gallieni (1849–1916) was born in Saint-Béat, a small village in the Pyrenees. He was the son of Gaétan Gallieni, a Frenchman of Italian descent who had become a professional soldier in the French army. Joseph also pursued a career in the military and was admitted to the famous military academy of Saint-Cyr. After graduation, he entered the service of the infanterie de marine (the French Marine Corps), fought in the war of 1870 and was made a prisoner of war. His military career took place in the colonies: he was sent first to Réunion, subsequently to Senegal and Martinique, then back to Senegal and the Sudan and, finally, after spending a number of years in France itself, he was sent to Tonkin in 1892. There – and later in Madagascar – he became famous as the great pacificator. He would become even more renowned later, in 1914, for his brilliant idea of the ‘taxis of the Marne’.

Lyautey, who also had an illustrious military career, even attained the rank of marshal. He became famous as the pacificator and administrator of Morocco, where he was appointed to the post of resident-general in 1912. A long career had preceded this appointment. Hubert Lyautey (1854–1934) had a different social background from Gallieni. The descendant of a prominent Catholic family with a long military tradition, he was an adherent of a somewhat paternalistic social-Catholic ideology that stressed the responsibility of the upper classes for the lower. This also applied to the officers, as he argued in a well-known article, published in 1891, on the ‘Rôle social de l’officier’. This article caused quite a stir and, to keep a low profile for a while, Lyautey left in 1894 for Indochina, where he joined Gallieni, whom he later followed to Madagascar. The pacification of Tonkin took place gradually, following the pattern known as the Gallieni–Lyautey method (see page 38). After pacifying the low-lying areas, it was the turn of the mountainous regions controlling the delta of the Red River. By 1898, two years after Gallieni’s departure, Tonkin had been largely pacified.

Government and administration

Cochin China was a colony that was governed by the colonists themselves under the supervision of a governor. In Laos a complicated situation obtained, because part of the country was ruled directly and part of it indirectly. Cambodia was a protectorate, where attempts to strengthen French rule had failed at first. Annam and Tonkin were also protectorates, although it was uncertain what this would come to mean in practice.

In 1885 Annam still had a clear political structure, namely that of an imperial state. It would have been simplest to leave this intact and to use it as the basis for the colonial government, but because the regime was opposed to France this was not an option. The first big step towards direct French rule was the imperial decree of 3 June 1886, whereby the emperor, Dong-Khanh, relinquished his authority over Tonkin. The protectorate administration gradually came to control an ever greater share of the state income: the customs, the Chinese poll tax and the opium monopoly, as well as other direct taxes introduced later.

In Annam, therefore, a twilight zone continued to exist, a drifting between direct and indirect rule. There were other tensions as well, such as the yearning for independence and the expansionist ambitions of the French in Cochin China, who had extended their influence to include Cambodia (the resident in Cambodia was answerable to the governor in Saigon) and had also set their sights on Annam and Tonkin. In Paris there was an ongoing power struggle between the Ministry of Colonies, which exercised control over Cochin China, and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which was responsible for Annam and Tonkin.

In 1886 matters were settled, at least on paper. A decree of 27 January laid down the principles of the colonial government. The protectorate would become a permanent state of affairs and not a transitional phase to direct rule. It was not allowed to cost France any money, however, except in the beginning. The protectorate thus had to be self-financing. A civil government was set up, headed by a resident-general, who not only exercised authority over the army and navy but also ruled over the entire protectorate as the authorized agent of the French Republic.

The first resident-general was a prominent politician, Paul Bert (1833–86), who came from a well-to-do family from Auxerre. He first studied law, but afterward turned to the natural sciences. At the age of 36, he succeeded the famous Claude Bernard in the chair of physiology at the Sorbonne. In 1870 he entered politics and in 1872 became a member of the Chamber of Deputies, representing the département of the Yonne. Abundant proof of his success at combining his political and scientific careers came in 1881, the year in which he not only became a member of the Académie des Sciences but was also appointed by Gambetta to the post of Minister for Education in his famous but short-lived grand ministère.

Cheered on by the public, Bert travelled by train from Paris to Marseilles, where he boarded a ship to the East, arriving in April 1886 in Hanoi. He was accompanied by his wife and two daughters. He married off his daughters to his two closest colleagues, the director and the deputy director of his cabinet, Klobukowsky and Chailley. The latter henceforth called himself Chailley-Bert. Like Bert, these colleagues were both anticlericals and Freemasons. To compensate for these biases, two Catholics were appointed as residents of Annam and Tonkin, the two highest functionaries under the resident-general. Paul Bert held office for only half a year, however, for he died on 11 November 1886, exhausted by his work and the climate.

In 1887 the problem of administration was thought to have been solved by the creation of a new administrative body: the Indochinese Union, in which all the territories were united. The Union fell under the Ministry of Colonies. It was headed by a governor-general, who exercised authority over the lieutenant-governor of Cochin China and the résidents-supérieurs of Annam, Tonkin and Cambodia. In 1899 Laos was added to the Union and in 1900 even the French settlement in China, Kwang Chou Wan.

For the time being, this solution remained a theoretical one, owing mainly to the still incomplete pacification of Tonkin. The governor-general himself did not have sufficient means at his disposal. The governor of Cochin China was the de facto ruler of both Cochin China and Cambodia. The Colonial Council in Saigon had its own budget and contributed substantially to the military expenditure of Annam and Tonkin.

By 1891 the situation in Tonkin had worsened to such an extent that it caused a crisis in parliament. The premier, Freycinet, saw only one solution, which was to appoint a prominent man – someone who knew the territory and carried a lot of weight – to the post of governor-general of Indochina. The choice fell on Jean-Louis de Lanessan. He was given neither men nor money, but he did wield the necessary authority. The governor-general was ‘the trustee of the Republic’s powers in French Indochina’.7 His powers included appointing officials, drawing up the budget and taking care of future defence and the public services. This laid the administrative foundations of French Indochina, but France would not exercise full authority until pacification was completed in 1898.

J.-L. de Lanessan (1843–1919) was, like Paul Bert, a physician and a physiologist. He had been a health officer in the navy and had seen a lot of the world. He was also the author of a number of important scientific publications, and – again like Bert – he was a materialist and atheist and an adversary of religion and the church. Later in life he became interested in Buddhism, about which he also wrote a book. He believed in the Enlightenment and in progress, and therefore also in European expansion. He was an expert on colonial affairs and was regarded in parliament as a colonial specialist. In 1886–7 he undertook a long study trip to the Far East, which he wrote about in 1889 in his 756-page book L’Indochine française. Lanessan had been influenced by the ideas laid down in Jules Harmand’s Domination et colonisation and wrote about this subject himself in such publications as Principes de colonisation of 1897.

Lanessan’s ideas had been inspired by the example set by the Dutch in the Netherlands-Indies, the most important principles of which were decentralization and association. Decentralization, in his view, was to be accomplished by entrusting the governor-general with great responsibility, turning him into a kind of viceroy, like the British Viceroy in India. Association meant involving the indigenous population in the process of civilization (i.e. colonization) by harmonizing interests and concepts. This was the opposite of the traditional French idea of assimilation, which consisted in applying the French administrative system in the colonies and turning the coloured peoples – by means of education – into coloured Frenchmen.

Lanessan thought differently from his predecessors about Vietnam. He did not believe in the presumed chasm between Annam and Tonkin, but in the unity of Vietnam. He therefore did not view resistance as a form of banditry, but rather as an expression of nationalism. Neither did he believe that the government and the mandarins were hated by the people, but that, on the contrary, the people accepted them. He was therefore an advocate of cooperation with the court and the mandarins.

In June 1891 he arrived in Saigon and immediately proceeded to Hué. From now on there would be cooperation with the traditional government. One of Lanessan’s major projects was the construction of a railway from Hanoi to Lang Son, which was opened on Christmas 1894. Lanessan was delighted with all these successes, but his delight did not last long, because four days later a telegram arrived from Paris, announcing that the Minister for the Colonies, Delcassé, was recalling him to France. The backdrop to this decision was a Parisian scandal concerning corruption of the press, of which Delcassé himself would have become the victim had he not sacrificed Lanessan. Lanessan, therefore, never had the opportunity to put his association policy into practice, because during his period of leadership pacification had monopolized his attention. Only later, under governorgeneral Doumer (1897–1902), was a more orderly form of colonial government established, but this was not done in the spirit of Lanessan.

Paul Doumer (1857–1932) was an influential French politician and a powerful personality. His previous posts included that of Minister of Finance. He was a leading figure among the Freemasons and in the Radical Party. Doumer did not have any colonial experience, however. He set up a strong administration with a great many French civil servants who were very well paid, better than anywhere else in the French Empire. They belonged to the Corps des Services Civils de l’Indochine, created in 1899 along the lines of the Indian Civil Service. In 1911 there were 5,683 European civil servants in Indochina. The most extensive administrative machinery was that of Cochin China, where there were ten times as many European civil servants as on Java. Indeed, there were, proportionately speaking, 100 times as many, because the population of Cochin China was one-tenth that of Java. No wonder, then, that administrative costs weighed heavily on the colonial budget. In 1911 this chapter formed nearly one-quarter of the entire budget of Indochina.

Under Doumer, a General Secretariat was set up, as well as various General Services, including such departments as finance, public works, agriculture, trade and so on. The governor-general was assisted by an advisory body, the Conseil Supérieur. Subordinate to the governor-general was the lieutenant-governor of Cochin China and the résidents-supérieurs in the remaining territories, who were charged with the day-to-day running of the government. The remaining power structure of the Annamite monarchy was dismantled. Tonkin was completely separated from Annam and was in fact administered as a colony. In Annam, all power resided with the French résident-supérieur in Hué, who was in command of the residents in the provinces. The emperor was given a civil list, but all finances were otherwise controlled by the colonial government. A similar system was introduced in Cambodia, while Laos became a résidence supérieure. The power of Cochin China was further diminished, since from this time on the budget was largely the responsibility of the governor-general. In 1902 Saigon’s position was weakened even more when the administrative capital was moved to Hanoi.

Development

The population of Vietnam rose from approximately 10 million people in 1878 to 17 million in 1913. In 1913 the country had fewer than 24,000 French inhabitants, of whom 4,800 were civil servants. There was also an extensive and commercially very active Chinese minority. The country’s population was concentrated in certain areas. The Tonkin delta, in particular, was very densely populated, even more so than Java. In Tonkin there existed small to very small property owners; in Cochin China, by way of contrast, there were mainly large landowners. The cultivation of rice was very important in both areas. Large agricultural concessions were granted to European companies only in Cochin China. These saw to rice production, the yields of which were largely exported to China, Japan and the Netherlands-Indies. Before 1914 plantations producing coffee, tea and rubber were of scant significance. Of more importance was mining, which was developed with French capital. In 1888 the Société Française des Charbonnages de Tonkin was founded and by 1900 Indochina was already exporting 200,000 tons of coal. Zinc and tin were also important and were tied to other industrial activities, such as the production of electricity and cement. Furthermore, there was a modest shipbuilding industry and a number of consumer industries (including oil, soap, sugar, beer and tobacco). The construction of railways and the development of the harbours of Haiphong and Saigon also led to a considerable amount of industrial activity.

Economically and financially, Indochina presented a paradoxical picture. Although the government was rich and the levels of public investment were relatively high, the economic importance of the area was small and French private investment and trading activities remained limited. The reason for the government’s wealth was simple: the tax burden on the Indochinese population was high. The consequences of this were predictable: protests and resistance, which in turn fuelled the nationalist movement.

The conquest and especially the pacification of Indochina had been an expensive undertaking. Ferry’s expeditions had been financed by the French parliament. The total amount of French government expenditure for Indochina between 1860 and 1895 is generally estimated to have been 750 million francs.8 It was clear that the colony itself would have to contribute to its running costs, and there were high hopes of its doing so, but in practice its revenues were at first disappointing. In 1887 Tonkin brought in 15 million francs. The pressure on Cochin China to pay was stepped up and this colony did in fact contribute to the budget of Annam and Tonkin. In practice, the levying of direct taxes brought with it numerous problems and the Cochin Chinese system was therefore extended to include the whole of French Indochina. This system was based mainly on indirect taxation, customs and monopolies (régies). Nevertheless, in 1896 there was still such a huge deficit (43 million francs) that the interim governor-general, Bideau, spoke of ‘a Lang Son financier’.9 To cover this debt, the French parliament approved a state-guaranteed loan of 80 million francs.

When pacification had been completed, Doumer set up a new fiscal system. Instead of the old Annamite poll tax and forced labour, direct taxes were introduced, namely a land tax and a personal tax. The assessments were as enthusiastic as they were impractical, since there was neither a land register nor a register of births, deaths and marriages. Everything was an estimate and the estimates were much too high, with respect to both the ownership of land and the number of inhabitants. The most troublesome, however, were the government monopolies on opium, liquor and salt. The last tax in particular encountered a lot of resistance; indeed, it is surprising that the Republicans had forgotten so quickly that the French Revolution had been caused in part by the gabelle, the much hated salt tax. Administratively, the system was a success, however. There was a budgetary surplus and the budget of Vietnam even exceeded that of Algeria. The surpluses made it possible to float colonial loans, creating a substantial public debt that had increased by 1913 to 529 million francs, the interest on which accounted for one-quarter of government expenditure.

Government revenues also made it possible to invest heavily in the infrastructure. Because private capital was not forthcoming, the government offered financial support and developed initiatives itself. The largest project was the construction of the railways. The great dream was to steer the trade of South China in the direction of Indochina, thus turning Haiphong and Saigon into trade centres that would be comparable to Shanghai and Hong Kong. By 1914 more than 2,000 kilometres of railways were in use. The preoccupation with railways was so great that the maintenance of the waterworks was neglected, with disastrous consequences for the cultivation of rice. The government did, however, pour money into scores of other projects in the fields of healthcare, education (the degree of schooling was the highest of the French colonies) and research, investing nearly 800 million francs between 1898 and 1913. In typically French, Colbertian fashion, therefore, it was the state that took care of the infrastructure. Private investment, contrariwise, lagged behind: 500 million francs between 1888 and 1918. The financial markets of China and the Netherlands-Indies continued to be more attractive to financiers.10

French trading activities had an advantage because Indochina fell under the French customs rate, which meant that no duty was levied on French goods. Nonetheless, most trade remained in Chinese hands. In 1913 Cholon – the Chinese part of Saigon, with 181,000 inhabitants – was by far the largest city in Indochina. Hanoi, the second largest, had a population of 86,000. The banks were also overwhelmingly foreign, with the exception of the powerful Banque de l’Indochine, which was also active in other Asian countries and in France itself.

Nationalism and resistance

French colonial society did not differ much from other colonial societies. It was a society of the colonizers and the colonized, the rulers and the ruled, who for the most part lived their lives in different worlds. All the same, French colonial society did have certain specific characteristics. To begin with, the French population was very small. In 1913 there were nearly 24,000 French in a total population of 17 million. Furthermore, they were concentrated in two regions: Cochin China, with more than 7,000 French inhabitants, and Tonkin, with more than 5,000. The great majority of the French lived in two cities: Saigon in the south and Hanoi in the north. The rest lived in the other cities. Civil servants and soldiers made up a large part of the French population, even though the number of soldiers dropped when pacification had been completed. But afterwards, too, colonial society remained largely a male society.

The various areas displayed different patterns of development. Cochin China was the most prosperous region and had an active bourgeoisie, while Annam remained the most traditional society and Tonkin became mainly a supplier of unskilled labour. Two minorities were closely tied to the colonial system, to which they owed their well-being: the Chinese and the Christians. The Chinese loomed large in economic life. Indeed, the French could not live without them, although they were also afraid of their power and influence, especially when fear of the ‘Yellow Peril’ increased. Then there were the Catholics, whose position was ambiguous. Before colonization they had been persecuted and murdered; later on, they were viewed by the Vietnamese as accomplices of the colonizers. Although the colonial authorities and governors were often agnostic and anticlerical, there was nevertheless a considerable amount of missionary activity, to which the cathedrals of Hanoi and Saigon bear somewhat triumphalistic witness. Christianity continued to be practised, but only by a very small percentage of the population. The French were unable to influence the lifestyle and culture of the Vietnamese upper crust, neither could they win this group over to French rule. Resistance persisted, as it had during the establishment of authority, but such resistance gradually took on a more modern and more distinctly nationalist character.

At the time, most French had seen the resistance to the French takeover of Annam and Tonkin as a manifestation of anarchy and banditry and not as a form of nationalist protest. Although not easy to interpret, these protests were certainly not analogous to the modern nationalist movements in Asia that arose in the twentieth century, although nationalist sentiments were present even then. Indochina had a highly developed elite that continued to play an active role after pacification. The French encouraged education and even founded a university in Hanoi. The French administration needed local employees and found them mainly among the mandarins. They were well paid, but their participation in government was confined to the lower ranks. New segments of society arose, such as the lettrés-fonctionnaires and the lettrés-commerçants, as well as a new class of intellectuals, who had become acquainted with European culture.11

As elsewhere in Asia, the developments in Japan (the far-reaching reforms carried out after the Meiji Restoration) and China (the rise of the Kwomintang) were followed with interest in Indochina as well. In particular, Japan’s victory in its war against Russia provided an important impetus for nationalism. Two nationalist movements arose in Indochina, of which one may be described as revolutionary and the other as reformist. The first, called the Association for a New Vietnam – founded in 1904 and led by Phan Boi Chau – pressed for the overthrow of the French colonial government. Its leader, forced to flee from the police, took refuge in Japan, where he gathered a number of Vietnamese followers. This led in 1912 to the founding of the Association for the Restoration of Vietnam, which propagated armed battle against French rule. The movement was illegal and worked with secret organizations.

In the same period there came into being another, reformist movement, which opposed the monarchy and wanted to break with the old system that had obstructed a Vietnamese Meiji Restoration. It had modern ideas about the importance of technology, trade and democracy and was willing to accept cooperation with the French government on the condition that it implement reforms. This movement was also quelled. Starting in 1908 there were various demonstrations and revolts, which were suppressed by the colonial government. In 1911, at the suggestion of the Minister for the Colonies, the first steps were taken to assemble a representative body composed of members of the indigenous population. Albert Sarraut, the last governor-general before 1914, was charged with the realization of this plan.

The Netherlands-Indies

The time after 1870 was characterized in the Netherlands-Indies by three great processes, ensuring that this era differed not only from the preceding period but also from all previous periods in the history of the Dutch presence in the Indonesian archipelago. These processes were as follows:

1  the accelerated and forceful finalization of the territory comprising the Netherlands-Indies;

2  the extension and strengthening of the colonial government;

3  the introduction of modern capitalism in the archipelago.

The Aceh War, which began in 1873, was the beginning of a dynamic policy of expansion aimed at the active subjection of the archipelago to Dutch colonial rule. This process was effectively completed with the surrender of sultan Muhammed Daud Shah on 22 January 1903, giving the colonial state its definite shape. The new economic developments had consequences for society and for the government: there arose a more differentiated society and a number of governmental services were considerably expanded. Thus, around 1900, a new phase began in the Netherlands’ administration of the Indies, which would come to an abrupt end in 1942 with the Japanese occupation. One could refer to this period as ‘the age of full colonialism’.

Territorial completion

The completion of Dutch authority over the Netherlands-Indies was a lengthy process, hinging not only on politics but also on military and administrative aspects and points of international law. Basically, it had two main facets: entering into agreements with other foreign powers with potential interest in the region and the subjection of the indigenous rulers to Dutch authority.

Dutch rule over the East Indies was based on the Anglo-Dutch Treaty of London of 17 March 1824, whereby Great Britain had restored to the Netherlands part of its former overseas possessions. This treaty was unclear on several points, however, one being that although Sumatra was to be restored to the Netherlands, the Dutch would at the same time be required to respect the sovereignty of the sultan of Aceh in the northern part of Sumatra. This gave rise to an unclear and undesirable situation, both because it cast doubt on Dutch claims to this part of Sumatra and because it made it impossible to take action against the Acehnese pirates. This problem became more serious after the opening of the Suez Canal in 1869, since which time a large part of the merchant fleet had sailed through the Malacca Straits and thus along the coast of Aceh. The Treaty of The Hague, better known as the Sumatra Treaty of 2 November 1871, whereby Britain recognized the Netherlands’ sovereignty over Aceh, was therefore important, the more so because it also offered the opportunity to dispose of the superfluous Dutch possessions on the Gold Coast of Africa in a decent way, namely by ceding them to England and presenting the handover as compensation for the Aceh affair.

The Netherlands needed to come to a border agreement with England about another territory as well, namely the large island of Borneo. The quirky adventurer Sir James Brooke (1803–68) played an important role in this story. James Brooke, who would gain lasting fame as the ‘White Rajah of Sarawak’, was born in 1803 in a suburb of Benares. His father, an employee of the East India Company who had become a judge in the Supreme Court of Benares, had married a Scottish woman. Together they had six children, of whom James was the fifth. James Brooke was fascinated by the East and by Raffles’s idea that good government would bring prosperity to the merchants and well-being to the indigenous peoples.

Brooke offered his services to the sultan of Brunei, who was struggling with rebellious chiefs on the Sarawak River. In exchange for his support and a ‘rental’ payment of £500 a year, Brooke received Sarawak on loan from the sultan. In 1841 he acquired the title of Rajah of Sarawak. In later years he managed to expand his territory considerably. The Brooke dynasty would reign until the Second World War. The independence of Sarawak, which formally remained a fiefdom of Brunei, was given de facto recognition by Britain through its stationing there of a British consul. In 1846 the sultan of Brunei gave Brooke the island of Labuan, which was rich in coal deposits, and the following year Brooke offered the island to Britain as a coaling station. This present was extremely welcome and was accepted with gratitude. Brooke subsequently gained a knighthood and became Sir James Brooke. The territory of the sultan of Brunei on Borneo was recognized by the British government as the property of his family, on the condition that if the family died out the territory would devolve on the British crown. In 1888 the sultanate became a British protectorate. The Treaty of London of 20 June 1891 fixed the line of demarcation between the British and Dutch territories on Borneo. Thus the formalization of spheres of influence here did not lead to problems, although Brooke’s adventures were an incentive to the Netherlands to reconsider its policy of forbearance.

Another European power with an interest in the Indonesian archipelago was Portugal, which had retained only a small part of the island of Timor after its power struggle with the Dutch in the seventeenth century. During the British interim government in Napoleonic times, the Portuguese had succeeded in extending their territory on Timor slightly by incorporating some of the Dutch part, but the restoration of Dutch rule undid their efforts. After a long series of incidents and border conflicts, attempts were made in the second half of the nineteenth century – most notably in 1851, 1859 and 1893 – to come to a peaceful agreement with regard to Timor’s boundaries. In 1896, Portuguese East Timor, which until then had been governed from Macao, was given its own governor. In 1904 an agreement was finally reached – the Treaty of The Hague of 1 October 1904 – but several obscure points still remained, so that in the end an offer of arbitration was accepted. In 1914 the Swiss ambassador to Paris, who was a member of the Hague Court of Arbitration, finally came up with a solution acceptable to all parties.

A territory that the Dutch did not set their sights on until much later was the large island of New Guinea, which formed the archipelago’s eastern boundary. To head off the British, the Dutch government had officially taken possession in 1828 of the whole of New Guinea to the west of the 141st parallel. The territory was administered from the residency in Ternate. An attempt to establish active Dutch authority on the island was soon viewed as a failure and therefore broken off. After 1836 the Netherlands no longer maintained a government post in New Guinea.

In the 1870s international interest in this large island began to develop. The British colonists in Australia, especially those in New South Wales and Queensland, tried to draw Britain’s attention to the island, but at the time the mother country was uninterested. This enabled Germany, in its great colonial year of 1884, to take undisturbed possession of the northeastern part of the island. This foreign interest in New Guinea prompted the Netherlands to establish several posts there – the first in 1892 – and from 1898 Dutch authority existed there on a permanent basis. The line of demarcation with British (from 1902, Australian) New Guinea was fixed by the Treaty of The Hague of 16 May 1895. The border with the German part was not agreed on until Australia took over this territory from Germany after the First World War. From the point of view of international law, this meant that the Dutch colonial possessions in the Indonesian archipelago were at last formally defined.

Means of communication were a very important factor in the territorial process. The Netherlands-Indies was an island empire that extended over a distance equal to that between Ireland and Iran and it consisted of more than 13,600 islands, 6,000 of which were inhabited. Communication was therefore of vital importance and, before the advent of the airplane, this naturally meant shipping services, which government and private business collaborated closely to provide. The government was particularly interested in transporting troops, government officials and postbags. Although shipping services were supervised by the colonial government, in practice they were provided by private businesses, the most important of which was the Royal Packet Company (Koninklijke Paketvaart Maatschappij or KPM), founded in 1888. The KPM fulfilled an important imperialist function and the government found it to be a dependable partner. This company had the monopoly of transporting goods for the colonial government and, in return for this favour, agreed to operate unprofitable shipping lines as well. In times of war it also transported troops and, after pacification, it ensured regular shipping services. Its economic influence was great, because the KPM strengthened Dutch dominance in the Indonesian economy and stimulated the export of agricultural products by the Indonesian population.12

Subjugation

The Sumatra Treaty had given the Netherlands a free hand on Sumatra, consequently enabling it to take strong action against the sultan of Aceh. The Netherlands did not, however, succeed in persuading the sultan to accept revision of the 1857 treaty and to recognize Dutch authority. Moreover, there were rumours about foreign (Italian and even American) interest in Aceh and about the sultan’s plans to seek the support of other powers. A military expedition was therefore sent to Aceh in 1873, marking the beginning of the Aceh War, which turned into one of the bloodiest and most protracted colonial wars in history. This war did not officially end until 30 years later, in 1903, although one may well ask whether the area was ever completely brought under Dutch rule.

The Aceh War actually consisted of a number of wars, each with its own distinct character. The first war began with a punitive expedition in classical style, directed against the sultan’s stronghold. On 8 April 1873 an expeditionary force landed on the coast of Aceh. The operation was a complete fiasco, however, and within a week the Dutch troops retreated, leaving behind their commander, who had been killed in battle. Another campaign, launched in November of the same year, was more successful. On 24 January 1874 the sultan’s fortress was taken. The sultan himself died two days later of cholera.

This was all very well, but it did not mean that Dutch authority in Aceh had actually been established. The sultan’s authority was in fact more nominal than real. Actual power was largely in the hands of a number of local rulers and, when they chose a new sultan, the war started up again. The Dutch military force in Aceh was too small to withstand the onslaught, the more so because large numbers of soldiers were dying of tropical diseases. This caused the war to drag on for years, until the governor-general got fed up: on 1 January 1878 he appointed General Major K. van der Heijden – called ‘King One-Eye’ – governor of Aceh and Dependencies. In 1879 Van der Heijden carried out large-scale campaigns of terror, in which thousands of Acehnese were killed and many hundreds of compounds were burned. The governor-general thought this sufficient. On 13 October 1880 he declared the war to be at an end and promptly replaced ‘King One-Eye’ with a civil administrator.

This was the beginning of a new phase in the conflict, namely that of a guerrilla war, in which Dutch soldiers were regularly exposed to ambush, causing them to lose not only many men but also their morale. This eventually led to a change in policy. Aceh was largely given up. The army withdrew behind a ‘concentrated line’ of connected forts around the capital of Kota Radja. This line closed off the coastal area from the rest of Aceh. This static form of defence was a failure. The line was exposed to assault and provocation, turning the system of defence into a farce. The line did not bind up the guerrillas but the Netherlands-Indies army instead.

The Dutch government therefore adopted a new policy aimed at turning the indigenous rulers against one another and rewarding the ones who were faithful to the Dutch cause. This policy led in both The Hague and Batavia to differences of opinion between champions of this policy and supporters of the hard line. In 1896, when one of the ‘loyal’ leaders, Tuku Umar, defected to the other side, taking with him the weapons the Netherlands had given him, things had gone far enough. The ‘betrayal’ of Tuku Umar caused great indignation in the Netherlands. Scores of popular songs expressed the feelings of anger and vengefulness. One song had an especially catchy refrain:

Hang Tuku Umar from a noose,

To Aceh now! To Aceh now!

We won’t let Tuku Umar loose,

To Aceh now! To Aceh now!

And the refrain of another street song was even more subtle:

With a knife, with a knife,

Kill Tuku Umar and his wife.13

A new commander was sent with a great number of fresh troops to Aceh to avenge the ‘betrayal’ and subjugate the territory once and for all. This was the beginning of the third and final phase of the war. After several brutal but rather unsuccessful punitive expeditions, van Heutsz was appointed governor of Aceh in March 1898. This appointment would exert a decisive influence on the course subsequently taken by the conflict.

J. B. van Heutsz (1851–1924) is the Netherlands’ most famous and most controversial colonial commander. After completing a course of officer training, he left for the Netherlands-Indies in 1873 and stayed there until 1881. In 1883, after a stay in the Netherlands, where he attended the War College, he returned to the Indies, where he was to stay for ten years. His third, last, longest and most successful period in the Indies lasted from 1895 to 1909. In 1898 he became Civil and Military Governor of Aceh and Dependencies. After attaining the rank of lieutenant-general and being made a Knight Commander of the Military Order of William I, he returned in 1904 to the Netherlands as the pacificator of Aceh, the man who had put an end to a long drawn-out war of 30 years. At the end of that year he left again for the Indies, this time in his capacity as governor-general of the Netherlands-Indies, the highest official in the colonial government, a post he would hold until December 1909. By this time, however, more had become known of the ‘pacification’ of Aceh and this, as well as several other outrages and smaller scandals, had severely damaged Van Heutsz’s reputation. Van Heutsz was not a learned man, but he did have a lot of experience in Acehnese affairs. He had served in that area on many occasions by the time he published De onderwerping van Atjeh (‘The subjugation of Aceh’) in 1892. During his activities in Aceh, Van Heutsz sought the advice of the later Leiden professor, Christiaan Snouck Hurgronje.

Christiaan Snouck Hurgronje (1857–1936) had originally studied theology in Leiden, but after getting his degree had switched over to oriental studies. He received his doctorate in 1880, having written his dissertation on Het Mekkaansche feest (‘The Meccan celebration’). He became famous for his visit to Mecca in 1884–5, having either disguised himself as a Muslim or converted to Islam, this being a matter of some dispute. He went to the Netherlands-Indies in 1889 to advise the government about the Aceh War. In 1890 he entered into an Islamic marriage with a Sundanese woman and, after her death, married another Sundanese, this time a 13-year-old princess. After returning to the Netherlands, he married a Dutch woman in 1910. The fact that he also had a family in the Indies was not made known. In 1906, Snouck was appointed professor of Arabic in Leiden and continued to be known as the Netherlands’ greatest Arabist.

Snouck agreed with Van Heutsz’s criticism of the concentrated line strategy, which he compared to the position of a monkey on a chain, tormented by bystanders but unable to get back at them because the chain was too short.14 In 1891–2 Snouck had made a study of Acehnese society and authority structure and had recorded his findings in 1892 in his famous Verslag omtrent de religieus-politieke toestanden in Atjeh (‘Report on the religious and political situation in Aceh’), in which he suggested making clear to the Acehnese that the Dutch, far from being the sultan’s enemies, actually wanted to continue the work he had started. He argued for dealing harshly with the Islamic religious leaders, the ulama, by taking strong action that would truly strike terror into them. Although it would be necessary to subdue the territory by military means, the population would have to be won over afterwards by implementing policies to promote their welfare.

Van Heutsz took little interest in Snouck Hurgronje’s theoretical considerations – according to his biographer, he sometimes fell asleep during the latter’s expositions – but he did eventually adopt Snouck’s ideas.15 In June 1898 a large military force advanced on Pedir, the heart of Acehnese resistance. The army was not only sizeable but also better equipped than ever before, one of its new weapons being a repeating rifle. There was also a tactical innovation in the form of the Corps Marechaussee: a number of small, fast, lightly armed elite units carrying indigenous sabres. These men – most of whom were Javanese, Ambonese and Menadonese – took the offensive and were capable of striking quickly. A considerable number of the Acehnese chiefs were captured, while others surrendered. The so-called ‘Short Declaration’ formulated by Snouck Hurgronje was then put before them. This declaration was indeed short, consisting as it did of only three articles, in which the signatory agreed to submit to Dutch authority, promised not to maintain relations with foreign powers and swore to follow faithfully all government regulations.

The ‘Short Declaration’, which was introduced elsewhere as well, brought an end to the alliance system dating from the days of the Dutch East India Company. In those days, ‘long declarations’ were signed, in which both parties – the indigenous ruler and the Dutch authority – entered into a sort of alliance involving certain obligations towards one another. This was no longer the case with the ‘Short Declaration’, which amounted to a declaration of complete submission to Dutch authority in exchange for maintenance of self-government, which often existed in name only.

By 1901 most of Aceh had been subdued and in 1903 the war was declared to be at an end. The remaining resistance fighters had withdrawn to the lands of the Gayo and Alas in the mountainous interior. This region was finally subdued by General van Daalen, whose campaign of terror – one of the most notorious of this war – led to the death of approximately one-third of the population. The end of this campaign, in 1903, brought an official end to the war.

Meanwhile the work of pacification was being vigorously pursued elsewhere as well. The best known of these expeditions was one followed in the Netherlands with great enthusiasm: the expedition against the Balinese rulers on the island of Lombok. This campaign was undertaken in retaliation for the very painful and very surprising defeat of an earlier expeditionary force. This humiliation called for revenge, and these sentiments gave rise to a song that became very popular in the Netherlands:

We go to Lombok all hell-fired

Of peace we are now sick and tired.

We shoot with powder and with lead

The Balinese quite dead.16

The second expedition began in September 1894 and ended in victory for the Dutch. By August 1895 resistance had come to an end and the Netherlands officially annexed the island.

Similar events were taking place in other parts of the archipelago as well. In 1907 Djambi in Southeast Sumatra was subjugated, as were the Batak lands (Northwest Sumatra) and Southeast Borneo. In 1905 Sumbawa and the sultanate of Boni in South Celebes also capitulated, followed in subsequent years by the other Sunda Islands. Bali was the last island to be subdued, during which expedition the rajah and all his family committed ritual suicide. Shortly before the First World War, therefore, the entire archipelago had been officially recognized as Dutch territory and officially brought under Dutch rule. This did not mean, however, that the whole of the archipelago was now actually being governed. In such peripheral areas as New Guinea, the colonial administrative presence was limited to a few posts.

Government and administration

The Dutch administration of the Indies had always been based on the principle of dual rule: alongside the Dutch government there was, at least on Java and Madura, an indigenous, Indonesian government consisting of local rulers. Thus it was in a way a feudal system maintained by the colonial government. The Indonesian regent worked under the supervision of a Dutch governor, who acted as his ‘elder brother’. In return for his support, the regent received certain benefits: a percentage of the profits yielded by the cultivation system, for example, and the power to use forced labour. Later on he was given a permanent salary. Although this system remained in force during the entire colonial era, in practice great changes took place in the way power was wielded, the extent of these changes depending primarily on economic developments. In some highly developed areas, such as Java, the regent lost a great deal of his power. In newly acquired areas, on the other hand, he continued to play an important role.

In 1866 important government reforms were carried out. There was an increase in the number of European civil servants and every regent was given an assistant resident. Traditionally, supreme authority had been vested in the governor-general in Batavia, who was assisted by the Council of the Indies. In 1867 four departments of general administration were established, each with its own director. The Dutch government, known as the Administration of the Interior (Binnenlands Bestuur), worked under the governor-general. Its various ranks included residents, assistant residents and controleurs. The controleurs, who were responsible for communication between the indigenous administrators and the Dutch colonial administration, were constantly on the move, following and supervising local developments.

The Indigenous Administration was divided into regencies, each headed by a regent. These regencies were traditionally divided into districts, which generally comprised some 15 villages. The indigenous heads of such districts were called wedonos, who, together with the inspectors, were the actual administrators of the colony. The regents lost much of their prestige when the cultivation system was discontinued, as this meant a loss of income for them. Later on their power was further curtailed by the abolition of forced labour. This brought a gradual end to the feudal system on which Dutch rule had so long depended. In the twentieth century, the central government became more powerful, with the General Secretary in Batavia (after 1888 in Buitenzorg), the office of the governor-general and the directors of the various departments becoming more important.

Development

The extension of Dutch authority was in keeping with the new colonial spirit prevailing in the 1870s. The unique Dutch system of colonial exploitation by the state was completely out of tune with the new, liberal ideas, which boiled down to the notion that government should withdraw from the sphere of exploitation and make room for private initiative. Starting in 1867 the colonial budget was discussed in the Lower House and the Minister for the Colonies was forced to take more account of Dutch political relations. Criticism of the monopolistic nature of state exploitation was accompanied by criticism of the nepotism and corruption involved in extending the lucrative sugar contracts. This criticism gradually became louder, resulting in the Agrarian Law and the Sugar Law, which were passed in 1870. These put an end to the old system and laid the foundations for new forms of colonial development.

The Agrarian Law regulated the future management and ownership of agricultural land in the Netherlands-Indies. The basic principle of this law was that foreigners were not allowed to acquire land. This was a precautionary measure taken to protect the indigenous population from the onslaught of European business. In the Indies, therefore, no large-scale sale of land took place and – unlike the situation that arose in Algeria and East Africa, for example – no large, landowning, European planter class emerged. To give foreigners the opportunity to develop large-scale agricultural activities anyway, entrepreneurs were permitted to lease cultivated lands from the indigenous population. They could also lease from the government, for a period of 75 years, tracts of so-called wasteland that did not belong to the dessa (native village community). This enabled entrepreneurs to obtain funds and take out mortgages, thus acquiring the capital to engage in colonial cultivation projects. Moreover, the indigenous population was allowed to acquire the title to lands they had traditionally worked and to rent this land to Europeans.

The Sugar Law stipulated that the government would gradually withdraw from sugar cultivation, with government cultivation of sugar under the cultivation system being phased out completely by 1891. With one or two exceptions, this brought a definite end to the cultivation system. Between 1867 and 1871 private entrepreneurs were responsible for more than 40 per cent of exports and several years later this had risen to more than 70 per cent.

The Agrarian Law stimulated to a great extent large-scale plantation agriculture on both Java and Sumatra, especially on the east coast of Sumatra. The area occupied by large private agricultural developers on Java increased from 6,900 hectares in 1874 to 434,600 hectares in 1900, thus becoming 63 times larger. In the Buitengewesten (outer districts) the area increased from 33,000 hectares in 1874 to 479,000 hectares in 1900, becoming 15 times larger. On Sumatra it was mainly tobacco and rubber that produced ‘the miracle of Deli’, the term given to the hugely successful production of these tropical agricultural crops. It began with tobacco in the 1860s, when a Dutch entrepreneur, J. Nienhuys, leased large tracts of land from the sultan of Deli. The success of the first Deli tobacco led to his example being followed by many other entrepreneurs. After a crisis in the tobacco industry, the 1890s saw the emergence of the cultivation of such things as coffee, tea, palm oil and especially rubber. After this time, more rubber and tobacco were produced on Sumatra than on Java.

These successes gave rise to problems, such as the creation of a great demand for labour. In this sparsely populated part of the Indies, workers were in short supply and therefore had to be imported from abroad. The population of the Deli region rose in half a century from 100,000 to 1 million. In particular, great numbers of Chinese and later also Javanese were employed as coolies on the large plantations, which eclipsed the small-scale, indigenous production known as ‘the people’s rubber cultivation’. The working conditions the coolies were forced to endure in both rubber and tobacco production were indeed dreadful. They were badly fed, shabbily housed and poorly paid, all of which led to high mortality. Their legal position was also wretched, because they were subject to the coolie ordinance of 1880, which included the so-called ‘penal sanction’: severance of or non-compliance with the labour contract could lead to criminal prosecution and punitive measures in the form of fines or hard labour. The ‘excesses of Deli’ were the cause of much controversy, beginning with the 1902 pamphlet De millioenen uit Deli (‘The millions from Deli’), written by J. van den Brand, a lawyer from Medan. Although this prompted an official investigation, it did not lead to a noticeable improvement in the situation. A permanent labour inspectorate was created in 1908, but the penal sanction was not done away with until 1932.

In addition to colonial agriculture, other sectors of the economy – mining in particular – also began to flourish. Tin had been discovered on Banka and Billiton, coal and petroleum on Sumatra and Borneo. Drilling for oil was begun on Sumatra in the 1880s. On Borneo, the centre of oil refining was located in Balikpapan, which boasted the largest oil refinery in the world. The value of exports from Borneo rose in the 14 years between 1900 and 1914 from 1.5 to 60 million guilders. Here, too, the economic centre of gravity shifted from Java to the Buitengewesten (outer districts). In 1894 22 per cent of exports from the Netherlands-Indies came from the Buitengewesten, while by 1909 this had risen to 33 per cent. In the following decades, Java was even pushed to the sidelines. All this meant a broadening of the Netherlands-Indies’ economic foundations and also led to an influx of foreign business, from Europe as well as America and Japan. Owing in part to its wealth of minerals, the Netherlands-Indies became the richest part of South Asia. Between 1820 and 1938 its gross national product rose from $615 to $1,136 per capita, as compared to a rise in British India in the same period from $531 to $788 and in noncolonized Thailand from $717 in 1870 to $832 in 1938.17

Dutch companies were responsible for the great majority of investments. After 1870 foreign companies also had access to the archipelago, but their activities did not become important until after 1910. The strength of the Netherlands-Indies’ economy lay mainly in large enterprises, which generally had their headquarters in the Netherlands and maintained close contacts with the traditional, wealthy, patrician merchant classes in Amsterdam. In the course of the twentieth century the Netherlands-Indies witnessed the emergence of its own independent entrepreneur class, which gradually gained in importance.

Nationalism and the ‘ethical policy’

Indonesian society had long remained a feudal society. The wide-ranging economic and administrative changes mentioned earlier, however, were accompanied by changes in the nature of society. The authority and prestige of the Indonesian ruling class declined and the rise of European enterprises caused the Javanese peasant to change from a more or less independent, feudal farmer into a salaried farm worker. The European population group in Indonesia increased rapidly, rising from 42,800 in 1860 to 44,200 in 1870 and again from 56,600 in 1880 to 90,800 in 1900. The number of Europeans in Indonesia more than doubled in the space of 30 years.

During this time, large cities had arisen on Java that served as centres of economic, political and socio-cultural life. City councils were established to oversee local government. In such cities as Surabaya and Semarang, local newspapers started to appear that championed the interests of the local colonial population and voiced criticism of ‘The Hague’. The largest city continued to be the capital, Batavia, which in 1900 had 150,000 inhabitants, including 11,000 Europeans and 30,000 Chinese. The various population groups in the cities were, in fact, segregated both physically and racially: physically, because the Europeans were concentrated in certain areas and racially, because the white newcomers looked down on the Indo-Europeans and indigenous peoples. This clear distinction has caused Indonesian society to be called a ‘dual society’, but in fact it was more a ‘plural society’, to use the term introduced in the 1930s by the British colonial government official, Furnivall. The Dutch and other Europeans were at the top, followed by the Chinese and the Indo-Europeans (the former active mainly in the economy, the latter in the civil service) and the base of the pyramid was formed by the indigenous population. An official distinction was made between these categories, even though they were not strictly racial classifications. The Indo-Europeans were placed in the same category as Europeans and after the success of Japan in its 1904–05 war with Russia, the Japanese were also admitted to this category. The division was therefore more social than racial.

The great economic changes taking place affected the indigenous population. The growth in population on Java was immense: between 1870 and 1900 the number of inhabitants increased by 40 per cent, from just over 16 million to more than 28 million. This led to per capita impoverishment. Moreover, the prices of certain products dropped on the world market (especially the price of sugar, as a result of the rise of cheap beet sugar). There were poor harvests and reports of famine spread to the Netherlands. The growing awareness of a need for change led to the emergence of the so-called ‘ethical policy’.

As early as 1865, the famous Leiden historian Robert Fruin had published an article in the leading Dutch cultural journal De Gids, in which he argued that the money earned in the Indies should be spent on the welfare of the colony. Abraham Kuyper – founder of the oldest political party in the Netherlands, the Calvinist ‘Anti-Revolutionary Party’ – wrote in 1878 in the party’s manifesto that the policy of exploitation should make way for ‘policies of ethical obligation’. What Kuyper had in mind was a kind of guardianship, whereby the Dutch guardian would bring up the Indonesian people, uplift them morally, and later – ‘God willing’ – give them a more independent position. The liberal journalist P. Brooshooft also spoke of the Indonesians as a ‘childish people’ needful of protection. An Indonesian critic asked himself whether the Netherlands would also teach its children to stand on their own two feet.18 The jurist C. T. van Deventer spoke in 1899, in an article also published in De Gids, of ‘a debt of honour’. He argued that the money taken by the Netherlands from the Netherlands-Indies in the name of the cultivation system – which he estimated to be 187 million guilders – should be given back to Indonesia.

These were all signs of a new colonialist vision, one that found great support among the religious parties, which after 1900 would oust the liberals from government and argue for a new colonial policy. The new policy, which would become known as the ethical policy, was announced in the 1901 Speech from the Throne. Obligations and responsibilities towards the Indonesian population were an important principle of this policy. In 1904 an investigation was launched into ‘diminishing prosperity’ and proposals were made for improvement, in which attention was devoted to improvement of the infrastructure (railways, harbours, irrigation works) and education. Emigration from Java was also encouraged. The extension of colonial authority led to further disintegration of feudal power relations. The education of the Indonesian people could in theory lead to self-government, but only under Dutch leadership and supervision. The ethical policy has thus been summarized as follows: ‘irrigation, emigration and education’, the so-called ‘triplet of Van Deventer’. This policy was developed further in the years after 1900.

The prosperity policy assigned an important task to the government in such fields as education, healthcare and agricultural services. Departments of agriculture, public works and government business were founded shortly after 1900. Government expenditure rose sharply, especially for public works. The decentralization law of 1903 transferred considerable power to lower government bodies, leading to the creation of new functions and the influx of Indonesian staff into positions in the colonial administration. These functionaries formed a new adminstrative elite, alongside the traditional elite, and provided the social basis for the nationalist movement.

Compared with similar movements in British India, the nationalist movement in the Netherlands-Indies was late in getting underway. The beginning is traditionally pinpointed to the founding of Budi Utomo, an organization of students at the School for Native Doctors in 1908. However, this was not so much a political organization as a movement for social emancipation. The first nationalist parties came into being in 1912, with the founding of both the Indonesian Party, consisting mainly of Indo-Europeans, and the Sarekat Islam. The latter, as the name indicates, was established with a view to promoting the interests of the Islamic population and aimed in particular at protecting Javanese traders against their Chinese competitors. The Sarekat Islam attracted a wide-ranging membership, numbering as many as half a million in 1919. In 1914 a truly modern party was founded, the Indonesian Social-Democratic Association, which developed in a radical-revolutionary direction under the leadership of the Dutch Marxist and professional revolutionary, Henk Sneevliet.

The Pacific

The Philippines

The Philippines have a remarkable history, marked by strong Westernization and the great influence of the Catholic church. Over the centuries, a lengthy process of acculturation had given rise to an indigenous elite that strove for independence. The leader of this movement was Emilio Aguinaldo. The movement’s aspirations led in the 1890s to the Philippine revolution, which officially began on 26 August 1896. Although the Spanish reacted with violence and terror, the nationalists were undaunted. In November 1897 the revolutionaries proclaimed the Republic of the Philippines. The Spanish sent a new commander, who came to an agreement with the rebels on 15 December, but this accord proved of little value. Aguinaldo went into voluntary exile in Hong Kong, whence he continued to lead the movement.

On 24 April 1898 Spain – in response to the crisis in Cuba – declared war on the United States. The United States was quick to react. A squadron arrived from Hong Kong on 1 May 1898, showing up at sunrise in Manila Bay and blowing up the entire Spanish fleet. By noon it was all over: the Spanish fleet had been destroyed and the Americans had not lost even one man. A short while later the Americans put their troops ashore. Supported by the United States, meanwhile, Aguinaldo and his followers had returned, declaring the Philippines independent on 12 June 1898. In September a constitution was adopted and on 21 January 1899 a government was formed with Aguinaldo as president. Fourteen days later he declared war on the United States. The Spanish authorities surrendered in May 1899, but the nationalists did not. The war of independence lasted five more years. It was waged first in the traditional way and later as a guerrilla war, in the course of which more than 4,000 American soldiers lost their lives. In the meantime preparations had already been made for a Philippine House of Representatives, which met for the first time in 1907.

New Caledonia

New Caledonia had a good harbour in Nouméa, suitable as a base for the French naval and merchant fleet. The first colonists were peasants from Brittany, followed later by Creoles from Réunion, who introduced the cultivation of cane sugar. In 1864 they numbered 1,060. However, the island became known mainly as a penal colony, having followed the example of Australia. Nearly 7,500 prisoners were transported to New Caledonia between 1864 and 1887. After the revolt of the Paris Commune in 1871, the 4,253 political prisoners brought to New Caledonia included such celebrities as Louise Michel and the journalist Henri Rochefort (who managed to escape). After the general pardon of 1880, most of these prisoners returned to France. In 1897 the penal regime was done away with and free colonization promoted, with some measure of success.

The original inhabitants, the Kanaks, had not been happy about the arrival of all these deportees and rebelled in 1878, attacking a French military post and murdering the guards of a penal colony. It took seven months to put down the rebellion, which had been caused by the French government’s insistence on taking possession of more and more land and its refusal to protect the Kanaks from the French colonists. The Kanaks’ condition worsened rapidly and the indigenous population dropped between 1887 and 1911 from over 40,000 people to fewer than 30,000. It was not until after the First World War that the population began to grow once more.

In addition to farming there was mining, the only successful branch of which was nickel production, which had begun in 1881. This success was due to the increasing demand for nickel caused by the arms race in these years of armed peace and royal support of the French government. The small island groups of Wallis and Futuna were also administered by New Caledonia.

An unusual situation arose in the New Hebrides. These islands were claimed both by the French, under the influence of New Caledonia, and by the British, under pressure from Australia. Both French and English colonists and missionaries lived there, but the French population was in the majority and owned more land. Not surprisingly, they were disappointed by the accords of 1904, part of the Entente Cordiale, which established, or rather formalized, an Anglo-French Condominium of the New Hebrides, whereby two high commissioners, one French and one British, exercised authority over this group of islands.

Germany and the Pacific

Germany, too, played a role in the Pacific. German missionaries and traders were active in the South Pacific, as were German explorers. For the time being, however, international rivalry prevented the establishment of a German colony. In the short time of Germany’s colonial expansion at the beginning of the 1880s, a few other territories had been acquired, in which Germany had no great commercial interests, however. The largest colony by far was Kaiser Wilhelmsland in the northeast of New Guinea. This colony had an area of 150,000 square kilometres, but a population of only half a million people. Not much was known of the island except the coastline, but the banker and colonial lobbyist Adolf von Hansemann saw great possibilities for the future here. In June 1884, Dr Otto Finsch was sent as a scout to New Guinea, where he entered into treaties with the indigenous chiefs. Later that year two ships of war, the Hyäna and the Elizabeth, were sent out and territories were annexed. Because Germany’s claims had more to do with its fears of a future partition of the island by Britain and the Netherlands than with any clear-cut interests of its own, these claims were a typical example of pre-emptive imperialism. The partition of New Guinea by the Netherlands, Germany and Britain proceeded without further ado.

New Guinea was not what von Hansemann had expected, though. His New Guinea Company (Neu Guinea Kompagnie or NGK) was given a concession for New Guinea and the nearby group of islands, acquired at the same time, belonging to the Bismarck Archipelago. Despite a relatively large amount of capital, the company’s profits were small. The NGK was responsible for the administration of the concessionary territories and, to this end, set up an extensive bureaucracy. Its intention was to increase agricultural production and to levy taxes that would cover the costs of government, but the revenues were too slight to meet this goal. In order to maintain German authority, therefore, the German government was forced to come to the company’s rescue, in particular by supporting naval operations. The company system proved to be just as unsuccessful here as it had been in German East Africa a decade earlier. In 1899 the NGK forfeited its charter in return for an attractive offer of compensation and the German government took over the colony’s administration. The other islands were contracted out to other concession companies, of which the Jaluit Company was the most important. After 1900, however, these companies also turned over their administrative duties to the government.

In 1899 Germany bought the Caroline Islands, the Marshall Islands and several smaller islands from Spain. Of more importance was the acquisition of Samoa, where the Germans had been active since the 1850s. In the 1870s German companies acquired commercial supremacy there in the copra trade and they also started coffee, cotton and cacao plantations. The most important company was the German Trade and Plantation Company (Deutsche Handels- und Plantagen-Gesellschaft or DHPG) owned by the Godeffroy family. This family, supported by the German consuls and the navy, began to interfere more and more in politics. At a certain point this became too much for the other companies and support was called in from the British and American governments. Both civil war and an international conflict threatened. British, German and American warships cruised in Samoan waters. An open conflict was averted by a natural disaster: on 13 March 1889 Samoa was hit by a typhoon. Nearly all the ships went down, together with most of their crew. The matter was settled afterward at a conference held in Berlin in 1889 and a tripartite administration was set up to govern the islands. This system did not dispense with the problems and unrest, however, and after 10 years, in 1899, it was discontinued and Samoa was divided into a western, German part and an eastern, American part. England received compensation elsewhere. Under German rule, Samoa scarcely developed further, although it did provide sufficient revenues to cover the costs of government, which meant that Germany now possessed a self-paying naval base in the Pacific.

East Asia: China and Japan

The two great countries of East Asia – China and Japan – were both confronted with European and American imperialism in the last quarter of the nineteenth century, but they reacted in entirely different ways. A mere 25 years after the Meiji Restoration, Japan entered the imperialist arena and some ten years later inflicted a crushing defeat on Europe’s greatest power, Russia. China, by way of contrast, continued to experience increasing European influence, loss of sovereignty and the crumbling away of its territory. Although this finally resulted in the Chinese revolution of 1911 and the proclamation of the republic, these events did not put an end to foreign influence in the former Middle Kingdom. Indeed, only in 1997 was the last remnant, Hong Kong, restored to it. The Chinese envision the renegade island of Taiwan meeting the same fate.

European expansionism followed a different pattern in China from those followed elsewhere. There were two reasons for this. To begin with, there was, of course, the fact that China, although in many respects in decline, was a powerful empire, a land with a centuries-old culture and an equally old imperial structure. China was different not only from tribal Africa, which was very divided in itself, but also from India, Indochina and Indonesia, where there was no strong indigenous political structure. China, moreover, was so clearly in decline, so much prone to internal conflicts and tensions and so exposed to foreign interests and forces, that in the 1890s the partition of China was placed on the political agenda of Europe. That it never came about is due in part to China’s powers of resistance, its diplomatic dexterity, the vastness of its territory and, in part, to international rivalry.

Since the Treaties of Tientsin in 1857, the Europeans had possessed extraterritorial rights in certain cities, where the Chinese government had no authority over them. In important trading cities such as Canton and Shanghai, there were French and British districts and European courts of law. But although China thus lost control of a number of its coastal towns, a partition of China never took place, even though parts of the periphery of the Chinese empire were taken into possession by foreign countries.

Various parties were involved in one way or other in imperialism in China: the classical colonial powers of the nineteenth century, France and Britain, and to a lesser extent Germany, as well as America, Russia and Japan. In 1894 Japan pounced on China and, after the Sino-Japanese War, received by the terms of the Treaty of Simonoseki the territories of Taiwan, the Pescadores and Liaotung Peninsula with its harbour, Port Arthur. Moreover, China was forced to recognize the independence of its vassal state Korea, so that Japan could establish a sphere of influence there. Finally, it was required to pay a heavy indemnity. Russia protested at once against the Treaty of Simonoseki. Britain remained aloof, because it considered Russia a greater threat than Japan. Germany and France allied themselves with Russia and this improvised Triple Alliance gave the government of Japan ‘the friendly advice’ to forgo continental conquests. Japan yielded and relinquished all claims to Liaotung.

As far as Germany was concerned, this was not enough. The naval lobby and in particular the commander of the German fleet in Asia, Admiral von Tirpitz, pressed for the establishment of a stronghold in China. The German government was against the idea, but von Tirpitz persevered. In 1896 German troops landed on Shantung Peninsula. China surrendered and in December 1897 Germany was given a 99-year lease on Tsingtao (the most important city on Kiaochow Bay) and the surrounding area, a naval base and a sphere of influence in the province of Shantung. On 27 March 1898 Russia acquired Port Arthur on the same conditions.

The French could not afford to lag behind. In France there was an active China lobby, which was fuelled by Indochinese interest groups. On 9 and 10 April 1898 China and France came to an agreement whereby France acquired a 99-year lease on Kwang Chou Wan, with the right to install an army and a naval base there. It was also given guarantees that China would not hand over the provinces bordering on Indochina to other countries. The French sphere of influence in China had now been defined: Yunnan, Kwang Si and western Kwang Tung.

The European powers intervened again during the Boxer Rebellion in 1900. China still seemed well on its way to partition, but international power relations did not permit it, as partition was not in the ultimate interest of the parties involved. The Americans were against a territorial division and argued in the Hay Circular of September 1899 for an ‘opendoor’ policy to ensure that the Chinese market, reputed to be of legendary vastness, would be opened up to everyone. Britain had interests in the whole of the empire and was therefore not in favour of dividing the country into spheres of influence. Lord Salisbury stood four-square behind the open-door policy, as announced by the United States. All this meant that the classical imperialist game of divide and rule was played differently in China than it was elsewhere. The partition of China, long awaited and deemed much more important than that of Africa, never took place.

The Japanese revolution began with the so-called Meiji Restoration, the restoration of imperial power. The restoration originated among a small, modern-minded elite, but eventually resulted in total national renewal and a radical break with the past, bringing with it more political unity concentrated around the emperor and a stronger central government. The restoration broke the political and social power of the feudal rulers, putting power into the hands of a new bureaucratic elite. Japan received a constitution and modern law books, as well as a parliament with two chambers, although the aristocratic Upper House had little real power. An important step was the introduction in 1873 of compulsory military service, which put an end to the power of the warrior caste. Japan’s military power was based on this modern conscripted army, a General Staff based on the German model and a strong, modern navy.

The introduction of a constitution and modern legislation made it possible for Japan successfully to renegotiate in 1894 the unequal treaties that had been imposed on it in 1854. Japan hereby became a full member of the international community, even though it did not yet have a completely free hand in imposing tariffs. Japan soon made an appearance on the imperialist stage, aiming its expansionism at China – initially at the periphery of the Chinese empire, namely Taiwan and Korea. In the latter area it would collide with Russia.

In 1904–05 Japan was at war with Russia. The stakes were their respective spheres of influence in Korea and Manchuria. The Japanese scored a great victory and realized their most important objectives in the Treaty of Portsmouth. They received Port Arthur and the Liaotung Peninsula, a preferential position in Manchuria, which remained Chinese in name, and a protectorate over Korea, which was subsequently annexed in 1910. Japan had behaved like an imperialist power, acquiring its own colonial empire, and was now confronted with the question of which Western colonial model to follow. Although it did not always follow a fixed course, the Japanese system most resembled the French, because it revolved around the idea of assimilation, meaning the ultimate political and cultural integration of these territories with Japan, and a certain ‘civilizing mission’, expressed in an ideology of modernization. The administrative model was that of the government-general, headed by a governorgeneral with nearly unlimited authority. In theory he was personally responsible to the emperor, but in practice he answered to one of the ministers (war, foreign affairs, interior). Sometimes there was a kind of department (or secretariat) of colonies, but there was not a proper ministry until 1929. Even then, Korea was not under its jurisdiction. The colonies were made financially independent through the introduction of a new system of taxation. The revenues thus obtained made it possible to initiate the development of public works (roads and railways) and elementary education.
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CHAPTER 7

The First World War and the colonies

A war is a crisis of the natural rivalry between peoples.

Jules Lemaître

Imperialism and the origins of the First World War

Imperialism led to numerous tensions, not all of which were dangerous. The Anglo-French dispute over Siam was solved rather easily. This was also true of the international perils arising from the Congo question. England did not at first understand Germany’s ambitions in Southwest Africa, but later accepted them without difficulty. The race between the French and the British in West Africa had the potential to develop into a dangerous conflict, but this problem was eventually solved relatively easily in 1898. The Fashoda Crisis of that same year was much more dangerous. Here was a serious diplomatic conflict that could possibly have led to an Anglo-French war. The power relations were so much to France’s disadvantage, however, that it had no choice but to yield. Shortly thereafter, the Boer War began, which – although it led to great international tension and fierce criticism of Great Britain – ultimately remained a local conflict, the outcome of which was certain from the start.

The Morocco crises

The situation in Morocco was very different indeed. This affair not only involved the most important of the great powers but also became a matter of international politics at large, exerting an influence on European power relations. In the Morocco question, France found itself in conflict with its great continental opponent, Germany (a consequence of Germany’s worldwide political ambitions), and supported by its classical colonial rival, Britain (a result of Anglo-French reconciliation, which had led to the Entente Cordiale). The Entente Cordiale of 1904 was rooted in the changes that had taken place in French as well as British diplomatic policy. The unmistakable demonstration in 1898 of Britain’s will and power to remain in Egypt had caused the more realistic colonialists in France to change course, replacing the policy of confrontation with one of compensation. Morocco was the price that France demanded for renouncing its nuisance value in Egypt.

The background of the new French policy in Morocco therefore lay partly in colonial policy, but also partly in France’s desire to strengthen its diplomatic position by improving relations with Britain. The British showed little interest in this at first. The leaders of British diplomacy at this time were the Foreign Secretary, Lord Lansdowne, and the Colonial Secretary, Joseph Chamberlain. They were interested primarily in Germany and Japan, the newcomers among the great powers. In the case of Japan, their interest produced quick results: the Anglo-Japanese alliance concluded in 1902. Relations with Germany were more problematic. Many members of Britain’s diplomatic establishment considered Germany’s dream of a Weltpolitik a greater danger than France’s frustrated ambitions in Africa. And many saw an even greater danger in German naval policies. Negotiations with Germany were thus broken off, while talks were begun with France regarding existing problems and differences.

This led to the signing on 8 April 1904 of the Anglo-French Convention concerning Newfoundland and bilateral declarations with regard to Egypt, Morocco, Siam, Madagascar and the New Hebrides. The most important accord, however, was found in Article 9 of the ‘Declaration between the United Kingdom and France Respecting Egypt and Morocco’, in which ‘the two Governments agree to afford to one another their diplomatic support’ in aid of their respective claims to those countries. These were the documents that formed the Entente Cordiale.

Now that it had been promised Britain’s support, France saw its way clear to establishing control over Morocco, although it would first have to contend with two major crises involving Germany in this matter. The first arose in 1905 and was tentatively appeased by an international conference on Morocco held in the Spanish city of Algeciras. The agreements negotiated there did not provide a lasting solution, however, and a second crisis occurred in 1911 that was even more dangerous. This problem, too, was ultimately solved by diplomatic means: in exchange for a free hand in Morocco, France ceded part of the French Congo to Germany, thus defusing the Morocco crisis. But although war was avoided in this way, the Morocco question proved to be of great importance to international relations. The Morocco crises led to an improvement in Anglo-French relations but a worsening of Franco-German relations and were consequently of decisive importance to the constellation of Europe as it entered the First World War.

Imperialism was thus conducive to conflict. It led to the development of international conflicts, but it also provided the means of solving such conflicts, namely by international barter at the expense of the overseas peoples. For the time being, admittedly, there was enough for all and something for everyone. The outbreak of the First World War, therefore, was caused not by a colonial dispute but by a classic problem of inter-European politics: the ‘Eastern Question’. The tensions between Austria and Hungary, on the one hand, and Serbia, supported by Russia, on the other, were just one of the many consequences of the weakening of the Ottoman Empire. This had also been true of the Baghdad railway crisis that had arisen shortly before this.

Towards a partition of Turkey?

The weakening of the Ottoman Empire, which had begun with the appearance of Mohammed Ali in Egypt and the Greek War of Independence, was at first confined to the empire’s periphery, meaning the Middle East, North Africa and the Balkans. In the 1880s European expansion reached Turkey itself. As usual, this occurred first in the form of pénétration pacifique, that is, peaceful penetration. In this case it was mainly the railways that were at stake, with English, French and German companies fighting for concessions. In 1903 the Germans, who dominated the stage, were given a concession to construct a large railway that would link Constantinople with Baghdad and ultimately with the Persian Gulf. The other powers naturally regarded this as a threat to their influence and therefore closed their stock exchanges to the loans necessary to finance this ambitious plan.

At a later stage, when the politicians got involved, political interests prevailed. In the talks initiated in 1913, it emerged that the British – and later also the French – were willing to abandon their resistance to the project. On 15 February 1914 a Franco-German accord was concluded. The ‘Baghdad loan’ was admitted to the Paris Bourse, in exchange for which France was given the right to construct a railway in Syria that would link up to the Baghdad line. On 15 June 1914 a similar Anglo-German accord was reached. The railway concessions, which were coupled with mining privileges in the territory in question, thus amounted to a division of economic spheres of influence. Italy and Austria–Hungary both became involved in this game, which many expected would ultimately lead, via economic division, to a political partition of Turkey. It did not come to this, however, because two weeks after the Anglo-German accord was concluded, the Balkan crisis broke out, giving rise to the First World War. The colonies were involved in this conflict in various ways, acting not only as the scene of military operations but also as a source of soldiers, auxiliaries and material.

The theatres of war

Africa

The first military operations between Germany and Britain in the First World War did not take place in Europe but in Africa. On 3 August Germany declared war on France and on 4 August Britain declared war on Germany. On 6 August the French set out from Dahomey to invade German Togoland. The English followed suit a week later. On 27 August Togo was taken by the British West African Rifles and the French tirailleurs sénégalais. Cameroon offered more resistance. The allies deployed 25,000 men in total. The Germans suffered a defeat on 27 September, but the remains of their army kept up the war in the interior until 18 February 1916. The British lost 1,668 men in Cameroon and the French 2,567, although most of these deaths were due to disease.

South African troops invaded German Southwest Africa in September 1914. The war progressed by fits and starts, but it took an unexpected turn when a military force led by Colonel Maritz defected to the enemy. This was the result of the complicated political situation in South Africa. The four former national entities had united in 1910 to form the Union of South Africa. This Union declared its allegiance to Great Britain. Some of the Afrikaners had not yet forgotten the old animosity, however, and rebelled in October 1914. The rebels, led by Beyers and De Wet, were 11,500 men strong, while the government troops numbered 30,000. In December 1914 the rebellion was suppressed and the conquest of Southwest Africa could be undertaken in earnest. This took place under the leadership of two former Boer generals, L. Botha and J. C. Smuts, who had meanwhile become Prime Minister and Minister of Defence. On 14 January 1915 South African troops invaded German Southwest Africa. The Germans had approximately 5,000 men. Botha, leading a force of 43,000 men, took the capital city, Windhoek, on 12 May. According to the Cape Argus, this was ‘the greatest blow which has ever been dealt to the German ambition of world dominance’. This observation was as exaggerated as it was curious, considering what a South African had once written about the area:

Deutsch West, thou art a land of pests!

For fleas and flies one never rests.1

The job was finished less than three months later and, on 9 July 1915, the German commander surrendered unconditionally. There were not many casualties: both sides had lost slightly more than 100 men. A proposal was made to rebaptize the country ‘Bothaland’, but this suggestion was never adopted.

The allies had less success in the war in German East Africa, where a German force led by the legendary Colonel von Lettow-Vorbeck was waging a successful guerrilla war. Colonel Paul von Lettow-Vorbeck (1870–1964) was an experienced colonial soldier who had served in China during the Boxer Rebellion and also in Southwest Africa. He proved to be a man of great military genius and indomitable will. Remaining active for the entire duration of the war, he did not surrender until after the armistice and, on 2 March 1919, rode triumphantly at the head of his returning troops through the Brandenburger Tor in Berlin. A military legend and living proof of the power of mind over matter, Lettow-Vorbeck did not die until 1964 at the age of 94.

The Germans took the initiative in this territory, invading the neighbouring countries of Rhodesia, Uganda and the Belgian Congo. The German troops increased in size over the years, mainly by adding African soldiers to their forces, until they numbered more than 20,000 men. The allies (Belgium and Great Britain) deployed some 130,000 troops against this German force. Realizing that his force would be no match for the enemy in a large-scale war, Lettow-Vorbeck switched over successfully to guerrilla tactics. His troops lived off the land and armed themselves with confiscated weapons, ranging about the large territory untiringly. In November 1917 the Germans fled to Portuguese territory, where they kept up the struggle until they finally surrendered on 25 November 1918, two weeks after the German capitulation on the Western Front.

Thus Belgium also took part in the war in Africa. The country itself was almost wholly occupied by the Germans, but the Belgian-Congolese troops (which numbered more than 20,000 in 1917) invaded Cameroon and German East Africa and occupied Ruanda. Although German troops had invaded the Portuguese colony of Angola, Portugal remained neutral at first, but in March 1916 it joined the side of the allies and sent 40,000 men to France. In 1917 Lettow-Vorbeck invaded Mozambique. The Italians were busy trying to put down rebellious movements in their own colonies, Eritrea and Somaliland, and especially Libya, where in 1915 a large revolt drove the Italians back to the coast. The scant Italian contribution to allied war efforts in the African colonies was partly the result of these internal problems.

The Far East

The second overseas theatre of war lay in the Far East, where war was being waged by Germany on one side and the British Empire and its ally Japan on the other. On 23 August 1914 Japan declared war on Germany. On 29 August New Zealand troops invaded German Samoa. On 15 September Australian troops occupied German New Guinea, the Bismarck Archipelago and the Solomon Islands. During the month of October Japan occupied the Mariana Islands, the Caroline Islands and the Marshall Islands and also went ahead with the invasion of Kiaochow and the port city of Tsingtao. There fighting was more difficult, owing to the strong defence put up by 3,000 German marines. The Japanese deployed no fewer than 50,000 men, who were later reinforced by two British regiments. The city fell on 7 November 1914, thus ending the war in the Far East.

The Middle East

The following year saw the emergence of the third and most important theatre of overseas war, as a result of Turkey’s entrance on the side of Germany. According to German imperialist notions, the Ottoman Empire had always been of great strategic importance as a shield against a Russian advance through the Straits and against a possible British threat by way of India. Moreover, because of its location, it offered the possibility of linking up the two separate fronts, the western and the eastern. The British Gallipoli expedition had been an abortive attempt at forging such a link. As regards the Ottoman Empire, the war took place mainly at its periphery, in Mesopotamia and the Persian Gulf, where the British aim was to secure the oilfields and harbours. The latter goal was achieved: in September 1914 Indian troops occupied Bahrain. Subsequent attempts to bring large parts of Mesopotamia under British control were less successful, however. In April 1916 British troops suffered a great defeat when they were forced to surrender Al Kut after a long siege lasting five months, at the end of which 10,000 British soldiers were made prisoners of war. The campaign was resumed the following year, however, and concluded successfully with the capture of Baghdad.

The third great military effort took place in the Turkish province of Syria. After initial setbacks, a large force of 300,000 men was raised under the leadership of General Allenby, who captured Jerusalem in December 1917 and Damascus in October 1918, shortly before the end of the war. In the meantime, the Arabs – aided by the British who gave them food and medicine, supported by the British navy and air force, and inspired by the legendary Lawrence of Arabia – had already driven the Turks back from the eastern shore of the Red Sea.

The war’s resources: colonial troops

The overseas fronts, despite the imposing numbers of troops deployed, were in fact only sideshows. The Great War was ultimately decided on the Western Front. The colonies, however, were important to the conduct of the war in another way, namely through the contribution they made to the allied war efforts.

Unlike Germany and France, Britain did not have compulsory military service. The troops therefore consisted of the professional army and the volunteers who soon came pouring in. It was not until the beginning of 1916 that conscription was introduced. The question was whether the White Dominions would follow this example. In Canada, in the Frenchspeaking city of Quebec, riots broke out in March 1917 as a result of a bill introduced in parliament to this effect. It was passed nevertheless in August 1917, but with many provisos. The French-speaking Canadians shirked their obligation as much as possible. New Zealand complied without difficulty, but in Australia two referendums were held, in 1916 and 1918, both with negative results. The Australian contribution therefore consisted of volunteers only, but it was very large all the same. The Australian Labour leader Andrew Fisher said that Australia would give ‘our last man and our last shilling’ and this did indeed seem to be the case, for the Australian contingent was proportionally very large (7.5 per cent of the population). Moreover, percentagewise it suffered the heaviest casualties. South Africa also made an important contribution: 25,000 white South Africans fought in France and more than 30,000 in East Africa. The Cape Coloured also served in the army and saw action in East Africa, Palestine and France. In addition, more than 65,000 black South Africans were deployed as auxiliaries in non-combat duty.

All in all, the contribution of the British Empire to the British war effort was very substantial indeed. The various parts of the empire contributed nearly 3,000,000 soldiers to the British fighting forces. Proportionally, New Zealand made the largest contribution: one in five served in the army, even more than in Great Britain itself, where the proportion was one in seven. Of the Dominions, Canada’s contribution was the largest in absolute numbers (640,000 men), followed by Australia (417,000) and New Zealand (220,000). South Africa supplied 136,000 soldiers and minor player Newfoundland 12,000.

By far the largest contingent came from India, however. The total number of Indian troops amounted to 1,400,000 men, nearly half of all the colonial troops of Great Britain. Of these Indian troops, 850,000 served outside the subcontinent; 62,000 Indians lost their lives in this war. In absolute numbers, this was more than the casualties suffered by Australia (59,000) and Canada (57,000), but percentagewise it was considerably less. The Empire’s share both of British troops and British losses was approximately one-third. The line from the nursery rhyme – ‘E is for empire for which we would die’ – was therefore highly appropriate.2

In France the proportions were altogether different. The idea that the empire could function as the supplier of troops had been one of the arguments in favour of imperial expansion. General Mangin, who played an important role on the Western Front, had been the great propagator of this idea. Charles Mangin (1866–1925), like Lyautey under whom he would later serve, came from a Catholic family with a long military tradition. He enlisted in the infanterie de marine, arriving in 1888 in Africa. A soldier of exceptional qualities, he combined his literary and philosophical interests with courage, impetuosity and military brilliance. Commenting on Mangin’s capture of Marrakesh, Lyautey said: ‘It was pure Bonaparte.’3 Mangin first published his ideas on the possibility of an African military force in 1908. His ideas on this subject were not entirely new, his source of inspiration perhaps having been the ideas set down by the nationalist writer Eugène-Melchior de Vogüé in his successful novels Les Morts qui parlent (‘The dead who speak’) of 1899 and Le Maître de la mer (‘The master of the sea’) of 1903. Mangin, at any rate, was the one who would develop these ideas more fully. In 1910 he published his influential book La Force noire (‘The black force’), in which he combined wideranging reflections on the courage and pugnacity of the black race with calculations concerning the contribution black Africa would be able to make to the French fighting forces. He arrived at a figure of 30,000 men per year, a number he raised after a 1910 tour of Africa to 40,000.

In 1912 France introduced compulsory military service for blacks. In 1914 there were some 15,000 African conscripts in the service. In 1915 50,000 were conscripted, but only 40,000 showed up for duty. The campaigns to recruit troops were carried out with great energy. Joost van Vollenhoven, however, who was appointed governor-general of French West Africa in 1917, thought these demands went too far and opposed such forceful methods.

Joost van Vollenhoven (1877–1918) was one of the most brilliant and most successful French colonial governors of his time. Born to a prominent Dutch family, he and the rest of the family went in 1886 to live with his father, who had established himself as a wine merchant in Algeria. In order to become eligible to apply to the École Coloniale, he became a naturalized Frenchman in 1899. During the war his recent naturalization would be the cause of mistrust on the part of the ultranationalists, who referred to him as a ‘Jewish Dutch Judeo-Protestant’.4 Van Vollenhoven’s career skyrocketed. In 1903 he left ‘Colo’ at the top of his class, acquiring in the same year a doctorate in law. His dissertation was titled Essai sur le fellah algérien (‘Essay on the Algerian fellah’). By the age of 31 he had already become secretary-general of the AEF and at the age of 34 he was appointed governor. On 3 June 1917, at the age of only 39, he became governorgeneral of the AOF, France’s largest colony. In his first report he made it clear that recruitment in the AOF had in his opinion been excessive and that yet more recruiting was impossible. A second report confirmed this. According to Van Vollenhoven, the AOF should henceforth supply economic and not military services. The government did not follow his suggestion and appointed a commissioner for troop recruitment. Van Vollenhoven found such undermining of his position unacceptable. ‘One cannot cut up the powers of the Republic like a brioche’, he wrote to his deputy in the AOF.5 He resigned on 17 January 1918. That his patriotism was never in doubt is proved by the fact that he immediately enlisted for service on the Western Front, where he was killed on 19 July 1918.

The recruitment of troops in Africa was now entrusted to the Republic’s High Commissioner for Recruitment. This important function fell to an African, the first to have been elected to the French Chamber of Deputies, Blaise Diagne. He carried out his task successfully and supplied the number of troops requested. The total population of the French colonial empire was rather small, however, and West Africa in particular was sparsely populated. Large-scale migration would rob this colony of the very people who were necessary to produce the food and other goods needed to conduct the war. This placed clear limits on the number of men who could be spared, although large numbers had been requested. During the First World War a total of 170,000 West Africans and nearly 300,000 North Africans served in the French army, together with 41,000 Malagassy, 48,000 Indochinese and 60,000 soldiers from the remaining colonies, altogether amounting to more than 600,000 men.6

The losses were great, especially those suffered by the troops from the AOF, of whom more than 30,000 died. Relatively speaking, however, these losses were of slight importance. The total military force that had been recruited with such difficulty in West Africa amounted to less than 2 per cent of the total number of people who were called to arms for France during the First World War.

The deployment of black soldiers on the Western Front was used by German propagandists as proof of the decadence of French culture. The subject had given rise to a veritable war of propaganda. The Germans established a Committee for the Independence of North Africa in Berlin and a colonial propaganda school in Davos. The French founded a similar school in Neuchâtel and declared themselves Islam’s best friends. They also called the Turks (Germany’s allies) ‘les boches de l’Islam’ (‘the krauts of Islam’).7

The colonies fulfilled yet another function in the war: they supplied the raw materials and products necessary to the war effort. France’s balance of trade with the colonies, which normally displayed a surplus, showed a deficit during the war. Some unrealistic expectations did not come true, one example being the idea, propagated by some enthusiasts, of a cavalry corps mounted on zebras from Madagascar.

War aims and peace settlements

War aims

The First World War has often been seen as a war of the ‘haves’ against the ‘have nots’. Lenin, in particular, in his famous pamphlet ‘Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism’, saw it this way. In his eyes, the war was a struggle to redivide the world. That the various participants did indeed have territorial ambitions, also with a view to colonial expansion, emerged already in the first days of the war and would again become apparent during the Paris Peace Conference.

The first known description of war aims was the ‘September Program’ of Bethmann Hollweg dating from September 1914. This document sketched the main contours of the new European order that was supposed to fall into place after the German victory. It also contained a section on colonial aims, the core of which was the creation of a German ‘Middle Africa’. This plan entailed turning the area between Cameroon and German East Africa – roughly speaking the French AEF and the Belgian Congo, as well as Dahomey – into a German sphere of economic influence with complete German control of the exploitation and sale of raw materials. Furthermore, according to an Anglo-German plan of partition drawn up shortly before the war, large parts of Angola and Mozambique would be annexed to the two existing German colonies of German Southwest Africa and German East Africa, respectively. No matter how ambitious this seemed, ‘L’appétit venait en mangeant’ (‘the appetite came while eating’): Germany’s cravings became increasingly insistent in the course of the war, especially whenever a German breakthrough or victory seemed imminent. Subsequent plans proposed, among other things, the annexation of Senegal, Gambia, Guinea, Nigeria, Uganda, Kenya, Madagascar and Somaliland. Of course, none of these plans was ever realized.

Of more importance to the final result were the war aims of the victors. Great Britain, already the most successful colonizer by far, appeared to have even greater ambitions. Even though Winston Churchill had declared shortly before the outbreak of war that ‘We have got all we want in territory’,8 this statement proved not to be the guideline followed by the British government, which established a British Committee on Territorial Desiderata. At the top of Britain’s wish list were territories in the Middle East: plans were made to establish British authority over the Persian oilfields, to bring the coasts of the Persian Gulf and the Red Sea under British maritime control, and to annex Mesopotamia for the benefit of immigrants from India. As far as Syria and Palestine were concerned, various plans were made over the years that involved a division into British and French spheres of influence (Sykes–Picot Agreement), an important role for the Arabs (MacMahon–Hussein Agreement), a Jewish ‘homeland’ (Balfour Declaration) and supervision of the holy places by the Anglo-Egyptian administration or the United States: in short, plans that were mutually contradictory. In addition to British imperialist ambitions there were also sub-imperialist ambitions: Australia, for example, wanted to annex German New Guinea and South Africa wanted to annex German Southwest Africa.

French policy continued to build on the great geopolitical concept of a French North Africa with a black African hinterland. France also had ambitions in the Middle East, however, especially in Syria, to which the French thought they had historical claims. Various accords with Britain were the result of this. The French were also interested in West Africa. Plans were made to annex the territories acquired during the war – Togo and Cameroon – and to enlarge them by adding parts of British, Spanish and Portuguese possessions and also to establish a protectorate over Liberia.

Agreements

The allies tried desperately to involve other countries in their affairs and their efforts were sometimes successful. Japan immediately joined them, acquiring, through a treaty with Britain, control of the former German colonies in Asia north of the equator. Australia and New Zealand were given the colonies to the south of the equator. Of more importance was Italy. The Treaty of London, concluded on 26 April 1915, promised Italy in Article 13 that it would be involved in the event of a partition of the German colonies. Italy entered into this agreement with a view to extending its colonies in Libya, Eritrea and Somaliland. The treaty spoke of ‘equitable compensations’. Italian ambitions, however, went even further, extending to Ethiopia and British Somaliland. Italy also hoped to double the territory of Libya and to acquire a sphere of influence in Angola. Nothing much would come of any of this. At the peace conference, Italy proved to be more interested in European than in colonial irredenta, more interested in Istria and Dalmatia than in Eritrea and Somaliland. Britain, moreover, was not inclined to enrich the Italians too much and Italy therefore received very little in the way of colonial compensation.

The Paris Peace Conference

These matters were settled at the great peace conference in Paris. There were two colonial losers, Turkey, the traditional colonial superpower, and Germany, the just fledged minor colonial power. Their colonial empires were to be dissolved, obviously. The only question was how. As is known, the American president Woodrow Wilson exerted a great deal of influence in Paris. His famous ‘Fourteen Points’ contained a ‘no annexations’ clause that had to be taken into account, making a simple repartitioning of the colonies impossible. The solution was to divide among the winners the losers’ overseas possessions by turning them into mandate territories.

Mandate territories were the peacemakers’ invention. The idea was that they would be governed under the supervision of the League of Nations by a number of countries, which – as mandataries of the league – were given the task of preparing these territories for independence. Typically, the system was a compromise between the classic European colonial policy of partition and Wilsonian notions of self-determination and antiannexation principles. The colonial powers were very much against it and the governments of the British Dominions even more so. As a kind of compromise, A-, B- and C-mandates were devised. The A-mandates lay in the former Turkish territories in the Middle East. These were thought to be nearly ripe for self-government, needing only the help and support of the mandataries, France and England. The German colonies in Africa (except for Namibia) were identified as B-mandates, meaning territories where self-government was still a long way off. The rest, such as New Guinea, were seen as territories that were only just on the threshold of civilization and were thus to be subjected to complete control as exercised by the mandatary. A Permanent Mandates Commission of the League of Nations was set up to supervise this scheme.

Thus the spoils could be divided up after all. German Southwest Africa became a mandate under South African rule, German East Africa was renamed Tanganyika and assigned to Britain, Belgium acquired Ruanda–Urundi and a small coastal territory was annexed to Mozambique. Cameroon was partitioned. ‘Neu Kamerun’ – the former French territory that had been handed over to Germany in 1911 in exchange for its acceptance of the French occupation of Morocco – was acquired by France, together with four-fifths of the rest of Cameroon. The remainder went to England, which annexed this area to Nigeria. Togo was split in half lengthwise and partitioned between France and Britain. The German possessions in Asia were also divided up. Japan received Kiaochow and the mandate over the Mariana Islands, the Caroline Islands and the Marshall Islands. The remaining German colonies were put under the authority of two British Dominions: German New Guinea and the Bismarck Archipelago were assigned to Australia, Samoa to New Zealand.

The partition of the Ottoman Empire was a complicated and protracted affair, which did not come to a definite conclusion until 1923. The essence of the settlement was reducing Turkey to its Anatolian heartland plus a bridgehead in Europe in order to keep the Straits under its control. In 1921 the Middle East was definitely divided into British and French mandates. France acquired Syria and Lebanon, Britain, Palestine and Mesopotamia (Iraq). The remains of the Turkish sphere of influence in Arabia disappeared, because the rebellious Arab kings and rulers were recognized as sovereigns. The British retained their sphere of influence in South Arabia – recognized by Turkey even before 1914 – that extended from Aden to Oman.

The peace treaty required German property and possessions in the former colonies to be declared forfeited and to be sold as part of German reparations. Little was overlooked in this respect, as is evident from the following stipulation: ‘Germany is to restore … the skull of Sultan Okwawa, formerly of German East Africa, to His Brittannic Majesty’s Government.’9 In this and other respects, Versailles, despite the spirit of Wilson, was the crowning glory of European imperialism: ‘To the victors the skulls.’
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CHAPTER 8

Conclusion

We seem, as it were, to have conquered

and peopled half the world in a fit of

absence of mind.

John Seeley

These famous words of Sir John Seeley may well be applicable to the British, but they are not true of the other European colonial powers. To begin with, the extent to which they peopled the world outside Europe was negligible and in any case not lasting. Moreover, the conquest of these parts of the world did not occur in ‘a fit of absence of mind’.

Various aims were at the root of European expansionism. These aims were primarily economic (trade, agriculture and mining), demographic (possibilities for emigration), political (extension of power and the prestige of the dynasty or state) and ideological (missionary zeal and the sense of a mission civilisatrice or civilizing mission). It is necessary, in conclusion, to consider whether these goals were actually achieved. Did colonialism give the colonialists what they were looking for? Did imperialism bring the economic benefits expected of it? And, no less important, what exactly were the consequences of it all for the colonized peoples and territories?

With regard to the last question – nowadays the one that attracts the most attention – it can be said that the differences between the various countries, regions and eras make it impossible to provide one simple answer. Several of the points raised by this question have already been dealt with in this book. The slave trade was not only immoral by today’s standards, but it also had an undeniably negative effect on the demography of West Africa, while slavery in the New World had enduring or at least long-lasting negative effects on the slaves and their descendants. In the nineteenth century, too, when the slave trade was prohibited, various forms of exploitation appeared that were coupled with excessive violence. The conditions in the Congo Free State at the time of the pursuit of wild rubber, as well as on some plantations on Sumatra, are examples of this. Colonial wars sometimes took on forms that resembled genocide, the most striking example being the extirpation of the Herero in Southwest Africa, though other long drawn-out wars – such as those of the Netherlands against Aceh, Bali and Lombok, the pacification of Indochina and the Maji-Maji wars – were also waged in an unscrupulous manner. Colonial societies were generally characterized by apartheid and segregation and were often based on notions of innate racial inequalities. Although such notions used to be taken for granted, they are highly reprehensible by present-day standards.

Development and underdevelopment

What were the economic consequences of colonialism for the colonies? This complicated subject has been a topic of heated debate since the nineteenth century, when the question was first posed. There are not many points on which agreement has been reached, but one thing is certain: the West did not make a really great impact on the overseas territories until after the Industrial Revolution. What were the effects of the economic dominance that then arose? Colonialism naturally imposed various burdens on the colonized peoples. Outside the scope of such obvious truths, however, there lies a very large zone of problems that are not easy to solve. It is therefore an exceptionally complicated task to draw up an economic balance sheet for colonialism, owing both to lack of information and to thorny theoretical problems. This is best illustrated by comparing several countries that were never colonized with others that were.

If we take a dispassionate look at the facts, it is difficult to regard India and Indonesia, Nigeria and Egypt – areas that were long and thoroughly colonized and dominated – as less developed than Ethiopia and Afghanistan. Taiwan and Korea, which were for a long time Japanese colonies, are now industrial countries whose economies belong to the fastest growing in the world. Neither can we say that within large colonial empires such as British India and the Netherlands-Indies the more exploited areas such as Bengal and Java are now the most backward. There is much to criticize about the Netherlands’ colonial exploitation of Java, but it cannot be said that New Guinea, which hardly saw a Dutchman, is more highly developed than Java. The problem of colonialism, it sometimes seems, was not too much exploitation, but, rather, too little.

This does not mean to say, however, that colonialism was a blessing for the Third World. Most ex-colonies found themselves at the time of decolonization in a rather unfavourable position and this was partly the fault of the colonial system. Colonialism set off a demographic explosion that was difficult to control and it was some time before the consequences became well and truly visible. Demographic growth as such is difficult to assess as either positive or negative. It was, moreover, the result of improving healthcare and increasing prosperity – in short, of policies of colonial development. The resulting demographic explosion, however, is doubtless a huge problem for the ex-colonies and it is an undeniable result of the colonial system. The same is true of the strong orientation of the colonial economies towards export crops and their resulting economic dependence on foreign countries.

Seen in a macroeconomic light, the colonial world was only of marginal importance as a market for Western economies. It was, however, of indisputably great importance to certain countries at certain times (for example, to England in the nineteenth century) and especially to certain sectors, such as the textile industry. The immense productivity of English textile workers after the Industrial Revolution made this branch of industry superior to all others, Western and non-Western. While Europe and America could shield themselves from this danger by introducing protectionist tariffs, such protection did not exist in the British colonies. The English Industrial Revolution destroyed practically the whole of the Indian textile industry. Here we see the specific significance of the colonial situation, namely the colonies’ political dependence, a factor that is underestimated by the dependencia theorists. Economically speaking, Latin America was also in a dependent position in the nineteenth century and so it was just as much a ‘dominated’ economy on the ‘periphery’ of the Western system as was India. There, however, political independence offered protection against this danger, a protection that was lacking in the true colonies.

Colonialism undoubtedly had negative economic consequences for many of the colonized territories. Conversely, it often either set in motion or accelerated a process of modernization that formed the basis of a new economic structure. Such infrastructural projects as roads, railways, harbours and the like are the most obvious examples of this process, even though they were often paid for from the colonial budget and were therefore financed by the colonized peoples themselves. Improvements in education and healthcare were usually very limited.

Profits and losses

The other side of the question is what colonialism gave to the Europeans. Here, too, it is difficult to generalize, because the answer differs from country to country and the profits were divided extremely unequally. The cruel exploitation of the Congo during the period of the Free State supplied the Belgian king, Leopold II, with a great deal of money, most of which he spent on beautifying his own country. In the later period of the Belgian Congo another policy was pursued, however. The Belgian historian Jean Stengers has estimated that until 1950 the Belgian Congo cost the Belgian state approximately 300 million Belgian francs, as opposed to the 90 million francs it brought in, 66 million during the reign of Leopold II and 24 million under the Belgian regime. Hence there was a net loss of nearly 210 million francs. This balance sheet applies, however, only to government expenditure and revenues; it does not take into account the economic advantages accruing to Belgium and the Belgians.1

The Netherlands was viewed by many as a textbook example of successful colonial exploitation. The cultivation system caused huge amounts of money to flow into the state coffers, which enabled the Dutch state to pay off its national debt without levying an income tax, while at the same time financing public works. Individuals also profited. The sugar contractors became wealthy overnight. Later on, exploitation was taken over by traders and industrialists. The Dutch economic interest in the East Indies, although very substantial in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, was smaller than previously maintained. It was highly exaggerated to suppose that the prosperity of the Netherlands was dependent on the East Indies. According to the calculations of J. B. D. Derksen and the later Nobel Prize winner Jan Tinbergen, the contribution in 1938 of the Netherlands-Indies to the Netherlands’ national income was no more than 13.7 per cent. The Indies did offer the Dutch employment opportunities, however, and the Indies’ sector certainly affected the Dutch economy.2

Both the Netherlands’ long colonial history and the stark contrast between the small size of the mother country and the immenseness of its most important colony put it in a unique position. In the case of Germany, the economic importance of the colonies during the short time of their existence was completely negligible. Italy, too, scarcely profited from its few possessions. Spain profited in the nineteenth century from Cuba, which was its only remaining colonial possession of any significance, until its loss in 1898. Portugal’s economic interests in Africa were not unimportant, but the country itself remained backward, underdeveloped and poor and Portuguese emigration to the African colonies was late in starting. In 1900 there were only 12,000 Portuguese in Africa.

For the two great colonial powers, Britain and France, things were different. The first sizeable qualitative study attempting to analyse the economic importance of the British Empire was carried out by the American historians L. Davis and R. Huttenback of the California Institute of Technology. They compiled a huge amount of information and subjected it to sophisticated methods of statistical analysis. Their book, Mammon and the Pursuit of Empire, tries to answer the old and oft repeated question, ‘Did the empire pay?’ The answer, albeit somewhat disappointing, is no. After 1880 the initially high margins of profit on colonial investments began to drop, even to below the level of comparable proceeds from other overseas allocations or from investments in England itself. Hobson and Lenin were therefore mistaken about the relationship between surplus capital and the necessity of overseas expansion. The overseas colonies were not the most important recipients of ‘City capital’. No doubt this is not the whole answer, however, not only because Davis and Huttenback’s premises and methods are not undisputed, but also because they themselves argue that for some capitalists these investments were certainly not marginal.3

The first sizeable quantitative study of the economic importance of the French colonial empire was undertaken by the Parisian historian, Jacques Marseille, who recorded the results in his dissertation, Empire colonial et capitalisme français. Histoire d’un divorce. Marseille concludes that by 1896, 15 years after the beginning of French colonial expansion, the empire had already become a relatively important trading partner – of much less importance, to be sure, than Great Britain, but comparable to Germany and Belgium–Luxembourg. Already then, the empire was an important supplier of raw materials and in some sectors it was also an important market. Some of the products sold there were surprising: 88.4 per cent of all the candles exported went to the empire, making candles a bigger seller than locomotives. Likewise, more costume jewellery was exported to the empire than machinery. As regards imports, 95 per cent of the rice eaten in France and nearly 90 per cent of the imported wine came from the empire.4 In 1914 the empire was also an important investment market, which usually had a high rate of return.

Marseille concludes that a break is visible in the relation between capitalism and colonialism. In the early period, 1880–1930, French industry needed the outlet provided by a protected colonial market and the marriage between colonialism and capitalism was a happy one. In the later period, from 1930 to 1960, protectionism became an obstacle to badly needed industrial modernization. Divorce became inevitable. By the time this was apparent, however, decolonization had already begun. The end of the empire in 1960 was therefore a blessing for French capitalism.

Continuity and change

This book ends in 1919, but the colonial era did not end in that year. One could even argue that fully-fledged colonialism was only just beginning. It was then that the European colonial empires were at their largest, colonial exploitation was being undertaken with renewed vigour and the imperial consciousness was stronger than ever. We could, therefore, view the interbellum as the heyday of European colonialism and extend Europe’s colonial century until the Second World War. One can also see this era differently, however, not as the heyday of colonialism but as the beginning of the end of Europe’s world dominion. As a result of the First World War, Europe had turned from creditor to debtor. It was no longer ‘the world’s banker’. Not only the financial but also the economic centre of the world had shifted to America, as the crash of Wall Street in 1929 made clear. The rock-solid belief in the superiority of European civilization had been badly shaken by the horrors of war and was further undermined by the advent of the totalitarian movements. Cultural pessimism became an important subject in the 1930s in Europe. The economic crisis of the same decade exacerbated this pessimistic view of the future of the world’s democracies. The nationalist movements in the Asian colonies gained in strength. In enlightened circles, the idea began to grow that a change in colonial relations – or even their end – was in sight. Seen in this light, the interbellum was more the waning of colonialism than its heyday. In any case, shortly after this the colonial era was over for good. Between 1945 and 1949 the Philippines, India and Indonesia became independent, Indochina followed suit in 1954 and most of the African colonies in the 1960s.

The economic consequences for Europe of the loss of its colonies were certainly not as disastrous as many had believed they would be. On the contrary, prosperity grew faster than ever during the trente glorieuses, as the French call the years between 1945 and 1975. Colonialism soon seemed a thing of the remote past. The lasting consequences were not very great for the colonial world in Asia either. It has been said about Indonesia that the Dutch era did not amount to much more than a scratch on the surface of a centuries-old civilization. The story goes that an Indian peasant, on being told in 1947 that the English had left, asked, ‘But whenever did they arrive?’ The development of the societies and economies in present-day Asia seems to have been determined more by internal factors than by the influence of a colonial or non-colonial past.

It was a different story in Africa, because there the colonial era brought with it a number of specific and, by the looks of it, lasting changes. In these years, for example, the African economies became incorporated in the world economy. This would probably have happened even without colonial domination, but, as it was, it happened in an accelerated and unusual fashion. The colonial era also left a permanent mark on the African states system. The new states arising in Africa after decolonization are, territorially speaking, nearly identical to the former colonial states. Much of the tension and conflict in these countries has to do with the fact that the borders of those colonial states were determined by European political considerations and not by the realities of the African situation. Moreover, the presence of an extensive and dominant white population group in South Africa has led to much tension. Another and possibly less negative effect is the enduring use of both English and French as major languages of communication in large parts of Africa.

Many Asians and Africans now view European colonialism as a crime, for which apologies must be made and compensation paid for the damages sustained. Others have pointed out that colonialism also had a positive side, bringing about necessary changes and laying the foundations for a modern economy. The opinions vary from era to era and person to person. In this book various pronouncements can be found that show to what extent Europeans were at one time convinced of their own superiority, certain that they had not only the right but also the duty to colonize, thereby bringing civilization to peoples who would otherwise continue to live in darkness. This book also contains enough information to demonstrate that the reality of the situation was different. A glance at any newspaper is enough to prove that the detractors of colonialism have won the day.

Notes

1  J. Stengers, Combien le Congo a-t-il coûté à la Belgique? (Brussels 1956), p. 323.

2  On this subject, see H. Baudet and M. Fennema, Het Nederlands belang bij Indië (Utrecht/Antwerp 1983), p. 10ff.

3  See Davis and Huttenback, Mammon and the Pursuit of Empire and Andrew Porter’s reaction, ‘The balance sheet of empire, 1850–1914’, The Historical Journal 31 (1988) 3, pp. 685–99.

4  Marseille, Empire colonial et capitalisme français, pp. 39 and 52.
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