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Who Benefited From the Million-Acre Scheme? 
Toward a Class Analysis of Kenya's Transition 
to Independence. 

Christopher LEO* 

RESUME 

S'il est reconnu que Million-Acre Settlement Scheme a influence' la structure de 
la socidte' inddpendante du Kenya et a joud un role important dans sa transition 
vers I'indipendance, nous manquons d'analyse satisfaisante de la rdepartition 
sociale de ses bdnefices. En utilisant le travail de Gary Wasserman comme point 
de ddpart, I'article poursuit trois objectifs: 
1. identifier les profits et les pertes des groupes engagds dans le projet; 
2. saisir les objectifs socio-dconomiques des autorites coloniales; 
3. prouver, contrairement h I'opinion geindralement admise, que la participation 

des paysans sans-terre visait d financer (par leurs achats des terres) les com- 
pensations offertes aux grands fermiers europdens. 

During the 1960s, as Kenya was attaining its independence from Britain, a 
massive programme of land transfer was undertaken to convey some 1.2 
million acres of formerly European-owned, large-scale farms and ranches 
into the hands of African smallholders. The programme, called the 
Million-Acre Settlement Scheme, took in some 35,000 African families. Its 
importance rests, not only on the fact that it changed Kenya's map; nor 
even on its world stature as a major agricultural development programme; 
but more particularly on its pivotal role in the creation of a new economic 
and political order for post-independence Kenya. The Million-Acre 
Scheme was as delicate and multifaceted a political bargain as those 
accomplished strategists, the British colonial authorities, ever negotiated. 
The scheme helped to meet the economic demands of colonial Kenya's 
white settler community, the political objectives of the nationalist 
leadership, the land grievances of Kenya's poor people, the aspirations of 
the upwardly mobile, emerging middle class, and various conditions set by 
the World Bank and the West German government. In the process of 
achieving all these objectives, it helped to make the terms of Kenya's 
independence economically and politically acceptable to the various 
factions. As a result, it served as an arena for resolving, or at least muting, 
serious tensions within Kenya society. Thus it helped to lay the basis for the 
relative stability which has characterized that country in the years since 
independence. 

*University of Winnipeg 
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The attention the Million-Acre Scheme has received underlines its 
importance. The literature, too large to cite in detail, extends from 
writings representing the government point of view', through the personal 
accounts of politicians and public servants involved in the programme or 
interested in it2, to agricultural and economic evaluations which discuss 
the scheme in its political context3 and, finally, to more recent studies 
which try to combine the virtues of hindsight with those of scholarly 
detachment.4 Despite that veritable torrent of paper and ink, students of 
Kenya's recent history have yet to read a satisfactory account of the 
programme's purposes and its effects. What, exactly, were the objectives 
of the scheme? Who benefited by it? Where these benefits obtained at the 
expense of others? If so, whose expense? The literature does not offer 
clear answers to these questions. 

The shortcomings of the literature are perhaps best judged by looking at 
the work of Gary Wasserman, precisely because his is the most ambitious 
and comprehensive attempt to assess the programme in its political 
context. Based primarily on documents and interviews with members of 
Kenya's elite - mostly Europeans - Wasserman offers a finely nuanced 
analysis of the factions within the European community and a revealing 
account of the strategies pursued by them in the bargaining over a 
settlement of the land question. He also offers a plausible speculation 
about the nature of the bargaining process as a whole, characterizing it as 
adaptive, cooptive, and pre-emptive - meaning, in a nutshell, that it helped 
colonial elites to adapt to independence, offered benefits which served to 

1. For example, C.P.R. Nottridge and J.R. Goldsack, The Million-Acre Settlement Scheme 
1962-66, Department of Settlement, Nairobi. 

2. Accounts of settlement are included in N.S. Carey Jones, The Anatomy of Uhuru: 
Dynamics and Problems of African Independence in an Age of Conflict, Praeger, New York, 
1967; Sir Michael Blundell, So Rough a Wind, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1964; 
Oginga Odinga, Not Yet Uhuru: An Autobiograhy, Heinemann, London, 1967. 

3. Hans Ruthenberg, African Agricultural Development Policy in Kenya 1962-65, Springer- 
Verlag, Berlin, 1966; Richard S. Odingo, "Land Settlement in the Kenya Highlands," in 
James A. Sheffield, ed., Education, Employment and Rural Development, East African 
Publishing House, Nairobi, 1967. 

4. Among those worth noting are the following: Colin Leys, "Politics in Kenya: The 
Development of Peasant Society," British Journal of Political Science, 1, pp. 313-43; Leys, Under 
development in Kenya: The Political Economy of Neo-Colonialism, Heinemann, London, 1975, 
pp. 73-85 and passim; John W. Harbeson, "Land Reforms and Politics in Kenya 1954-70," 
Jourrnal of Modern African Studies, August 1971, pp. 231-51; Harbeson, Nation-Building in 
Kenya, Northwestern University Press, Evanston, 1973; Gary Wasserman, "The 
Independence Bargain: Kenya Europeans and the Land Issue 1960-62," Journal of 
Commonwealth Political Studies, July 1973, pp. 99-120: Wasserman, Politics of 
Decolonization: Kenya Europeans and the Land Issue 1960-65, Cambridge University Press, 
London, 1976; C.P. Leo, "The Failure of the 'Progressive Farmer' in Kenya's Million-Acre 
Settlement Scheme," Journal of Modern African Studies, 16 (4), 1978, pp. 619-38. 
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reconcile nationalist elites to the concessions they had to make, and 
prevented the eruption of popular disorder during the transition to 
independence.' 

But his analysis of the European community is not matched by a 
similarly clear analysis of the other groups involved in the bargaining. 
Africans are vaguely labelled with such terms as the elite, the middle class 
and the masses, without a satisfactory delineation of who belongs in each 
category and how the categories may be distinguished from each other. 
Other groups are characterized by a bewildering array of terms - a 
"transnational system" which is said to include "bureaucratic, political 
and economic vested interests"6; the "metropole government" and 
"transnational commercial groups", which presumably overlap with the 
previous category, although it is not clear how; and things called "other 
forces", which are not described further.7 These terms are advanced with a 
strong show of confidence, but are not clearly defined. 

It comes as no surprise, therefore, that there is no adequate account of 
what each group gained and/or lost in the bargaining process. For 
example, on p. 131, the author emphasizes concessions won by the 
European settler community. On p. 132, he implies that these were of small 
consequence compared with the ones won by the metropole government, 
the nationalist elite, "transnational commercial groups supporting the 
liberals" and the "other forces". But he offers no concrete account of just 
what each of the groups gained and lost. Similarly, on p. 129, we are told 
that the "African political elite" belonged to the "transnational system" 
which "bought off (sold out)", among others, the "African (Kikuyu) 
masses". On p. 133, by contrast, we gather that the nationalists (who are 
presumably the same as the "African political elite") were themselves 
adversely affected by a land settlement in which they traded economic 
safeguards for constitutional advance. Again, the reader is offered no help 
in trying to decide how these two statements might be weighed against each 
other. In short, Wasserman's study, while offering a revealing account of 
the role of Kenya's European settler community, does not document his 
interesting speculation about the adaptive, cooptive and pre-emptive 
nature of the land transfer programme. In the process, it fails to give a clear 
account of how settlement affected the interests of the various groups 
concerned with it. 

What is missing? Perhaps the basic problem is that Wasserman has 
neglected to consult some of his best potential sources. It is clear that his 

5. Wasserman, op. cit., pp. 4-7 and passim. 
6. Ibid., p. 129. 
7. Ibid., p. 132. 
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study is intended, at least in part, as a criticism of the settlement 
programme, of its effects on Kenya society and on the way it dealt with 
ordinary Kenyans. But its sources are confined mainly to the upper reaches 
of colonial and post-colonial society - European settlers, colonial 
authorities, nationalist leaders - and the documents which record their 
views. Given that the author looked at settlement primarily through the 
eyes of those who were reponsible for it, it is not surprising that he found it 
difficult to develop a critical perspective. [If one wishes to enquire into 
conditions in the chicken house, one does not limit oneself to interviews 
with the foxes.] The paucity of documentation relevant to understanding 
the position of ordinary Africans in the settlement programme 
undoubtedly accounts for the unclear definition of African groups 
interested in it. The lack of clarity is compounded by the vagueness with 
which colonial and "transnational" groups other than the settler 
community are characterized. 

In short, Wasserman's study makes valuable contributions to an 
understanding of the political economy of land in Kenya's transition to 
independence, but leaves the task incomplete. The first objective of this 
article is to carry on with that task. In doing so, I begin by developing a 
clear definition of some of the groups involved in land transfer, one which 
is capable of sustaining an analysis of how each group gained and/or lost 
as a result of the process of transfer. It is not enough, however, to have a 
static definition of the groups involved in settlement, because settlement 
was a process which influenced the evolution of the relations among the 
groups interested in it and was itself in turn influenced by that evolution. It 
is necessary, therefore, to have a sense of how the relations in question were 
evolving at the outset of the land transfer process. As a result, I begin by 
defining some of the groups which were to become involved in settlement 
and offering a brief overview of how the relations among them developed 
during the colonial era. The groups are categorized as classes, and "class" 
is defined in terms of the Marxian criterion of relationship to the means of 
production. A person's class, therefore, is determined by ownership (or 
non-ownership) of those means, by access (or lack of access) to them and 
by ability (or inability) to make use of means of production which may 
become available. 

Next, I look at how the groups fared in the land transfer programme. 
Within the scope of a single article, it is not possible to analyze the entire 
programme. Therefore, I look at the earliest attempt to bring about land 
transfer, a forerunner of the Million-Acre Settlement Scheme which was 
designed to accommodate so-called Yeomen and Peasants, and which 
largely failed. Its chronological position makes it a natural starting point in 
a reconsideration of the settlement programme. 
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All of this will help to continue the work left incomplete by Wasserman 
and others. However, the issues raised by Wasserman's account may not 
be settled simply by completing his work, because incompleteness, 
expecially in an explanation, often involves distortion. Accordingly, a 
second purpose of this article is to address the question of whether 
Wasserman, by not gathering data on the situation of ordinary Africans 
involved in land transfer, has in any significant way misunderstood his 
subject. A puzzling aspect of his study is the fact that - although it is 
distinctly anti-colonial in its tone and in many of its conclusions - it seems 
to concede a point which the colonial authorities, in defending their 
position, found it important to insist upon: namely, that Kenya's 
settlement programme was, to a large degree, a response to the problem of 
landlessness among Africans. 

An early report on settlement, for example, maintains that a forerunner 
of the Million-Acre Settlement Scheme was designed "...to meet the 
pressing problem of landless and unemployed families..."s. Similarly, 
Nottidge and Goldsack portray settlement as, among other things, a 
response to the problem of "land hunger"9. Wasserman seems to be falling 
into line with these commentators when he states that the location of 
settlement schemes in Nyandarua District - the largest block of settlement 
in the Million-Acre Scheme - "was not, in the main, on the basis of which 
Europeans wished to sell, but rather which tribes were likely to need 
buying off"". The statement is ambiguous, but if Wasserman really means 
that the interests of European farmers were sacrificed, in such an 
important matter, to the demands of African smallholders, then he casts 
doubt on his own assertions - cited above - about the "transnational 
system" which "bought off (sold out)", the "African (Kikuyu) masses". 
Indeed, he raises serious questions about the usefulness of a Marxian class 
analysis in explaining the settlement programme. It is very important, 
therefore, to understand as clearly as possible whether - and, if so, to what 
degree - settlement was a response to the demands of landless people. The 
question cannot be fully addressed in the absence of an analysis of the 
entire settlement programme. But, as we will see, the fate of the Yeoman 
and Peasant schemes offers some important clues. 

So far, I have been treating the settlement programme, rather abstractly, 
as a struggle among various elements of society. However, the data for the 

8. Land Development and Settlement Board (hereinafter L.D. S. B.), A Review ofthe Activities 
of the L.D.S.B., mimeo, 1962, par. 5; from Kenya National Archives (hereinafter K.N.A.), 
3/121, Office of the President. 

9. Nottidge and Goldsack, op. cit., p. 1. 
10. Wasserman, Politics of Decolonization, op. cit., p. 128. 
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present study contain a considerable body of archival material, as well as 
interviews, which allow a glimpse at the machinations, the motivations, 
and the perceptions of individuals individuals involved in the struggle. 
Such data are important, because our understanding of a class struggle is 
not complete if we do not understand the behaviour of people engaged in 
it. This is true for anyone, but it is particularly important for those who are 
interested in conveying an understanding of class struggle to that large 
majority of people who have not been trained in social theory, and who, 
after all, are intended to be the main beneficiaries of Marxian thought. A 
third objective of this article, therefore, is to examine the thoughts and 
actions of individuals who were involved in the Yeoman and Peasant 
Schemes, in order to gain a fuller understanding of the conflicts in which 
they were involved. 

Class Formation" 

A pivotal event in Kenya's history of class formation was the establishment 
of a European settler community, for it contributed an element new to the 
region's population: a group of proprietors engaging in capitalist 
agriculture and animal husbandry on a large scale'2 and employing 
African labour. The arrival of this community, bringing with it a colonial 
administration and the beginnings of a modern, capitalist economy, had a 
variety of direct and indirect effects upon the traditional agriculturalists 
and cattle-keepers inhabiting the region. 

There was, in the first place, the establishment of a landless class - a 
group of people who neither enjoyed primary rights to land, nor had 
reliable access to plots through traditional land-sharing practices. 
Landlessness had its origins in the appropriation of tribal lands by 
Europeans, but the social effects of this overt phase of land seizure were, on 
the whole, less serious than those of later, more indirect forms of 
expropriation. For in the first instance, Africans found refuge, ironically, 
in the European areas, called the White Highlands. While European 
agriculture was still in the process of establishing itself, and the land was 
greatly under-utilized, African squatters - as they came to be known - were 
able to work for wages and, at the same time, to enjoy access to acreages 
which they used for agriculture and cattle-keeping. In addition, at least 
some of them could return to their tribal lands at their own option and 
claim the benefit of traditional land rights or land-sharing obligations. 

II1. This section summarizes materials presented in Leo, "The Political Economy of Land 
in Kenya: The Case of the Million-Acre Settlement Scheme," Ph.D. thesis, University of 
Toronto, 1977, chs. 2, 3. 

12. Immigrant communities whose livelihood was based on commerce and manufacturing 
also played a signficant role in Kenya's colonial history, but they do not concern us here. 
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But all that changed, because developments, both in the White 
Highlands and in the so-called African reserves, conspired gradually to 
worsen the economic situation of the squatters. While, on the one hand, 
the squatter population grew, European farmers, on the other, were 
bringing more of their land into production and using more capital- 
intensive production methods, so that they had less space to accommodate 
squatters and less need for their labour. Thus the demand for labour 
diminished relative to supply and the labourers' conditions deteriorated 

correspondingly.'3 Meanwhile, in the African reserves, some farmers were 
able to take advantage of modern agricultural technology to produce cash 
crops in increasing volume and to expand their holdings. These 
developments only exacerbated the squatters' distress, for they involved a 
growing concentration of land in the hands of a relatively small number of 
prosperous African producers. As cash farming in the reserves became 
more lucrative - especially during and after World War II - prosperous 
producers showed a growing reluctance to observe traditional land- 
sharing practices.14 Squatters, therefore, were caught in a squeeze: Their 
access to land, both in the reserves and in the White Highlands, was 
diminishing while the balance between supply of and demand for labour 
was shifting to their disadvantage. Their real income diminished in many 
cases to a pittance and their insecurity became acute." Thus at the end of 
the colonial era, the squatters, who in the past had enjoyed some 

13. Y.P. Ghai and J.P.W.B. McAuslan, Public Law and Political Change in Kenya: A Study 
of the Legal Framework of Government from Colonial Times to the Present, Oxford University 
Press, Nairobi, 1970, pp. 121-22; East African Royal Commission, Report (Cmd. 9475; 
hereinafter E.A.R.C.), Her Majesty's Stationery Office, London, 1955, pp. 164-67, pars. 51- 
60; M.P.K. Sorrenson, Land Reform in the Kikuyu Country, Oxford University Press, Nairobi, 
1967, pp. 80-81; Frank Furedi, "The Social Composition of the Mau Mau Movement in the 
White Highlands," Journal of Peasant Studies, 1974, 1 (4) pp. 439-94. R.M.A. van 
Zwanenberg (Colonial Capitalism and Labour in Kenya 1919-39, East African Literature 
Bureau, Nairobi, 1975) maintains that it is "not possible to assess accurately either total 
numbers of squatters or the increase or decrease of the total over time" (pp. 218-19). 
Nevertheless, much of the evidence he presents in the pages which follow seems to support the 
generally accepted conclusion that the squatter population was growing during the colonial 
period. 

14. Leo, "The Political Economy of Land," op. cit., pp. 62-68. 
15. The East African Royal Commission's conclusion that real wages were diminishing 

(pp. 166-67, pars. 59-60) are confirmed by Furedi (pp. 492-94), although apparently on the 
basis of more limited data. Kitching, noting that Furedi's evidence is based on documentation 
from Nakuru District, characterises it as a "perhaps dangerous generalization," suggesting 
that things may have stood differently in other districts. (Gavin Kitching, "Modes of 
Production and Kenyan Dependency," Review of African Political Economy, 8, p. 61). 
However, as Ghai and McAuslan point out, similar restrictions on squatters were being 
imposed in Trans Nozia and elsewhere in the White Highlands. Although specific conditions 
undoubtedly varied from place to place, it seems clear that the trend was the same throughout 
the Highlands. 
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independence and tolerable living conditions, were becoming more 
desperate and more impoverished as their numbers grew. 

While a landless class was thus being created out of the colonial system, 
another group of Africans were faring rather better. To be sure, colonial 
limitations on commerce, education, personal mobility and many other 
aspects of life affected African people throughout the colony, but the 
colonial system also created opportunities for limited participation in the 
modern, capitalist economy. Thus some Africans engaged in petty 
commerce - as their forefathers had done in pre-colonial times - and 
gradually built up sufficient assets to invest in larger commercial and 
small-scale industrial enterprises. Others took advantage of limited 
educational opportunities to qualify themselves for administrative and 
professional positions in commerce and government. African access to 
such positions was sharply restricted throughout the colonial era, but 
education became more widely available in the final years before 
independence and better jobs were sure to follow once Africans were in 
power. A third avenue of self-advancement for Africans has already been 
referred to above. The development of cash agriculture'6 in the reserves 
opened opportunities for accumulation of assets to people who lacked 
either the education or the inclination for commerce, administration and 
the professions. During the colonial era, therefore, the creation of a 
landless class at one end of the African social scale was matched, at the 
other end, by the emergence of an increasingly prosperous middle class, 
poised to advance its position further through the opportunities which 
would come with independence. 

The colonial system, therefore, spawned three new economic classes 
which are important for our purposes. They are identifiable in terms of 
their relationship to the means of production - meaning, as we have seen, 
ownership of, access to, or ability to use those means. Included are: 1) a 
class of European large-scale landowners employing African labourers; 2) 
an emerging African middle class, amorphous to be sure, but 
distinguishable from the vast body of Africans by ownership of assets 

16. "Re-emergence of cash agriculture" might be a more apt phrase. C.C. Wrigley 
("Kenya: The Patterns of Economic Life 1902-45," in V. Harlow and E.M. Chilver, History of 
East Africa, Vol. 2, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1965, pp. 243-44,) notes that the value of 
African agricultural exports declined from the mid-1920's onward, for reasons which he 
characterises as "obscure". The obscurity would be removed, at least in part, by my 
hypothesis that European land grabs retarded African agriculture by forcing African society 
to bear the burden of landlessness occasioned by European settlement - in other words, that 
European settlement indirectly caused the decline of African agriculture. The subsequent 
recovery of African agriculture would, by that hypothesis, have been contingent on the 
abrogation of traditional land-sharing obligations. Leo, "The Political Economy of Land", 
op. cit., pp. 62-65. 
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and/or possession of skills which would allow them to prosper in a 
modern, capitalist economy; and 3) a landless class, long since 
dispossessed of its own means of production and rapidly losing the security 
of its access to means of production owned by others.'" It is worth 
emphasizing that these three classes were on the periphery of the Kenyan 
population, having distinguished themselves through good or ill fortune. 
The majority remained somewhere between the extremes, neither fearing a 
future of landlessness and impoverishment nor looking forward to 
prosperity and power. Land transfer did not concern them however as 
directly as it did the very fortunate and the very unfortunate. 

In 1960, when Britain conceded in principle that Kenya would become 
an independent nation, it was obvious that the system of agricultural land 
ownership and use would have to undergo changes to reflect the changing 
political realities. In early 1961, therefore, the government appointed the 
Land Development and Settlement Board, a body mainly representative of 
the colonial regime and the settler community, to administer a settlement 
scheme for almost 8,000 African families.'" The problem of land, as the 
L.D.S.B. was instructed to view it, involved Europeans and members of 
the nascent African middle class, but not landless people. On the one hand, 
there was felt to be a need for a significant transfer of formerly European 
land into the hands of Africans as a demonstration that the lowering of 
racial barriers to land ownership would not remain, in the words of the 
Minister of Agriculture, "a pious expression of intention only .. .".19 On 
the other hand, there were the fears of European settlers, many of whom 

17. The use of a bourgeois term like "emerging middle class" in a Marxian analysis 
requires an explanation. The term refers to a group of people which is very disparate, but 
nevertheless clearly indentifiable, namely those who, by the time of independence, had a signi- 
ficant opportunity , on the basis of property, money, and/or skills which they possessed, to 
parley their assets into a membership in the bourgeoisie. They were seen as a group by the 
colonial authorities, who identified them as "good risks" and favoured them in the land 
settlement. In order to understand the policy decisions which were being made, therefore, it is 
necessary for us to swallow our Marxian scruples and identify them as they were, and were 
seen by policymakers. I am calling them an emerging middle class rather than an emerging 
bourgeoisie because many of them failed to make their mark and ended up, after 
independence, as proletarians or as members of a subordinate class. 

In understanding Kenya's political economy of land at independence, it is crucial for us not 
to worry too much about the amorphous nature of the emerging middle class - however 
important that may be in other contexts - and to keep our eyes sharply focused on the 
distinction between them and the landless class, who had no significant opportunity, without 
special assistance, to become owners of anything of value - least of all means of production - 
and who were systematically deprived in the land settlement. It was by blurring this 
distinction that the colonial authorities were able to make some of their most plausible- 
sounding defenses of the land settlement. 

18. L.D.S.B., op. cit., par. 2. 
19. Kenya Legislative Council, Debates, 16 October 1960, col. 537. 
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felt betrayed by what they saw as their abandonment by the British 
government. To reassure them, it was necessary to demonstrate that 
independence would not result in their losing their assets either by 
confiscation or by a drop in the prices for land under conditions in which 
they would feel forced to sell. 

The Idea of Settlement 

The proposed solution came in the form of an international aid 
programme with funds from the World Bank and the Colonial 
Development Corporation designed to effect a measure of interracial land 
transfer and to reassure Europeans of the continuation of a market in land. 
The ideas was to make land transfer an economic proposition by 
combining it with a programme for the intensification of agriculture in 
selected parts of the Highlands. Africans would be lent money to enable 
them to buy European land. With the help of the intensification 
programme, they would then be able to farm the land profitably. 

Land Purchase and Subdivision 

The L.D.S.B. would purchase from Europeans parcels of high potential, 
under-developed land capable of being converted to the production of tea, 
pyrethrum, or coffee. A significant amount of land in the Highlands was 
regarded as underdeveloped and suitable for the introduction of higher- 
yield crops. A World Bank report on the plans for the project noted that 
"many [European settlers] prefer livestock as the principle enterprise even 
on land which is well adapted to the producti6n of cash crops that yield 
higher returns."20 The potential gains from a conversion to cash crops were 
substantial. An acre of grassland supporting sheep was capable of 
producing an annual gross cash return of less than ?5, the report pointed 
out. If it were suitable for coffee, that same acre might gross ?130. 
Comparable figures for pyrethrum and tea ranged from ?60 to ?90, 
although, the report added, "the labour and other costs incurred in cash 
crop production reduce net returns considerably."2 Nevertheless, the 
potential gains from the conversion were substantial. 

Land selected for purchase would be valued according to the prices 
which prevailed in 1959, "as that year was the most recent in which a 
reasonable volume of transactions occurred."22 Purchase would be on the 

20. International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (hereinafter I.B.R.D.), 
"Project for the Development and Settlement of Land in the Scheduled Areas," Nairobi, 1961, 
1961, par. 11. 

21. Ibid. 
22. From the Kenya government's application to the World Bank, as quoted in L.D.S.B., 

op. cit., par. 14. 



Who Benefited from the Million-Acre Scheme? 211 

basis of "willing buyer-willing seller" negotiations between the L.D.S.B. 
and the prospective seller. After takeover by the board, the land was to be 
subdivided into two types of holdings: a "yeoman" or "assisted owner" 
farm of about 50 acres which would yield a net annual income of Shs. 
5,000/- in addition to loan repayments and the personal living costs of the 
plotholder and his family; and a "peasant" holding of approximately 15 
acres with a target income of Shs. 2,000/- per year. The L.D.S.B. was 
instructed to settle 1,800 yeomen and 6,000 peasants on 180,000 acres of 
land by September 1963.23 

Expected Benefits. 

This scheme, it was hoped, would placate Africans by providing for 
genuine and conspicuous interracial land transfer while at the same time 
restoring European confidence by supporting the land market. The most 
conspicuous racial integration would take place through the yeoman (or 
assisted owner) programme. As the World Bank report noted, "Land for 
assisted owners would be bought in the interior of the Scheduled Areas in 
neighbouring but non-contiguous parcels totaling about 5,000 acres per 
unit. Solid African 'islands' are to be avoided for social reasons ..."24 The 
"yeomen" would begin as smaller farmers than their European 
neighbours. But by being integrated into the Highlands and scattered 
through various parts of them, they should be able to become, both 
economically and to some extent socially, a part of the Highlands. The 
scattered pattern of settlement would have practical advantages as well. 
Since Africans would be unable, within the financial limitations of the 
scheme, to afford the grandiose residences which were a part of the settler 
milieu they might be able to buy an underdeveloped portion of an existing 
farm, not including the residence, thereby concentrating their investment 
on productive resources. In addition, the scattered pattern of settlement 
would enable the new settlers to take advantage of "the informal technical 
guidance" which their European neighbours could offer them. 

Participants in the peasant programme, on the other hand, were not to 
be integrated into the large-scale farming areas. "Smallholder 
settlements," the World Bank report noted, ".... generally would be made 
on the periphery of existing African reserves in solid blocks of about 5,000 
acres; in this way . . whole units could be absorbed for local government 
purposes into the jurisdiction of adjacent African District Councils."25 
Although they were not actually being integrated into the Highlands, the 
clients of the peasant programme would be given an opportunity to buy 

23. Ibid., pars. 8, 22, 44; I.B.R.D., op. cit., par. ii. 
24. Ibid., par. 26. 
25. Ibid. 
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excellent smallholdings in areas which had previously been barred to 
Africans. They too would serve as a demonstration that colonialism was 
coming to an end. 

It is important to note that the people for whom the Yeoman and 
Peasant schemes were designed all belonged to the African middle class. 
They had the necessary skills - and in this case, capital as well - for 
participation in the modern economy. This was true even of prospective 
"peasants", who, in order to be eligible for settlement, had to produce at 
least Shs. 1,000/- working capital and satisfy the District Agricultural 
Officer that they had sufficient farming experience to "farm a low density 
plot whose development costs are to be met from loan funds provided by 
the I.B.R.D. or C.D.C."26 It was all the more true of "yeomen", whose 
capital requirement was Shs. 10,000/- and who likewise had to offer proof 
of their ability as farmers. 

In order to get an idea of the social chasm which separated successful 
applicants for middle class settlement from the landless masses, it is 
instructive to think of down payments of Shs. 1,000/- and 10,000/- in the 
context of squatters' wages. A 1946 study calculated the average squatter 
family's real income - including the value of cultivation and cattle-keeping 
- at about Shs. 60/- per month. The cash wages themselves came to about 
Shs. 16/- per month.27 The squatters' real income, as we saw, declined in 
the years that followed as a result of restrictions on cultivation and cattle- 
keeping rights. To most squatters, therefore, the price of admission to 
settlement was a king's ransom. The colonial authorities were clearly 
hoping to find a solution for the land issue without making any provision 
for the problem of landlessness. 

PROBLEMS OF SETTLEMENT 

Given, then, that the colonial authorities had a plan for land transfer which 
did not require the settlement of landless people, why did they ultimately 
abandon the Yeoman and Peasant scheme in favour of the Million-Acre 
Scheme, in which tens of thousands of landless people were settled? In 
order to answer the question, we have to look at the problems the L.D.S.B. 
encountered as it tried to implement the early plans for settlement. Indeed, 
a careful examination of the data is necessary, for it is clear that the 
colonial authorities were embarrassed by what they learned from their 
experiment with the Yeoman and Peasant scheme and that they tried hard 
to conceal some of the reasons for its failure. The L.D.S.B. offered two 
types of explanations. On the one hand, they said, they had trouble finding 

26. L.D.5.B., op. cit., par. 27; I.B.R.D., op. cit., par. 31. 
27. Calculated from E.A.R.C., op. cit., p. 167, par. 60. 
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suitable land for the scheme; on the other, they encountered obstacles in 
their attempts to win the participation of suitable settlers. In this section, 
we look at the explanations and then subject them to a critical 
examination. 

Suitable Land 

It will be remembered that the success of the early plans for settlement 
hinged on the value which could be added to undeveloped, high-potential 
land by developing it. The project was supposed to finance itself on the 
margin between currently low yields and the potentially high yields of the 
future, a margin which was known to be very substantial, provided the 
land were carefully selected. According to the L.D.S.B., two different 
patterns of land purchase were tried. One involved the purchase of existing 
farms in large blocks of 5,000 acres each - an area suitable for the 
settlement of some 100 families. The difficulty with that plan, the board 
maintained, was that the purchase of complete farms meant paying for the 
buildings on it, including the grand homes which were a characteristic 
feature of settler life. The L.D.S.B. reported: "The purchase of a complete 
farm for sub-division without any grants being available against which 
unusable permanent improvements could be written off left the yeoman 
with a debt for unwanted improvements which he could not afford."28 An 
alternative scheme tried by the board was the purchase of small blocks of 
land of 500 acres or more each. These blocks were to be composed not of 
entire existing farms but of underdeveloped portions of them. The problem 
with these plans, as the board explained it, was that "European farmers 
were generally unable to sell the underdeveloped portions of their farms 
leaving themselves with the highly capitalized portions as this would have 
put their farming economy out of balance.""29 

The board's explanations beg the question of what went wrong with the 
idea of a scheme which would pay for itself by bringing about the 
development of underdeveloped land. The idea had been given a good deal 
of attention, had been carefully planned and had passed muster. "The 
project is economically feasible," the World Bank's report had stated 
flatly. 

The land to be purchased would have a high potential for further development 
and intensification. Farm budget analyses indicate that the annual gross value of 
production on the land to be settled may be increased from an estimated 
?900,000 to ?3.6 million, or a gain of ?2.7 million a year, mostly in export crops...30 

28. L.D.S.B., op. cit., par. 44. 
29. Ibid. 
30. I.B.R.D., op. cit., par. vi. 
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Nor had the planning of the project been carried out in ignorance of the 
fact that the cost of permanent improvements would have to be absorbed 
in it. Indeed, that problem had been anticipated and provided for. The 
L.D.S.B. had been limited to a maximum valuation of ?1,300 for a 
dwelling house, except in cases where the house could be put to immediate 
use in settlement. The World Bank reported that the L.D.S.B. expected to 
pay less than ?E15 per acre for land and noted that the figure included an 
estimate of ?2 per acre for buildings.3' 

If the problem of permanent improvements had been anticipated, where 
did the plan go wrong? Why were the L.D.S.B. unable to get the land they 
needed at acceptable prices? The evidence suggests that European settlers 
were not prepared to sell high-potential, underdeveloped land at prices 
which reflected its present worth rather than its ultimate potential, and 
that those who wanted to sell were able to find buyers at better prices. The 
L.D.S.B.'s own policies were offering encouragement to such buyers. The 
board's valuers were instructed, in the case of people who had bought land 
since the beginning of 1960, that the owner be offered the price he paid for 
the land, plus the value of any permanent improvements he put in, plus "up 
to 10 per cent for the risk involved in buying the farm."32 The policy meant 
a guaranteed return for speculators who sold land to the board33 and 
Ruthenberg notes that advantage of this was taken. The reason for the 
policy was to offer incentives which might help to maintain large-scale 
farms in good order through the transition to independence, when there 
was a danger that farmers would lose their confidence and allow their land 
to run down. "There are even cases," Ruthenberg said, "where Europeans 
have bought derelict farms and developed their production for the sole 
purpose of selling them, with a substantial bonus for development, to 
[settlement].''34 

The development of derelict farms may have been a laudable activity in 
itself, but it must also have helped to undermine the financial basis for 

31. Ibid., par. 29; L.D.S.B., op. cit., par. 19. 
32. L.D.S.B., "Valuation Policy and Procedures," 12 October 1962, par. 6, K.N.A. 3/113, 

Office of the President. 
33. At the same time, it placed a ceiling on the profits which might be made by such 

speculation in cases where the speculator bought the land at a price lower than the 1959 
market value - a point which is emphasized by former colonial civil servants C.P.R. Nottidge 
and J.R. Goldsack in The Million-Acre Settlement Scheme, 1962-66, op. cit., pp. 11-12. On the 
other hand, Nottidge and Goldsack reveal that the effective date of the policy, originally set at 
the beginning of 1960, was later changed in January 1961. If they are right in maintaining that 
the policy had the effect of preventing (unlimited) speculation, then the change in its effective 
date opened a loophole for any speculators who may have bought land at bargain prices 
during 1960. 

34. Ruthenberg, pp. 80-1. 
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settlement by inflating the price of land being bought for the programme. 
If the L.D.S.B.'s top priority had been the facilitation of interracial land 
transfer - and not the provision of assistance to large-scale farmers - one 
would have thought that the board would buy run-down farms itself at 
bargain prices and use them for settlement, thereby allowing smallholders 
to have the benefit of the low prices and to reap the profits of redeveloping 
the land. As it was, the board was offering large-scale farmers an incentive 
to undertake that development and allowing the cost to fall ultimately on 
the settlement programme in the form of higher land prices. 

Another case in which the L.D.S.B. permitted the inflation of purchase 
prices involves land with an undeveloped potential for tea production, one 
of the types of land which, as we saw, the board needed for the yeoman and 
peasant programmes. In October 1962, a memorandum from the board's 
acting Chief Executive Officer to the board's valuers gave instruction on 
how to deal with cases of Europeans who had purchased undeveloped tea 
land " at an enhanced price" and were now demanding that the board buy 
the land at prices which reflected the land's potential, even though the 
potential remained undeveloped." Arguing on their behalf, board member 
A.W. Thompson had pointed to government valuations in 1960 in which 
"potential tea land" had been assessed at ?E15 to ?30 per acre, "regardless 
of the purpose for which the land was to be used then or in the future. These 
values," Thompson continued, "were accepted by most owners in the 
belief, or hope, that should there be compulsory acquisition of land by a 
future government, this figure would form the basis of payment."36 The 
idea was vintage colonialism: Europeans should be paid for the potential 
of their land, although the actual development of that potential might as 
well be left to Africans. 

With some evidence of chagrin, the board yielded to the pressure which 
was being applied and created a special status for tea land. But there was 
evidently concern to keep the precedent from spreading to other types of 
land. As a result it became necessary to conceal the concession which had 
been made. Part of the board's public statement on land valuation policy 
read as follows: "Land purchase values should be based on an appreciation 
of current crop profitability and recent land usage . . . ." That statement 
was amended to read "current crop profitability,fertility, and recent land 
usage."37 "Fertility," Loggin explained to his valuers, had a "special 

35. L.D.S.B., "Valuation Policy and Procedure," op. cit., par. 2(c). 
36. A.W. Thompson, "Valuation: Tea and Sugar Land," n.d., K.N.A., 3/113 op. cit. The 

L.D.S.B. had expected to pay an average of less than ?13 per acre for land. I.B.R.D., op. cit., 
par. 29. 

37. L.D.S.B., Review of Activities, op. cit., par. 14; "Valuation Policy and Procedure," op. 
cit., par. 2. Italics added. 
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meaning assigned to it in connection with 'tea potential' . . . ." A "special 
increase in basic land values," he said, should be permitted for tea land, 
provided that the potential for tea development could be realized in the 
near future. "No mention should be made of this policy in correspondence 
with the general public," he admonished, "because it could easily be 
misinterpreted ... As you know it is the general rule that we do not value 
land with regard to its potentiality under any future settlement scheme. I 
think that this is an occasion in which you might ignore this rule ..."38 

Another case in which the settlement authorities evidently allowed 
inflation of land prices is mentioned by Ruthenberg. Not all land bought 
for settlement was appraised on the basis of 1959 land prices, he maintains. 
In some cases, land was valued instead "on the basis of eight times the 
average annual profit, working on a 12.5 per cent return on the capital 
invested in land, buildings, water supplies, roads, etc." Ruthenberg does 
not detail the effect of such a calculation on the ultimate price, but he does 
say: "Britain, in paying eight times the average annual profit to out-going 
European farmers . . . is certainly granting one of the most generous 
compensations for political losses of landownership known in economic 
history."39 

Obviously, therefore, part of the L.D.S.B.'s problem in finding suitable 
land for its early programme stemmed from its own inability to hold the 
line against pressures to inflate land purchase prices. The I.B.R.D.-C.D.C. 
scheme had been based on the assumption that land for the programme 
could be bought at prices which represented its current productivity. That 
assumption clearly underestimated the political clout of the European 
settler community. 

Suitable Settlers. 

In explaining why no suitable settlers could be found, the L.D.S.B. 
maintained that African tribal affinities were the source of their problem. 
The Board said it was unable to accommodate prospective settlers who 
wanted to take up farming in their home area rather than to move to 
another part of the country. Members of the Kalenjin tribes had shown a 
considerable amount of interest in buying farms in the Highlands, the 
board reported. They tended to prefer farms in areas adjacent to their 
tribal reserves in the Rift Valley, but the high-potential, underdeveloped 
land which was the only kind eligible for inclusion in the programme was 

38. Ibid., par. 2(c). 
39. Ruthenberg, op. cit., p. 68. Ruthenberg forgets, evidently, that it was independent 

Kenya, and not Britain, which was shouldering the bulk of the costs. Finance included about 
?6.7 in loans from Britain, the World Bank and the C.D.C. and less than ?1.5 million in 
grants. Leo, "The Political Economy of Land", op. cit., p. 99. 
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not available to them there. The board did manage to negotiate the 
purchase of a number of pieces of land suitable for the programme, but 
they were located in the Dundori area, on the east side of the Rift Valley 
and much closer to the Kikuyu reserve, where, according to the board, the 
newly-subdivided farms "proved most difficult to sell."40 

The Board's suggestion that tribalism caused problems is not, in itself, 
difficult to accept, but is is presented in such a way as to gloss over some 
important points. In the first place, assuming it is true that the Board could 
not find Kalenjin farmers who were willing to settle in areas adjacent to the 
Kikuyu reserve, why could they not find high-potential, underdeveloped 
land adjacent to Kalenjin areas? There is no doubt that such land existed, 
for substantial amounts of it were later incorporated into other settlement 
schemes. If none of it could be bought at the prices envisioned by the 
planners of settlement, then we have already seen one reason why: The 
Board was encouraging speculative inflation of land prices. Such inflation 
may also have been gbing on independently of the Board's policies. In 
short, it seems likely that the problem of tribalism would have been 
surmountable had it not been for land price inflation. 

A second problem, though perhaps less serious than the first, is posed by 
the Board's assdrtion that land adjacent to the Kikuyu reserve "proved 
most difficult to sell" - implying, apparently, that the Board was having 
trouble finding Kikuyus qualified for the scheme. In light of the Kikuyus' 
near-legendary reputation for entrepreneurial prowess, that seems absurd 
on the face of it. But it gains a degree of plausibility from the fact that some 
Kikuyus were boycotting settlement in its early days and directing threats 
of violence at anyone who participated in the settlement programme41 - a 
factor which would obviously have influenced the Board's ability to attract 
settlers in areas adjacent to the Kikuyu reserve. On the other hand, other 
settlement programmes overcame this difficulty and it seems likely that the 
Yeoman and Peasant scheme Would have fared as well had it otherwise 
been viable. Although one may readily grant, therefore, that tribalism 
created difficulties, it seems doubtful that they are a sufficient explanation 
for the failure to find suitable settlers. The doubts are reinforced by other 
evidence, which suggests that a more important set of difficulties related to 
the inability of those who formulated and implemented the I.B.R.D.- 
C.D.C. scheme to cope with the phenomenon of an African middle class. 

Dealing with middle-class Africans posed problems which were new to 
many Kenya Europeans. Most of their past experience had involved them 
with poor Africans, whose economic position reinforced colonial 

40. L.D.S.B., Review of Activities, op. cit., par. 44. 
41. "The Political Economy of Land", op. cit., pp. 174-78. 
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assumptions about their status. That status found expression in such 
colonial customs as using the word "boy" to address an African man42 and 
requiring Africans to remove their hats in the presence of a European.43 
Some poor Africans moreover seemed, after a time, to integrate colonial 
conceptions of their status into their self-image. Those who did not were 
nevertheless forced to accept their position. In short, as long as they were 
dealing with poor people, Europeans were able to act upon their 
assumption of African inferiority without encountering serious resistance. 
With middle-class Africans, matters stood differently, especially in the 
twilight of the colonial era. They had achieved the kind of success which is 
accepted in capitalist society as evidence of personal superiority, their 
aspirations reflected their success, and they generally expected to be 
treated accordingly. In that context, it is instructive to reflect again on the 
ideas that went into the I.B.R.D.-C.D.C. scheme. 

There is, first of all, the symbolism. The programme offered successful 
farmers and businessmen the "opportunity" to become "peasants" and 
"yeomen". Most successful entrepreneurs in Europe and North America 
would be less than ecstatic at such a prospect, and there is no reason to 
suppose that African entrepreneurs in Kenya felt differently. The terms of 
the programme raise similar doubts. This is particularly true of the yeomen 
scheme, through which persons who had Shs. 10,000/- to invest were being 
encouraged to become part of a closely-administered settlement scheme. 
Given the rigidity of colonial restrictions on African enterprise, 10,000/- 
was a sum of money which would not ordinarily have been amassed by 
someone who did not have considerably more than the usual degree of 
enterprise and management ability. And 'yet the provisions for 
administration of the scheme seemed to suggest that these men would need 
a great deal of help - and perhaps also that they would bear watching. The 
programme's plans for them included 

On-farm training for the first six months [which] would be followed by close 
supervision of farmers under (a) a Settlement Officer in charge of each 5,000 
acre block .. .; (b) an Assistant Agricultural Officer with ancillary staff, for each 
500-1,000 acres; and (c) a District Agent of the Settlement Board who would give 
financial advice and collect loan installments.44 

42. A colonial Swahili dictionary lists "boi" as a Swahili noun of the "ma" class, meaning 
"house servant, native waiter or attendant . . ." "Uboi", in the conception of colonial 
linguists, was a noun referring to the "work, position, etc. of a native house servant ..." The 
dictionary indicates that the distinction between "boi" and "mtumishi" - the proper Swahili 
word for "servant" - is that the latter refers to English servants. A Standard Swahili-English 
Dictionary, Oxford University Press, Nairobi, 1939. 

43. In the course of interviews in Nyandarua District in 1971 and 1972, many Africans told 
me that, during the colonial era, they could expect a beating if they failed to raise their hat to a 
European. 

44. I.B.R.D., op. cit., par. 44. 
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It seems unlikely that many of the people who had enough capital to 
consider participation in the scheme would have wanted that degree of 
supervision. Even more importantly, the costs of administration - since 
they had to be met from the proceeds of the programme - undoubtedly cut 
back the individual settler's profit margin and reduced the attractiveness of 
the investment in comparison with other possible investments. 

The experiences of Edward Muceru Ayub, one of the first Africans to 
join the settlement administration - and later a prominent settlement 
official - offer a revealing insight into the milieu within which the Yeoman 
and Peasant scheme operated. A graduate of Alliance High School, a 
highly respected institition, Muceru was one of the first two Africans to be 
employed on the Board's staff. In an interview,45 he recalled that his first 
few months on the job - which began in early 1962- were very difficult. He 
found his European colleagues slow to accept him and his duties regularly 
exposed him to the all-too-familiar humiliations of colonialism. One of his 
duties involved the board's attempts to negotiate the purchase of land for 
the Yeoman Scheme. Muceru's job as Assistant District Agent was to act 
as the board's liaison with people interested in purchasing land through the 
programme. To this end, his supervisor, a District Land Agent, took him 
along on visits to Europeans who were considering selling their land to the 
board. On these trips, Muceru was to gather the information which he 
would later convey to prospective purchasers. 

In the European settlers' homes, Muceru related, he was not treated as a 
guest but, in the time-honoured White Highlands style, as his supervisor's 
African assistant. When they arrived at a home, Muceru would be 
instructed to wait in the yard while his supervisor and the settler went 
inside to discuss terms. Before he went in, the settler would order one of his 
servants to bring a cup of tea for "the boy" - meaning Muceru. His noon 
meal would be a sack lunch, eaten outdoors, while his supervisor and the 
settler lunched together inside. Later the District Land Agent, emerging 
from the settler's home, would give Muceru his first real work assignment 
of the day: to go out in a Land Rover with some of the settler's employees 
and check the boundary beacons, verifying their location. 

Looking back on that period, Muceru felt that his presence on these trips 
had been an exercise in tokenism. He was never allowed to participate in 
the negotiations and was given no details of how the final price had been 
arrived at. The only information he was given for his liaison with 
prospective purchasers was the figure they would have to pay and the terms 
of payment. The trips, he felt, served no purpose other than to allow the 
settlement authorities to claim African participation in the negotiations. If 

45. At 01' Kalou Location, Nyandarua District, 4 November 1971. 
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Muceru's experiences offer a typical example of how settlement 
administrators were dealing with members of the emerging African middle 
class, it is no surprise that they were having trouble attracting "suitable" 
settlers. Their attitudes toward middle-class Africans may have 
contributed to its lack of success - as the ill-conceived terms of their 
programme certainly did. 

Evaluation 

Why were the early plans for settlement not realised? The answers are 
obtainable with the help of a class analysis, and that analysis, in turn, sheds 
light on the power relations within Kenya society. Perhaps the best way to 
summarize what has been learned is to consider the incorrect assumptions 
which underlay the Yeoman and Peasant scheme. 

In the first place, the colonial authorities wrongly assumed that middle- 
class Africans needed extensive government help in order to become 
involved in modern agriculture. Because of the racialism of colonial 
society, it was difficult for many Kenya Europeans to grasp the fact that 
successful African entrepreneurs were no different, in their aspirations and 
in many of their attitudes, from successful European entrepreneurs. As a 
result, they developed a programme which patronized them and which 
probably failed to offer attractive financial terms. Most of the people who 
were eligible for the Yeoman scheme - and many of those who were in a 
position to become "peasants" - needed no help at all from the 
government. They could simply buy a European farm, either individually 
or in partnership with others, and manage it on their own. 

In later stages of the settlement programme, schemes for middle-class 
people were modified to make them more acceptable, both symbolically 
and financially. But the government was committed, by the terms of the 
World Bank funds, to continue implementation of "development 
programmes" for people who fit into the old "yeoman" and "peasant" 
categories. The concept, therefore, was not fully abandoned, and its 
fallacies were still evident in the 1970s as many of the agricultural extension 
agents who were lavished upon middle-class settlement schemes 
complained that their clients had little need of their services.46 

A second fallacy underlying the early plans for settlement was the notion 
that European owners of high-potential, underdeveloped land were 
helpless enough in the face of Kenya's impending independence to be 
prepared to sell out at moderate prices. The lesson of the Yeoman and 
Peasant scheme was two-fold. In the first place, the Europeans in question 

46. Interviews with settlement administrators in April and May 1971. 
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had enough political clout to force the government to change its land 
purchase policy, or at least to make exceptions to it, and thereby 
undermine the viability of the programme. Secondly, they had land which 
would likely have been marketable without the intervention of the 
government. We have already seen that some Europeans were buying land 
for speculative purposes in the early 1960s. In addition, many middle-class 
Africans who were not interested in becoming "Yeomen" or "Peasants" 
were nevertheless in the market for land. Among both groups, there was 
undoubtedly a great deal of interest in the kind of prime land the L.D.S.B. 
was trying to buy. In short, there is little reason to think that owners of 
high-potential, underdeveloped land needed a government land transfer 
scheme to help them. 

CONCLUSIONS 

One of the objectives set out in the introduction to this article was to carry 
Wasserman's description of the political economy of land in Kenya's 
transition to independence a step farther. This has been done by offering a 
class analysis which overcomes the confusions and contradictions of 
Wasserman's "masses", "elites" and "other forces", thus allowing an 
orderly discussion of how the benefits of land transfer were distributed. 
Because of space limitations, this analysis has only been applied, in the 
present article, to an early version of land transfer, a forerunner of the 
Million-Acre Scheme. But it is relevant to the rest of the land transfer 
programme as well, and it allows a much clearer delineation of the 
outcomes of settlement than has been available heretofore. 

Another objective was to try to gain a better understanding of the 
behaviour and the thinking of people involved in the class struggle over 
land. This has been accomplished by descriptions, for example, of how 
colonial authorities were having trouble overcoming their racial prejudices 
as they sought to forge a new class alliance for the post-independence era; 
how the L.D.S.B. responded to pressure for inflation of land prices by 
"bending" its land appraisal rules; how an African official reacted to the 
experience of being the first to take the plunge into africanization of a 
colonial settlement bureaucracy; and how African farmers and 
businessmen reacted to the plans that bureaucracy laid for them. Such 
details are important, as I have argued, because, without them, it is not 
possible to develop a concrete conception of what is actually happening as 
a class struggle runs its course. 

One objective remains: that of addressing the question of whether the 
incompleteness of Wasserman's analysis involves distortion of his subject. 
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It will be remembered that Wasserman appeared to be at one with his 
ideological opponents, the colonial authorities, in asserting that the 
Million-Acre Scheme was, to a very important degree, a response to the 
problem of landlessness. The present article, as I noted, cannot fully test 
the proposition because it deals with a forerunner of the Million-Acre 
Scheme, not with the scheme itself. But this article does show that the 
forerunner, the Yeoman and Peasant scheme, tried to achieve a 
reconciliation between Europeans and Africans through a land transfer 
scheme which ignored the problem of landlessness, that it failed, and that it 
was followed by a scheme through which large numbers of landless people 
were settled. In addition, it shows why the scheme failed and thereby 
explains why it was abandoned. Among the most important reasons for its 
abandonment were 1) that the high-potential, underdeveloped land which 
would have been needed to satisfy the demands of middle-class Africans 
was not available - for a combination of political and economic reasons - 
at the required prices; and 2) that the middle-class Africans eligible for the 
scheme did not need a scheme to help them become landowners. The 
important thing to note is that two of the most important reasons for the 
virtual abandonment of middle-class settlement were ones that had 
nothing to do with the problem of landlessness. They involved a response, 
rather, to the problems of European landowners and middle-class 
Africans. By itself, that finding is not enough to disprove that the Million- 
Acre Scheme was primarily a response to the problem of landlessness, but 
it does raise doubts. Proof either way must await a class analysis of the 
Million-Acre Scheme itself. 
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