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r¥JOR FACTO~ INTI£ W\KWG OF IH)liSIA 
by 

MICAH S. TSOMONDO 

Much of the literature on how Rhodesia came about attempts 
to present the latter as a peculiar British colony. Numerous re­
ferences are made to the racism of its white settlers; the restric­
tion of opportunities for the Africans; its racist franchise; the 
glaring discrimination in public places, housing and employment; 
and the proscription of African political parties. Perhaps in 
order to reduce monotony, these analyses occasionally take the 
reader through the bigotry of some of the leaders of the country 
or that of this and that political party. 

Without minimising the utility of these accounts which show 
what is going on in Rhodesia, we should nevertheless like to in­
sist that they leave out something to be desired. For example, 
although they suggest that as a British colony Rhodesia has been 
distinct and peculiar, they do not really account for her peculiari­
ties as contrasted with other British colonies in Africa. It is 
our contention that what has been going on on the Rhodesian politi­
cal surface is already common knowledge and that what needs to be 
brought out is a definitive account of how all these so-called 
peculiarities of the country came about. 

It is therefore the object of this analysis to account for 
the major factors in the making of Rhodesia into the distinct 
country that it is today. As an initial premise our analysis main­
tains that compared with the British African colonies north of the 
Zambezi , Rhodesia has been peculiar in certain respects. Secondly, 
we admit that there are many factors at work which have some conse­
quences for the country, such as racism in employment, education, 
housing, government and in the courts. We recognise that regardless 
of whether there is or there is not an underlying cause to a parti­
cular inequity, the latter can independently become a cause of 
other inequities. This means that one has to make the initial con­
cession that many caused factors on the Rhodesian political scene 
have themselves assumed a causal character and must be treated as 
such. For example , inequality in educational opportunities between 
the Africans and the Europeans contributes to a similar situation 
in professions, personal incomes, and social mobility. 

Nevertheless, our analysis proceeds from the assumption that 
in a given historical situation, some causes are primary while 
others are secondary; that is, some factors are basic and antece­
dent to others whereas others are derived from and therefore con­
sequent upon some other more underlying factors. It is our intention 
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to isolate and analyse the primary and underlying factors in th 
making of Rhodesia from which all the other secondary causes h~ 
sprung. Two primary factors that have made Rhodesia distinctly 
different from all other ·European colonies in Africa, except pe 
haps South Africa are 

l) the South African colonial experience; and 
2) the identity of interests between the indigenous 

Africans and the colonising Europeans. 

Although nearly all analysts have written about many other fact 
as if they all were fundamental causes of what Rhodesia is toda 
our analysis will show how the two factors (listed above) have 
a much more decisive influence on the making of Rhodesia than a 
the other factors put together.* 

The South African Colonial Experience 

Most analyses on the making of Rhodesia mention in passin~ 
take for granted that that country was colonised by the Britist 
Because in the heyday of colonialism the British accepted the c 
for the enterprise, they have been blamed for recent developmer 
in that country. Admittedly since 1890, the flag of Rhodesia t 
been British; so have been the official language; the stamps ar 
the currency which carry the picture of the British monarch; ar 
the senior civil servants who have been recruited largely froj 
Britain. It is perhaps because of these symbols that Rhodesia 
been seen as a peculiar British colony when, in fact, it is ty~ 
of its actual origins. 

It is our argument that far from being an original Britist 
colony, Rhodesia was and has remained essentially British Soutt 
African . We further maintain that even though it was colonisec 
in 1890 contemporaneously with the partition of the rest of Aft 
by the European powers, the brand of colonialism that overwheln 
Zimbabwe and went into the making of Rhodesia was not British t 
British South African. To support this argument, I will fi rst 
attempt to show that the imperialism that developed in British 
South Africa was different from the rest of nineteenth century 
European imperialism in Africa; secondly, that the imperialism 
spilled into Zimbabwe was essentially from this particular sout 

Imperialism South African Style 

Except for a few trading and slaving posts on the coasts < 
Guinea, Senegambia, Ghana , Angola and Mozambique, South Africa 

* For a brief analysis of some of the literature on the subjeci 
please see "Note on Historiography" under "Footnotes and Ref< 
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as you well know , the oldest European colony in Africa. Beginning 
as a half-way refueling station, the Cape of Good Hope went through 
an era of a slave economy and Afro-Boer wars . The British finally 
took it over in 1806 and tried to impose their own political and 
economic concepts on the Capes former Dutch rulers. Among these 
were the limitation of frontier expansion, an attempt to secure 
peace with the Africans by returning the territory between the 
Keiskamma and the Kei River to the Xhosas from whom it had been 
unjustly seized, and the abolition of slavery in December, 1934.1 
These events provoked the so-called Great Trek, and emigration of 
many Boers into the northern interior of the Cape colony. 

This dramatic break of the Boers with the British on account 
of the alleged sympathy of the latter towards the African underdog 
made many people regard the British as the protectors of the weak 
in South Africa. And yet a careful examination of the historical 
developments which occurred between 1835, when the Boers decided 
to leave the Cape Colony, and 1890, when the British South Africa 
Company invaded Mashonaland, will show that the British 'native' 
policy went through a far-reaching Boerisati on. This change was 
due not only to the evaporation of the idealism of the 1820s when 
the British shifted from opposition to interest in imperialism, but 
also to the active role which the British South Africans were play­
ing in blending Britain's native policy with that of the Boers. 
Thus the return of the Keiskamma territory desp1te the combined 
opposition of the British and Boer opinion at the Cape became ~he 
l ast and perhaps the most benevolent act of the British towards 
the Africans in Southern Africa. For a long time this generous 
act continued to hide the convergence of the British and Boers 
pol icies on the question of African rights. 

The British not only ceased to be opponents of Boer native 
policy of consistently violating the African land and livestock 
interests, but they became the leaders in implementing that policy 
and were frequently the only ones capable of doing so. On the 
native policy of the Boers, a lot has been said and written . Boer 
leaders (such as Paul Kruger and Andries Pretorius) never hid their 
intention to reduce the Africans to hewers of wood and drawers of 
water for the Boer settlers. This p~licy is still as apparent 
today as it was a hundred years ago. On the other hand~ the fact 
that the British Government as well as the British South Africans 
have been in continual conflict with the Boers since 1814 has led 
to the assumption that the former were opposed to the latter in 
every respect. In actual fact one can discern three levels of the 
native policy in South Africa between 1835 and 1900: the Boer 
policy of expropriating Africans of their property, which is well 
known to need further exposition here; the policy of the British 
South Africans, largely resident in the Cape Col ony and Natal, which 
we contend gradually converged with that of the Boers between 1935 
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and the formation of the Union of South Africa in 1910; and the 
British Government policy (or lack of policy), which increasin! 
reflected and deferred to that of the British South Africans. 

It should be noted that the subjugation of the Africans ir 
South Africa was largely done by the British Government in con· 
junction with its English South Africans. By themselves the B< 
might never have accomplished this feat which the British passe 
off as "protective annexation". Examples of this are the Brit· 
annexation of Griqualand, Bechuanaland, Swaziland, and Zululan< 
In each case the British frustrated the ambitions of the Boers 
but only to subjugate t hese peoples themselves in the interest! 
of the English South Africans who wanted to share in the north· 
ward expansion.4 Although the pretext was nearly always that 1 
peoples had to be "protected" from the Boers, it will be seen 1 
even after they had won the Anglo-Boer War of 1899-1902, the Br 
ish spurned the African demands for justice vis-a-vis the Britj 
South Africans and pursued a traditional Boer policy. When thE 
Africans in Natal rose against the poll-tax in 1906, imperial 
troops were rushed in from the Transvaal, a dozen black l eader~ 
were condemned to death, England objected, the Natal English mi 
try resigned in protest but was allowed to return to power and 
execute the Africans. The latter reacted violently against the 
injustice, and imperial troops were rushed in from the Cape to 
put down the Zulus. 5 Similarly, when the British called a conf 
ence for the formation of the Union of South Africa , they defer 
to local white opinion--Boer and British South Africans--even ~ 
they knew its aims . Thi s act formalised the vanishing of a Bri 
Government stand on behalf of the Africans in South Africa. 

Attitudes of British South Africans also became more ident 
cal with the established Boer policies towards Africans in that 
territory. Ideas of the Voortrekkers, characterised by "the fe 
and hatred of the blacks, fear and hatred af competition from b 
became dominant in South Africa: "as regards their attitude to 
natives the British have proved to be good pupils" of the Voort 
kers.6 

Among such "Boeri sed" English South Africans was Cecil Joh 
Rhodes who organised the colonisation of Zimbabwe. One sympath 
biographer who knew him personally observed that Rhodes came to 
South Africa 

young . ~nough to f eeL its fuU inf],u.ence and h2 be­
came a genuine South African~ and t hus gained that 
sympathy r.>ith~ understanding of, and infiu.ence 
over Dutch as we7,7, as EngLish South Africans~ over 
natives as we1-Z as white men~ which has given him 
his unique place as the maker of our Empire in 
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South Afriaa, not only by oaaupying territory, but 
by aonailiating and amalgamating the two ~hite raaes, 
and teaching them . . . that their aorrmon interests 
are served by their union under the aonditions of 
the British Empire. 

The same biographer believes that Rhodes's northward policy and 
all his political ideas were formed in South Africa and remained 
essentially the same except for minor details which he changed 
as circumstances dictated.7 

An example of the recognjtion of the difference between what 
is British as opposed to that which is British South African will 
be found in the conflict between Rev . J. Mackenzie and Cecil Rhodes 
on the colonisation of Bechuanaland. Both men were ardent imperi­
alists and favored northward expansion into Zimbabwe. They both 
saw Bechuanaland as a necessary corridor for the purpose and appealed 
for its annexation by the British Government . But there their 
friendship ended. With a keen knowledge of the distinction between 
a British South African colony and a British colony, Mackenzie, a 
pro-African missionary who had been made the British resident agent, 
proceeded to insist that Bechuanaland was going to be a British 
colony, not a British South African colony. He intended to shut 
out the British South Africans from the country because he realised 
that their free-hand in Bechuanaland would nullify the content of 
a British protectorate. But Rhodes was similarly aware that a 
British colony could not be a British South African colony. He 
wanted the country opened up for the Cape colonists. Hence his 
policy statement to the effect that 

We ~ant to get rid of the Imperial faator in this 
question, and to deal with it ourselves, jointly 
with the Transvaal. 8 

Rhodes was thus apparently determined to make the northward 
expansion British South African rather than British, a fact which 
is apparent from his discussion of his own designs on Zimbabwe: 

I have undertaken that northern development as a 
Cape colonist .... I thought it ~as a !Jl'and idea to 1J)()rk 
the development of the Zambesi regions, and at the 
same time to remain in touch and in concert with the 
people of the Cape Colony.9 

In addressing the Afrikaner Bond, a leading Boer political organi­
sation, Rhodes emphasised this South Africanism: 

I felt nine years ago, as a young politician, that 
there ~as no difference be~en my ideas and the ideas 
~hich your organization promulgated. 
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After his soldiers and settlers, whom he had recruited from Sot 
Africa, had occupied Mashonaland in 1890, Rhodes similarly tol• 
the Bond that he was 

glad the Cape Colony will also share in the develop­
ment of the country to the north. I feel assured 
that hlithin my lifetime the limits of the Cqpe 
Colony will stretch as far as the Zambesi. lo-

Because the expansion into Zimbabwe was so South African 1 
orientation, questions were occasionally raised about the rela· 
tionship of the prospective colony to Britain. Hugh Marshall ~ 
the official historian of Rhodes's British South Africa Compan) 
attempted to deal with the issue of whether the country would t 
British or South African as follows: 

Rhodes, hlith the union of all the South African 
States in his mind, meant to employ the Cape as a step­
ping- stone merely, or as a base . He knehl that puh lie 
support at the Cape was indispensable to his objects, 
and he hlon over Cape Colonists by painting in glowing 
colours the aommeraial advantages which would be theirs 
if they took part in his northluard expansion. These 
advantages would have been practically the same had 
the Imperial Government assumed the responsibility for 
the northern territories, but direct Imperial aontrol 
was the last thing which he desired. He knew how 
slow and inelastic administration from Downing Street 
would be . He wanted territory, and felt that he could 
get it more easily if the British Government was kept 
in the background fl a support, and not thrown foruard 
as a direct agent. 

The accuracy of Hole's preceding observation is confirmed by th 
1889 application for the Royal Charter which described the pro­
posed British South Africa Company as an 

amalgamation of all interests under one common control 
... with a local board in South Africa of the most in­
fluential character, having the support of Her Majesty's 
Government and of puhlia opinion at home, and the con­
fidence and sympathy of the inhabitants of South Africa. 12 

That there was little difference between the British South 
Africans, represented by Cecil John Rhodes, and the Boers on is! 
of native policy and northward expansion should now be evident. 
Barnes is accurate when he says (on native policy) the Boer and 
the Briton in South Africa "combine in order to oppo~e a united 
front to the native, but they combine on Boer terms. "13 Thus tt 
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colonialism that overwhelmed Zimbabwe in the 1890s was not the 
traditional nineteenth-century European imperialism in Africa,l4 
but a spill-over of a South African brand of imperialism that had 
been developed for over a century by the Boers and which had been 
gradually absorbed by the British South Africans . 

That the spill-over across the Limpopo into Zimbabwe of the 
essentially South African brand of imperialism actually took place 
may be demonstrated by establishing not only who the first European 
settlers in Zimbabwe were but also by showing how those settlers 
quickly reverted to their South African modes of living when an 
eldorado could not be found in Zimbabwe. The colonising spirit 
of the settlers as well as the personnel that first occupied (1890s) 
what became Rhodesia were largely South African, with the first 
two hundred "pioneers" and five hundred policemen coming from all 
parts of South Africa. Their goals were South African in charac­
ter: small mineral claims and family farms to be worked by cheap 
native labour. On their arrival in the country, their attitudes 
towards the Africans became apparent when Colquhoun, the Company 
administrator, and Lt.-Col. Pennefather, the commander, proceeded 
to make treaties with the Shona chiefs of the country according 
to British tradition. Colquhoun was dismissed by the Company in 
less than a year. Of this incident Hole observes that although 
Colquhoun "had done valuable work," his 

training as an Indian civil servant tJas not the best 
preparation for the . ~xeautive controZ of a South Afri­
can coZony in the process of making 

whereas Jameson's defects were "an advantage" in dealing with the 
needs of the pioneers. A study of Jameson's policy in the country 
between 1891 and 1895 shows that what endeared him to the settlers 
was his application of the South African methods of imperialism.l5 

In summary it can therefore be said that the South African 
colonial experience shaped the character of the colonisation of 
Rhodesia. The participants in the Rhodesian colonial venture, en­
gaged in economic activities; and imposed upon the indigenous Afri­
cans a labour and hut tax system which recapitulated the South Afri­
can experience. In 1891 for instance, the High Commissioner of 
Cape Town made a proclamation whereby all the laws of the Cape 
Colony were extended to Rhodesia. The Cape's discriminatory fran­
chise system was later also extended to the country, and even the 
education system of Rhodesia remained essentially South African 
until very recently. Having said this, it should be obvious now 
that the imperialism which went into the making of Rhodesia least 
arose from the designs of the Berlin Conference and we will now 
show how the identity of interests between the Africans and the 
incoming settlers also became another major factor that influenced 
the nature of settler colonialism in that country. 
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The Identity of Interests Breeds Conflict 

In his commentary on the first settlers who occupied Rhoc 
under the auspicies of Rhodes's British South Africa Company, 
said that "no finer corps d'eZite ... has ever been raised."16 
this been the case, however, Zimbabwe might well have escaped 
of the problems she has experienced since their arrival. Wher 
examines the relationship of the colonisers to the colonised i 
many parts of Africa and elsewhere, one observes that frequent 
the interests of the two groups tended to complement rather t 
supplant each other. In Nigeria and much of West Africa, for 
ple, the colonisers were either merchants with a lot of attrac 
foreign wares to sell, or buyers of the raw materials which t~ 
indigenous people were producing. In some cases the new arri v 
were preoccupied with the extraction of minerals from the grou 
Conflicts between the two groups were nearly always there, but 
were conflicts either at the level of national ideology or tha 
equitable exchange and fair compensation of labor. 

The Europeans who moved into Rhodesia in the 1890s and th 
after claimed that they were the vanguard of an advanced civil 
tion at an uncivilised frontier. In reality, they do not seem 
have been any more advanced than the African on whom they encr 
The same can be said of the Voortrekkers that occupied the Or~ 
Free State and the Transvaal. And yet Southern African histo~ 
graphy has altogether neglected to recognise the importance of 
point and to examine its implications for the Euro-African rel 
that are consequent upon it. It is the object of this analysi 
show how next only to the South African colonial experience, t 
factor was of paramount importance in the shaping of Rhodesia 
in laying the groundwork for her present predicament. 

The interests, outlook, capacities and occupational exper 
of the settlers who came into the country were very much simil 
those of its indigenous inhabitants: rural, agrarian, and pas 
But the new arrivals differed from the Africans in that their ' 
mic perception were capitalistic and their accumulative tenden 
were generally insatiable. The Africans were communal and ban] 
as witchcraft any accumulation that exceeded reasonable level 1 
self-sufficiency. Thus the history of Rhodesia since the occ~ 
tion is deplete with overwhelming evidence of Europeans compet 
for the same economic means and occupations with Africans. In 
the Africans possessed the agrarian desiderata; the Anglo-Boer· 
came with neither land, cattle, nor the money to procure them. 

The war that the would-be settlers waged on Lobengula is · 
fact inexplicable unless it is realised that the Ndebele peopl• 
had hundreds of thousands of cattle and extensive grazing area: 
which the settlers coveted. The Victoria Agreement between th 
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British South Africa Company and the would-be settlers provided 
that each participant in the campaign to overthrow Lobengula would 
have a right to a large farm and some mining claims, and would share 
half the loot equally with other participants while the other half 
went to the Company.l7 It is therefore not surprising that as soon 
as they won the war, the settlers proceeded to collect all the cattle 
of the Matabeles under the pretext that they belonged to the fallen 
King. In fact, throughout the negotiations for concessions between 
Cecil Rhodes and Lobengula, the latter had been quite flexible on 
mineral concessions but entirely unyielding on the question of farms 
for European settlement. As far as Lobengula was concerned, the 
coming of the Europeans would be meaningful only if they were not 
going to compete economically with his people who were farmers and 
herders. Lobengula lacked the knowledge that no amount of gold 
would keep the Anglo-Boer settlers from migrating to the country. 
After all, the Rand Goldfields were rich in ore and yet Johannes­
burg had become a city of foreigners while the Transvaal farmers 
were struggling to annex more African territory to the north. Be­
sides South Africa had ample living space but lacked suitable farm­
lands. It was this scarcity which drove many white South Africans 
northwards across the Limpopo into Matabeleland. 

A similar situation took place in Mashonaland on an even lar­
ger scale. Since the first arrivals (700 of them) there were pre­
occupied with mining (between 1890 and 1891), they encountered no 
hostility whatsoever from the African population. Even the labor 
for the mining was forthcoming as long as the settlers were willing 
to pay for it . Because the interests of the two groups were dif­
ferent but complementary, no conflict between the Europeans and 
Africans developed. In April of 1891 Lt.-Col. Pennefather referred 
to the expected economic complementarity of the two groups by ob­
serving that 

ALL the natives who have been accustomed to trade 
with the Portuguese are protesting LoudLy that we have 
no stuff to barter with them and that as we have driven 
the Portuguese out of the country they cannot now do 
any tzaade. There is no doubt that much more money 
must be spent if we are going to keep that country--­
but it would be weU spent, and returna might soon be 
got from it. 18 

But instead of recognising these African demands that the 
Europeans must operate at a different level as merchants, manu­
facturers or importers of consumer goods as the Portuguese had 
been doing, the B.S.A. Company carried out an opposite policy in 
the middle of 1891. The budget was cut from 150,000 pounds ster­
ling to 50,000 and all but 150 of the 700 original settlers were 
discharged from Company paid service and let loose to engage in 
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farming, an economic activity on which the indigenous people < 
ready subsisted. Instead of co-operating with the African ch] 
and their people, the Company dismissed Colquhous, an adminis1 
who had advised that policy, on the grounds that 

it i s impolitic as well as useless t o waste time and 
money on so-cal-led ' independent Mashona chi efs '; an 
independent Mashonaland i s an impos~ibility within 
the spher e assigned to the British. 19 

Subsequently huge stretches of the best African lands were the 
after declared open for European settlement and hundreds of ne 
arrivals in 1891 took to the farm to do what the Africans were 
already doing quite successfully. 

With this deci sion came nearly all the troubles between t 
Afri cans and the Europeans which led up to but were not solve 
the war of 1896. The settlers not only dispossessed Africans 
their lands, but they also seized their cattle and introduced 
poli cy of compulsory labor to force Africans to work on settle 
farms and in settler mines. An eye-witness account of J.S. Br 
campaign against Guripila, a paramount chief of Mtoko, vividly 
how the seeds of conflict were sewn during the early stage of 
sian colonialism: 

[Brabant ] e:r:p lained to Guripila that . .. tJe were going 
to burn and shoot and destroy everthing we saw until 
he sent to stop us and ask f or mercy, but that before 
we would cease he would have to fiU the valley with 
cattle for us to pick from for hut ta:x: and t hat he 
was also to furni sh us with 200 of his picked men to 
go and work in the mines . 

When Guripila would not comply with such demands, the witness 

We then proceeded down the valley i n search of some-
thing to destroy. The police boys and messengers and 
camp f ollowers scattered over the hi lls and burnt down 
aU the kraals t hey came across unt i l t he whole atmo­
sphere was dense wit h smoke of burning rapoko and other 
corn grass .... We returned to camp t o f ind t he val'WY. 
liter ally fuU of cattle, all lowing and be llowing. ZO 

Many other areas of Mashonaland Matabeleland had similar E 
periences and the African economy was literally destroyed in or 
to make room for a similar European economy. Thus had the new 
arrivals been traders or manufacturers, they would have preserv 
the African economy as a basis of exchange. Of course other pr 
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would still have risen with respect to the price of foreign merchan­
dise and that of African produce, but the history of the country 
would have been enti rely different from what it became. There is 
therefore a degree of truth in the statement that only the discov­
ery of huge quantities of gold leading to an industrial economy 
which could have attracted a different type of Europeans in occu­
pational terms , could have saved the Rhodesian white immigrants 
and Africans from a collision of interests . 

To further support our preceding contention reference is also 
made here to Giovanni Arrighi's critique of the Rhodesian economy 
in which the author observes that once the dream for rich gold 
finds had evaporated , Rhodesia attempted to base itself on farm­
ing, with "the white rural bourgeoisie" acting as "the foundation 
of the capitalist sector of the economy. " He points out that un­
like all other African colonies north of the Limpopo where the 
exploitation of resources was carried out by large-scale interna­
tional companies, in Rhodesia it was to be carried out by indepen­
dent white rural bourgeoisie, and almost every white professional, 
civil servant, miner, etc. , was a would-be-agriculturalist.21 He 
also points out that all the other sectors of the economy of the 
country are a consequence of the productivity of the rural white 
bourgeoisie . He makes a parallel observation about the Africans 
who are "essentially a class of self-employed rural cultivators" 
while those of them who work for wages are merely appendages of 
the Peasantry rather than independent classes . "22 From the ver:y 
beginning of the country , he observes, "International capitalism, 
and within its fold the Chartered Company in particular, had to 
rely on the development of a national white bourgeoisie in order 
to recover its initial investment in the territory. Hence the 
interests of these two classes basically coincided."23 

More important, however, is what Arrighi sees as the consequence 
of the occupational similarities between the white rural bourgeoisie 
and the African peasants: 

given the identity of outl-ets fo:r> Af:r>ican and Euro­
pean ag:r>icultU:r>al p:r>oduce, the white agpa:r>ian boU:r>geoi­
sie could not expect the indigenous population to pro­
vide an inte:r>nal rna:r>ket fo:r> its production, as it might 
have been the case if the white boU:r>geoisie had been a 
manufactu:r>ing class. What it had :r>athe:r> to e:cpect was 
competition on both inte:r>naZ and exie:r>nal ma:r>ket.24 

And since the white rural bourgeoisie and their white sympathi ­
sers in all the other sectors of the economy would neither give way 
to nor compete equally with the African, they sought by various means 
to demobilise his agricultural enterprise so as to achieve occupa­
tional distinction . The latter could have been more easily achieved 



- 130 -

without ruining the African if non-agrarian types of Europeans 
come in place of the agrarian ones. Only in this context can 
understand the ruthless restrictions of the settlers against t 
Africans which have ranged from the outright seizure of cattle 
lands to a calculated reduction of African acreage to small co 
reserves . The so-called Land Apportionment Act--first passed ! 
1930 and has since been repeatedly tightened--not only formal i . 
the deliberate disruption of the African economy that has been 
going on since 1891, but it also represents the European's own 
permanent commitment to agriculture coupled with his fear of c 
petition . 

Conclusion 

We have attempted to show why from its very inception Rho 
was necessarily going to be different from other British colon 
to the north. In this respect we have identified both the na~ 
and the actual source of the Rhodesian colonialism: What we ~ 
isolated as the major factors in the making of Rhodesia--the S1 
African colonial experience and the identity of interests betw 
the African and the incoming settler--decisively contributed ~ 
most (if not all) other problems of the country since its occu1 
tion in 1890. That there was an importation of a Boerized Bri· 
South African heritage into Zimbabwe has been clearly stated ~ 
Wi 11 i am Rayner: 

[the ] white men who had come to Rhodesi a brought with 
them the South African belief that it i s below the 
dignity of the European to work with his hands, and 
that t he black man is, qui te seriously, beneath consi­
derati on ... . as though he were a natural ..• resource; 
something to be exploited in the same way one expl oited 
the land or the minerals beneath it.26 

The future course of Rhodesia's history and politics was also 1 
dicated by the immigration of a large number of Europeans whos1 
interests were similar to those of the indigenous people. Eco1 
mic competition between the European immigrants and Africans f 
and led to (among other things) the racial antagonism that is . 
frequently mistaken for a primary causation. 

References and Feotnetes 

Note on Historiography: 

It should be pointed out that although a significant numt 
of books has been written on the colonisation of Rhodesia and 
aftermath, hardly any of them has focused on those factors the 



1ad 

~ 

md 
nunal , 
~s 

n-

~sia 
~s 

·e 
Je 
Jth 
~n 

l­
ish 

·e-

)­

llow 

- 131 -

went into the country's making and have remained as the permanent 
background for later developments. 

For example, Donald Denoon's Southern Africa Since ZBOO (N .Y.: 
Praeger, 1972) has some faults of both omission and commission. 
It generalises too much on Southern Africa as one historical entity 
with the result that the specific characteristics of each politi­
cal component 's economics, colonisation and politics are submerged 
in the overall generalisation. Only South Africa receives any 
meaningful analysis in Denoon's work . Furthermore, Denoon fails 
to appreciate the primacy of economic factors and interests over 
political and diplomatic ones in the expansion of European imperial­
ism in Southern Africa with the result that he analyses imperialism 
separately from its actuating economic factors. The latter he 
treats only as occasional events in the process colonisation. His 
thesis therefore needs to be overhauled so as to give due promin­
ence to economic factors with respect to Rhodesia by outlining 
each entity's economy separately so as to show how it fitted into 
the designs of contemporary imperialism. 

A.J . Wills' History of Cent~az Af~ica~ 2nd ed . (London: Oxford 
Univ. Press, 1967) is an unrewarding political account that merely 
duplicates Hugh Marshall Hole's Making of Rhodesia. It discusses 
the colonisation of Rhodesia as part of the imperial politics and 
diplomacy in which Cecil Rhodes happened to assume a leading role. 
It adds no new knowledge as to how the colonisation laid the basis 
for the kind of Rhodesia that evolved from it . Besides, Wills' 
political explanation of imperialism deteriorates to an account of 
European nationalism versus African nationalism without showing 
why the two could not co-exist in spite of the attempts of Shona 
and Ndebele leaders to maintain the peace between 1890 and 1894. 
Wills in fact mistook the process of the colonisation of Rhodesia, 
with its treacherous politics and diplomacy, for the cause of the 
imperialism that developed thereafter when in fact the determining 
factors were much more different from it. 

In his Origins of Rhodesia (N .Y. : Praeger, 1969), Stanlake 
Samkange similarly treats the process of colonisation, along with 
the politics and diplomacy of Lobengula and Rhodes that led to the 
military victory of the settlers, as the origin of Rhodesia. And 
yet by themselves these factors do not explain why Rhodesia became 
what it has become. Military conquest does not necessarily and 
invariably lead to a particul ar kind of colony irrespective of 
other variables consequent upon it . These factors Samkange did 
not pursue and yet they not only predated the conquest, but occa­
sioned it and will probably far outlast it. 

P.E.N. Tindall's History of Cent~aZ Africa (N .Y. : Praeger, 
1968) is as misleading as accounts of Wills and Samkange in that 
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he fails to explain why Rhodesia became what she is today. Mor 
over it is largely a repetition of the other colonial historiog1 
A. J. Hanna • s Story of the Rhodesias and Nyasaland (London: Fa I 
& faber, 1960) at least recognises the significance of economic 
factors and interests . Yet Hanna stays so close to the account 
of the settlers that he treats the seizures of l and, cattle and 
gold claims as rewards for rather than the goals of colonisatio 

More informative on the subject is David Chanaiwa•s ZimbabU 
Controversy: A Case of Colonial Historiography (Syracuse: Syra 
cue Univ . Press, 1973) except that the author is primari ly conce 
with the historiography of pre-colonial Zimbabwe . Chanaiwa poi 
out that the colonial historiography of Zimbabwe was an outcome 
of economic rather than intellectual pursuits. However, his ac 
does not deal with the origins of Rhodesia itself. 

Whereas we are in agreement with the thesis Giovanni Arrigh 
Political Economy of Rhodesia (The Hague: Mouton, 1967) particu 
with respect to its emphasis on economics as the basis of Rhodes 
colonialism, we are of the opinion that it fails to trace the ro 
of the phenomenon to the beginnings of the colonisation process. 

By insisting that the economic seeds of conflict were sown 
the very beginning of the colonization process, we do not mean t 
they fully matured at that time. Rather, they gradually matured 
into the Rhodesia of which Arrighi 1 S thesis is an excellent acco 
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