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Moving the Maasai: A colonial misadventure
Lotte Hughes, University of Oxford, D.Phil., Modern History, Trinity Term 2002

Short abstract

This dissertation examines the two major forced moves of the Maasai in
British East Africa in the 1900s, through which the ‘northern’ sections lost the
greater part of their land, and non-violent resistance to these events which culminated
in a landmark court case in 1913. The Maasai lost this action, the so-called Maasai
Case, on a technicality. The dissertation aims to compare the parallel and contested
narratives of the British and the Maasai about these events and related issues,
drawing on original oral testimony and archival sources in Kenya and Britain. It
attempts to address major omissions in the historiography which include a failure to
examine these events from a Maasai perspective and include Maasai voices, to fully
analyse their significance and effects, and to place Maasai responses to the moves
within the context of contemporary African resistance. It focuses as much on
people’s perspectives as it does on events, and on a metaphysical as well as material
realm. The immediate frame of reference is 1904 to 1918, with the broader frame c.
1896 to the 1930s.

The two leading characters around whom the story revolves are Dr Norman
Leys, a colonial dissident who orchestrated support for the Maasai in Britain, and
Parsaloi Ole Gilisho, an important age-set spokesman of the Purko section who
launched the legal action against the British. New evidence reveals the full extent of
their actions, motivation and influence, and casts light upon the activities of other
European colonial critics inside British East Africa.

Secondary themes include the legal implications of the Maasai Case and
Agreements; the relative powers of Maasai leaders and a critique of ‘anthro-

historical’ models; the complex relationship between Maasai leaders and prominent



settlers; labour relations on highland farms; the post-war return of Maasai to their
former northern territories; the role of East Coast fever in relation to the second
move; disease as a social metaphor; and a reinterpretation of the causes of rebellions

in 1918, 1922 and 1935 which may be connected to the earlier land alienation.

Long abstract

This dissertation examines the two major forced moves of the Maasai in
British East Africa in the 1900s, through which the ‘northern’ sections lost the
greater part of their land, and non-violent resistance to these events which culminated
in a landmark court case in 1913. The Maasai lost this action, the so-called Maasai
Case, on a technicality. The dissertation aims to compare the parallel and contested
narratives of the British and the Maasai about these events and related issues,
drawing on original oral testimony and archival sources in Kenya and Britain. It
attempts to address major omissions in the historiography which include a failure to
examine these events from a Maasai perspective and include Maasai voices, to fully
analyse their significance and effects, and to place Maasai responses to the moves
within the context of contemporary African resistance. It focuses as much on
people’s perspectives as it does on events, and on a metaphysical as well as material
realm. The immediate frame of reference is 1904 to 1918, with the broader frame c.
1896 to the 1930s.

The two leading characters around whom the story revolves are Norman
Leys, a colonial dissident and medical doctor who orchestrated support for the
Maasai in Britain, and Parsaloi Ole Gilisho, an important age-set spokesman of the
Purko section who launched the legal action against the British. New evidence
reveals the full extent of their actions, motivation and influence, and casts light upon

the activities of other European colonial critics inside B.E.A. There was a spectrum



of critical dissidence around Maasai and wider imperial subjects in both Britain and
B.E.A., and one must not allow individual contributions to the whole to be obscured
by noisier voices such as that of Leys. Along this spectrum of critics were such
disparate characters as George Goldfinch the game warden (highly likely to have
been Leys’ main informant besides Collyer); Stauffacher the missionary; Collyer;
Bagge; possibly McClellan and Browne; Jackson, Ainsworth and Hobley, within
limits; Judge Hamilton and the Nakuru magistrate, in their own small way; the Anti-
Slavery Society and its mouthpieces in the House of Commons who included
Harvey, MacDonald, Byles and Wedgwood; Gilbert Murray and J.H. Oldham;
mission and church groups; and retired colonial administrators such as Lugard and
Johnston who spoke up on broader policy matters. Settlers such as Colvile,
Delamere and Berkeley Cole also spoke up for the Maasai, and acted subversively
towards government, but can hardly be included in this spectrum since their
motivation was largely selfish.

New evidence also provides answers to some key questions raised by scholars
who have studied Leys and his circle of humanitarians, and fills gaps in their work.
The dissertation attempts to answer a question posed by Diana Wylie: “Was the
[second] move prompted exclusively by European financial interests, as Leys
suggested?”' On my evidence, the answer is “No, not entirely.” Lord Delamere and
other leading settlers certainly lobbied hard for land on Laikipia. But other factors
behind the move included a desire to reverse a 1904 two-reserve solution to the
‘Maasai problem’ which clearly had not worked; to corral, control and tax the
Maasai more effectively in one area, and through taxation to produce more labourers;

to prevent them from wandering between the two reserves; to stop the spread of

! Wylie, ‘Critics’, p65.



‘native’ stock disease to European farms; and to acquire an area for white pastoralists
that was reportedly free of ECF. Furthermore, although the prophet Olonana’s
duplicity was a factor in Governor Girouard’s plans to move the Maasai for a second
time, linked to an internal struggle for control within the Purko section, this was not

the overriding issue.

Challenging some stereotypes

The British expected the Maasai to resist the moves violently, as befitted their
warrior reputation. Instead, a small group of them — initially led by Ole Gilisho, and
assisted by Leys — hired British lawyers and took the government to the High Court
to contest the legality of the second move. The stereotypical image of Maasai as
essentially war-like was the product of nineteenth century explorers’ travelogues,
reiterated and amplified by missionaries and administrators. It coloured official
perceptions and policies towards the Maasai for decades, and shaped the way in
which warriors in particular were viewed and understood, leading to confusion in
administrative ranks as to where power and authority lay in Maasai society. In
examining Ole Gilisho’s actions vis-a-vis both the British and fellow Maasai, this
dissertation challenges ahistorical models of gerontocratic pastoralist society which
maintain that elders hold the balance of power over warriors, and prophets over lay
leaders, and presents the binary opposite of elders:warriors as one of reasoned,
peaceable behaviour versus unreasoned, violent volatility. It also challenges views of
Ole Gilisho as essentially “conservative”, expressed initially by colonial

administrators, and uncritically reiterated by modern historians.

v



Broken promises and repercussions

The second Maasai Agreement amounted to an abrogation of British
promises made in the first, since the government broke its pledge to leave the Maasai
undisturbed in Laikipia “for so long as the Masai as a race shall exist”. If the second
Agreement was intended to amend the first, it should have been signed by the same
people, and not by the minor, Seggi.

In evicting the Maasai from the Rift Valley and Laikipia, the Brtish
perpetrated a great injustice which has repercussions to this day. The numbers of
people who died during the first phase of the second move (up to August 1911)
cannot be proved and may be negligible; the injustice goes deeper and wider than
that. The northern sections lost the greater part of their land, and the wide range of
habitat necessary to their transhumant pastoralist practice. The extended Southern
Reserve was an inferior substitute for the northern territory. From their own surveys,
the British had a good idea of the quality of this reserve before they sent the
‘northern’ Maasai there, but it was not until Aneurin Lewis’s studies of ticks and
tsetse in the 1930s that thorough scientific investigations were made and a clear
picture emerged of the environmental challenges to which the incoming Maasai
sections were exposed. There is veterinary and other evidence, colonial and
contemporary, to support Maasai claims that they were moved from a northern
environment that was effectively free of the cattle disease East Coast fever (ECF) to
one where it was endemic. ECF was either unknown on Laikipia before 1911 or,
more likely, Maasai herds were resistant to the strains that existed there and enzootic
stability could be maintained. Problems only arose when resistant stock was moved

to a strange environment and faced a series of new factors both there and en route.



However, there is a mismatch between the post-move reality of herd growth,
which signifies health and prosperity, and what is collectively remembered — the
demise of Maasai herds and society following the moves. This suggests that stories
about disease are partly a social metaphor, representing social fragmentation and
Maasai loss of control over their physical environment, which were major end results
of the moves and colonial intervention.

Stories about an alleged blood brotherhood between prominent settlers and
Maasai leaders sometime before 1911, a subject which barely appears in the previous
literature, also represent social metaphor. The reason why the Maasai failed to
violently resist the second move may partly be ascribed to this. The oral evidence for
the blood brotherhood is overwhelming, but whether or not the ceremony actually
took place, the centrality of this story in oral testimonies which reflect collective
memories of the moves is crucially important. If it is a myth, it functions as a very
powerful metaphor. If it is true, it is a vital and hitherto unseen beacon in the Maasai-
British colonial discourse.

Belief in the blood brotherhood also helped to shape relationships between
certain white settlers and Maasai workers on white-owned farms after World War
One, relationships rich in irony. These were more complex than many scholars have
acknowledged, and cannot be easily dismissed as paternalistic, or characterised
solely by white brutality. The indulgence of Maasai workers by Delamere and
Colvile in particular was not simply a matter of ‘spoiling their pets’ (Sandford
1919:129); this was a two-way street whereon a mutual admiration society formed,
embedded in the idea of blood brotherhood between the two peoples and shared
notions of racial superiority. (Of course, both these men were also motivated by land

greed.) Certain leading settlers enabled — and indeed actively encouraged -
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considerable numbers of Maasai to return north after the second move and
reconsolidate their herds and families on white-owned farms. In this way, many
‘northern” Maasai quietly reversed the forced exodus from Laikipia and the Rift,
though the numbers are unquantifiable without further research. Some retained their
toe-hold in the north all along, either by pretending to be Dorobo (Ogiek) or by
refusing to move at all, successfully seeking refuge as workers on white farms in the
highlands. This pattern of return and reoccupation of the northern territories refutes
the standard wisdom that the so-called recolonisation of the ‘White Highlands’ was a
largely Kikuyu venture. The evidence also suggests that significant numbers of
Maasai males left the Southern Reserve to join the workforce, which contradicts

claims that Maasai failed to engage in wage employment in this period.

Ololulunga: focus of frustration

The significance of the 1918 Ololulunga uprising and clash with British
forces has been overlooked or misinterpreted by the few historians who have covered
it, who have either accepted the official version of events or relied on a single
explanation from Maasai informants — that it was sparked by opposition to forced
schooling and conscription. On the contrary, it seems to have been symptomatic of a
wider frustration with British colonial rule and land alienation, on a longer timescale
than heat-of-the-moment opposition suggests. Oral evidence strongly suggests that it
was a product of simmering resentment over the second move and frustration with a
whole package of new administrative controls in the Southern Reserve. This uprising

and others in 1922 and 1935 can be subsumed under repercussions of the moves.
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Legal questions

There are many legal aspects of the treaties and forced moves, first aired at
Appeal in 1913, which would not stand up to scrutiny in court today. At the time, the
British government had good reason to believe it would not win the Maasai Case.
Private discussions within the Colonial Office, as revealed in PRO archives, show
that recourse to the Privy Council was considered well before the case first reached
court. Furthermore, close examination of the 1911 Agreement, and connections
between it and the granting of a concession to the Magadi Soda Company in the
Southern Reserve, reveals that the Company and its successors at Lake Magadi
probably have no legal right to be there. The legal issues raised in 1913 are likely to
be aired again in 2004 when Maasai leaders plan to take action against the British
government in international courts on the hundredth anniversary of the first
Agreement. This dissertation examines these issues and questions the implications of

such an action for modern Kenya and the Maasai.

Nostalgia for Entorror

Despite some anomalies, there is a solid basis for Maasai belief in the
intrinsic healthiness of their former grazing grounds, which they call Entorror. White
settlers flocked to the highlands principally because they were seen to be healthy,
and offered a welcome respite from the sickness that stalked the coast. It follows that
what was healthy for whites was healthy for black Africans, too. But Maasai
attachment to Entorror represents a larger nostalgia for the past, and in particular for
Purko wellbeing and hegemony over other sections, following their rout of the
Laikipiak in the nineteenth century. The Purko’s last foothold in Entorror, Laikipia,
has taken on the status of a lost Eden in social memory. It is said to have been sweet,

disease-free, blessed by good pastures and plentiful rain, in contrast to the
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“bitterness” of the south. Intertwined with this idea is nostalgia for the concept of a
Maasai nation and nationalist identity, which Ole Gilisho allegedly attempted to
forge. Entorror was both a place and a defining moment, which today’s Purko
Maasai in particular set against the disharmony and disunity of the present time.
Recollection of Entorror as a pastoral idyll free from pestilence and problems may be
wishful thinking that reflects dissatisfaction with modern Kenya, and oral testimony

must be interpreted with this in mind.
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Glossary, abbreviations and style

Glossary of Maasai words

This is a basic glossary of the words most commonly used in this dissertation, and other
relevant terms, which mostly follows the Frans Mol dictionary of the Maasai language,
Maa.! At times Maasai and others beg to differ with him; when in doubt, I follow Maasai
preferences, particularly with proper names.

When quoting from colonial or any other texts which spell Maa words and proper names
incorrectly, the original spelling has been left unchanged, together with anglicised forms
such as laibon (loosely translated as prophet). There may well be other incorrect spellings
in my text, which have been impossible to check — Maa spelling is often contested, not
least among the Maasai themselves.

The prefixes are a - infinitive; e/em/en — feminine (plural forms i/im/in); o/ol — masculine
(plural forms i/il). The alphabetical order given here is according to the root of the word,
not the prefix, except for placenames.

ol-aiguenani, pl. il-aiguenak — age-set spokesman.

ol-aji, pl. il-ajijik — age-set. Consists of a right-hand (senior) and a left-hand (junior)
circumcision group, which finally join together in one age-set under a new name, usually at
the ol-ngesher meat-eating ceremony (though this varies from one section to another).
There is an interval of about 15-20 years between each new age-set.

ol-ashumpai, pl. il-ashumpa — light-coloured person. Originally used to refer to the people
of the East African coast, and later to Europeans and Asians.

ol-ayioni, pl. il-ayiok — boy.

Il-Dorobo — people without cattle. A derogatory term for Ogiek hunter-gatherers, though
Maasai can ‘become’ Dorobo when they lose their cattle. Scholars regard Dorobo as more
of an economic category than an ethnic group. Maasai customarily look down upon
Dorobo because they kill game to eat, are considered polluted and symbolically associated
with the earth.

Entorror — the former northern territory of the Maasai before 1911. Often refers largely to
Laikipia, but in its fullest sense includes the Rift Valley from Naivasha north to Lake
Baringo. From a-rror, to trip or fall down.

in-kidongi — calabashes used by prophets to store stones and other small objects for
divining and prophesying. Also the name of the sub-clan of the Il-Aiser, to which all
members of the prophet Mbatiany’s family belong — Olonana, Senteu, Seggi, Kimuruai, et
al.

en-kiguena, pl. in-kiguenat — meeting, discussion, consultation.

L'F, Mol, Maasai Language and Culture Dictionary, Maasai Centre Lemek, 1996.
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en-kipai — Maasai name for the Mara river; also means birth-slime.
ol-kipiei — lung, lung trouble; bovine pleuro-pneumonia (BPP).

en-kishw/in-kishu — cattle; also the Maasai as a people. The section Uas Nkishu (also
spelled Uasin Kishu), now living mostly in Trans-Mara, means patchy or striped cattle.

en-kiyieu — ceremony of sharing the brisket, denoting close friendship.
en-kop, pl. in-kuapi — land, country, earth, ground.
en-kutoto, pl. in-kutot — a locality, whose resources are shared by local people.

e-manyata, pl. i-manyat (anglicised as manyata) — a warrior camp. Often wrongly used to
refer to an ordinary Maasai village.

ol-milo — circling disease in cattle.

ol-mumai, pl. il-muma — oath. My informants used it to refer to the blood brotherhood, or
blood oath, allegedly made between white settlers and Maasai leaders.

ol-murrani, pl. il-murran — warrior, anglicised as moran.
e-murrano — warriorhood.

e-mutai — destruction, disaster. Commonly refers to the epidemics of the late nineteenth
century in Maasailand. From a-mut, to finish off completely.

Ngatet — the area of western Narok to which many Maasai from Laikipia were moved.
Often loosely used by their descendants to refer to the south in general, as distinct from
Entorror. On Sandford’s maps it is a placename north-west of Narok town below the Mau,
which he describes as Purko country. Waller says Ngatet just refers to the Mau.” Mol gives
ngatet, pl. ngateti, adj., meaning semi-arid land; Ngatet: The Semi-Desert, Maasai name
for Cis-Mara in Narok District; ol-ngateti is also the name of a tree. Mpayei writes: “The
reason why that country is called Ngatet (‘that which lacks’), it is because it lacks rain, it
lacks water and grass...”

ol-ngesher — ceremony at which the two circumcision groups that make up an age-set are
joined together under one name, and the senior warriors graduate to junior elderhood.

ol-odua - rinderpest, gall-bladder; literally that which is bitter. From a-dua, to be bitter.
ol-oiboni, pl. il-oibonok (anglicised as laiborn) — loosely translated as prophet, ritual expert.
ol-oirobi — cold, flu, foot and mouth disease.

Olorokoti (also Olorukoti loo Siria) — The Trans-Mara area of Kenya.

? Richard Waller, “The Lords of East Africa: The Maasai in the mid-nineteenth century c. 1840-1885”, Ph.D.
thesis, University of Cambridge, 1979, p45.

3 John T. Ole Mpaayei, Inkuti Pukunot oolMaasai, OUP, 1954, po3.
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ol-osho, pl. il-oshon - an autonomous socio-territorial section of the Maasai. Today there
are around 22 sections (though some scholars list 16 and 19) in Kenya and Tanzania, of
which the Purko is one of the largest.

ol-otuno (ol-otuuno) — ritual leader of the age-set, chosen at the eunoto ceremony.
ol-payian, pl. il-payiani — elder.

ol-piron, pl. il-pironito — firestick, used to kindle a new fire. Refers also to the
“godfathers” of an age-group, two age-sets senior, who kindle the new fire for boys when
their circumcision period opens. They then act as godfathers for the group and are

_ responsible for guiding them as warriors

ol-porror, pl. il-porori — circumcision groups. The senior (right hand) and junior (left
hand) eventually combine to form one age-set.

ol-purkel — lowland, wet season pasture.
e-sirit, pl. i-sirito (anglicised as sirif) — a company of warriors.
o-supuko — highland, dry season pasture.

ol-tikana (also en-tikana) — East Coast Fever in cattle (also refers collectively to heartwater
and redwater), malaria in humans.

ol-torroboni, pl. il-torrobo — fly, tsetse fly, mosquito; also trypanosomiasis.
e-unoto — one of the ceremonies that marks the transition of warriors to elderhood, by

upgrading junior warriors to senior warriors. The other two are the milk-drinking and
meat-feasting ceremonies. Literally means ‘the planting’ or establishing.
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Abbreviations

ADC
A/R
ASAPS
B.E.A.
BPP
CO
CUP
DC
E.AP.
EAS
FO
GEA
IBEAC
JAH
KAR
KLC
KNA
NLC
OmC
OouP
PC
PRO
RHO
SI

VO

Style

Assistant District Commissioner
Annual Report (used in footnotes)
Anti-Slavery and Aborigines’ Protection Society
British East Africa (also called East Africa Protectorate)
bovine pleuro-pneumonia

Colonial Office

Cambridge University Press

District Commissioner

East Africa Protectorate

East Africa Syndicate

Foreign Office

German East Africa

Imperial British East Africa Company
Journal of African History

King’s African Rifles

Kenya Land Commission

Kenya National Archives

Native Labour Commission 1912-13
Officer in Charge

Oxford University Press

Provincial Commissioner

Public Records Office, Kew

Rhodes House Library, Oxford

Stock inspector

Veterinary Officer

Kikuyu is used in preference to Gikuyu. In bibliographical references and footnotes, place
of publication will only be given where necessary for clarity or to distinguish one edition
from another. Punctuation is kept to a minimum; for example, no full stop in p, pp, eg. No

parentheses around the publisher, place (where given) and date of publication. No initial

capitalisation for subtitles after the first word of the subtitle. Dates are usually abbreviated
in footnotes, eg, 4/11/12 not 4 November 1912.

In the body text, double quotation marks are used for reported speech. Single quotation

marks denote all other uses, such as terms whose appropriateness today is questionable, eg,
the use of ‘native’ in colonial texts.
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Chapter 1

Chapter 1: Introduction

“I have no desire to protect Masaidom. It is a beastly, bloody system,
founded on raiding and immorality, disastrous to both the Masai and their
neighbours. The sooner it disappears and is unknown, except in books of
anthropology, the better.”

Sir Charles Eliot to Lord Lansdowne, 11 April 1904

Maverick colonial doctor Norman Leys once lamented that the true story of British
oppression of the Maasai would never come out, despite his best efforts to publicise it. He
wrote to his friend Edmund Harvey: “Things aren’t bad enough yet to give the chance of a
scandal. Ten years more and somebody will write a sensational novel or there will be a
native rising or in some other way the British public will get disillusioned.” This is not the
novel he hoped for, but its contents are sensational nonetheless. It aims to pick up where
Leys left off, marrying his own unpublished evidence and claims with those of Maasai and
other oral testimony, combining these with a re-reading of archival texts to produce new
knowledge about the events which cost Leys his career and the Maasai their land. It rebuts
the notion that the killing of Lord Erroll was “the crime of the century” in this part of the
world, and tells the untold story of so-called white mischief and the making of the White

Highlands, carved out of largely Maasai territory.’

The Maasai of East Africa have attracted enormous interest from travellers,

historians and anthropologists since the earliest days of their contact with Europeans.

1 Eliot to Lansdowne, FO 2/835, PRO. See Abbreviations and Style for guide, passim.

2 Leys to Harvey, No. 3, 20/5/11, Harvey Letters, held by the author. These will be deposited in a public
archive later. I refer to them as the Harvey Letters since they were largely addressed to Edmund Harvey.

3 Settler Josslyn Hay, Earl of Erroll, was murdered near Nairobi in January 1941. The killer has never been
found, but speculation has it that either sexual jealousy or British security services were behind the crime.
Speculation continues to this day, fuelled by James Fox’s White Mischief, Penguin, 1984, which was made
into a film, and Errol Trzebinski’s The Life and Death of Lord Erroll, Fourth Estate, 2000. The claim that
this was “the crime of the century” comes from former police superintendent Colin Imray, quoted by
Trzebinski, p7. This literature and its media spin-offs places the so-called Happy Valley set at the centre of
all things Kenyan. It overlooks the fact that this set and its forebears displaced the Maasai and other Africans

1



Chapter 1

Photographers, researchers, writers, fashion designers® and tourists have followed those
early adventurers, reproducing images and accounts that have in turn generated a welter of
popular interest and representation. In some of this material, exoticisation and
demonisation of the Maasai (or who the Maasai are imagined to be) manifest as two sides
of the same coin. The Maasai tend to remain fixed in time and space as archetypal noble
savages, embedded in western images of Africa, exploration and wilderness. Public
fascination focuses on whether the Maasai have ‘moved on’ at all since the tumn of the last
century, when Eliot dismissed their “bloody system”, or whether they still adhere to a
supposedly timeless, ‘traditional’ way of life. Little is popularly known (or cared) about
their recent political history.

My interest is primarily in the early colonial history of the Maasai in British East
Africa, (B.E.A., later Kenya) particularly that of the Purko section, and their relationship
with the British. There are major omissions in the historiography. There is little mention in
the published literature of two of the most momentous events in the last hundred years of
Maasai history: the forced moves which robbed the B.E.A. Maasai of the best part of their
land, and resistance to the second move from Laikipia to the Southern Reserve which
culminated in a 1913 court case brought by the Maasai, with the assistance of British
individuals in and outside the colonial service. The few historians who have covered these
events fail to analyse fully their significance and effects, or to include a Maasai
perspective. The resistance is typically dismissed as insignificant, largely assumed to end
at the court case, and not placed within the context of contemporary African resistance

movements.

from their land. The story of this dispossession and its fatal aftermath is arguably more important than the
killing of one man, and the paramountcy of this literary genre is implicitly challenged here.

* For recent examples see Vogue, UK edition, February 2002; Harpers & Queen, March 2002. Anna
Trzebinski's designs have also received wide coverage in 2002, modelled by Samburu.
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Chapter 1

Briefly, the facts are these. In 1904-5, the British forcibly moved certain sections of
the Maasai out of their grazing grounds in the central Rift Valley (Naivasha-Nakuru) into
two reserves in order to make way for white settlement. One reserve was on Laikipia in the
north, the other in the south on the border with German East Africa where other sections
already lived. Under a 1904 Maasai Agreement, the Northern Reserve was promised to the
people for “so long as the Masai as a race shall exist”. Seven years later, the British went
back on their word and moved the ‘northern’ Maasai again, at gunpoint, to an extended
Southern Maasai Reserve. The second move was not completed until 26 March 1913.
White settlement of the highlands was the primary reason for the expulsion; others will be
discussed later. The second move was sanctioned by a 1911 Agreement, which the Maasai
later claimed to have signed under duress; this effectively rendered the first agreement
void.

As a result of these two moves, and later forced moves of the Uas Nkishu Maasai
from a reserve at Eldama Ravine to Trans-Mara, and the Momonyot Maasai of the
Loldaika Hills to the same area, the Maasai of British East Africa lost at least 50 per cent
of the land they had once utilised.” Some might inflate this estimate to nearer 70 per cent;
it is difficult to come up with an exact figure since land in Maasai use, as opposed to
occupation, pre-1904 was never officially quantified. Today, Maasai point to the fact that
many Kenyan placenames are Maasai as proof of their having lived there once upon a time.
Maasai leaders made this point much earlier, in their 1932 memorandum to the Kenya

Land Commission (KLC).®

* It is beyond the scope of this study to investigate these moves, and others involving Maa-speakers and
Dorobo (Ogiek) in the colonial period. They are referred to where relevant.
¢ KLC Evidence and Memoranda Vol. 11, HMSO, Nairobi, 1934, p1223. It lists placenames derived from

Maa, calling them “conclusive proof of the fact that all these regions were ours and beneficially occupied and
populated by us”.
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Chapter 1

The British expected the Maasai to resist violently, as befitted their warrior
reputation. On the contrary, a small group of them hired British lawyers and took the
government to the High Court of B.E.A. in 1913 to contest the legality of the second move
and demand compensation for stock losses allegedly incurred during this move. The
plaintiffs tried to regain Laikipia, claiming that the 1911 Agreement was not binding on
them and other ‘northern’ Maasai. This was a landmark legal action, apparently the first of
its kind brought by indigenous people against colonial rulers in East Africa.” It was
brought by illiterate senior warriors and junior elders, and was initially launched by a
charismatic rebel named Parsaloi Ole Gilisho.® In an ironic twist of the tongue, the British
anglicised his name as Legalishu. The full significance of the case, and that of Ole Gilisho
as a resistance leader, has not been examined before. My interest in this subject arises, in

part, from my curiosity as to why this should be.

The Maasai were at a major disadvantage in their battle of wits with the British,
which contributed to their losing the court case. Their illiteracy prevented them from
writing down their version of events, which has left ‘the story’ largely in the hands and
papers of white men to this day. It also meant that they could not, for example, record the
numbers and names of people who allegedly perished on the Mau escarpment in the
summer of 1911 during the second move, which was temporarily aborted at this point.

They attempted to enter into the colonial discourse through sophisticated verbal debate, as

” There were precedents for East Africans employing European and Asian lawyers to pursue high court
actions, but these were often defensive. In 1905, Gabrieli Rwakakaiga and Isaka Nyakayaga, found guilty of
conspiring to murder Harry Galt in Ankole, Uganda Protectorate, hired “a Mombasan lawyer” to appeal their
convictions in the High Court at Mombasa, and won. Judge Hamilton, who heard the Maasai Case 1913, was
one of two judges who threw out their convictions. See Justin Willis, ‘Killing Bwana: Peasant revenge and
political panic in early colonial Ankole’, JAH, 35 (1994). Willis told me he came across other contemporary
cases of Africans taking legal action over contested land at Mombasa.

® Born Laikipiak but assimiliated into the Purko, Ole Gilisho (c1875-1939) was a member of the Il-Mirisho
or right-hand circumcision group of the 11-Tuati II age-set. He launched the initial legal action, but his son-in-
law Ole Nchoko became the first plaintiff in the case and Ole Gilisho became a defendant. 1 assume this
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is evident in the allegedly verbatim accounts of meetings between Maasai leaders and
British representatives in the run-up to the moves. Debate and discourse are cornerstones
of Maasai society and customary justice, and Maasai leaders assumed that these could be
employed on this occasion to achieve a just result. But literacy, and the ability to reflect
upon and disseminate a contested text, enables a hegemonic power to out-manoeuvre its
illiterate opponent on most occasions. In the absence of a Maasai text, I have sought out
oral testimony — some from elders old enough to have taken part in the second move as
small children. Their testimony is rich and touches on many other inter-related subjects.
This primary material is augmented by oral testimony from the descendants of leading
white settlers, including the current Lord Delamere, former employees of settlers, and
other European informants such as former veterinary officers in the colonial service and a
descendant of Andrew Dick, reputedly the first white man to be killed by the ‘Kenyan’
Maasai.

My other key primary source is a collection of letters written by Dr Norman Leys
to British MPs Edmund Harvey and Ramsay MacDonald, which I discovered in a family
archive where they had lain unseen since they were written in 1910-14. In this
correspondence, which was intended to inform parliamentary debate in Britain, Leys
championed the Maasai cause in particular and challenged colonial policy towards the
Maasai and other aspects of ‘native’ administration. They are highly revealing of his
clandestine actions through a network of contacts, and augment what is already known
about his activities in this period, and about events leading up to the Maasai Case, from his
letters to Gilbert Murray (to whom a few of the Harvey Letters were copied), J.H. Oldham

and others. They also provide answers to some key questions raised by scholars who have

turnabout was largely because, as a signatory of the contested 1911 Agreement, Ole Gilisho could not be
both plaintiff and defendant.
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studied Leys but whose sources were lacking, and fill gaps in their narrative.” Leys
introduced Ole Gilisho to a lawyer friend, Alexander Morrison, after suggesting to
Morrison that the Maasai needed legal help. It was officially assumed that Leys had
instigated the legal action, and this led to his effective dismissal from service in East
Africa, by transfer to Nyasaland in 1913. He was not actually sacked, though it amounted
to the same thing. But there is a great deal that the administration did not know about. In
his published writings, and in letters to others, Leys never fully revealed his role in what
may be called the Maasai affair. Hence John Cell could write after editing Leys’ letters to
Oldham: “My conclusion is that Leys did precisely what he admitted, no more”.'® The
Harvey Letters supply some of the missing parts of this puzzle. Most importantly, they
retrieve this episode from the flames: in an apparent fit of despair towards the end of his
life, Leys burned his large correspondence on African and imperial matters."!

The two characters around whom this story revolves are, therefore, Ole Gilisho and
Norman Leys — polar opposites, socially and culturally, who were effectively working
together to oppose the moves and land alienation, although there is no evidence that they
. ever actually met. They come across as gritty and stubborn individuals with talent and
charisma. The evidence also suggests that they were way ahead of their time and place in
their ideas and actions, which led to their marginalisation by ruling elites, although Ole
Gilisho became quite a friend to the British in later life. This thesis will examine their

motivations and influence.

? Diana S. Wylie, ‘Critics of colonial policy in Kenya, with special reference to Norman Leys and W.
McGregor Ross’, unpublished M.Litt. thesis, Edinburgh, 1974; Wylie, ‘Norman Leys and McGregor Ross: A
case study in the conscience of African empire 1900-39°, Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History,
Vol. V, No. 3 (May 1997); Wylie, ‘Confrontation over Kenya: The Colonial Office and its critics 1918-
1940°, JAH, 18, No. 3 (1977); John W. Cell, (ed.), By Kenya Possessed: The correspondence of Norman
Leys and J.H. Oldham 1918-1926, University of Chicago Press, 1976.

19 Cell, Possessed, endnote p322.

" Cell, Possessed, p8.



Chapter 1

For reasons of word length I have deleted my original second chapter, a
deconstruction and reinterpretation of the writings of explorer Joseph Thomson, as well as
other travellers and missionaries in Maasailand in the nineteenth century.'? This examined
how a stereotypical and largely derogatory image of the Maasai was manufactured in the
early travelogues, how this influenced novelists such as Rider Haggard, anthropologists
and colonial administrators of the Maasai, and why it still resonates today. When the thesis
is published as a book this chapter will be restored, since it is important to contextualise
the events featured here within the story of how perceptions of the Maasai were produced,
consumed and expressed. I am well aware of the fact that, with this chapter removed, I do
not deal except in passing with the pre-colonial history of the Maasai. But this period has
been covered by others, notably Richard Waller, John Berntsen and John Galaty. My
immediate focus is 1904 to 1918, with the broader frame of reference from about 1896 to

the 1930s. The following brief outlines sketch the wider picture.

Outline of Maasai social system

The Maasai are a Nilo-Hamitic people, one of several groups of Maa-speakers in
East Africa today whose ancestors came into this region from southern Sudan during the
first millennium AD. They are divided into socio-territorial sections or i/-oshon, straddling
both Kenya and Tanzania. No one seems to be agreed on how many sections there are; the
number given varies from 16 to 22, though some earlier sections are now defunct as a
result of internal warfare and incorporation into other il-oshon. Each section enjoys grazing
rights in a particular area, with sections subdivided further into localities or inkutot. Maasai
society and economy revolve around livestock, with cattle valued particularly highly as a

mobile form of wealth, medium of exchange and marriage, source of food, symbol of

12 Joseph Thomson, Through Masai Land, Sampson Low, Marston & Co., 1885.
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relationships, and for their sacred significance. However, increasing numbers of Maasai no
longer follow an exclusively pastoral mode of life or restrict their diet to livestock
products. Earlier ethnography tended to paint the Maasai as purely pastoral and contrast
them with mixed economy ‘lloikop’ or ‘Kwavi’ Maa-speakers, but this sharp division is no
longer accepted as true. Livestock is owned individually but land was not ‘traditionally’
owned by any one person. Before individual land ownership was introduced, land was (and
is still ideally) viewed as a community resource. As transhumant pastoralists the Maasai
use land seasonally, moving from highland to lowland pastures according to the rains,
which allows grazing to regenerate. Customarily, the Maasai are acephalous and do not
have ‘chiefs’ or headmen. These were only introduced by colonial governments; since
independence, Kenya has perpetuated this system. Authority ‘traditionally’ lay with age-set
spokesmen, elected for their leadership qualities, while spiritual authority was wielded by
prophets. The age-set structure is the fundamental organising principle of Maasai society,
and instils values of egalitarianism, sharing and respect. Women and girls do not belong to
age-sets, though they pass through rites of passage that parallel those of men and boys.
Councils of elders constitute the main decision-making bodies, though some of my
evidence challenges this model and suggests that younger men are also central to decision-
making processes. A few women are becoming more influential politically.

The fluidity of ethnicity in Africa is implicit throughout this thesis. Maa-speaking
peoples are characterised by fluidity rather than by fixed, ahistorical models, as certain
writers have demonstrated.'> But when describing informants’ origins, I shall use their

preferred terms; for example, I1-Aikipiak (Laikipiak) is an extinct section said to have been

1B For example, see T. Spear and R. Waller (eds.), Being Maasai, John Currey, 1993; John L. Berntsen, ‘The
Enemy is Us: Eponymy in the historiography of the Maasai’, History in Africa, 7 (1980).
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wiped out by a combined force of Purko-Kisongo warriors in the mid-1870s, but many

individuals continue to claim that they are Ol-Aikipiani (a member of the Laikipiak).

Early response to colonial rule

The early relationship between Maasai and British was relatively friendly, and
featured a military and patron-client alliance. When British administration was established
in the 1890s, the Maasai were recovering from a devastating blight — rinderpest, bovine
pleuro-pneumonia, smallpox and drought, coming in the wake of internecine warfare, had
brought them to their knees. Whole communities sought refuge in British forts and with
neighbouring peoples, while many child ‘debt pawns’ were taken in by missions. In later
life some of these child refugees, and others who voluntarily attended Christian mission
schools, were employed by the administration as key intermediaries, interpreters and
headmen. Some prophets forged mutually beneficial alliances with white administrators;
notably Olonana was made Paramount Chief (a nonsensical position, as it turned out),
placed on the government payroll, and gained British backing in his protracted fight
against his brother and rival, Senteu. Warriors were only too glad to lend their services to
British punitive expeditions, which hired hundreds of them as ‘auxiliaries’, paid in raided
stock. This enabled certain sections to rebuild their herds and strength, and some (notably
the Purko) recovered remarkably quickly. Besides the few Christian converts mentioned,
other Maasai were hired and prized as interpreters, caravan guides, herders and personal
servants. Colonial conquest had its advantages, therefore, but it put an end to Maasai
domination of this space, whose epicentre was the Rift Valley. After about 1900 these
early alliances turned sour as settlers came into the equation, demanding their share of
Maasai land. The completion of the Uganda Railway, which ran through the best Maasai

grazing grounds in the Rift, also changed British attitudes. The Maasai were assumed to
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represent a threat to the railway, lines of communication and European settlement around
‘the iron road’. The vast cost of building the railway had to be recouped somehow; official
priorities shifted away from ‘the protection of natives’ to the promotion of agricultural and
commercial development controlled by Europeans. This new thrust was summed up in

1903 by Commissioner Sir Charles Eliot:

East Africa is not an ordinary Colony. It is practically an estate belonging to His
Majesty’s Government, on which an enormous outlay has been made, and which ought
to repay that outlay.'

The historiography

The most substantial accounts of the Maasai moves and court case have been
written by Sandford at the time and subsequently by Cashmore (unpublished), Mungeam,
Sorrenson and, to a lesser extent, Tignor.15 Sandford’s contemporary account, an official
history of the Maasai Reserve and its administration, should be differentiated from those of
professional historians. If Leys and his friend William McGregor Ross may be counted as
historians, they also covered these events in some detail, in a highly partisan fashion.'® A
short review of these core texts will follow, and an overview of lesser ones. Besides
Sandford, the colonial archives (including government registers, official correspondence,
White Papers, district and provincial annual reports and veterinary reports) are an

extremely rich source of information, some of it surprisingly candid. Likewise, references

" Report by HM Commissioner on the East Africa Protectorate, April 1903, Cd. 1626, reproduced in G.H.
Mungeam, (ed.), Select Historical Documents 1884-1923, East African Publishing House, Nairobi, 1978,
p9%4.

“In alphabetical order: T.H.R. Cashmore, ‘Studies in District Administration in the East Africa Protectorate
1895-1918,' Ph.D. thesis, Cambridge, 1965. I consulted an earlier version, prefixed by the title "Your
Obedient Servants’, available in manuscript form in RHO, Oxford; G.H. Mungeam, British Rule in Kenya
1885-1912, Clarendon Press, 1966; G.R. Sandford, An Administrative and Political History of the Masai
Reserve, Waterlow & Sons, 1919; M.P K. Sorrenson, Origins of European Settlement in Kenya, OUP, 1968,
R.L.Tignor, The Colonial Transformation of Kenya: The Kamba, Kikuyu and Maasai from 1900 to 1939,
Princeton University Press, 1976.

'® Norman Leys, Kenya, The Hogarth Press, 1924; W. McGregor Ross, Kenya from Within: A short political
history, George Allen & Unwin, 1927.
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to these issues in the memoirs, letters and diaries of early administrators and other players
are sometimes full and frank; these will be quoted later.

Sandford’s ‘Blue book’, the official account of the administration of the Maasai,
opened with an unwitting truth. Edward Northey, who became Governor of B.E.A. in
1919, began his preface by saying: “The administration of the Masai tribe has always been
one of the most interesting native problems of the East Africa Protectorate”.!”
Administration did indeed pose a most interesting problem for the “natives” in question. A
comparison of the authorised version of events with alternatives, both written and oral,
reveals an astonishing tale of administrative bungling, blatant lies and cover-up. Sandford
was Private Secretary to the Governor when he wrote this. The elements of political ‘spin’
will become apparent later, but he should be credited with some frankness. For example,
he admitted government failure to adhere to the terms of the 1904 Agreement, in not
keeping a connecting road open between the two reserves.'® He also admitted that the
British wrongly recognised Olonana and later his son Seggi as Paramount Chiefs, because
certain officers “had not carefully investigated the facts of the case”. These appointments
were “the result of a misunderstanding” which was rectified.”” The British had mistaken
the power of the prophets for political power, and backed the wrong men in making some
of them chiefs — notably these two. Over time, it was realised that the power of the
prophets was largely magical and ritualistic, and not binding on the Maasai as a whole.

Significantly, Sandford (lifting Eliot’s earlier remarks word for word) noted that

“the centre of political gravity was not with the elders or chiefs but with a republic of

young men” — the warriors — “governed by ideas of military comradeship and desirous only

‘l; Prefatory Note,_31 August 1919, Sandford, Administrative history, no page number.
Sandford, Administrative history, p28.

 Sandford, Administrative history, p3.
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of military glory”.%° This begs the question, why did the British not liaise with the warriors,
if they knew that they wielded de facto political power? The short answer is that their ideas
about warriors had been formed by the very powerful, stereotypical portrayal by nineteenth
century writers referred to at the start. One could not do business with “bloodthirsty
savages™”' even if they were in fact (not fiction) behaving reasonably. Sandford went on to
record that, by 1918, the British had been forced to recognise the warriors because the
elders were so weak.” (This view of where power lies contradicts later gerontocratic
models put forward by anthropologists such as Paul Spencer, and will be discussed in
Chapter 7.) It is clear from this and other contemporary accounts that the British did not
know who they were dealing with,”®> or understand the relative authority and
representativeness of different leaders (prophets, elders, age-set spokesmen and other
leading warriors). Or if they did know, they did not act upon such knowledge.

In this review, I do not intend to elaborate upon Sandford’s accounts of the moves
and court case, which will be drawn upon in later chapters. But it is worth recording a few
other salient points he made about Maasai behaviour prior to the moves. For example, in
contrast to Joseph Thomson’s tales of Maasai ferocity towards Europeans, Sandford noted
that they showed no hostility to agents of the Imperial British East Africa Company
(IBEAC). “The presence of European authority in the country inspired them with awe from

the first, and no party, however small, has been molested passing through their country, or

% Sir Charles Eliot, Introduction (written 14 November 1904) to A.C. Hollis, The Masai: Their language and
folklore, Clarendon Press, 1905, pxvii; Sandford, Administrative history, p2.

2! One of many derogatory descriptions of Maasai warriors in H. Rider Haggard, 4llan Quartermain, first
published 1887 in London, reissued by Penguin Popular Classics 1995, p63. Haggard was clearly influenced
by and plagiarised Joseph Thomson, a story to be elaborated elsewhere.

% Sandford, Administrative history, p58. In setting up the new Native Councils, Hemsted made sure they
consisted of “the recognised ‘Aigwenak’ or counsellors ... with a few of the more influential elders and
Muran added ... Muran ‘Aigwenak’ were not ordinarily admitted to councils of elders by native custom, but,
as the elders did not themselves possess any great measure of control over the Muran, it was thought that the

appointment of such leading warriors might tend to improve the situation”. The appointments were only
meant to be temporary.
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obliged to pay the ‘hongo’ tribute, since the advent of the Company.” However, the
‘Naivasha Maasai’ slaughtered 456 men in a 1,400-strong trading caravan of “Swahilis”
(coastal people) and Kikuyu in November 1895 in the Kedong Valley, in what became
known as the Kedong massacre. A day later they also murdered Andrew Dick (former
chief accountant with the IBEAC, turned freelance trader), who happened to be travelling
nearby. He had tried to avenge the massacre against official orders from Thomas Gilkinson
at Fort Smith. Before being speared by a warrior called Ole Lekutet, ‘Trader Dick’
(accompanied by two French gentlemen hunters) seized 200 Maasai cattle and allegedly
killed more than 100 warriors.*®

A British investigation concluded that the Maasai had been sorely provoked and
should not be blamed. Ainsworth and Jackson established that the traders had been the
aggressors, since their headman had snatched two girls from a Maasai homestead, and that
Dick had also brought his demise upon himself. Olonana the prophet was so impressed by
this display of British justice, wrote Sandford, that he became a faithful friend to the
British from that moment on: “...he was so impressed with the impartial hearing given to
the Masai witnesses, and with the justice of the decision, that he vowed allegiance to the

British Government, a vow which he faithfully kept. British justice on this occasion gained

the friendship of the most powerful man in the Masai tribe, and rendered his influence

2 One small example, though this may have been a clerical error, is that Masikonde was described as a
laibon in the 1904 Agreement. This was amended to “chief elder” in the 1911 Agreement.

2 Sandford, Administrative history, p14.

» Sandford, Administrative history, p15. The number of fatalities in the initial massacre (Sandford gives no
figure) is from Frederick Jackson, Early Days in East Africa, Edward Arnold, 1930. Other accounts by
Ainsworth and an unknown biographer of Francis Hall, in papers copied to me from the Zanzibar archives by
Dick’s great-nephew J.A. ‘Jock’ Dawson, give the total number of dead as 1,038 out of 1,158, and 646 out of
about 1,150 men respectively. See Ainsworth to Hardinge, 3/12/1895, enc. in Hardinge to Salisbury,
19/12/95, FO 107/39, and other despatches in January 1896. Maxon and Javersak point out the
contradictions in all accounts of this episode, in ‘The Kedong Massacre and the Dick Affair: A problem in
the early colonial historiography of East Africa’, History in Africa, 8 (1981).
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warmly loyal to the administration from that day to the day of his death”.*® Incidentally, it
appears that Ole Gilisho’s age-set was responsible for the massacre.”” Yet he was
personally commended, by Jackson, on his behaviour afterwards (see Chapter 7). It is
tempting to speculate whether the young warrior was, like Olonana, also deeply impressed
by “British justice” on this occasion, and remembered it when deciding to press the Maasai
case in British courts many years later.

Among modern historians, Cashmore gives a useful account of the background to
events leading up to the moves, noting that officials Frederick Jackson, S.S. (Stephen)
Bagge, A.J.M. (Arthur) Collyer and John Ainsworth all stood up for Maasai land rights in
early debates over the relative rights of Africans and white settlers, though Jackson and
Ainsworth later reversed their opinions and joined advocates of the second move. (Collyer
did not oppose the move as such, but questioned the logic behind it and disapproved of the
methods used.)”® Reserves were seen as a solution to the problems posed by nomadism and
martial races. He mentions a government risk assessment in 1908, of the likely threat posed
by various ethnic groups, which found that the Maasai had 8,000 spears and therefore
represented a potential threat to the settled areas.” Earlier, military intelligence reports
were crucial to the 1904 decision to move the Maasai out of the Rift; this policy
“triumphed” over plans to allow the Maasai to intermingle with settlers.’® Cashmore does
not, however, challenge the warrior stereotype or question the risk assessment, spoiling his
account, here and elsewhere, with unsubstantiated value judgements about the supposed

nature of pastoralists that are simply lifted from the colonial lexicon. For example: “Of

26 Sandford, Administrative history, p15.

* Frederick Jackson advised Olonana — in Ole Gilisho’s presence — not to let warriors build their manyatas
near a main road in future, advice ‘“he at once acted upon”, ordering Ole Gilisho never to allow such a thing
again. Jackson, Early Days, 1969 edition, p295.

% See his remarks to Leys, quoted in Kenya, p135; also his 1910 Report on the Masai Question, cited in my
second chapter.

% Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, p188.
14



Chapter 1
course the pastoralists were numerically much smaller than the agriculturalists, but they
were also more warlike and aggressive. Their mobility and predatory habits created a
security problem for the early administration ... there was here an element of stubbornness,
intense conservativism, a refusal to accept change, a withholding of consent, that was to
defeat the Administration”.’ Whether the claim is true or not, these four alleged
characteristics are defensive rather than aggressive. In most of his references to Purko
leaders Ole Gilisho and Nkapilil Ole Masikonde, he also follows the B.E.A. administration
in mistakenly using the term ‘chief” to describe their positions. The Maasai are acephalous
and had no chiefs until the colonial government appointed some to serve its own ends.
Unlike Ole Masikonde, Ole Gilisho (though also a paid government-appointed chief)** was
a customary ol-aiguenani or age-set spokesman, a distinction that Cashmore must be aware
of because he also uses this term when quoting, for example, District Commissioner
Kenneth Dundas’s estimation of his qualities and character.” In translation generally, the
terms chief and age-set spokesman have become confused (see Chapter 7).

Cashmore mentions Leys’ early representations on behalf of the Maasai to
Ainsworth, Girouard and external contacts such as Gilbert Murray and Ramsay
MacDonald, though he is not absolutely certain that Leys was MacDonald’s source of
information. It is clear from the Harvey Letters that he was. He briefly describes how the

1911 move south “became bogged down on the Mau” in mid-August, and claims that the

Maasai panicked after “excessive rain and overcrowding quickly created a dearth of

%% Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, p332.

*! Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, p194.

32 H.M. MacAllister, Collector at Naivasha, sponsored Ole Gilisho’s appointment as “the chief” there in
about 1900, and Jackson — who regarded Olonana as dangerous, and wanted him deported to Kismayu —
“supported a policy of building up the power of Legalishu as a rival in Naivasha”, Cashmore, ‘Obedient’,
p328. This area of Maasailand was then part of the Uganda Protectorate, whose eastern province was
incorporated into B.E.A. in 1904.

33 . e : . .
.Dundas wrote: “He is a most bitter enemy of Government and of the white man in general”, no source
given, Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, p343.
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grazing”. He puts the subsequent problems down to “bad luck”, and mismanagement by
Girouard’s subordinates Hollis, Browne and Pickford: “they muffed it”.>* Cashmore is, in
general, sympathetic to Girouard and suggests that one reason for his 1912 resignation —
deceiving the Colonial Office over promises of farms on Laikipia to settlers displaced from
the Southern Reserve by the second Maasai move — was not a deliberate lie but a memory
slip.*

Mungeam covers the events that preceded both moves in a similar style to
Sorrenson, and draws almost entirely on official records. He mentions the role played by
Norman Leys in ‘blowing the whistle’ on colonial policy towards the Maasai in February
1910, but like Sorrenson is only “almost certain” that Leys was the author of the letter to
Gilbert Murray.*® Mungeam fails to deduce, from the evidence before him, that there was
at least one critic of the move in the middle ranks of the Protectorate administration —
Leys’ friend Collyer, District Commissioner of the Northern Maasai Reserve. Mungeam
covers the growing chasm between Harcourt and Girouard over the handling of the second
move, making clear that the Colonial Office and the Protectorate administration were
sharply at odds over this and other aspects of ‘native’ policy. The 1913 appeal to the courts
is dealt with in three sentences. As for the end result of the moves, he describes the Maasai
as “a tribe who directly benefited from the British connexion [sic], despite their double
removal from their lands”. They gained stock confiscated in punitive expeditions, and the
stockholdings of the ‘northern’ sections continued to grow after the move to Laikipia. He
concludes: “Even though they lost land to the settlers and suffered the double removal,

their herds increased, and they were still left with more land per head than any other tribe,

3% Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, pp366-7.
3% Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, p373.
36 Mungeam, British rule, p261.
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except perhaps for the nomadic pastoralists of the far north.”*” This claim is partly true, but
the assessment is purely quantitative. Chapter 8 in particular will challenge this argument
and present evidence of qualitative losses.

Sorrenson traces the foundations of the Protectorate from its commercial roots in
the IBEAC, and shows how European settlement was very much an afterthought. He
describes the formation of land policy and Crown claims to land — a legal nonsense,
predicated upon the denial of African rights — and the efforts of Charles Eliot to promote
European settlement in the highlands. Crucially, “he made no attempt to separate the land
required for Africans from that to be offered to settlers”, brushing aside warnings by his
subordinates not to rush things.*® Eliot was forced to resign after exceeding his powers in
offering land grants in the Rift to two settlers from South Africa, a subject closely
connected to the first Maasai move and fully covered in Chapter 2. The settlers had to wait
for three more governors to find their best advocate in Percy Girouard. His resignation,
too, was bound up with Maasai land affairs. Sorrenson mentions Leys’ written warning to
Gilbert Murray in February 1910, forwarded to the Colonial Office, that Girouard was
attempting to move the Maasai south without their consent.”® However, he is not certain
that Leys was the author, only that he was “probably” so, and fails to get other facts about
this episode quite right. He describes how Colonial Office approval of the 1911 Maasai
treaty and move was stalled by Ramsay MacDonald MP, who had received information

from the Protectorate suggesting that Girouard had pushed the Maasai into agreeing to

*” Mungeam, British rule, pp285-6.

* Sorrenson, Origins, pp68-9.

3 Leys to Murray, 3/2/10, MSS 148, Murray Papers, Bodleian Library, Oxford. Forwarded to the CO,
Jackson to Crewe, 7/3/10, CO 533/72, PRO.
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move. Again, he is not absolutely sure of the source — “it seems the complainant was
Leys”.** He was definitely so.

In short, this 1s a fairly thorough account of events according to official sources,
though the 1913 court case and appeal are dealt with in just one page. But Sorrenson is
wholly wrong about the Maasai response to land alienation, and partly wrong about the
reason why they failed to resist violently. Regarding the first, he writes: “Their losses of
land did not breed in the Masai a spirit of rebellion. Unlike the Kikuyu, they did not
attempt to acquire European techniques to settle their grievances. The Masai reacted to the
new society by ignoring it. Certainly the Masai court case was an exception but in this the
Masai acted on the advice of Leys and Morrison, as a last desperate effort to retain
Laikipia”.*! It is a major exception, which disproves the previous claim. He also unfairly
implies, by suggesting that the action was driven by Leys and Morrison, that the Maasai
were not the main protagonists. Would the same be said of European plaintiffs in a human
rights action? Such a view also treats non-violent forms of resistance as insignificant
forms, and overlooks the warrior uprisings in Narok District in 1918, 1922 and 1935,
which may be classified as ongoing resistance against British rule. (see Chapter 9). He
correctly suggests that the Maasai did not violently resist the second move because they
knew their spears were no match for British weapons, which is confirmed by oral
testimony. But it is far-fetched to claim that “the Purko had learnt a painful lesson from the
rifle of Andrew Dick in 1895”.** It seems more likely that Ole Gilisho and his age-mates
were swayed by the experience of seeing British firepower in action in the Nandi

campaigns and other so-called punitive expeditions in which Maasai auxiliaries were used

“ Sorrenson, Origins, p128.
* Sorrenson, Origins, p276.
*2 Sorrenson, Origins, p276.
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between about 1893 and 1906.** For example, Ole Gilisho led 400 Maasai auxiliaries on
the second Nandi campaign of June 1897.

Tignor does not cover these events at such length. But he makes some important
and fresh points, noting that “the moves dealt a severe psychological and political blow to
the Maasai, fully as decisive as battlefield losses”.** Also in the long term, the loss of dry
season grazing “forced the Maasai to overwork the more arid southern reserve, resulting in
loss of vegetation, soil erosion, and overall decline in grazing”, a view that contrasts
starkly with the dominant school of thought which blames the Maasai for wreaking this
havoc.* Crucially, he describes how a change of venue for the eunoto or warrior
graduation ceremony of the Purko junior il-murran in early 1910 allowed Girouard an
excuse, not sanctioned by treaty, to move the warriors and 7,000 head of cattle (other
accounts say 10,000) to the Southern Reserve, and to disallow their return on grounds of
cattle disease. The eunoto should have taken place on Kinangop, a sacred ceremonial site
in the Aberdares, but Olonana objected and asked Girouard to order the ‘northern’ Maasai
to hold it in the south, near his home at Ngong. Once this group had moved, they became
the vanguard for the final exodus south. Tignor emphasises the centrality of Ole Gilisho in
Maasai opposition to the moves when he was still a senior warrior, and the pressures
brought to bear on him to break his nerve. He points out that Ole Gilisho’s fears about the
alleged inadequacy of the Southern Reserve and the prevalence of disease in certain areas

were confirmed in a report on Trans-Mara by Hemsted, written in early 1913 but not sent

* Maasai au?dliaries joinfed 20 large British military operations in this period, and possibly other smaller
ones. For a list of the major operations see Berman and Lonsdale, Unhappy Valley (1), Tables 2.2 and 3.1,

pp28-29, 60-61. King agrees with my assessment of the impression made by the Nandi campaigns, ‘Kenya
Maasai’, p124.

“ Tignor, Transformation, p39.
%5 Tignor, Transformation, p38.
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to London until June that year, which contradicted previously glowing reports that had
been sent to a disbelieving Colonial Office.*

Most importantly, he writes of the legal action: “It is significant that the action was
taken by the moran, rather than the elders, because ... the warriors tended to be the most
energetic segment of Maasai society in resisting British overrule”.*’ However, in an article
on warrior behaviour and Maasai resistance to change, Tignor somewhat contradicts this
line of argument. He again emphasises the importance of the fact that it was a warrior-led
legal action, directed mainly against elders who had signed the second treaty, and yet
simultaneously claims that the warrior class was “the most powerful force in resisting
efforts at change”.*® This particular action was not reactionary or conservative, an epithet
which has stuck to the Maasai since written records began. In standing up to the British,
Ole Gilisho and his clique were also defying those elders who urged compliance, notably
Olonana. Doing so in the way that they did, through litigation, was extraordinary given that
“warriors were expected to be volatile, violence prone, eager and ready to engage in
struggle among age-mates or against other tribes”, sometimes also turning their “eruptive
action” against elders.* I will argue that the legal move was a progressive action totally at
odds with ethnographic models depicting the internal dynamics of Maasai society, which

have been adopted and uncritically reiterated by some historians.”® If the warriors could

46 Tignor, Transformation, p36. R.W. Hemsted’s report on Trans-Mara is in Belfield to Harcourt, June 1913,
CO 533/118. Tignor does not comment on the delayed despatch of this and other reports, notably DC
Collyer’s report of 29/8/10 which was not sent to the CO until 6/2/13 (in Desp. 14, Belfield to Harcourt, CO
533/116).
47 Tignor, Transformation, p45.
“® Tignor, ‘The Maasai warriors: pattern maintenance and violence in colonial Kenya’, JAH, 13 (1972),
?9p276, 280.

Tignor, ‘Maasai warriors’, p278.
*® Tignor’s source of information on Maasai “political institutions” is Jacobs’ 1965 Oxford thesis, ‘The
Traditional Political Organisation of the Pastoral Masai’, fn p278. But I am thinking of later ethnographies, in
particular Paul Spencer, The Maasai of Matapato: A study of rituals of rebellion, Manchester University
Press, 1988. The main problem with his work is that it is largely ahistorical, and takes little or no account of
external forces and socio-political change. This has since been remedied by anthropologists such as Dorothy
Hodgson, who bring both a gendered and historical analysis to studies of pastoral societies.
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behave in this manner in 1911-13, but not at any other time, how correct is a model that
characterises them as primarily violent, volatile and subjugated by elders?

Short references to the events have been made by a wide spectrum of other writers;
the following list is by no means exhaustive. Both academic and non-academic accounts
are peppered with inaccuracies, while the few Maasai texts available may be written from a
Maasai viewpoint but are not necessarily more accurate as history. To deal first with the
pre-1985 literature, B.K. Ole Kantai gave a short overview in his foreword to Sankan’s
account of Maasai customs, but got several facts wrong including claims that the prophet
Olonana opposed the second move, refused to sign the 1911 Agreement, and that his

1! In fact, Olonana favoured

thumb print was “obtained from him a few days after he died
the move and stood to gain from it. He was not a signatory to the second agreement, nor
did the British ever make such a claim; his son Seggi set his mark to it after Olonana’s
death. Another Maasai writer, Tepilet Ole Saitoti, claimed there was a third treaty in 1912
(a third one was drawn up in 1910, but not implemented), and that warring Maasai sections
“managed to bridge their differences” and united to resist the British, “but paid heavily
with losses of life and cattle” which suggests that the resistance was violent. There was no
such unity.>?

Kenneth King touched on the moves and case in a 1971 article on Maasai protest,
noting that “the Maasai [were] one of the first peoples in East Africa to resort to a modern
political process to gain their rights” but that “insufficient research has been done on this

famous case to be certain about the various factors involved”.>®> The history and

anthropology of pastoralism have often intertwined to inform, challenge and correct each

°''S.S. Sankan, The Maasai, East African Literature Bureau, 1971, pXXiv.

> Tepilet Ole Saitoti, Maasai, Elm Tree Books/Hamish Hamilton, 1980, p24. There were losses, but with the
exception of the 1918 Ololulunga clash, these did not result from armed resistance.

3 K. King, “The Kenya Maasai and the protest phenomenon 1900-1960°, J4H, 12 (1971), p124.
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other, hence it is common to find histories of the Maasai within the anthropological canon.
Anthropologist Alan Jacobs wrote of the long-term effects of the moves: “The deceptions
perpetrated against them [Kenyan Maasai] at that time, together with the later failure of the
colonial government to honour promises, have had a persisting influence on Pastoral
Maasai attitudes to all subsequent development efforts ... Secondly, the policies of
European settlement not only denied Pastoral Maasai access to much of their former high-
potential grazing areas, but it also affected the quality of both their herd management
practices and livestock as well.”>* Non-academic writers such as Gerald Hanley and
Charles Miller have mentioned the events in popular accounts of early Kenya.” Miller
called this land alienation “the Masai highway robbery”.

In the modern literature (post-1985), there are two brief references to the moves in
Spear and Waller, one a footnote, and the date of Maasai removal from Laikipia is wrongly
given as 1912.>® Elsewhere, Waller describes how the moves “relegated [the Maasai] to the
periphery politically as well as geographically and severed many of their links with the
surrounding peoples”, and contrasts this with their alliance with the British in the first
decade of colonial rule. The moves marked the beginning of a loss of control of their
physical environment, following “imbalances” caused by internecine conflict and
epidemics in the nineteenth century. The two agreements, meanwhile, appeared to
emphasise the special status of the Maasai in B.E.A., but in fact they “marked the
beginning of a long retreat from involvement with the colonial power and the replacement

of a highly flexible and innovatory response to the advent of colonial rule by a

4 Alan H. Jacobs, ‘Maasai pastoralism in historical perspective’, in T. Monod (ed.), Pastoralism in Tropical
Asfrica, OUP, 1975, p413.

% Gerald Hanley, Warriors and Strangers, Hamish Hamilton, 1971; Charles Miller, The Lunatic Express: An
entertainment in imperialism, Macdonald, 1971.

56T, Spear and R. Waller (eds.), Being Maasai: Ethnicity and identity in East Africa, James Currey, 1993,
pp243, 256n.
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determination to preserve their society intact, which was both rigid and deeply suspicious
of further innovation”.”’

In his work on missions, Waller briefly mentions missionary attitudes to the second
move and the sympathy of one AIM missionary (the American John Stauffacher) with
Maasai attempts to resist it.>® Anthropologist Peter Rigby also mentions Stauffacher, the
roles played by mission-educated Maasai in resisting the moves (which are elaborated
upon by King, 1971), and the actions of Leys, whom he calls “the most perceptive foreign
commentator on the scene in Kenya” between the wars. He commends Leys’ Kenya for its
“clear indictment of the duplicity of the government, settlers, and missions in the loss of
Maasailand and other pastoral areas”, and applauds Leys’ grasp of Maasai social formation
and ideology, seizing with delight upon what he sees as its closeness to his own Marxist
analysis.”® He over-states the influence of the missions in persuading the government to
create Maasai reserves. He is also incorrect in saying the second move was completed by
1911; it was 1913.%

Lamprey and Waller, citing Cashmore and Sandford, sketch the moves and their
implications in a history of Maasai occupation of the Loita-Mara region, and make the
unsubstantiated claim: “The Maasai Moves became a cause célébre in England and Kenya
and this has considerably obscured both the facts and the issues involved”.®! After

29

describing the objections of “some committed ‘northerners’” (Maasai on Laikipia) to the

proposed extensions of the Southern Reserve (western Narok and Trans-Mara) on the

*7R. Waller, ‘The Maasai and the British 1895-1905: The origins of an alliance’, J4H, 17, No. 4 (1976),
529,532.

?ng. Waller, ‘They do the dictating and we must submit: The Africa Inland Mission in Maasailand’, in T.

Spear and.I.N. Kimgmbo (eds.), East African Expressions of Christianity, James Currey, 1999, pp93-5.

59 Peter Rigby, Persistent Pastoralists: Nomadic Societies in Transition, Zed Books, 1985, pp116-8.

60 Rigby, Persistent, p115.

®! Richard Lamprey and Richard Waller, ‘The Loita-Mara Region in Historical Times: Patterns of

Subsistence, Settler.nent and Ecological Change’, in Peter Robertshaw, Early Pastoralists of South-western
Kenya, British Institute in Eastern Africa, 1990, p21.
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grounds of disease, waterlessness and prior occupation by other Maasai sections, they add:
“The ‘northerners’ had other, less open, reasons for opposing the move from Laikipia”...
This is footnoted: “These hidden reasons were related to a struggle for control within the
section itself”. This presumably refers to differences between ‘northern’ leaders and
Olonana over the choice of age-set spokesman, which will be explained later. However,
they add, the suitability of the Southern Reserve for the Purko and their livestock became
the overriding issue.®?

Elsewhere, Berntsen spells out what Lamprey and Waller hint at: the internal
wranglings over the choice of age-set spokesman for the Il-Tuati II age-set in 1909-1910.
He suggests that Olonana’s attempt to force his choice upon the Purko was “perhaps ...
part of his camI')aign to convince the Maasai to evacuate the Laikipia plateau ... which has
had ramifications among the Purko Maasai until today”.®* Lonsdale briefly notes that “the
Maasai replied to their second move not with spears but with a lawsuit, a decade before the
Luo and Kikuyu, with men who could type, created their political associations”. He
describes how white settlement was used to “pin down pastoralism, the way of life that
kept Africans idle, unnervingly on the move ... The politics of conquest was brought
symbolically to an end with the Maasai moves of 1904 and 1911 [which] fenced
pastoralism out of the best grazing in the Rift while fencing capitalist ranching in”. Having
been happy to use Maasai warriors to ‘pacify’ other restive ‘tribes’ in the early days, the

government dramatically changed tack after 1905: “Allies of conquest were never more

fully discarded”.** Maxon touches on the court case, flags up Leys’ role and influence as a

®2 Lamprey and Waller, ‘Loita-Mara’, p22.

®* John L. Berntsen, ‘Maasai Age-Sets and Prophetic Leadership: 1850-1910°, Africa, 49, No. 2 (1979),
ppl140-141.

64pLonsdale, ‘Thg Conquest State of Kenya 1895-1905°, in Bruce Berman and John Lonsdale, Urhappy
Valley: Conflict in Kenya & Africa, Book One, James Currey, 1992, pp39, 35-6.
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critic of empire, and explains how his handling of the Maasai move and Cole case led to

Girouard’s downfall.®

Critics of empire: Leys and McGregor Ross

Leys originally planned to collaborate with his friend William McGregor Ross in
writing a book on Kenya together. He became frustrated and vexed when McGregor Ross
did not come up with the goods quickly enough, as is evident in Leys’ letters to Ross’s

wife Isabel %

and in the end they published separately, three years apart.

Leys was born in Liverpool in 1875, and as a child lived mostly with his
grandfather, a Presbyterian minister in Lanarkshire, after his mother died giving birth to
younger brother Kenneth.®” There was a tussle between his grandfather and Scottish
barrister father over custody of the two boys; when their father converted to Catholicism,
grandfather whisked them away to America to prevent them from being returned to him
and reared as Catholics.®® Later, Leys studied medicine at Glasgow, where he first met
Gilbert Murray (who became his life-long mentor and correspondent) and lived and

worked in the slums — a formative experience, says Wylie.* He arrived in Africa in

October 1901 to work as a doctor with the African Lakes Corporation at Chinde,

% R. M. Maxon, Struggle for Kenya: The loss and reassertion of imperial initiative, 1912-1923, Associated
University Presses, 1993.

% For example, Leys to Mrs Ross, 19/8/23, 7/9/23, Box 15, McGregor Ross papers, RHO.

%7 Incidentally, Leys, McGregor Ross and Harvey were all very close age-mates of Ole Gilisho — their life
dates were respectively 1875-1944, 1877-1940, 1875-1955 and c1875-1939.

% When his paternal grandfather Peter Leys refused to allow his grandsons to return to their father John, the
latter launched legal action, “famous at the time”, which led to his imprisonment for contempt of court.
Wylie suggests that both Leys’ Puritan roots and American sojourn, at a New England school founded by an
evangelist, fundamentally influenced his later political activities. Wylie, ‘Critics’, p45.

% “His concern for the ‘deprived and inarticulate’ dates at least from his university days when, as a medical
student ... he lived and worked in a settlement house in a Glasgow slum.” Before coming to Africa, he joined
the Fabian Society and the Anti-Slavery and Aborigines Protection Society, but resigned from the latter when
he began working for the government. Wylie, ‘Critics’, pp42, 53.
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Portuguese East Africa. He transferred to B.E.A. in September 19057 and stayed for seven
years as a government medical officer based successively in Mombasa, Nakuru and Fort
Hall. He wrote an influential 1911 report on sanitation in Mombasa, which earned him
government praise.’’ In this and other reports he drew links between socio-economic
conditions and ill health, which were by no means obvious to policy-makers at the time.”?
After his own forced move to Nyasaland, he became interested in the Chilembwe uprising
of 1915, interviewed many of the survivors in prison, and wrote about “this new kind of
unrest” as a footnote to his analysis of Kenya.”? He became much more than a doctor; his
later life was devoted to writing and activism.

Leys devoted a core chapter of his first book Kenya — which he had been planning
since 1911 — to the story of the Maasai moves and court case, after placing them in
historical and ethnographic context. His major problem, as Diana Wylie has pointed out,
was the lack of official data to back up his assertions about the effects of administrative
policy upon the Maasai, or any other accurate facts and figures for Kenya.”* He had to rely
upon estimates and hearsay, drew heavily on Sandford and complimented him: “There are
a few notable omissions in the story as told by the Blue book, but in the main it is candid
and impartial as few official statements are”.”> He repeated Sandford’s account of the

Kedong massacre and the impression that British justice made upon Olonana, commenting:

“Very typical is the immediate recognition by a savage people of a standard of justice

7 This information is taken from Wylie. But in the EAP Blue Book for 1912, Leys is listed among nine
medical officers appointed on 30 September 1904.

' Wylie, ‘Critics’, p53.

7 For example, in an appendix to his 1909 health report on Nakuru, Leys alerted the authorities to a
“pandemic” of VD among Africans (linked to prostitution and labour patterns along the new railway) and
said this could only be checked by a radical change in living conditions. He was ahead of his time in moving
beyond a medical model of health, advocating social reforms that mirror current concerns and advocacy
around HIV/AIDS and labour migrancy. See Tignor, Transformation, p180; the original report is in PC/NZA
2/3, KNA.

7 Chapter 13 in Norman Leys, Kenya, The Hogarth Press, 1925, p326.

™ Wylie, “Critics’, p117.
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higher than their own”.’® One can never be sure when Leys was being ironic. It seems
unlikely here, despite his knowledge of the way in which the British legal system
ultimately failed the Maasai, since he also declared: “Railways and courts of justice are the
two great boons our Governments have given to the people of tropical Africa”.”’ He
believed the railways were a godsend because they saved the lives and health of African
porters, and stopped the spread of disease along caravan routes.

He described the absence of an early land policy, which initially allowed Eliot to do
as he liked with African land. Leys claimed that Eliot failed to understand how
transhumant pastoralism left large swathes of country apparently uninhabited for months or
years at a time, and so he could speak of East Africa as a “tabula rasa, an almost
untouched and sparsely inhabited country, where we can do as we will”.”® This accusation
was not totally fair, since Eliot also wrote of southern Mau being “uninhabited, but
frequented by the Masai for pasturage”, and of Maasai use of “a series of terraces” between
the Laikipia plateau and the Rift Valley floor for grazing, without permanently living there.
This shows that he had some understanding of their use of land.” Leys was generally
scathing about Eliot, yet described the reasons for his resignation in June 1904 in quite
sympathetic terms, saying that Eliot had tried in his dealings with the Foreign Office to
“insist on the superior claims of the genuine farmers (with from 10,000 to 100,000 acres
each) as against financial syndicates”.®® This is a reference to Eliot’s promise of farming
land to Chamberlain and Flemmer, immigrants from South Africa, compared to the 500

square miles of Rift which the Foreign Office had granted to the East Africa Syndicate. In

 Leys, Kenya, p86.

 Leys, Kenya, p94.

7 Leys, Kenya, p76.

”® Leys, Kenya, p98, quoting Charles Eliot, The East Africa Protectorate, Edward Arnold, 1905, p3.
™ Eliot, Protectorate, pp85, 77-8.

81 eys, Kenya, p100.
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a riposte to those who claimed the Maasai did not occupy or make good use of land, Leys
said of the Syndicate grant: “To this day that huge estate is more thinly populated both by
men and by stock than it was when the Masai left it”.*

Leys’ other contributions to the story will be included later. At this stage, it is
worth highlighting his recognition of Ole Gilisho as “the most influential Masai in the
northern reserve”.®? Also, he noted that the Maasai were the only Kenyan ethnic group
whose land had been alienated to have made a written agreement with the British
government, which “bound itself by a solemn pledge to respect the tribe’s rights in land”.®
(This leaves the door open to modernday legal challenges, see Chapter 4.) Leys was highly
revealing of Collyer’s role and attitude. As the DC of the Northern Reserve and a Maa
speaker, he was probably the administrator who was closest to the Maasai and most
genuinely concerned with their welfare. Leys said Collyer was greatly trusted by the
Maasai on Laikipia. He described Collyer’s disquiet over the Maasai moves, and suggested
that he was Leys’ main informant in the administration. Although this veiled admission
came many years after Collyer’s premature death from tuberculosis in September 1912,
official knowledge of Collyer’s relationship with Leys may well have cost him his job with
the Maasai, and the accompanying distress may even have hastened his end. Collyer was
transferred to Nyeri to separate him from the Maasai during the move. As Jackson put it:
“[He] was sent to the Amala River to receive the immigrants, and when they never arrived,
he was transferred to Nyeri, presumably to make quite certain that he would be completely

out of touch with them. It was indeed a sorry show”.®*

8 Ibid, p100.
%2 Ibid., p104.
8 Ibid., p109.
8 Jackson, Early Days, p330.
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Collyer had promised Leys he would write the Maasai chapter for Kenya, but after
his premature death it had to be written without his help. Leys quoted from a letter Collyer

sent him just before the final move, in which his disgust was palpable:

As regards the Masai move, this sudden change of front has staggered me though I hold
it was the right thing to do, if done long ago. The manoeuvres, etc., that have been
employed with regard to the Masai have sickened and embittered me. I have always said
that the policy of putting the Masai into one area was right, but I cannot uphold the
methods that have been employed to bring this about. If in five years’ time you write a
book and I am in a position to give you the information on the Masai, you shall
certainly have it.®

Leys obscured his own role in fomenting opposition to the Maasai moves. But he
rather gave the game away by issuing a warning to would-be protesters: “Whether it was
right or wrong to protest against the Masai move may be doubtful. In any case, the reader
who may live and work in Africa should be warned that if he ever takes a similar step he
will do harm as well as good. If he feels he must, then he should. But the fact is that there
is very little use in trying to stop these things. What is needed is rather to appoint
governors and others in authority who will not attempt them”.% Leys rarely credited
Africans for their role in resisting the British. Furthermore, Wylie notes that Leys did not
include an African perspective in his writings, although they were broadly sympathetic to
Africans. He was, she says, remote from Africans, and “his analysis in Kenya does not
depend in any sense on how Africans perceived their situation”.®” In this sense he was,
therefore, no better than the modern scholars who omit Maasai voices from their published
work (see Oral history, below). He tended to assume African views.

In his preface to Kenya from Within, McGregor Ross said he had deferred reading

Kenya until after he had finished writing his own manuscript. He, too, devoted a chapter to

8 Leys, Kenya, p135.
% Leys, Kenya, pp137-8.
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the Maasai, focused on the moves and court case and their subsequent experiences in the
Southern Reserve. Before reviewing this, I shall briefly sketch the author’s background.
McGregor Ross first came to B.E.A. in 1900 to work as an Assistant Engineer on the
Uganda Railway. By 1904, at the age of 28, he had risen to become Director of Public
Works, but he was forced to resign in 1923 after agitation from settlers over his alleged
mismanagement of public funds. The subtext to this was the fact that McGregor Ross’s
face did not fit the colonial scene and never had done. He was fiercely teetotal, moralistic,
bookish, aloof from clubhouse camaraderie, and seen as a bit of a prig.®® As a member of
the Legislative Council from 1916-1922, a position which came with the job, his politics
were seen to be soft on ‘natives’ in particular. In a progression that paralleled Leys’ own
political and philosophical maturation, the B.E.A. experience turned McGregor Ross into a
radical and activist of sorts. He became a Quaker, which comes across as a natural end
result of his colonial experience and development of a humanitarian and pacifist
conscience.® Though critics of colonial policy back home in Britain might be dismissed
as sentimentalists who knew nothing of local conditions, the same charge could not be
levelled at Leys and Ross. They, too, were ‘the men on the spot’ whose opinion and
experience could not be bettered and ought to be followed, as settlers were so fond of
saying of themselves. And as colonial civil servants, they had access to information that
was potentially explosive.

In Kenya from Within, McGregor Ross launched a broadside against the arrogance

of settlers and their abuse of privilege. He aimed to alert the British public to the fact that

87 Wylie, ‘Critics’, p121.

8 The evidence for this is in Wylie, but also more directly in Ross’s diaries of his early years in B.E.A.,
which will be drawn upon in later chapters.

% Incidentally, McGregor Ross’s family became friendly with my father’s Yorkshire Quaker family, and his
sons Peter and Hugh were at Cambridge University with my father David Hughes just before World War
Two. As a child I stayed with his widow, Isabel, at her home in the Lake District.
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this class of mostly unelected men was running things in Kenya, to the detriment of subject
Africans: “The Government created a caste of landed proprietors — a privileged class. Its
members can certainly not be blamed for accepting the chances of wealth which a British
Government placed before them ... There will be much in the record [that is, later
chapters] to rouse indignation among British people who have not been subjected to the
temptations inseparable from membership of a privileged class, allowed to enrich itself by
the labours of uneducated coloured people ... The privileged class in Kenya would do well
to remember that it is the British people, and not themselves, who are in charge of the
country in which they live and all the Africans among whom they dwell”. By alerting the
public to the “impositions” being made on Africans, he hoped that “wrongs will be
righted”.”

His style is that of a one-sided and gossip-laced conversation, sarcastic and ironic
by turns, punctuated by many exclamation marks and asides in parentheses. (It would
never have worked to try and combine Leys’ style with Ross’s; maybe Ross knew this, and
hence baulked at collaboration.) For example, when writing about the injunction to stop the
expulsion from Laikipia, he wrote: “A temporary injunction was granted pending the full
hearing of the case. (Sensation.)””' The Maasai chapter was called ‘The Marvelling
Masai’. It traced how the Maasai initially marvelled at the ways of the white man (land
surveyors in the Rift, the Kedong massacre and its aftermath, the wonders of Andrew Dick
and his warrior-felling rifle, the arrival of settlers, and eviction from the Rift Valley).
Their marvelling lessened after the forced safari to the south and the court case. After the

further trials of increased taxation (said to have been the highest in the colony),”? attempts

% McGregor Ross, Kenya from Within, p68.

°! Ross, Kenya, p138.

%2 From August 1903, each adult Maasai male had to pay an annual tax of three rupees. After the second
move, this was raised to 15 Rs. The Maasai also paid 20 shillings hut tax, whereas other Africans paid 16sh,
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at forced conscription in World War One, the requisition of thousands of head of stock to
feed the troops, stock epidemics, the battle of Ololulunga and the brutal repression of a
second warrior uprising in 1922, among other things, the Maasai finally “ceased to marvel
at anything the Government did”.”

McGregor Ross was clearly reliant on Sandford for much of his information,
saying: “Much detail is available in the official ‘History’, which, while remarkably frank,
still leaves a number of openings for reading between the lines”. In pointing the finger at
various culprits, he named even fewer names than Leys — settlers and government in
general emerge as the bad guys. But he made some key points. After Kedong, a naive
belief in the trustworthiness of the British government “clung to the Masai for years™ in the
face of contradictory evidence. “These people were just and calm in council, even though
an odd individual, like Bwana Dick, might break out now and then and be the very devil.
The Government was a concern with which gentlemen [that is, the Maasai] could afford to

have relations. Now they knew where they were.””

[His italics]. Speaking from experience
of building the Uganda Railway through Maasai country, he said the Maasai “behaved in
exemplary fashion, giving Government no trouble whatever”. It was feared that they might
threaten or disrupt construction; instead, the Nandi saw to that. It is important to record this
peaceful response, since the fear of Maasai violence towards white settlers around the
railway, and their perceived threat to the railway itself, was used to justify their 1904
removal from the Rift. McGregor Ross claimed: “The whole episode was an eviction and

nothing else. It was carried out not only because white men wanted land near the railway

but because intending stock-raisers acted on a principle that was subsequently stated (in an

which was further reduced to 12sh in 1922. Ross, Kenya, pp139, 147, 154. The reason for this high rate of
tax was their perceived wealth and idleness; it was an attempt to force the Maasai to sell their cattle and join
the labour force.

% Ross, Kenya, p143.
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unofficial publication) in these words: ‘A European requiring a stock farm cannot go
wrong in acquiring land formerly occupied by Masai, who are experts in choosing grazing
grounds.” Everybody knew that, from 1900 onwards.”® As for the reasons why the
warriors so firmly resisted forced conscription at Ololulunga in 1918, McGregor Ross set
these in the context of their enormous stock losses to disease and military requisition. “The
Masai were scarcely in a mood to treat this active piece of persuasion with unconcern.”*®

There were many other reasons for the subsequent clash; these will be elaborated upon in

my final chapter.

Models of African resistance

The resistance led by Ole Gilisho must be set within another historiography — that
of contemporary African resistance to colonialism and studies of non-violent resistance in
general. This has not been attempted previously, both because Ole Gilisho’s character and
actions have not been fully examined, and because historians tend to deny that the Maasai
resisted the British at this point in their relationship. Sorrenson’s views have been given
above. Despite his previously cited remarks about the 1913 suit, and his recognition that
this was brought by Purko and Keekonyokie warriors, Tignor also refers to “the warrior
class who did not resist” the moves, and (in a separate passage) says that the fact that they
went ahead “did much to discredit the group of warriors then in power for failing to mount
any true resistance” — as if resistance can only be violent.”” While mentioning the 1918

battle of Ololulunga, Mungeam states “the Masai seem not to have continued their

% Ross, Kenya, pp136, 134.

% Ross, Kenya, p135.

% Ross, Kenya, p140.

°7 Tignor, Transformation, pp92, 39.
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opposition in any active form” after the second move and court case.”® Kenneth King looks
at the Maasai “protest phenomenon” from 1900 but does not examine resistance to the
moves in any detail, and says that Stauffacher the missionary (who urged the Maasai to
resist both moves) “may have been a little disappointed that there was no resistance”.”
[My italics]. Granted, there is no evidence of any resistance to the first move, and he is
referring here to a 1904 letter written by Stauffacher prior to this move, but the statement is
rather sweeping and appears to encompass both moves. King, who was examining the
assumption that the Maasai were isolated from the growth of modern African politics in
Kenya in this period, seems keen to find evidence of “politicization” of those Maasai who
opposed the moves, and expresses disappointment when none emerges.'®® But the Maasai
leadership at that time was not politicised in the modern sense, and one should not confuse
the willingness of some leaders to enter the British legal process with their embrace of
modernity or politics.

Berntsen notes that early confrontations (1850-1910) between the British and East
African peoples including the Maasai were organised through age-based institutions, that
the clashes were of a purely military nature, and that it was the il-oibonok (or comparable
prophetic leaders) who inspired and mobilised this opposition. They were remembered as
“the prime movers of historical action” — a dangerous and erroneous claim, as oral
evidence about Ole Gilisho will prove.'” In many respects he overshadowed and
outplayed Olonana, chief prophet (to use Berntsen’s term) in B.E.A. up to 1911, and,

following Olonana’s death, his sons. Olonana was a mover of sorts, vis-a-vis the British,

but too emasculated by this relationship of dependency to be a prime mover among the

*® Mungeam, ‘Masai and Kikuyu responses to the establishment of British Administration in the East Africa
Protectorate’, JAH, 11, No. 1 (1970), p134.
% King, ‘Kenya Maasai’, p121.

'% King, ‘Kenya Maasai’, pp117, 124 in particular.
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Maasai towards the end of his life. As Waller says, “the demands which the British made
upon Olonana in return for their support began to erode the basis of his own support among
the Maasai”.'” Oral testimony also indicates that Ole Gilisho despised prophets; his
relatives and those who knew the man were adamant that he was not directed by them at
any time. Berntsen is looking at a slightly earlier period, but it is highly unlikely that Purko
prophets of the Inkidongi sub-clan (the most powerful lineage) were “prime movers” in
1910 and not in 1911-13;'® the evidence suggests that his description does not apply at all
after about 1904.

In short, this resistance does not fit neatly into previously established models. It
was a form of primary resistance'® but it was not violent, unlike say Nandi resistance to
British intrusion from the 1890s to 1905 of which it has been said “of all the peoples of
Kenya, they put up the strongest and longest military resistance to British imperialism”.'%
Neither was it like the violent Giriama response to forced moves and taxation in 1914.'% It
was not a lone outburst like Rutaraka’s spearing of Harry Galt in Uganda in May 1905,
which British investigators feared was linked to “a general conspiracy of discontented
chiefs” but which turned out to be the action of a despairing individual.'®” It did not seek to

overthrow the colonial state, but had very specific and focused aims, principally restitution.

Unlike Maji Maji in Tanganyika, or Ndebele and Shona resistance in southern Rhodesia, it

11 Berntsen, ‘Maasai age-sets’, p134.
192 Waller, ‘Maasai and the British’, p542.
'% This may sound odd, since Olonana died in March 1911. But arguably his powers largely resided in the
‘office’ of chief prophet and should have passed to his sons.
1% See T.0. Ranger, ‘Connexions between ‘primary resistance’ movements and modern mass nationalism in
East and Central Africa’, Part 1, JAH, 9, No. 3 (1968).
19 A. Adu Boahen (ed.), Unesco General History of Afvica VII: Africa under Colonial Domination 1880-
1935, Abridged Edition, James Currey, 1990, p73. See also A.T. Matson, Nandi Resistance to British Rule
1890-1906, East African Publishing House, 1972; Diana Ellis, ‘The Nandi protest of 1923 in the context of
African resistance to colonial rule in Kenya’, JAH, 17 (1976); Richard Meinertzhagen, Kenya Diary 1902-
1906, Oliver and Boyd, 1957.
1% See Leys, Kenya, Chapter 5.
197 willis, ‘Killing Bwana’,
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did not involve oppressed peasants, millenarian cults or religion.108 The uprising led by
John Chilembwe in Nyasaland in 1915 may be loosely bracketed with these; mission- and
American-educated Chilembwe, who established his own religious sect, appealed to
disgruntled estate workers to murder their masters before turning upon Europeans in

general.'?”

The Maasai were not poor peasants”o or downtrodden labourers with a grievance
against the boss. Their wealth in cattle allowed them to remain relatively aloof from the
colonial economy, and as transhumants they were not, prior to the creation of reserves, tied
to one area of land, which made them less amenable to social control. Ole Gilisho was a
secular leader, who defied the wishes of the prophet Olonana with regard to government
orders, was generally sceptical of prophets and ignored religious edicts unless they suited

him. And he led no movement as such, least of all a millenarian or proto-nationalist one.

The words “true resistance” are crucial. Resistance takes many forms, as James
Scott and Andrew Turton have elaborated.'’! Some are “everyday” forms, occupying a
middle ground between passivity and open rebellion, and these may include poaching,
foot-dragging, non-compliance, pilfering, sabotage, and flight. A group of Maasai under
Ole Gilisho — and this was by no means a unanimous move by the ‘northern’ Maasai as a

whole — appears to have resorted to a range of resistances, from movement away from the

'% On Maji Maji, see for example J. Iliffe, ‘The Organisation of the Maji Maji Rebellion’, J4H, 8 (1967);
Marcia Wright, Chapter 6 in D.M. Anderson and D.H. Johnson (eds.), Revealing Prophets, James Currey,
1995. On Rhodesian resistance, see D. Beach, ‘‘Chimurenga’: The Shona Rising of 1896-97°, J4H, 29, No. 3
(1979); J. Cobbing, ‘The absent priesthood: Another look at the Rhodesian risings of 1896-97°, J4H , 18,
No.1, 1977; T.O. Ranger, Revolt in Southern Rhodesia 1896-97: A study in African resistance, Heinemann,
1967, and his later critiques of this.

109

Leys, Kenya, pp325-334; G.S. Mwase, Strike a blow and die: The classic story of the Chilembwe rising,
Heinemann, 1967; G. Shepperson and T. Price, Independent African: John Chilembwe and the origins,
setting and significance of the Nyasaland native rising of 1915, University Press, Edinburgh, 1958.

"% The many definitions of peasant are discussed in the introduction to Colin Bundy, The Rise and Fall of the
South African Peasantry, James Currey, David Philip, 1988. He concurs with Saul and Woods (1971) and
others in saying that African pastoralists can be included in the category of peasant.
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source of annoyance, to passive resistance and non-compliance, right through to a legal
challenge. There are hints of these resistances, large and small, individual and collective,

throughout the official record and oral testimony.

So what did underpin or drive this resistance? What united the resisters in this age-
organised society was not class or religion but the cross-cutting allegiances of age, and a
shared moral indignation at a perceived injustice. In this particular situation the senior
warriors appear to have amplified their ‘traditional’ role as defenders of a material realm of
Maasailand, which usually manifested itself in the raiding and routing of enemies, to
become defenders of a moral and ideological realm, threatened by a foreign ideology.
They seized the moral high ground of initiative in the face of the inertia of discredited
prophets and most elders.' It was a question of honour and civic virtue, a manifestation of
the Maasai equivalent of Kikuyu “moral ethnicity” of which Lonsdale writes so
eloquently.'”® This is borne out in testimony about Ole Gilisho, which repeatedly

emphasises his altruism and moral authority.

Incidentally, there is a persistent myth among Maasai that they fought off the
British soon after their arrival in B.E.A. One example (besides Ole Saitoti, cited earlier)
appears on a website that describes the activities of a Kenyan Maasai group, the Maasai
Environmental Resource Coalition. This states: "Although the Maasai fiercely resisted the
British occupation on their land, they were by now [1890s] too few and too weak to
overpower the British military. During the ensuing fight that lasted several years,

thousands more people were killed which made the Maasai accept signing treaties with the

! James Scott, ‘Everyday forms of peasant resistance’, Journal of Peasant Studies, Vol. 13, No. 2 (January
1986); Andrew Turton, ‘Patrolling the middle ground: Methodological perspectives on ‘everyday peasant
resistance’’, ibid.

"2 There is an argument for saying Olonana had been morally discredited since boyhood, when he reportedly
‘stole’ by deception his brother Senteu’s prophetic birthright from their father, Mbatian. The story is often
told by Maasai; see for example Ole Saitoti, Maasai, pp23-4.
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British rather than fight."''* This can be explained away as wishful thinking by a
generation that now believes armed resistance might have succeeded where passive

resistance and judicial methods failed.

Oral history

It should not be necessary to defend the use of oral testimony and argue for its
inclusion in written history. But there are almost no Maasai voices in the existing literature,
which weakens an already sparse resource. This deficit also applies to the wider literature;
that is, the historiography of the Maasai as a whole, quite apart from accounts of the moves
and court case. For example, although Waller collected oral testimonies in the same area as
my main fieldwork base (Lemek), and quotes from these in his thesis, they are rarely
quoted in his published works and almost never attributed to named individuals.'"” Brief
footnotes merely tell the reader that his Maasai Texts are “deposited in Nairobi and
Cambridge”. In the absence of quoted sources, the reader is being asked to accept the
veracity and authenticity of Waller’s conjecture and précis, without hearing the original
voice of the interviewee. The journalistic equivalent (and I speak as a journalist turned
historian, who sees parallels in both forms of information gathering) would be a reporter
who failed to quote any sources and made every story an opinion piece, which would
render objective reportage meaningless. Producing a text from oral testimony is itself a

form of reportage, and respect should be shown for the original voice. As rich and

'3 J. Lonsdale, ‘The Moral Economy of Mau Mau: Poverty and civic virtue in Kikuyu political thought’, in
Berman and Lonsdale, Urhappy Valley (2), pp315-468.

''* “History of the Maasai People of East Africa’, no author given, viewable at
www.cs.org/specialprojects/maasai/maasai history.htm

'3 R. Waller, ‘The Lords of East Africa: The Maasai in the mid-nineteenth century (c. 1840-1885)’,
unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Cambridge, 1978.
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interesting as Waller’s writings are, and I acknowledge them as key sources, this is a
distinct omission.

Other scholars do little better, compared with non-academic writers such as Gerald
Hanley who includes many direct quotes from Maasai and, in an appendix, provides the
full transcript of his interview with Marianyie Ole Kirtela, an interpreter for the British at
Rumuruti and (according to King) an advisor to Ole Gilisho.''® A welcome exception is
Dan Brockington’s new work on Mkomazi.''” Berntsen does at least list and name his
informants at the end of the article cited above, and state exactly where the full transcripts
are available to other scholars.'!® Tignor also names his informants, but does not use direct
quotes.''? King tends to name his informants, uses some direct quotes, and says he makes a
point of using Maasai oral materials “where possible”.'? Jacobs’ 1965 thesis quotes his
informants in composite form, but does not attribute information to named individuals. The
only named Maasai voice is that of Justin Lemenye, Hollis’s chief informant. There may
well be other exceptions. Overall, however, as a result of this widespread omission of
directly quoted testimony, I cannot do what Jan Vansina exhorts scholars of oral tradition

to do: examine “the whole corpus, or at least a large corpus of recorded tradition” in order

" Hanley, Warriors and Strangers, p284; King, ‘Kenya Maasai’, p125. Exceptions in the wider literature on
Maa-speakers, including anthropology, include Paul Spencer’s co-authored chapter with Telelia Chieni in
Spear and Waller, Being Maasai, other chapters in the same volume by Galaty, Sobania, Klumpp, Kratz and
Fratkin, though direct quotes are brief and usually unattributed; King and Salim, Kenya Historical
Biographies, East African Publishing House, 1971, from which Waller quotes Ole Mootian, one of my
interviewees, in Chapter 11 of Being Maasai; Spencer has fascinating Maasai case studies but uses the third
person to tell these stories, with two exceptions, Spencer, Matapato, pp175, 233; Rigby, Persistent
Pastoralists; a few exceptions in Dorothy L. Hodgson, (ed.,) Rethinking Pastoralism in Africa: Gender,
culture and the myth of the patriarchal pastoralist, James Currey, 2000. Maasai authors such as Lemenye,
Mpaayei, Kipury, Ole Kulet, Ole Saibull and Ole Saitoti quote Maasai voices, but this body of literature is
not my subject here.

""" Dan Brockington, Fortress Conservation: The Preservation of the Mkomazi Game Reserve, Tanzania, The
International African Institute with James Currey, 2002.

'® Berntsen, ‘Maasai age-sets’, p145.

"% Tignor, in both Transformation and ‘Maasai warriors’.

120 K ing, ‘Kenya Maasai’, p137.
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to understand the testimony one has gathered in relation to “all others”.'*! The term
‘recorded tradition’ is a problem in itself; in the literature it tends to refer only to stories

about nineteenth century and earlier history. There is an abrupt cut-off at 1900.'%

The paucity of Maasai voices results in another major omission: little or no sense of
Maasai conceptualisation of the colonial experience in general, and of the moves and
resistance in particular. This can only be fully revealed in oral testimony, since the elders
who are bearers of this knowledge are largely illiterate, as were their forebears who were
unable to write down their account of events. Their version of the story has therefore been
expunged from the historical record. Homewood and Waller acknowledge this deficit in
relation to colonial medical history, pointing out that it “is still too often written, implicitly
at least, from the colonisers’ perspective ... we know far less about how this enterprise was
viewed and understood by its colonial subjects. Their voices only rarely made themselves
heard. Often we are left to infer thought from mute action”.'® However, apart from the
opening paragraph, where they quote unnamed Maasai elders responding to a colonial
veterinary officer, the authors themselves proceed to omit Maasai voices from their text,

thus perpetuating the practice of omission.

As one of my Maasai friends is fond of quoting in relation to the Maasai colonial
experience: “Unless something is written down, it doesn’t exist”. (Original source
unknown.) By listening to and citing oral testimony, one can begin to excavate a Maasai
conceptualisation of colonialism, and move beyond an appraisal of the material facts (for

example, how many people moved, how many stock died, what diseases there were in

2! Jan Vansina, Oral Tradition as History, James Currey, 1997 edition, p68.

122 Jacobs does not define Maasai traditional history, but says it probably began in about 1778 with the birth
of the prophet Subet (Supeet), ‘Pastoral Masai’, p54. Waller defines traditions as “an abridgement of the past
... structured in such a way as to express enduring social ideas in a historical framework”, ‘The Lords of
East Africa’, p402.
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those days, who said what to whom in colonial discourses) to a perceptual realm. Material
‘facts’ dominate the historiography of the Maasai, rendering many texts curiously one-
dimensional in their pursuit of history as a reconstruction of events. This thesis attempts to
overcome this deficit. While covering a sequence of events from several perspectives, it
aims to add a metaphysical and perceptual dimension to the literature, and to privilege
people’s perceptions in the belief that these form a major part of reality. Edited oral
testimonies will be threaded throughout my text and interwoven with written histories, so
that the parallel and contested narratives of the colonial experience may be very directly
compared. This treatment may result in some unevenness of tone.

By this action of citing African oral testimony, and making it central, one is also
turning the tables on the hegemonic state and presenting a subaltern view of colonialism.
This offers an antidote to the stereotypical images of Maasai produced by Europeans and
others. Of course, Maasai perceptions of Europeans were and are no less stereotypical —
‘the good boss’, ‘the bad missionary’ or ‘the rich lady’. Within the performance that
constitutes the delivery of oral history (“history cannot be divorced from the circumstances

124 there was a definite sense in my interviews of very elderly Maasai

of its telling”),
wishing to have the last laugh before they faced death. They did so in part by calling
Europeans fools. For example, Nkotumi Ole Kino took obvious pleasure in telling me how
he and other Purko Maasai had pretended to be Dorobo (Ogiek) in order to defy the 1911
Agreement and return to Laikipia, playing upon administrators’ ignorance of the difference

between the two groups (which may be minimal, and economic rather than ethnic). He

said: “It was a trick they were using to get their land [back]. The Maasai said, we have

'2 Richard Waller and Kathy Homewood, ‘Elders and experts: contesting veterinary knowledge in a pastoral
community’, in Andrew Cunningham and Bridie Andrews (eds.), Western Medicine as Contested
Knowledge, University of Manchester Press, 1997, p71.

12 Greg Dening, Performances, University of Chicago Press, 1996, p50.
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cheated the white people because they never knew whether this person was a Maasai or a
Dorobo; they never differentiated between them”.'® The performance implicit in the
transmission of oral testimony, and the knowing theatricality of the interview encounter,
was evident throughout my interviews with both Maasai and white Kenyans.126 The great
age of informants (many in their 80s and 90s, some over 100) added poignancy to the
performance and was possibly an incentive to share information; some elders were literally
on their deathbeds, and died soon afterwards. The delivery of a testimony could, therefore,
be seen as an unburdening of information in the knowledge and I and my Maasai assistants
intended to disseminate it and gain recognition of its value by placing it in the international
public domain. By imparting information, interviewees were symbolically asserting their
power and authority over the colonial discourse and transcript. As Tonkin puts it, “the act
of authoring is a claim to authority”."*” This was evident, for example, in Daudi Ole Teka’s
account of Ole Gilisho’s verbal evidence to the Kenya Land Commission at Narok in
October 1932. Having recited his version, Ole Teka told me to read “that book ... don’t
you know that book?” It was unclear whether he was literate and had actually read the
KLC evidence, but he was well aware of the text and anxious to share his account of the
original exchange.'?®

James Scott has developed the idea of hidden transcripts, consisting of both speech

and gestures/activities, which are used largely by subordinate groups to counterpoint public

15 Testimony of Nkotumi Ole Kino, right-hand circumcision group of Il-Tieki age-set, interviewed at his
home at Ormanie near Rumuruti, January 2000.

26 For example, the current Lord Delamere behaves as if he knows very well that he is a social anachronism
in the twenty-first century, and plays up to that in interview. As the descendant of settlers who despised a
succession of colonial governments and often defied officialdom, he offers a different variety of ‘subaltern’
view, no less subversive than that of the Maasali, in its own way.

2" E. Tonkin, Narrating our Pasts: The social construction of oral history, Cambridge University Press, 1992,
p8.

128 |ate Keekonyokie elder Daudi Ole Teka (Narok 1). Il-Terito age-set, probably late 90s though he claimed
to be over 100, interviewed at his home near Narok, summer 1997.
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transcripts created and controlled by the dominant class.'® He writes: “Every subordinate
group creates, out of its ordeal, a ‘hidden transcript’ that represents a critique of power
spoken behind the back of the dominant. The powerful, for their part, also develop a
hidden transcript representing the practices and claims of their rule that cannot be openly
avowed.”’?® Ole Teka’s testimony appears to fit into this category. Many of my other
informants also gave the impression of delivering a hidden transcript. In some cases, this
might be better termed a parallel, shadow transcript in the sense that it paralleled the
formal, official transcript of colonialism in B.E.A. For example, stories about an alleged
blood brotherhood indicate the existence of an informal, parallel discourse between Maasai ’
leaders and certain white settlers prior to the second Maasai move (see Chapter 5). Other
types of colonial discourse referred to by my informants included formal meetings between
Maasai and British representatives to discuss the moves (Maasai transcripts may be cross-
checked against the allegedly verbatim accounts of these meetings in the archives); the
discourse between white employer and African employee, and what each said about the
other; discourses at the interface between officials and citizens, including local
administrators, police and courts; and discourses between missionaries and their converts
or would-be converts. Interpreters played a crucial role in these discourses, and may have
manipulated the language and/or the transcription for their own ends or those of their
masters. This is a subject for research in its own right.

All the evidence suggests that the Maasai have their own historiography, and many
Maasai are themselves historians perfectly capable of distinguishing between different

types and strata of historical information. They distinguish between two types of story

1 James Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden transcripts, Yale University Press, 1990. He

defines public transcripts as “a shorthand way of describing the open interaction between subordinates and
those who dominate”, p2.

130 Scott, Domination, pXil.
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about the past: enkatinyi (historical tradition, from en-kata, meaning time, period, season),
and enkiterunoto (myths or beginnings, from a-iteru, to begin). Yet Alan Jacobs (who has
himself written about these different forms) has claimed: “The Masai do not possess
written records, nor can they be said to have a particular interest in or detailed oral
knowledge of their past”.'*! He was referring to ancient history — the story of their origins
— but the statement is all-inclusive and dangerously sweeping. Their interest in and
knowledge of history is vast, within the constraints posed by an absence of widespread
literacy. But a scholarly obsession among both anthropologists and historians with the
periodisation and reconstruction of their ancient past (where and when did the Maasai
come from? are their ‘myths’ believable? can we construct an age-set chronology?),
coupled with a concentration on nineteenth century movements and warfare, has perhaps
led to the relegation of story-telling about more recent events and its place in Maasai
historiography.

A tendency among some scholars to qualitatively divide myth, tradition and
history, and to privilege the veracity of one of these narratives (a division which mirrors
Maasai classification), is also unhelpful here."* Again I partly follow Tonkin, who argues
“to believe in the natural veracity of any narrative form is a false faith”, refutes “the myth
of realism” by which many historians live, and urges us to dissolve the dictotomy between
myth and “proper history”."**> Fundamentally, she questions the meaning of objective truth

and suggests its impossibility. “Myth is recognised as an unfamiliar code for representing

B! Jacobs, ‘Pastoral Maasai’, Chapter 2, p21.

132 Rigby, an anthropologist, also notes the “relatively atypical anthropological obsession with Maasai
history” in Jacobs, Fosbrooke, Beidelman and others. He says a focus on their so-called traditional history
cannot be avoided because age-set organisation so dominates the society of Maa-speaking peoples, which
supports my suggestion that this “anthro-historical” [my word] obsession follows that of the Maasai
themselves. Hence Jacobs’ concern at all times is to “establish a valid chronology” according to successive
age-sets; while valuable, this is a strange pursuit for an anthropologist. Rigby, Persistent Pastoralists, p67;
Jacobs, ‘Pastoral Maasai’, p53.

* Tonkin in R. Samuel and P. Thompson, The myths we live by, Routledge, 1990, p25.
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changes and events. But the familiar, that is the apparently intelligible and rational parts of
a discourse, are just as much constructed. In this sense, one might say that all histories are
myths.” She concludes: “...there is a myth [her italics] that realistic accounts of the past are
unlike mythic ones, because realism is an inherently truthful mode of representation. This
belief is to me a myth.”"** However, it should be possible for historians to excavate and
reconstruct the past by means of both avenues of enquiry, valuing and weighing-up both
irrefutable facts about people and events, which provide a chronological backbone, and the
multi-layered beliefs and perceptions which shroud them. It is my intention to attempt this
here, in order to complete the circle between “myth” and “fact” — or at the very least to
demonstrate how both inform each other, and have value in their contributions to our
understanding of the whole.

As for doubts about the veracity of oral testimony as a whole, I share with
McGaffey and Bazenguissa-Ganga the conviction that “the histories related to us are as
significant as mythical constructs as much as they are sources of verifiable information”.'*®
This belief is completely at odds with Spencer’s curious claim: “... the historian is faced
with the inscrutable problem of deciding how far oral traditions are genuine history as
against a construct of the older ‘ge:neration’”.136 Such a problem does not exist, if one
removes the false distinctions between myth, tradition and history as suggested. Oral
history (as well as written, ‘proper history’) is always a construct, in which the informant’s
(or the ‘proper historian’s’) selection and ordering of recollected “evidence about

something” — Vansina’s definition of testimony — illuminates both past and present. '’

14 Tonkin, in Samuel and Thompson, The myths, pp29, 28.
133 Janet McGaffey and Rémy Bazenguissa-Ganga, Congo-Paris:Transnational traders on the margins of the
law, The International African Institute/James Currey/ Indiana University Press, 2000, p22.

%6 Paul Spencer, The Pastoral Continuum: The marginalisation of tradition in East Africa, Clarendon Press,
1997, p232.

37 Jan Vansina, Oral Tradition as History, James Currey, 1997, p28.
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How should an historian sift and analyse such evidence? McGaffey and
Bazenguissa-Ganga use a form of anthropological methodology, adapted for the multi-
sited collection of information about clandestine activities outside the law, and collection
of life histories is their main research tool. They say of these histories: “We do not,
however, primarily consider these histories to be exact accounts of the past; some of them
constitute a particular construction the individual has put upon it. The life history as a
discourse, while being a testimony on social facts, is above all a social fact itself, a
particular kind of discourse. Its analysis must be founded on the selection of events the
individual chooses to mention.”'*® There was an element of this in my own fieldwork.
Although I used a formal questionnaire, and had therefore selected particular people and
events upon which to focus, many of my informants also chose to speak about other related
events and described mini life histories. I sometimes had to push my Maasai assistants to
allow informants to speak freely, and later to translate with care information that did not
conform to the questionnaire, since they saw this kind of testimony as “rambling” — a
departure from our plans and set text. In fact, “rambling” testimony often produced gems.

Other problems encountered in the process of gathering, analysing and presenting
Maasai oral histories include the lack of chronology in such testimony; informants rarely
think in terms of calendar years, but fit their narrative around age-sets and the warriors
who were in ascendancy at any given time. It is therefore difficult to know when exactly
certain events or reported speech took place. Secondly, one must beware of what Waller
calls the “‘slippage’ ... of collective memory, which enables communities to transcend
contradictions and discrepancies in the past by either denying that they occurred or by

offering plausible explanations which support rather than challenge the orderly functioning

% McGaffey and Bazenguissa-Ganga, Congo-Paris, p22.
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of the system”."*® (One could add that memory slippage is a feature of any society, and not
unknown in scholarly works.) This maybe links to a natural human tendency to project
present hindsight backwards onto history, so that presentday social tensions give rise to a
rosy view of past perfection. Thirdly, it is ideally necessary to see the complete form and
structure of an oral narrative, and the sequence in which informants choose to place events,

in order to understand it. Space constrains me from giving the full transcripts here; edited

excerpts must suffice.

139 R, Waller, *‘Age and Ethnography’, review article in Azania, Vol. 34 (1999), p140.
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Chapter 2: The moves and what led up to them

Meisho ilimot, inkulie ebaya
When events occur, only part of the truth is sent abroad; the rest is kept back.
Maasai proverb’

When the British arrived, they found the Maasai occupying land that was ideal for
white settlement — high, green and sweet, its climate a cool relief from the humidity of the
coast and a great deal healthier. Long before settlement was considered, the highlands were
being strongly recommended to Europeans by travellers such as Thomson, Lugard and
Johnston. “A more charming region is probably not to be found in all Africa,” wrote Thomson
in 1883. As he described it, the “northerly or higher plateau” of Maasailand, including
Laikipia, had the look of a little Britain in Africa. Thomson’s pen dripped superlatives, as he
drew parallels between this landscape and that of home (in his case, Scotland). It was a “park-
like country” complete with “flowering shrubs”, “noble forests”, “babbling brooks and
streams” and “pine-like woods [where] you can gather sprigs of heath, sweet-scented clover,
anemone, and other familiar forms”.”> The familarity of its flora contrasted with the
strangeness of its people. They simply had to go.

Thomson wrote as if the local residents had already fled: “The greater part of Lykipia —
and that the richer portion — is quite uninhabited, owing in a great degree to the decimation of
the Masai of that part through their intestine [sic] wars”.> Many Maa-speaking peoples had
indeed perished in the Iloikop civil wars that ended in the 1870s. The Laikipiak section, which

is identified primarily with the Laikipia and Leroghi plateaux, was virtually destroyed by a

combined force of Purko-Kisongo Maasai, and the survivors assimilated by the Purko,

! Cited in Rigby, Persistent Pastoralists, p67. He does not say which section this comes from, but his main focus
is the llparakuyo Maasai of Tanzania. His translation differs slightly: “...only part of the truth is made known” —
lit. “All the news is not told, others merely arrive there”.

2 Thomson, Through Masai land, Second Edition, 1887, p407.

3 Thomson, Through Masai land, p408.
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Kisongo and others.* The victors would have moved into the vacuum. Yet while reporting low
population density, Thomson noted: “Great herds of cattle or flocks of sheep or goats are seen
wandering knee-deep in the splendid pasture”. There are no flocks without herders.
Unwittingly or otherwise, Thomson was not the first or last person to overlook transhumant
pastoralists’ seasonal occupation and use of land. Lugard did the same when writing
glowingly of the Mau and its potential: “This area is uninhabited and of great extent: it
consequently offers unlimited room for the location of agricultural settlements or stock-rearing

farms”.’

Eliot’s remarks about a tabula rasa have been mentioned already. In this way
another myth was propagated, which would prove fatal to the Maasai presence. Sandford
acknowledged this when he wrote: “The absence of fixed habitations and the periodical
migrations of the Masai led to the belief that a considerable portion of Masai country was
masterless,” particularly the Rift, and consequently Europeans started applying for “those
areas which were not continuously occupied”.® While also mentioning that large areas of the
highlands were empty, Harry Johnston suggested that “the celebrated Masai” should not be
seen as a deterrent to Europeans fearful of their violent reputation: “They want a little
managing, that is all...”’

At first, despite what the early visitors thought, there was no question of ousting the
Maasai to make way for white settlers. Initial concern focused on their nomadism, which

rendered them and other wandering ‘tribes’ beyond government control. Administrator John

Ainsworth suggested a remedy in 1899:

* The section as a whole may be extinct, but individuals remain. See Neil Sobania, ‘Defeat and dispersal: the
Laikipiak and their neighbours at the end of the nineteenth century’, Spear and Waller, Being Maasai.

> Sir F. Lugard, The Rise of our East African Empire, William Blackwood & Sons, 1893, p419.

¢ Sandford, Administrative history, p20.

" H.H. Johnston, The Kilima-Njaro Expedition: A record of scientific exploration in Eastern Equatorial Africa,
Kegan Paul, Trench & Co., 1886, pp537, 552. See also Johnston, The Uganda Protectorate, Hutchinson & Co.,
1902, Chapter 1, for glowing descriptions of empty country in the eastern province (mostly Nandi and the Uas
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After a time when our Military forces are more organized and our Administration is more
extended we shall be more able to edge in these nomad tribes and by degrees make it
impossible for them to wander about without our permission, we could then clearly define
the Masai-lands and see that the limits were kept. A policy of gradually bringing these
people under our complete control is better than one of using absolute force at once...

The century would turn before white settlement of upcountry B.E.A. was seriously
considered. The primary value of the territory was its strategic position in the region, and its
role as a conduit between the coast and Uganda, source of the Nile. This was cemented by the
Uganda Railway, completed in 1901 at a cost of £5.5 million. With its coming, the hub of
government and commerce was to move from Mombasa to Nairobi, portal to the Rift Valley
and highlands. Leasing land to whites on either side of the railway was intended to recoup
part of the cost to the British taxpayer. Ainsworth also encouraged Asians to set up shop at
stations along the line, which had been built largely with imported Indian labour. Indian
traders and would-be white settlers began pouring through the door, excited by the potential of
the highlands. But Commissioner Sir Charles Eliot advised that Indian settlement should be
confined to the lowlands, and he described the highlands as “pre-eminently a white man’s
country” in his first annual report.” Eliot’s policy of excluding Indians from the highlands was
adopted by all his successors.

The Crown acquired, through legislation including the Indian Land Acquisition Act
1894 and an Order in Council 1898, all land in B.E.A. apart from some coastal areas. Land
taken for public purposes was said to be held in trust for the Queen. But the Crown did not yet

have the power to alienate land; this was legalised by an Order in Council 1901. This defined

Crown land as “all public lands ... which for the time being are subject to the control of His

Nkishu Plateau) that reminded him of Scotland, Wales, Surrey and Sussex. In the Nineteenth Century magazine,
in October 1908 and August 1909, he advocated moving the Maasai to make way for white settlement.

® Ainsworth to Craufurd, 13/6/1899, folio 212 of No. 68 in Machakos Annual Reports, DC/MKS (cover had
fallen off, hence this file was not clearly labelled), KNA.
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Majesty by virtue of any Treaty, Convention, or Agreement, or of His Majesty’s Protectorate”,
and all lands acquired by the Crown through the earlier acts. The meaning of “public lands”
was not explained.'

Under the Crown Lands Ordinance 1902, nearly 6,000 square miles of land was
alienated up to 1915."" In this period, settlers were granted 99-year leases in lots of 640 acres
for agricultural land and 5,000 acres for stockfarming, at rents varying from a halfpenny to
tuppence an acre. Parcels of land up to 1,000 acres could be bought outright for four shillings
an acre. However, most of the early freeholds before 1912 were granted without payment
except for negligible survey fees. By 1905, Colonial Office land policy aimed to prevent land
accumulation, stop dummying and revise rents when issuing new leases.'? But in practice, this
was not carried out. Large concessions had been given to individuals; in December, Lord
Elgin (Secretary of State for the Colonies 1905-8) decreed that all grants or transfers of land
which would allow one person to acquire more than 10,000 acres had to be approved by him."
Dummying — the practice of applying for land in the names of relatives, to circumvent the
rules on maximum holdings — was rampant. One result of dummying was a rise in
absenteeism, and consequent under-development of the land; this was against the rules. Half
the European homesteads in “Kikuyu country” were unoccupied by the end of 1905, while
Ainsworth complained a year later “that the greater part of the Rift Valley was ‘held up by

absentees and ignorant squatters’ and that the pastures had deteriorated since the removal of

° Eliot, ‘Report on the East Africa Protectorate’, Cd. 769, 1901, p8. The reference to Indian settlement is in Eliot
to Lansdowne, 5/1/02, FO 2/569.

12 Sorrenson, Origins, p53. Also Leys, Kenya, from p77.

"' Leys, Kenya, p78. Kenya: White Man’s Country? Report to the Fabian Colonial Bureau, Fabian Publications,
1944, (no author given), said between 200,000 and 600,000 acres were alienated annually between 1904 and
1915, and of this only about one-tenth was being cultivated by the mid-1930s, p7.

2 The Colonial Office took over the administration of B.E.A. from the Foreign Office in April 1905.

'’ Elgin to Jackson 28/11/05, CO 533/4; Sorrenson, Origins, p108.
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the Masai’.” The Land Office tried to take action against absentees in the High Court, but
many escaped conviction through loopholes in the law.'*

The Crown Lands Ordinance 1915 extended leases to 999 years, after clamour from
settlers who demanded either freehold or long leases. Rents were set at tuppence halfpenny up
to 1945, with subsequent variations fixed at a percentage of the unimproved wvalue.
Development conditions were virtually abandoned, though they had not been enforced at the
best of times. For the first time, this law defined Crown lands as including all land occupied
by or reserved for the “native tribes”. Africans had effectively become tenants at will of the
Crown. Much earlier, as it also attempted to do in British West Africa, the Crown had
asserted its right to claim “waste and unoccupied lands” as Crown lands, by virtue of its right
to the Protectorate.’® The term “unoccupied” was to cause untold grief for Africans who only
seasonally utilised certain areas and were not believed to occupy them. The first
Commissioner of B.E.A., Sir Arthur Hardinge (1895-1900) had declared that Africans only
owned land so long as they occupied or cultivated it. The moment they moved off the land it
became “waste”. '

In reality, Leys later claimed, the Crown did not recognise any African rights of
occupancy or ownership against those of the Crown, only against other Africans. He
commented that the only occasion on which the government had granted any right in land to
any African was when it made the 1904 Maasai Agreement, but “the apparent right in law then

created proved illusory”. The Crown was in fact “the absolute owner of all the land” apart

from those areas it had alienated. As for reserves, he felt the term was “totally misleading”;

' Sorrenson, Origins, pp103-8. No source given for Ainsworth quote.

'* Sorrenson, Origins, from p47. The quote is from FO to Gray, 2/3/1899, fn Sorrenson p50. This suggestion
became law under the Order in Council 1901. In the Gold Coast, the British exerted control over “vacant” lands
through land bills in 1894 and 1897, but were forced to drop these in the face of strong African opposition,
Unesco General History, Vol. VII, p174.

' Sorrenson, Origins, p47.
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there was no other word for unalienated Crown land in native occupation.'’ Several areas
(including North and South Masai) were provisionally gazetted as ‘native reserves’ or Closed
Districts under the Outlying Districts Ordinance 1902, but there was no legal provision for
reserves as such until the Crown Lands Ordinance 1915. In 1926 the government finally
gazetted 24 such reserves covering 46,837 square miles of which 14,600 were in the Southern
Maasai Reserve.'® For their part, whites also wanted areas reserved for their exclusive use, an
idea first mooted by Harry Johnston. In 1902 the Planters and Farmers Association was
formed to press settler demands that the highlands should be a white reserve, and Indians
specifically excluded. They succeeded, though Indians formed their own association to
demand their fair share of land. They never got it.

There were various pre-war flirtations with proposals for Jewish, Punjabi, socialist
‘Freelanders’ and Finnish settlement in the highlands, all of which came to nothing. Settlers
furiously opposed plans for Indian and Zionist settlement in particular, and leading churchmen
added their voices to the clamour. The Zionists were offered the Uas Nkishu plateau but found
it unsuitable, much to Colonial Office relief.'® The earliest white settlers were predominantly
South Africans, both Boer and British, fleeing depression at home after the South African
War. But the total numbers of European settlers in early B.E.A. were negligible — by 1911,
0

there were only 428 “settlers, planters, farmers and gardeners” out of 3,175 Europeans.2

Total numbers of Europeans had risen to 5,438 by March 1914, though only a fraction of these

7 Leys, Kenya, pp79-80.

'8 B. Berman, Control & Crisis in Colonial Kenya: The Dialectic of Domination, James Currey, 1990, pp150-
151.

1% See Sorrenson, Origins, Chapter 2.

201911 census. The remainder included 406 government officials and 253 missionaries.
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were settlers and their European employees.”’ Alienated land was owned by a handful of
people: by 1912, 20 per cent of all such land was held by just five individuals or syndicates.22

The coming of the railway sealed the fate of the Maasai. They believe that their
prophet Mbatian (Mpatiany in Maa), father of Olonana, had foretold the coming of the white
man and the railway many years before. The arrival of Europeans was represented in a vision
by a white bird or flock of white birds, while the railway was seen as a great snake stretching
from sea to lake.”> His visions were indeed ominous. Eliot warned the Foreign Office in early
1904 that “if the Maasai were allowed to retain the best land along the railway the Europeans
would very soon organize a sort of ‘Jameson raid’ to seize it”.** It was also feared that the
Maasai posed a threat to the railway itself, since it ran right through their favourite grazing
grounds. Nandi raids had made its forerunner, the Uganda Road, unsafe since the mid-1890s,
and attacked telegraph and railway survey parties.” But fears about the Maasai following suit
were unsubstantiated. They did not reportedly attack travellers or gangers on either Schlater’s
(Uganda) Road or the railway.?® In his railway-building days in the Rift, McGregor Ross did
not report any serious attacks in his early letters home, when he lived alongside the Maasai
and bought milk and firewood from them. The most they did to him was snatch a white
tablecloth from his tent one night, though his “coolies” regularly lost their food rations to

hungry prowlers and his “boy”, Levi, had his clothes stolen.”’

2! For a later breakdown, Leys cites 1,893 people making a living from the land in 1921 out of a total European
population of 9,651, but this does not include absentee landlords living outside the country, Kenya, p140.

*2 Berman and Lonsdale, Unhappy Valley (1), p89.

% See for example prophecies described in C.H. Stigand, The Land of Zinj, Constable, 1913.

24 Eliot to Lansdowne, 5/4/04, Desp. 217, FO 2/835.

2> Sorrenson, Origins, p21. Eliot thought the attacks were more about petty theft than real villainy; the Nandi
were tempted by wire and bolts, used for adornment and weapons. Eliot, Protectorate, pp146-7.

26 The Nandi were the only ‘tribe’ that directly attacked the railway, according to Sorrenson, Origins, p22;
Matson, Nandi resistance, p369; H.R. Tate, ‘Three East Africans,’” East African Annual 1948-9. Mungeam
confirmed Maasai neither attacked nor raided near the railway, ‘Masai and Kikuyu responses to the establishment
of British administration in the East Africa Protectorate’, JAH, 11, No. 1 (1970), p131.

%7 McGregor Ross’s Letters Home, Nos. 65 (26/6/01), 66 (30/6/01), 68 (5/7/010), McGregor Ross Papers, Mss.
Afr. s.1876/1, RHO.

54



Chapter 2

Settlers had other fears, articulated by Lord Delamere. He was the first settler to apply
for a major land grant in the Rift, which was refused on the grounds of Maasai rights. Instead
he got a 99-year 100,000-acre lease at Njoro, west of Nakuru, the first of several concessions.
Delamere said he foresaw a danger of clashes between warriors and settlers on their former
land. He suggested that the Rift Maasai should be moved to a reserve and guaranteed no
further disturbance there, and that it would be a good idea to make this a game reserve, too,
since they did not eat game and would not endanger it.?® That is exactly what happened on
Laikipia, except that the guarantee was torn up. It is very doubtful that Delamere was actually

fearful of the Maasai — his motive was the European monopoly of the Rift.”

The options: to mix or isolate

Charles Eliot did not advocate native reserves, though he saw that the creation of a
Maasai reserve might prove inevitable.’® He initially believed in a policy of intermingling
Maasai and Europeans, on the grounds that assimilation would be better than isolation in
reserves. Isolation would prevent the improvement of the race, and encourage the warriors to
continue raiding.’' “But I quite recognise that the stupidity of the Masai or the brutality of
Europeans may render it [intermingling] impossible and therefore we must have a reserve
ready if needed,” he wrote in 1903.3? Sandford explained his thinking: “He was strongly

opposed to the creation of a native reserve for them if such a step could possibly be avoided as

28 M.F. Hill, Permanent Way: The story of the Kenya and Uganda Railway, East African Railways and Harbours,
Nairobi, 1950, p273. Delamere pressed this idea on the FO as early as 1900 according to John MacKenzie, The
Empire of Nature: Hunting, conservation and British imperialism, Manchester University Press, 1988, p247.

29 Delamere was planning his own settlement scheme, according to the Times of 26/3/04. See FO 2/846.

3% «1 am often urged to create a reserve for the Masai, and | recognise that this may prove inevitable, but 1 am
strongly opposed to it if it can be avoided”, Eliot to Lansdowne, 10/ 10/03, Enc. D, No. 467, FO 2/846, printed as
Cd. 2099.

31 See Eliot, Protectorate, 1905, pp105-6, 170, 310 for his views on reserves. Meinertzhagen contradicts this,
describing an argument with Eliot over dinner: “He intends to confine the natives to reserves and use them as
cheap labour on farms. I suggested that the country belonged to Africans”, R. Meinertzhagen, Kenya Diary 1902-
1906, Oliver and Boyd, 1957, pp31-2.

32 Bliot, ‘Memorandum on Native Rights in the Naivasha Province’, 7/9/03, Africa No. 8 (1904), Cd. 2099, p12.
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such isolation could only tend to confirm the Masai in their peculiar ideas and customs and he
thought that the only sound policy was to break up their present organisation”.33 Ainsworth
argued the opposite, telling Eliot that the intermingling of black and white was feasible only if
the Africans in question were cultivators, rooted in one piece of land. Nomadic pastoralists, he
said, had insatiable grazing needs which were incompatible with the needs of European
farmers, and they were monopolizing the best pasture.34

At this time, the Foreign Office favoured the idea of a Maasai reserve in the Rift itself,
or at least a division of the Rift between settlers and Maasai. Frederick Jackson and Stephen
Bagge had suggested this when home on leave, while Hobley drew an elaborate map showing
how the division would work.*> Jackson told Lansdowne: “The Masai will never give us
serious trouble so long as we treat them fairly and do not deprive them of their best and
favourite grazing grounds, i.e., those in the vicinity of Lake Naivasha.”*® Jackson was
concerned that new land applications would, if granted, devour 75 per cent of Maasai pastures
in the Rift and on the Kinangop plateau, and urged the Foreign Office not to make any more
grants (besides that to the East Africa Syndicate) south of a line between the north ends of
Lakes Nakuru and Elmenteita. He told Lansdowne that Eliot had recently assured Maasai
elders at Naivasha that no further grants would be considered between Naivasha and Nakuru.*’
Eliot later refuted this account of his meeting with the elders, and argued that Jackson and
Bagge had never been able to prove what grazing grounds were necessary to the Maasai.

What was happening elsewhere, contemporaneously and a little later? The inspiration

for racial segregation clearly came from South Africa, though Lord Lansdowne had told Eliot

33 Sandford, Administrative history, p21.

34 These sentiments, and warnings of “race trouble” if the Maasai were allowed to stay in the Rift, were reiterated
in Ainsworth’s Memorandum for the Land Committee of 1904, DC/MKS/26/3/1, KNA.

3% The map, dated February 1904, is in Enc.1, Desp. 495, 22/7/04, FO 2/838.

3¢ Jackson to Lansdowne, 22/2/04, quoted in Desp. 137, Lansdowne to Eliot, 8/3/04, FO 2/836; also Enc. G in
Conf. of 16/3/04, FO 2/846; published as No. 10 in Cd. 2099, ibid.
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he had carefully considered reserves in B.E.A. on the South African model and rejected the
idea.*® There were moves towards segregation in the Boer republics and British colonies in the
nineteenth century, and as the century turned new urban laws, arising from plague control,
enforced residential segregation. Under the Natives Land Act of 1913, 88 per cent of the land
was reserved for whites, although they made up only 20 per cent of the population. The
remaining 12 per cent became native reserves; one immediate result was the mass
displacement of thousands of African farmers and pastoralists. Southern Rhodesia also had a
policy of placing Africans in reserves, though for example many Matabele refused to settle on
their assigned lands. After the Matabele Rebellion, some were allowed to remain on
European-owned land. Small reserves were created, sandwiched between white farms; later,
districts were regrouped so that white areas were more clearly separated from African ones. In
Northern Rhodesia by the early 1900s, white settlement was on a very limited scale. A 1904
Reserves Commission proposed setting aside 490 square miles as ‘native’ reserve, and
banning Africans other than tenants from staying on European land. This did not happen at
first, because the majority of Africans elected to stay on European farms and none were
thrown off by force. Increasing competition between white and black farmers led to
negotiations from 1913 between local chiefs and the British South Africa Company. The
chiefs apparently approved in principle to racial segregation, so long as they received land of
equal quality. There were plans to create several scattered reserves rather than one large bloc.
Then World War One broke out and these were put on hold, though Africans were encouraged
to move into the designated areas. There were parallels here with Britain since the Company
was divided over reserves. Its London manager Henry Wilson Fox argued that segregation was

wrong in principle, and that reserves prevented development and African advancement. Yet

37 Jackson to Lansdowne, 22/2/04, No. 10 in Cd. 2099
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laws were passed to enforce urban residential segregation, the first being the Natives in
Townships Regulations 1909, and reserves were created that soon proved too small for
African needs.”” Meanwhile, in the neighbouring Uganda Protectorate, the issue of racial
segregation did not arise because it was not a settler ‘colony’. In German East Africa, the
government tried from 1906 to segregate the Maasai in a reserve on the arid steppe south of
the Arusha-Moshi road, reserving for whites the superior northern half of Maasailand. This
plan failed because the numbers of white settlers were not large enough, and the Germans did
not have the powers to enforce it.

To return to East Africa, Hobley — who began the year 1904 as Assistant Deputy
Commissioner and became Acting Commissioner on Eliot’s departure — initially advocated
leaving the Maasai temporarily in the Rift, concentrated in certain areas, and compensated for
pastures they would give up to settlers.”” But by July he had, with Ainsworth, come up with
plans for two permanent reserves and a connecting road. Crucially, the words permanent
reserves are underlined in black ink in the original despatch. The accompanying map is
marked: ‘The red areas are proposed permanent reserves’, with the last two words capitalized
— but someone at the Foreign Office ringed this sentence in pencil and wrote “omit™.*' By July
there was another subtle change: Hobley now suggested that the proposed £3,000
compensation for relinquished grazing should go towards the cost of removing the Maasai

from the Rift and settling them on Laikipia. In effect, they were to pay their own removal

38 Lansdowne to Eliot, 27/11/03, Enc. E, No. 578, FO 2/846. Published as No. 8 in Cd. 2099, psS.

3 L.H. Gann, 4 History of Northern Rhodesia: Early days to 1953, Chatto and Windus, 1964.

“©Enc.1 in Desp. 495, 22/7/04, FO 2/838.

*! Hobley remarked re-the map that “the red areas are the permanent reserves proposed by Mr Ainsworth and
myself”, Enc. 3, Desp. 495, Hobley to Lansdowne, 22/7/04, FO 2/838.
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costs.*” In the event, the move was paid for out of savings and excess revenue. There is no
evidence that any compensation was actually paid.*

Why did Hobley change his mind? He gave little indication in his writings, beyond
saying that he had “come round to the view that the final solution lies in the settlement of the
whole of the Masai tribe on the Laikipia highlands”.* That view was shared by Ainsworth and
Major Harrison of the Kings® African Rifles, and Hobley had faith that Ainsworth’s influence
with Olonana would guarantee success. He also claimed that the Naivasha Maasai had
“expressed their acquiescence with the scheme and this without any promise of a bribe”,
which removed one major obstacle — Maasai resistance.”> To speculate further, first, he only
ever called the first plan temporary, or “tentative”, and would have been under pressure from
all sides to find a permanent solution. Second, rinderpest had broken out in Maasai herds south
of Naivasha in March, and about a month later near Nakuru, so the veterinary advice may well
have been to get them out of the Rift and away from imported stock, though this was not
stated in despatches. The outbreaks were dealt with by throwing a cordon round the infected
“kraals”.*® Third, there were growing fears of settler belligerence towards Africans, not only
from the gentlemanly variety, but also from growing numbers of “white roughs” from South
Africa who were believed likely to be racially prejudiced. Eliot wanted a small white police

force established to keep them in check.*’ Fourth, there were lingering fears that the Maasai

“2 Enc. 1, Desp. 495, 22/7/04, FO 2/838.

3 ‘Masai Settlement Scheme’ in Stewart to Lansdowne, Desp. 744, 21/10/04, FO 2/840. Other compensation was
also planned: 1,800 Rs for Maasai cultivation abandoned near Nairobi, 3,000 Rs worth of food for destitute
people, and presents worth 7,500 Rs for “chiefs and others”.

“ Enc. 1in Desp. 495, 22/7/04, FO 2/838. For his published work, see C.W. Hobley, Kenya: From Chartered
Company to Crown Colony, Frank Cass, 1929, Second Edition 1970. There is a useful account of how Hobley’s
views on the Maasai differed from Eliot’s in Mungeam’s introduction to the latter, pxii.

* Enc. 1 in Desp. 495, 22/7/04, FO 2/838.

46 Andrew Linton, Director of Agriculture, did not consider the outbreaks serious, but the death rate was about 20
per cent, and he warned that settlers would be ruined if disease spread. Tels. 62, 75, Eliot to Lansdowne, 16/3/04
and 24/3/04, FO 2/842; also in FO 2/835.

*7 Tels. 68 and 78, Eliot to Lansdowne, 21/3/04 and 29/3/04, FO 2/842. A low class of settler was believed to
pose to a threat to Africans.
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might attack whites if they remained alongside them; a military intelligence report in
September 1903 began by saying the Maasai were unlikely to turn violent, but went on to
outline plans for military retaliation should it prove necessary.*® Mungeam points out that
Hobley also feared Maasai “arrogance” would result in violence: “His very reason for
defending the move was that, had the Maasai been allowed to remain in their traditional
grazing areas of the Rift, their arrogance would eventually have led to outrages and
subsequent punitive expeditions”.*

Fifth, Hobley had seen how lovely Laikipia was in his June reconnaisance, and
recommended its suitability as a reserve.”® Sixth, he believed the government was “deeply
committed” to several potential settlers in the Rift and could not back out now.’’ The Foreign
Office was anxious to avoid expensive and embarrassing litigation, which Chamberlain was
threatening to bring if he did not get the land he said had been promised (see below). Lastly,
the Foreign Office was fast losing patience with Eliot that spring. When his face no longer
fitted and resignation was on the cards, maybe it also rejected his antipathy to reserves and
warmed to Hobley and Ainsworth’s designs for an alternative plan. Cashmore also suggests
that the extended absence of Jackson and Bagge at a crucial time meant that they could not
influence the policy swing. Bagge had gone on leave in November 1903 and did not return

until June 1904, when he was moved to Kisumu. Jackson had gone on leave to Britain shortly

after Bagge and ill health prevented his return to BE.A. before February 1905.%

%8 An untitled memo to Eliot by Major Harrison of the 3™ K.A.R. and Ainsworth began: “The Masai will never, if
left to themselves, attack His Majesty’s Government, nor will they molest settlers or their property (individual
petty thieves all alluded to)”. But it went on to say, hypothetically, how the government should respond to Maasai
violence, Enc. 4 in Eliot to Lansdowne, Desp. 351, 20/5/04, FO 2/836.

*? Introduction to Hobley, Kenya, 1970 edition, pxi; refers to remarks by Hobley, Kenya, Chapter 8.

%0 < Journey from Naivasha to Baringo and the Laikipia Highlands’, with map, 24/6/04, Enc. 1, Desp. 493,
22/7/04, FO 2/838.

*! Tel. 124, Hobley to Lansdowne, 1/7/04, FO 2/842. The main grant referred to was Russell Bowker’s
(misspelled Boker).

°2 Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, p332.
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Intermingling was not to be. By February 1904, the Foreign Office discovered that
Eliot had exceeded his powers in promising leasehold grants in the Rift of 32,000 acres each,
with a right to buy 10,000 of these acres at eight pence an acre after five years, to two British
South Africans, Robert Chamberlain and A.S. Flemmer.> The two had reportedly lost no time
in offering land in B.E.A. on the Johannesburg market. After the East Africa Syndicate and
Lord Delamere, they were respectively the third and fourth applicants for major land grants in
the Rift. There was an official limit of 1,000 acres on freehold grants, and Eliot should have
sought Lansdowne’s approval. Tipped off by Jackson and Bagge in London, the Foreign
Office feared that Maasai rights had been ignored, overturned Eliot’s decision and demanded
an explanation. Eliot was stung by the news that his underlings had been consulted behind his
back. He was particularly hurt by the apparent disloyalty of Jackson, his deputy. He believed
he was contractually bound to Chamberlain and Flemmer and refused to back down. He also
felt that a precedent had been set by the home government, which had granted 500 square
miles in the Gilgil-Naivasha area to the East Africa Syndicate for agricultural development.
The Syndicate was a group of South African and City of London financiers, formed initially to

prospect for minerals.”® Eliot considered his own actions were consistent with this earlier

%3 Chamberlain, a former journalist in Britain and South Africa, was definitely British. He implied that Flemmer
was, too, in an undated letter to the press in support of Eliot, writing “as over-sea Britishers”. Letter headed ‘The
Colonisation of Africa: Sir Charles Eliot’s case’, no addressee given, Robert Chamberlain Papers, RHO, f118.
The FO knew about the applications the year before, but did not know they were going through until Jackson and
Bagge tipped them off; see Cd. 2099. Biographical information about Chamberlain is given in the handlist to his
papers, RHO. He was editor of the Johannesburg Star, but resigned because his opposition to imported Chinese
labour for the Rand gold mines was so unpopular. It was at this point that he and Flemmer decided to apply for
land in B.E.A.

> The EAS was registered on 12/2/02 “to acquired prospecting rights and Government concessions in British
East Africa and Uganda”; its directors were the Earl of Verulam, Earl of Denbigh, Edmund Davis, E.W. Janson,
E.E. Lort-Phillips, Ernest Gedge, Major C.H. Villiers, The Mining Manual, 1906. J.K. Hill, nephew of Sir
Clement Hill, head of the FO’s African Protectorates Department, became its property manager in B.E.A. The
grant of 320,000 acres (500 square miles) at Gilgil was leasehold for 25 years, with a right to buy, on certain
conditions. See Sorrenson, Origins, pp71-4; the lease is in Desp. 471, Hobley to Lansdowne, FO 2/838, and Cd.
2099.
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grant, made in December 1903, and offered to resign on a point of principle. His resignation
was eventually accepted, and he left by late June.”

When he learned that the deal was off, Robert Chamberlain exploded. He believed it
had been sewn up in August the previous year, when he and Flemmer met Eliot in his railway
carriage at Nakuru Station and were assured that the grants would go through. The question of
native rights had already been raised in his negotiations with Eliot’s office; land officer Barton
Wright had warned Chamberlain that the Maasai had watering rights in the area applied for,
and these would be respected. Chamberlain agreed, but asked for a quarter of the watering
places to be reserved for his exclusive use, because of the risk of Maasai stock infecting his
imported breeds.’® However, despite Eliot’s later published claims, his concern for native
rights in the Rift was academic. In a telling postscript to Chamberlain in December 1903, Eliot
wrote: “I do not think you need to be alarmed by the clauses giving natives access to water. It
was thought safer to reserve these rights, but it is quite likely that it will not be necessary to
exercise them in practice”.’’

In defending himself to the Foreign Office against Jackson and Bagge, Eliot launched a
personal attack on Jackson in particular — calling into question his lack of native languages
(how could he know what the Maasai said, when they would raid, or how much land they
really required?), his favouritism (“Mr Jackson seems to think all Masai angels and all
Somalis, Indians and Europeans devils™) and his whole approach to governing. “The root of
the matter is ... that Mr Jackson is one of the strongest supporters of what I may call the

gamekeeper theory of the Protectorate. He limits our task to protecting a few natives and

preserving a little game. I have much sympathy with this easy and attractive theory of our

% For Eliot’s defence of his actions, see Cd. 2099 and the preface to Eliot, Protectorate, 1905.

> Barton Wright to Chamberlain, 21/10/03, f19; reply Chamberlain to Wright, 12/11/03, £20; Chamberlain
Papers, RHO. Copies of this correspondence are in FO 2/836.

57 Postscript to Eliot to Chamberlain, 15/12/03, Chamberlain Papers, RHO, ff26-7.
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duties, but it seems to me to have been demolished by the construction of the Uganda Railway
and the expenditure of large sums for which some return is hoped.”*®

In Eliot’s third despatch to the Foreign Office in April 1904, defending his actions in
the Chamberlain-Flemmer case, he went further. Here, Eliot spoke frankly about the Maasai
and his plans for their demise in a confidential letter which Sir Clement Hill, head of the
African Protectorates Department, published in full. He began by questioning why the Maasai
should get special treatment — “The Masai are not essentially different from the Nandi,
Lumbwa and other tribes. To regard them as especially friendly or loyal is unjust to other
natives ... Neither can I see that they have any greater claim to land than other tribes and there
seems to me something exaggerated in all the talk about ‘their own country’ and their
immemorial rights over which Mr Bagge waxes eloquent”. Then he launched a full-scale

attack, which included a classically stereotypical depiction of the Maasai.

No doubt on platforms and in reports we declare we have no intention of depriving natives
of their lands, but this has never prevented us from taking whatever land we want... Apart
from questions of expediency, justice does not in the least require us to reserve large tracts
for the Masai; on the contrary it would be an act of unjust partiality to treat them differently
from other natives ... Your Lordship has opened this Protectorate to white immigration and
colonization, and I think it is well that in confidential correspondence at least we should
face the undoubted issue — viz. that white mates black in a very few moves ... There can be
no doubt that the Masai and many other tribes must go under. It is a prospect which I view
with equanimity and a clear conscience ... I wish to protect individual Maasais [sic] ... but
I have no desire to protect Masaidom. It is a beastly, bloody system, founded on raiding and
immorality, disastrous to both the Masai and their neighbours. The sooner it disappears and
is unknown except in books of anthropology, the better.*’

Now he had fully shown his hand. Sorrenson calls it a “damaging confession” — he had
made no attempt to pretend that his administration would place African rights above European

commercial interests. Clement Hill used it to denounce Eliot to Lansdowne.

58 Desp. No. 217, Eliot to Lansdowne, 5/4/04, in FO 2/835. The worst of his attack on Jackson was cut from this
despatch for publication as No. 23 in Cd. 2099.
> Desp. No. 234, Eliot to Lansdowne, 9/4/04, FO 2/835; Sorrenson, Origins, p76.
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An exhaustive appraisal of the Eliot affair is not appropriate here. However, on reading

the whole correspondence,60

one comes away with the impression that Eliot was at least no
hypocrite, was consistent in his dealings, and had grounds for believing that there was
something suspect about London’s rubberstamping of the Syndicate lease, though this has
never been proved. It went through rather smoothly, compared to all other early land
applications. “Terms of offer seem to me too easy,” he cabled.®’ It was certainly less
defensible than smaller grants to individual settlers, both in terms of official obligations to
pump in capital and develop the land, and flagrant abuse of Maasai grazing and watering
rights. Lake Ol Bolossat and the Ongatapus pastures (north of Gilgil) were premium resources,
whose loss is still lamented today. Ole Mootian spoke to me about the loss of Ongatapus: “I
am still crying [for the land losses] until now. Not because of Entorror alone; it is all of this
Ongatapus.” The Syndicate was not even asked to pay rent for the first seven years, and then
only £500 per annum for the next eighteen. An interesting postscript crops up in the Colonial
Office despatches in 1911, when the CO lamented that it could not “go for the Syndicate for
failure to fulfil their obligations as to development™ because an inspection by the Director of
Agriculture of their farms in the Rift was quite favourable.® The grant appears to have been a
reward to the Syndicate for having spent £34,000 on mineral prospecting, which was officially

termed “exploration and development of the country”, although it proved fruitless except for

the discovery of soda deposits on Lake Magadi (see Chapter 4).** Sir Clement Hill and his

¢ Printed as Cd. 2099, Africa No. 8 (1904), ‘Correspondence relating to the resignation of Sir Charles Eliot and
to the concession to the East Africa Syndicate’, HMSO, London, July 1904. Available in RHO.

®! Tel. 33, Eliot to Lansdowne, 3/2/04, FO 2/842.

62 Thomas Maitei Ole Mootian, Narok 7. Hobley also lamented that the loss of Ol Bolossat to the Syndicate
“damaged” his initial proposals for the Reserve because it deprived the Maasai of access to vital water sources,
Hobley, Kenya, p127.

% Minute on Girouard to CO, 28/12/11, Desp. 715, CO 533/93. The Syndicate appears to have renegotiated the
lease with Girouard, again on easy terms. In the Crown Agent file on 7/10/11, same register, “they were also to
be exempt from any awkward questions” re-fulfilment of the development obligations, and won other favours
such as the right to acquire the freehold by instalments.

6% See Treasury to FO, 11/12/03, and FO to EAS, 18/12/03, in Cd. 2099.
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nephew were suspiciously close to the Syndicate; certainly the nephew, and possibly his uncle,
were beneficiaries of it.®> Eliot was right to rubbish the claim that the Maasai were happy
about the Syndicate grant, and had expressed their confidence in its local representative, Major
Eric Smith. They clearly had no idea what he was up to, nor understood the long-term
implications.

What is also clear from this correspondence, and the Foreign Office registers, is the
fact that the Foreign Office consistently emphasised the necessity of respecting “native rights”
when considering land grants to Europeans. They finally capitulated to the local
administration, after being reassured that the Maasai themselves were allegedly anxious to
move. In contrast to Eliot, Jackson’s voice was raised continually in championing Maasai land
rights. Hobley, too, insisted that “Maasai rights are a very real thing”.%

Chamberlain’s anger and dismay at the government’s action centred on the “squalid
standard of British justice”. There were early lessons here for the Maasai, in Chamberlain’s
self-confessed “misplaced confidence” in this justice.” He vowed legal action and revenge.
“There is not within the Empire a man more deeply chagrined and crestfallen, or more bitterly
ashamed of his birthright as a British subject, than I am today ... If by no effort can the wrong
be redressed I will repay it a thousandfold during the remainder of my life.”®® He and Flemmer
had done the British government a service, he said, by sending them 150 settlers from South

Africa and advertising the wonders of B.E.A. there, and this was all the thanks they had got.*’

Chamberlain contrasted their allegedly altruistic aims with those of the Syndicate. He told

%1 found no evidence that Sir Clement was a shareholder, but as Ian Phimister pointed out in a personal
communication, he could have disguised this fact quite easily.

% Hobley to Lansdowne, 13/7/04, No. 471, FO 2/838.

67 Chamberlain to Eliot, 12/3/04, £79; Chamberlain to Eliot, 21/6/04, f110, Chamberlain Papers, RHO.

% Chamberlain to Eliot, 12/3/04, ff77-8, Chamberlain Papers, RHO.

% See Chamberlain to Milner, 29/7/04, ff 149-157, ibid. The two could not claim all the credit for this. Eliot
directly encouraged South African settlement. In 1903 he sent his Collector of Customs, A. Marsden, there to
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Lord Milner that they had provided settlers “as a voluntary contribution of two private
individuals in the work of Empire. The East Africa Syndicate has avowedly obtained its land
with the intention of selling again at a profit”.” But when he learned of Eliot’s resignation, he

stopped berating Eliot and expressed “deep regret [and] astonishment”.”’

The first move

Eliot’s successor, Sir Donald Stewart, moved swiftly to prevent further mishaps
of this kind. Reserves were the answer. On arrival in B.E.A. in August 1904, he went straight
upcountry to investigate what was going on in the Rift. Sandford wrote: “Sir Donald ... came
to the conclusion that the removal of the Masai from the Rift Valley into two reserves was the
only real settlement to the question. Masai and Europeans could never live together without
endless trouble and friction.””?

Hobley and Ainsworth had already drafted a treaty and allegedly gained the verbal
agreement of the Maasai at Naivasha, and Olonana at Ngong. Chamberlain and Flemmer got
their land, the Colonial Office telling Chamberlain: “The decision to remove the Masai from
the Rift Valley disposed of one of the most serious obstacles to allowing you and Mr Flemmer
to receive a suitable grant in the localities which you originally selected”.” The relief was
mutual: litigation had been avoided. This fear was outlined by Stewart in a letter to
Lansdowne, in which he said of the Flemmer-Chamberlain applications: “the whole of it is

really Masai country” and granting them is “entirely dependent on the removal of the Masai

from the Rift Valley. Should they remain there these grants will not be practicable and we

find would-be settlers and promote B.E.A. Until at least 1912 settlers from South Africa outnumbered those from
Britain. Sorrenson, Origins, pp66-7.

7® Chamberlain to Milner, 29/7/04, 155, Chamberlain Papers, RHO.

7! Undated telegram in June 1904, Chamberlain to Eliot, ff107-8, in response to Eliot’s telegram (date illegible,
stamped 21/6/04 at Johannesburg) f106, telling him of his resignation, Chamberlain Papers, RHO.

72 Sandford, Administrative history, p24.

7 Under Secretary of State (CO) to Chamberlain, 6/2/06, £322, Chamberlain Papers, RHO.
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shall be obliged either to offer Messrs. Chamberlain and Flemmer land elsewhere or in the not
improbable contingency of their refusing it, fight the matter out in the Courts”. He doubted the
government would win.”

This success did not stem the flow of Chamberlain’s complaints to the government. He
continued to rail against the preferential treatment shown to financial syndicates and
aristocrats, calling the Syndicate a bunch of gamblers and mineral prospectors hiding behind a
sham front of “harmless farmers and innocent graziers”.”> He had a point. Once Eliot had
gone, he and Flemmer were offered only 20,000 of the 32,000 acres originally promised.
Flemmer accepted, but Chamberlain was already occupying the 32,000 acres Eliot had offered
him and refused to let surveyors cut out the difference, threatening to shoot any who set foot
on his land.”® He got his way eventually, after appealing to Churchill.

Hobley and Ainsworth had prepared the way for Stewart, in their plans for proposed
reserves that were submitted to London in late July. At Eliot’s request Hobley had made a
reconnaissance of Laikipia in June, noting “magnificent grazing country” and water sources
on the plateau. Hobley also outlined how the Maasai should be compensated for vacating their
best grazing in the Rift, not least because “it is generally allowed that the occupation of the
Rift Valley etc., by Masai flocks and herds for a long period has resulted in great improvement
of the grazing, it having converted the greater part of this area to what is termed ‘sweet veldt’

by South African stock farmers”.”’

7 Stewart to Lansdowne, 4/10/04, Desp. 619, FO 2/838.
7> Chamberlain to Elgin, 11/3/06, £345, Chamberlain Papers, RHO.
76 The threat was made in November 1906. Sorrenson, Origins, p113.

77 “Proposals re-compensating Masai for grazing rights’, Enc. 4, Desp. 495, 22/7/04, Hobley to Lansdowne, FO
2/838.
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Lansdowne gave his blessing to the 1904 Maasai Agreement, signed in August, though
he expressed surprise at the speed with which Stewart had rushed it through.78 The Maasai
signatories were Olonana, Masikonde and 18 representatives of eight sections, 12 of them i/-
aiguenak, including Ole Gilisho. This is important, because it implicitly recognises the
authority and representativeness of the age-set spokesmen. The Loitai were said to be
represented, but none actually put their mark to this. The signatories agreed to vacate the
whole of the Rift Valley, and move into two reserves. The Purko, Keekonyokie, Loitai, Damat
and Laitutok sections were to move to Laikipia. The British promised them Laikipia for ever,
and a road half a mile wide would link the two reserves so that communication could be
maintained. The Kaputiei, Matapato, Loodokilani and Sikirari were to move south. A sacred
site on Kinangop, where circumcision and other ceremonies were traditionally held, was to be
retained. Lansdowne “emphasised the fact that the definite acceptance of the policy of native
reserves implied an absolute guarantee that the natives would, so long as they desired it,
remain in undisputed and exclusive possession of the acres set aside for their use”.”
(Significantly, Winston Churchill repeated the point when speaking of the inviolability of
native reserves in the House of Commons in July 1907.)%° When he submitted the treaty,
Stewart had prophesied that settlers might soon cast “envious eyes” on the Laikipia pastures
once Maasai stock had grazed the grass down and “got it sweet”. For this reason, he had urged
on Lansdowne the “absolute necessity of making these Laikipia lands an absolute native

reserve for the Masai”.®' The likelihood of settler covetousness was raised at a Foreign Office

meeting to discuss the settlement proposals. Jackson was present, and Lucas of the Colonial

78« it is rather unlucky that he should have hurried matters so much,” minute on Tel. 146A, Stewart to

Lansdowne, 16/8/04, FO 2/842.

" Sandford, Administrative history, p25.

% Churchill said, in reply to a question from Cathcart Wason MP: “a native reserve, when once established, shall
be inalienable except with the consent of the natives themselves”, Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, ppl15-6.

®1 Stewart to Lansdowne, 5/9/04, FO 2/839.
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Office who “considered that this fact must be faced and that the settlement should be looked
upon as of a permanent nature, i.e. that if in the future any change became necessary the Masai
should be entitled to compensation”. Lansdowne minuted on this in red: “Surely if they are to
be moved they should be settled permanently in their new home”.*?

No one moved quickly. The first mention in the PRO registers is of Maasai moving by
June 1905.%% There is no mention of resistance. However, Sandford admitted, quoting Hollis,
that “some pressure had to be put on the Masai of the Rift Valley to induce them to leave their
grazing grounds”.®® Yet Stewart had told Lansdowne “am assured Masai agreeable to
movement to Laikipia”.%® Leys wrote that the Rift “was most unwillingly evacuated”.®®
Without giving details, Cashmore claims: “There was some opposition and pressure had to be
applied.”® An anonymous letter to the Anti-Slavery Society alleged: “Masai very loth to
leave. Villages burnt by Government”.®® District Commissioner Collyer’s interpreter
Marianyie Ole Kirtela (wrongly spelled Marieni Ole Kertella), interviewed by Hanley,
attended a public meeting with the British at which the move and treaty were agreed. He let
Hanley in on a “secret” — Olonana, who had been salaried by the British since 1901, had
already agreed to both move and treaty in advance of the meeting. “Elders were there in
hundreds, most of them from the Purko section,” said Ole Kirtela. “But the Purko section

refused to leave Naivasha and Kinopop and go to Ngatet. If they were asked to move up into

Endoror they might reconsider the matter. They protested and said that Ngatet was too far.”

%2 The meeting is described in Hill’s memo ‘Masai Question’, 19/8/04, FO 2/842.

% See report of an expedition against the Sotik to punish them for raiding the Maasai. “This raid was successful
owing to the Masai warriors being away removing stock to the new Reserve on Laikipia”, Desp. 327, Stewart to
Lansdowne, 8/6/05, CO 533/2.

% Sandford, Administrative history, p25. Taken from Hollis, Memorandum on the Masai, 5/7/10, in
‘Correspondence relating to the Masai’, Cd. 5584, p14. Hollis claimed that the move began at the end of 1904,
but I found no corroboration of this elsewhere.

85 Stewart to Lansdowne, 2/8/04, No. 141, FO 2/842.

% Leys, Kenya, p102.

87 Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, p338, no source given.
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Olonana said they should be allowed to go to Entorror. The Keekonyokie also lodged
objections: “The Keekonyokie too were very adamant and refused to be moved either to
Ngatet or Endoror”. They were over-ruled.”

The Maasai were in no position to mount a resistance at this time. They were in
recovery, still reeling from the successive devastations of disease, drought, famine and internal
disorder at the end of the nineteenth century. Their stock losses to rinderpest alone are
estimated to have been as high as 90 per cent.”® Many had been forced to seek refuge with
neighbours, including the British at Fort Smith, and children had been pawned in return for
food. The only dissidence that showed itself in 1904-5 was failure to do what they were told;
many Maasai simply did not go to their allotted reserve. According to Sandford, about a
quarter of the Purko stayed in the south instead of going to Laikipia. The Loitai continued to
live in the Loita hills and plains; it is not at all clear why they were included in the proposal
anyway, since they did not live in the Rift. The Damat and the Laitutok (sic, L’ Aitayiok or
Dalalekutuk?) also stayed south, while the Keekonyokie moved a short distance from
Naivasha to Melili and the southern slopes of the Mau.”) However, some Keekonyokie stayed
around Naivasha; there is a later reference to their move from Naivasha to the Loita plains in

1910.° The story of how some Maasai stayed on in the north as workers on white-owned

8 Undated anonymous letter, no source, signed ‘A well wisher and admirer’, Anti-Slavery and Aborigines
Protection Society Papers (ASAPS), Mss. Brit. Emp. s. 22, G131, RHO; also a copy in the Harvey Letters.

% Hanley, Warriors, pp293-5.

). Ford, The Role of the Trypanosomiases in African Ecology, Oxford, 1971, p139. Also see Waller, ‘ Emutai:
crisis and response in Maasailand 1883-1902°, in D. Johnson and D. M. Anderson (eds.,) The Ecology of
Survival, Westview, 1988, p101; Waller, ‘The Maasai and the British 1895-1905: The origins of an alliance’,
JAH, 17, No. 4 (1976).

*! Sandford, Administrative history, p26. It is not clear who the Laitutok are from Sandford. This spelling was
used re-the 1904 Agreement, but he did not include them in his list of ‘tribal divisions’ (pp6-7), though this only
included sections recognised for administrative purposes. He may have meant the II-Laitayiok (L’Otayok
elsewhere in Sandford), then living on Loita and in German East Africa, or the Dalalekutuk, another ‘southern’
section which formerly shared the Lake Naivasha area with the Keekonyokie and Damat, defining themselves
collectively as Enaiposha or Il-Kinopop (Galaty, in Spear and Waller, Being Maasai, p78).

?2'S.S. Bagge ordered them to go. No human figures given, but they took with them 10,000 cattle and 30,000
small stock, Sandford, Administrative history, p27.
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farms, where they were later joined by returnees from the Southern Reserve, will be told in
Chapter 6.

Though a more thorough investigation of the 1904-5 move is beyond the scope and
aim of this study, I must point out that Maasai oral testimony typically does not distinguish
between the loss of the Rift and the loss of Laikipia. Most of my largely Purko informants
refer to the whole of their former northern territory as Entorror, and to that portion of the south
to which they first moved as Ngatet.93 From now on, all references to Entorror will implicitly
include land occupied pre-1904, but most recently Laikipia, unless stated otherwise. The word
Entorror comes from the verb a-rror meaning to trip or fall down.”* This was said to be a
reference to the environment. One explained: “It is such a good place, that one becomes spoilt
and does not last long.”> However, Waller gives a different interpretation, claiming that the
central Rift had been a focus for hostilities during the Iloikop wars and therefore “falling
down” referred to people being killed.*® I find this unlikely, given the fact that Entorror
encompasses a much larger area, including Laikipia, and is today primarily remembered for its

“sweet” environment (see Chapter 8).

The Laikipia experience

In the main, the Maasai prospered on Laikipia, despite periodic outbreaks of bovine
pleuro-pneumonia (BPP), ‘gastro-enteritis’ (likely to have been rinderpest), and other stock
diseases. These will be fully covered in Chapter 8, together with an account of the veterinary
interventions and an analysis of oral testimony which constantly reiterates the belief that

Entorror was an Eden, free of disease. The Purko in particular had already come out of late

My elderly informants all used the word Ngatet to refer to the western part of the reserve to which their
families moved, but one younger man (Partalala Ole Kamuaro) suggested that it meant more of a state of
suspension than an actual place — one pauses in Ngatet before deciding to move forward. See Glossary.

* A-rror, to fall, falter, stumble. Imperfect singular ta-rrorr-o, pl. en-ta-rror, Mol, Maasai language, p352.
% From a conversation with Justice Ole Keiwua, Judge of Appeal, Nairobi, 2001.

71



Chapter 2
nineteenth century inter-sectional warfare and emutai in the best shape, compared to other
sections, and they consolidated their gains from 1904 to 1912.°7 Between 1904 and 191 1,
Maasai stock as a whole in both reserves “probably trebled” according to Leys.”® In fact, the
official figures for the Northern Reserve indicate that cattle more than trebled in just five years
— from 64,000 in 1906 to 200,000 by 1911, and the latter figure does not include the 10,000
cattle that went south in early 1910 after the eunoto ceremonies on Kinangop.” Waller writes
of the “highly productive pastures” on Laikipia, where the Purko rapidly expanded their stock
and probably became wealthier than their kin in the Southern Reserve.'® This wealth was not
simply held in cattle; small stock is the bedrock of the pastoral economy and often provides a
safety net when food is scarce. Sections such as the Purko and the Loitai, which owned large
numbers of sheep and goats, were therefore at an advantage immediately after emutai.'®' The
number of sheep on Laikipia was estimated to be 1.75 million in 1906.'%

The reserve was too small for their needs, and was extended twice. The Maasai
frequently broke out to find additional grazing during droughts, and were sometimes fined. In

the east, they were permitted to cross the Uaso Nyiro river every dry season. In the south,

some settled by Lake Ol Bolossat. Stewart’s successor Hayes Sadler asked the East Africa

% Waller, ‘Lords of East Africa’, p56.

%7 See Waller, ‘Origins’, p540; ‘Emutai’, pp80, 92-3, 107. The Purko raided large numbers of Damat and Loitai
cattle, incorporated families from vanquished sections, and took advantage of the opportunities offered by British
rule, ‘Emutai’, p107.

%8 Leys, Kenya, p102.

*® The 1906 figure is in the Laikipia District Annual Report, the 1911 figure in Sandford, p3. These were
probably under-estimates. Sandford first cited 80,000 cattle in the Northern Reserve in 1911, then said this rose
to 200,000 “when the mobs which were attempting to move south had been more thoroughly examined”. For the
1910 move to Loita, see pp7-8 of the Laikipia District Survey of Events 1906-11, LKA/1/1, KNA. 50,000 cattle
moved south in 1911 (Sandford, p3). In the 1912-13 move, 199,264 cattle went south, according to the Annual
Report of the Chief Stock Inspector 1912-13.

199 Waller, ‘Lords of East Africa’, p45.

1T Waller, ‘Emutai’, p95. He lists the advantages of sheep and goats: they give both meat and milk, breed
rapidly, and were unaffected by the epizootics that ravaged Maasailand in the 1890s.

192 Laikipia District Survey 1906-11, p4. In the A/R for the year ending 31/3/13 the 1906 figure was raised to
1.77m, and current numbers of sheep put at ?844,000 (microfiche indistinct), a deficit of nearly one million. But
DC McClure wrote that sheep numbers had probably been over-estimated in 1906 and under-estimated in 1912-
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Syndicate to give up its lands there to the Maasai, but no agreement was ever reached. When
the rains partially failed in 1907, the Maasai were again allowed to break their boundaries in

'3 The grazing was “very scarce” in early 1910, and the Maasai broke

the east, south and west.
out of the reserve all along the Uaso Nyiro, incurring convictions and fines totalling more than
1,500 rupees.104 This confirmed the opinions of both Bagge and Collyer that the reserve was
not large enough for their needs, but Bagge’s 1908 proposal to extend it again was not taken
up.

Olonana never visited the ‘northern’ Maasai on Laikipia after 1904, and his authority
waned. It had been tenuous at the best of times. The northern faction had effectively broken
away from his control, if indeed this had ever existed, following a trend that began at
Naivasha, where Jackson and MacAllister (the Collector there) had pursued a policy of
building up Ole Gilisho’s power to rival that of Olonana. Purko on Laikipia in 1902 told
administrative officer H.R. Tate that they acknowledged Olonana as their “chief” but did not
consult him in any way.'?® In 1903, at the eunoto and circumcision ceremonies, the section
was divided by arguments over the choice of age-set spokesman for the new left-hand
circumcision group of Il-Tuati (I-Lemek), the juniors to Ole Gilisho’s warriors. Olonana
favoured Ole Goinyo, while the ‘northern’ Maasai chose Ole Kotikosh. When the reserves
were created, Ole Goinyo and his supporters went south while Ole Kotikosh and his people
went to Laikipia. The row simmered for years, coming to a head again in 1910 when further

ceremonies were scheduled to take place on Kinangop.'® “It is a great pity that Lenana will

not come to Laikipia, for it is hardly to be expected that he can maintain his influence here

13 by between 300,000 (his figure) and 600,000 (that suggested by Captain Neave). The ratio of cattle to sheep
was one to four.

19 Sandford, Administrative history, p27.

1% | aikipia District Survey 1906-11, p14.

19 Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, Vol. 2, p329.

19 Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, p340; Laikipia District Survey 1906-11, pp7-8.
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with people he never sees,” wrote Collyer that year.'”” Another reason for Olonana’s failure to
visit Laikipia may have been his poor health, which was worsening for some time before his
premature death in March 1911.1%

On Laikipia, younger leaders of the Il-Talala and Il-Tuati age-sets, notably Nkapilil
Ole Masikonde and Ole Gilisho respectively, were able to consolidate their power base, free
from Olonana’s interference. They were already in a strong position. The balance between
age-sets had been upset by the events of the late nineteenth century. A stratum of older men
had been taken out by the disasters, which handed an unusual degree of power to junior elders
and senior warriors of Il-Talala and Il-Tuati. Their stock wealth had grown as a result of their
participation in British punitive expeditions, as well as raiding on their own account. “As a
result,” writes Waller, “they reached power and prestige earlier than usual and kept it for
longer.”'® In particular, the right-hand circumcision group of II-Tuati was a supremely self-
confident bunch, whose confidence and authority stemmed from the fact that they had repelled
the Loitai, and restored the community’s depleted herds in the manner just described. In
addition, they enjoyed reflected glory: their sponsoring elders (known as fire-stick patrons)
were the famed Il-Aimer, who had shone as warriors before the disasters struck. As one of
Waller’s informants put it: “It was said that the Il Dwati [sic] brought the Maasai back to
life”.'"

Collyer reported in 1910, in a foretaste of what was to come: “The two biggest Chiefs

in Laikipia are Masikondi and Legalishu (Ol Le Gilisho). Of Masikondi I have nothing but

good to say; he is most helpful in every way ... He has seen enough of the white man to

"7 1 aikipia District Survey 1906-11, p10.

'% Hinde, placed in charge of the Maasai in 1899, apparently gained some influence over Olonana because he
was a doctor and successfully practised on the ailing prophet, who Cashmore describes as “practically an invalid”
towards the end, Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, Vol. 2, pp326, 340.

'% Waller, “Origins’, p550. See also ‘Emutai’, p109: “Il Dwati ... were able first to assume authority in the
community at an unusually early stage in their career and then to prolong their ‘rule’ until the 1940s”.
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realize that the Masai must move with the times and he is prepared to progress and use his
influence for forward movement ... Unfortunately his influence for progress is largely
discounted by the influence of Legalishu who takes his cue from Lenana, and is against
change of all kinds”. Ole Gilisho was considered “intensely conservative”, but his influence
was believed to be greater than that of Masikonde, and he was “far too big a man to be

111

ignored”.”"" (Incidentally, Collyer's photographs of Masikonde and two of his sons appear in

the Collyer family album, but there are none of Ole Gilisho, which says something about their

112 Collyer’s suggestion that Ole Gilisho was heavily

relative relationship with the DC.)
influenced by Olonana is unlikely, for the reasons given above, and is refuted by oral

testimony (see Chapter 7).

How Girouard engineered the second move

By 1908, the Protectorate administration was hatching plans to move the ‘northern’
Maasai to an extended Southern Reserve in defiance of the 1904 Agreement.'" At this stage,
the Colonial Office was not informed.''* Local officials were perfectly frank, at least in the
district records in which these plans were described, about what lay behind a possible second
move: “As soon as Laikipia is free from Masai the district will be open for white settlement”
wrote Collyer.'” This reason was never publicly admitted; the official line was that the move

was for the benefit of the Maasai themselves, in order to bring reunification, and that Olonana

1% Waller, ‘Emutai’, p110.

" Laikipia District Survey 1906-11, pp9-10. Repeated in slightly different wording in Enc. 1, Desp. 14, Belfield
to Harcourt, 6/2/13, CO 533/116.

"2 My thanks to Veronica Bellers, great-neice of Collyer, for showing me this album. I have not found any
photograph of Ole Gilisho, which suggests that he refused to be photographed by Europeans.

B This is confirmed in the Laikipia District Survey 1906-11, p12.

'™ The CO said that the first it knew of plans to move the Maasai again was when it saw the B.E.A. budget
estimates for 1910-11. Desp. 123, 7/3/10, CO 533/72; Sorrenson, Origins, p197.

3 Quarterly Report for Laikipia ending 31/3/10.
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demanded this.""® Tours of inspection of the proposed western extension of the Southern
Reserve were made by McClure (then ADC Southern Reserve) in November 1908, and by
Hollis and Bagge in April the following year. Both subsequent reports stated that the main
problem was lack of water, which could be remedied by irrigation.

But was there another motive, linked to settler pressure on the government to take
action on East Coast fever (ECF)? Initially called African Coast fever, it was first diagnosed in
the Protectorate in 1904, in a herd of cattle brought from the Kilimanjaro area of German East
Africa to Nairobi.''” It hampered the earliest white settlers’ attempts to set up dairy and beef
ranches; Delamere lost nearly all his young stock to it.''® Settlers were panicked by news of
how ECF was devastating Rhodesia and the Transvaal, following outbreaks that began in 1901
and 1902 respectively.'” Churchill, who visited B.E.A. in 1907 as a junior Colonial Officer
minister, was briefed about ECF and suggested remedies — wire-fencing and quarantine — in
his subsequent account of that journey”."?° It was thanks to him that the Treasury released
extra funds so that farmers could buy fencing material.

By 1909-10, ECF was seriously worrying settlers who in turn harassed Governor Percy
Girouard, who had replaced Hayes Sadler in the autumn of 1909. Sadler had had a poor
relationship with the settler community, and Girouard wanted to make amends, never mind
friends. He was sufficiently concerned about ECF to wire the Colonial Office on behalf of

individual settlers facing outbreaks on their farms, who were demanding more land in “clean”

1% Olonana reportedly told the government that he favoured reunification in one reserve in December 1908,
according to the Laikipia Survey of Events 1906-11, p6. He repeated the request in January 1909 when Hayes
Sadler met him at Ngong, and later to Girouard, February 1910.

"7 R.A.L Norval et al, The Epidemiology of Theileriosis in Africa, Academic Press, 1992, p48.

""" Huxley, White Man’s Country: Lord Delamere and the Making of Kenya, Macmillan, 1935, Vol. 1, pl46.
Norval, Epidemiology, p48.

" See P.F. Cranefield, Science and Empire: ECF in Rhodesia and the Transvaal, Cambridge University Press,
1991. ECF was initially mistaken for redwater or Texas fever by German bacteriologist Robert Koch.

' Winston Churchill, My African Journey, Hodder and Stoughton, 1908, p40.

76



Chapter 2

areas.'?!

In April 1910, he wrote to H.J. Read, head of the East African Department in
London, on behalf of a Mr Heatley “who has had very bad luck owing to ECF” on farms at
Kiambu and wants “extra land in a district unaffected by this pest”. He asked Read to
intercede with the Secretary of State. Three days later, he sent a telegram to Crewe reporting
another outbreak of ECF on Heatley’s farm, to drive home the plea for sympathy.122

These actions seem odd: had a governor not got other things to do? The highlands were
apparently free of ECF at this stage. In February 1910, Girouard had written to the Secretary
of State begging for more money to tackle ECF: “Unless such action is taken there is every
reason to fear a spread of the disease to the highlands™.'”® But clear confirmation of the
situation on Laikipia came in February the following year, when Acting Chief Veterinary
Officer Francis Brandt visited Laikipia to investigate an outbreak of pleuro-pneumonia and to
“find out if ECF is known on Laikipia”. He did not find any, according to Collyer: “He could
find no trace of ECF and information supplied him by the Masai pointed to the fact that
although the Masai feared the disease and knew it existed in the South, no case had ever been
known on Laikipia”.'** [My italics.] Plans to move the Maasai were immediately accelerated,
which was surely no coincidence.

My hypothesis that British knowledge of the effective absence of ECF on Laikipia was
behind the second move will be elaborated in Chapter 8. Of course there were also other

reasons for the move, which would have happened sooner or later anyway. As land-hungry

settlers made growing demands for farms in the highlands, the relocated Maasai came to be

2! See Chapter 8 for an explanation of “clean” and “dirty” areas.

22 Girouard to CO, 1/4/10 and 4/4/10, Desp.175, CO 533/71.

' Girouard to CO, 2/2/10, CO 533/71.

** Laikipia District A/R, year ended 31/3/11. An outbreak of ECF in the Southern Reserve led to the ban on
cattle movement between the two reserves from January 1910 onwards, Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, p349. This was

the official reason given for disallowing the return of the 10,000 cattle that had gone south to Kinangop, and on to
Loita, for the 1910 eunoro.

77



Chapter 2

125 Their physical division into two reserves did not make

Seen as a moveable embarrassment.
administration easy. It was impossible to control stock disease while Maasai went to and fro
between them, defying quarantine, and reserving the right to congregate both stock and
humans in their thousands on ceremonial occasions. Seen from a new administrator’s
perspective, the whole idea of two reserves had been quite mad in the first place.

Percy Girouard was a French Canadian married to an English South African, Gwen
Solomon, daughter of the Attorney General of the Transvaal. He arrived in B.E.A. from
Northern Nigeria, where he had earned high repute as Lord Lugard’s successor. An engineer
and graduate of the officers’ course at the Royal Military College at Chatham, Girouard was
essentially a builder and director of railways — in the Sudan, Egypt and South Africa.'?® He
was Director of Railways for the British army in South Africa during the South African War,
before becoming governor of a railway company in the Transvaal, and Commissioner of South
African Railways. In the second of these South African posts, he became used to getting
whatever he asked of his employers, no expense spared. For example, after persuading Lord
Milner to lobby Colonial Secretary Joseph Chamberlain, he was given £1 million to buy new
locomotives and other goods.'”’ His dismissal as Commissioner of Railways did not dent his
confidence. By the time he reached Northern Nigeria in 1906, he had acquired a real taste for

power, writing to tell his father: “...excepting the hold of the Secretary of State, I am a little

independent king”.*® It was a style of command he would use in East Africa.

123 Seven people had applied for land on Laikipia before 1904. When the 1904 Agreement was signed, they were
offered land elsewhere as compensation for giving up these claims. All but two did so; Delamere and his brother-
in-law Galbraith Cole pressed the Land Office to recognise their original claims. It finally did so, in April 1910.
Sorrenson, Origins, p126. Delamere was not an original applicant, but had bought the Thorne brothers’ claim on
Laikipia by November 1905, Origins, fn 33, p106.

126 All biographical information about Girouard is taken from an unpublished biography, The Lily and the Rose,
by Michael L. Smith. My thanks to Tony Kirk-Greene for showing me this manuscript.

127 Smith, Lily, p220.

128 Smith, Lily, p294, quoting Girouard’s letter to his father Désiré, 22/7/07.
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Girouard had the air of a New World frontiersman. He soon found the desk-bound
dictates of the Colonial Office irrelevant in a country where he believed the man on the ground
should set the pace and the policy. Where his predecessors had taken care to separate imperial
duty from settler interests, at least in public, Girouard alarmed London by being unashamedly
pro-settler. He actively promoted settler interests and tried to cut some of the red tape ties with
home, pushing for self-government. In an unpublished manuscript, he called for settlers to be
given “freedom in the management of their own affairs”.'® On the other hand, his biographer
suggests that Girouard was not unsympathetic to or ignorant of native rights. He advocated
indirect rule because he believed it prevented African authority from being undermined.
Before coming to B.E.A. he had studied land tenure in other parts of the empire, and favoured
“the definition and recognition of native rights in land”."*

But he had inherited a problem with the ‘northern’ Maasai. They now occupied a
superb stretch of country on Laikipia that white settlers coveted, but which had been promised
to them for life. How could they be made to “disappear”, as Eliot once suggested, without
sparking rebellion at home and abroad? As Sorrenson puts it: “It was a measure of the utmost
delicacy. Girouard had to abrogate the 1904 Masai treaty and pretend to the Colonial Office
that the Masai wanted to move south. At the same time he had to disguise the fact that he was
acting in the interests of the settlers, some of whom had been promised land on Laikipia.”"*! It
is also fair to stress, as Cashmore does, that Girouard was not the chief architect of the second

move. It had been on the cards for some 18 months before he arrived in B.E.A., and his main

aim in this and other sluggish administrative matters was to shake things up and take action.

2% Smith, Lily, p322, quoting from Girouard’s unpublished work, ‘The Imperial ldeal’.
139 Smith, Lily, pp305, 312. The quote is Girouard’s own words.
131 Sorrenson, Origins, p126.
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Without waiting for a formal treaty or Colonial Office sanction, Girouard began to
move the Maasai south in early 1910. He used the impending eunoto ceremony on Kinangop
as a cover, although Olonana’s duplicity was also a major factor in the premature removal.
The ceremony was scheduled to take place on a sacred site between the two reserves, as
allowed under the 1904 Agreement. In December 1909, Purko warriors from Laikipia were
allowed to proceed to Kinangop with 10,000 cattle, accompanied by Ole Gilisho and
Masikonde. Maasai on Loita were told they could also attend, but they would have to leave
their stock behind because of the risk of infecting settler stock en route with ECF. In January,
Olonana kicked up a fuss — ostensibly over threats to his authority posed by the division into
two reserves, but more likely linked to the ongoing row with ‘northern’ Maasai leaders over
the choice of age-set spokesman. He demanded that the ceremony be switched to Ngong,
where he lived, in the Southern Reserve. At first, Ole Gilisho and Masikonde refused.
Girouard had a private meeting with Olonana on 2 February to thrash the problem out, telling
the prophet not to tell the other leaders what had passed between them. Girouard later told the
Colonial Office that Olonana had asked the government to reunite his people in one reserve,
and that it was vital to support his authority. He claimed: “The whole matter has really been a
demand from the chiefs themselves who are influenced in no way by anyone”.'>? In fact, he
had struck a private deal with Olonana, recognising him alone as Paramount Chief in return
for his cooperation in getting the other Maasai to move.'* It is unclear whether the eunoto
went ahead — Sandford said it began prematurely on Kinangop, without Olonana’s sanction,

and that after the talks with Girouard, all those concerned moved south. Sorrenson says the

132 Girouard to Read, 3/3/10, CO 533/72.

'3 Report by Hollis and Collyer of Girouard’s 2/2/10 meeting with Olonana about the eunoto, at which Olonana
asked for the Maasai to be united in one reserve and Girouard told him what the boundaries of the Purko’s
southern territory would be, Enc. 2, 4/2/10, in Desp. 14, CO 533/116.
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cattle were driven straight to Loita, not Ngong, and the ceremony was postponed. 134 He does
not comment on one obvious anomaly: if ECF quarantine was the reason why the ‘southern’
posse could not come north, how come there were no government objections to ‘northern’
cattle moving south through European farms? Clearly ECF was just an excuse, or the
government believed the northern herds were entirely free of it and therefore posed no threat
to settler stock. These migrants were intended to be the vanguard of the entire Maasai
population of Laikipia.

The Colonial Office received a tip-off about Girouard’s plans when Gilbert Murray
forwarded a letter of warning from Leys, with Leys’ signature omitted.'*> Leys ended by
telling Murray: “You can depend on the accuracy of my account. Act with regard to it entirely
on your own discretion. Use my name if you like, if [underlined] it makes any difference of
success. I don’t see how it can. And it would probably mean my dismissal.” Sorrenson claims
that “no official notice was taken of the complaint”. In fact, the move was called off on 19
April by telegram, as he himself describes a few pages later.'*® Leys was surely instrumental
in this, and in sowing the seeds of doubt about Girouard at the Colonial Office, which led to
his ultimate downfall. Girouard was told to leave the Maasai where they were until such time
as they chose to leave, and not before another treaty had been negotiated. But potentially

obstructive local officials with Maasai sympathies were simultaneously removed by ong

134 Sandford, Administrative history, p29; Sorrenson, Origins, pp198-200.

133 Leys to Murray, 3/2/10, Mss. 148, Murray Papers, Bodleian Library, Oxford. See also Jackson to Crewe,
7/3/10, CO 533/72. Fiddes noted that the subject could “easily give rise to a tornado in the House of Commons”
if word got out.

3 Crewe to Girouard, tel. of 19/4/10 followed by full despatch 22/4/11, CO 533/72. Sorrenson, Origins, pp128,
200-1.
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means or another, notably Stephen Bagge, Provincial Commissioner Naivasha, who resigned
in March."’

The first of a series of key meetings to discuss the proposed move was held with the
Maasai on 24 February 1910 at Kiserian camp, close to Olonana’s homestead. It was at this
meeting that Girouard told the ‘northern’ Maasai what he had already agreed with Olonana.
Girouard, McClure (Acting DC Southern Reserve), Lord Delamere and Collyer met Olonana,
Masikonde, Ole Gilisho, Saburi (described as Olonana’s chief elder) and others. The
interpreters were Mogobit and Ole Tinka, and Collyer wrote up the report. The Governor
urged relocation in the south out of concern for the “safety” of the Maasai. Most significantly,
he defined safety as freedom from cattle disease: “...the Masai in the Southern Reserve were
safe, and the Purko would be equally safe if located in the Loita country”. He was aware that
the Maasai had always kept their promises, he said, and the government wished to keep theirs.
The move was being considered in “the best interests of the Masai and not because [the
government] wished to take back the land already given them”. The three “chiefs” all
reportedly said they were in favour of the move, Olonana adding that he had explained to Ole
Gilisho and Masikonde what country the Purko would be allowed, and that he had arranged
for the eunoto to take place in the Southern Reserve. Olonana was said to be “very pleased”
with these arrangements. Ole Gilisho sounded more doubtful, asking for unspecified details to
be gone into. He was reassured that these would be taken care of by officers organising the
move.'?®

A second treaty was actually agreed at a further meeting in May 1910 at Ngong, but

not implemented. It was signed by Olonana, Ole Gilisho, Masikonde and eleven other Maasai.

137 McGregor Ross to mother, No. 428, 8/3/10, Ross Papers, RHO. Bagge cited ill health as the reason for his
resignation, but he had come under fire from Girouard for talking direct to the CO. Cashmore confirms this was a
Pstsmishment posting, ‘Obedient’, pp64-5.

Enc. 3 in Conf. Desp. 14, Belfield to Harcourt, 6/2/13, CO 533/116.
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Girouard did not sign it. Ole Gilisho, the one dissenting voice, made it very clear that he now
opposed the move, because the proposed territory was not large enough and lacked sufficient
water.*® Before attempting to enforce the treaty, therefore, Girouard invited Maasai
representatives to inspect the proposed western extension of the Reserve. Ol Le Geli (sic,
probably Yelle) and Reien represented Ole Gilisho, while Olonana also sent two men to
accompany Collyer on the two-month trip. They “pretended not to be pleased with the
country”, said there was not enough water, and doubted the government’s ability to make
dams to conserve sufficient water.'*’

Collyer called another major meeting to discuss the move with the Maasai on 27
August 1910 at Rumuruti.'*! The mood had radically changed since February. Collyer met
Masikonde (“head of the elders™), Ole Gilisho (“head of the senior warriors™) 12 “chiefs” and
warrior spokesmen for the Purko and Keekonyokie, and up to 30 other elders and a
“considerable number” of younger men. He told them quite frankly they would “probably be
squeezed out of Laikipia”, that it was not big enough for them anyway, and now was the time
to unite with their kin in one area. The Maasai were equally blunt. Their representatives
claimed to speak for all the elders and chiefs on Laikipia in saying that they would move if the
government ordered it, but they did not want to because the land was bad and waterless and
the Sotik would steal their stock. They were invited to inspect the proposed Trans-Mara

extension. Their response to this was taken down verbatim by Collyer, who said in a covering

letter that “the District Clerk’s attempt was not quite what I wanted™:

We don’t want to send anybody to look at any part of the country, between us, we know all
of it ... We know the country offered is bad and waterless and have no faith that
Government can store sufficient water for us. We are sure our stock will die there, but we

139 Laikipia District Survey 1906-11, p13; Sandford, Administrative history, p30.
1% | aikipia District Survey 1906-11, p14.

! Summary in Laikipia District Survey, ibid., p14. Full report is Enc. 5, Desp. 14, Belfield to Harcourt, 6/2/13,
CO 533/116.
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are prepared to obey the orders of Government and go. We want Mau, but if we can’t have

it we shall have to do without it. We don’t want any more conferences on the matter, as the
above is the decision of us all, we will go.'*

This was agreement of a kind but, as Collyer said, “with a very bad grace”. He
expressed surprise at the new truculence. “The line the Maasai now adopt is probably the
result of much thought. No inkling of what they proposed to say reached me previously.” As
for whether these were minority views, he said: “The Conference was so largely attended and
by such representative men that there is no doubt the matter has aroused much interest and has
been thoroughly discussed”. The Maasai themselves stressed that these were not individual
opinions but those of all elders and chiefs on Laikipia. Collyer doubted whether his superiors
would accept the result of the meeting without calling another conference with Olonona,
presumably in the mistaken belief that Olonana could whip the dissenters into line. He sent the
report of the meeting “by special runner” to the Governor via the Provincial Commissioner,
saying “it is hoped your answer will be returned in like manner”.'*? He wanted to know what
he should do next. It should have been forwarded to Lewis Harcourt, Secretary of State for
the Colonies, but no one was in a hurry to convey news of a Maasai change of heart.

In his August 1910 ‘Report on the Masai Question’, Collyer advised against moving
the Maasai again unless they would be better off with the grazing in the south, or at least no
worse off.'* His intention in the paper was to “discuss the question from the point of view of
the Masai, as distinct from the Settlers’ ‘view’”. He described the “well behaved” Maasai as
never having presented a threat or nuisance to white settlers, the railway or its staff. They had
always been cooperative, and moving them again would be a poor reward. He urged the

government to view with suspicion Olonana’s desire to “unite” the tribe in one reserve.

"2 Enc. 5 in Desp. 14, ibid.
'* Collyer to PC Naivasha, 29/8/10, Enc. 5 in Desp. 14, ibid.
" Enc. 1 in Desp. 14, ibid. The copy on file is undated.
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“Lenana’s motive is purely a political one, as he wishes naturally to have all his people under
his own eye.” He himself would not have to move, nor would his stock suffer. Collyer urged
the government to give the Purko some say in the matter if it seriously planned to move them
again. As for white settlers, they had not wanted Laikipia originally. There was every
likelihood that they would want the Loita country, too, in a few years’ time.

Collyer suggested alternatives to moving them, which included expanding the
Northern Reserve to include land east of the Uaso Nyiro, telling the Maasai to curb their stock
numbers, and raising taxes “so that at any rate the Masai pay for their own administration”.
He warned against trying to turn them into agriculturalists; the most likely way of making
them “useful members of society” would be to improve their stock. The report was not sent
home immediately for the obvious reason that it contradicted the Governor’s line. Harcourt
eventually saw these and other reports by Collyer in March 1913, when their author was long
dead."”® Enclosed in the same, ultra late despatch was Collyer’s report of a meeting with
Maasai leaders at Gilgil on 18 November 1911, when Ole Gilisho said he had only agreed to
give up Laikipia under threat of “exportation” (deportation) by PC Lane. “It was naturally
impossible to take any notice of this latter statement, besides noting it”, wrote Collyer. At the
same meeting, Ole Gilisho said he had now personally inspected Trans-Mara but did not think
it good enough. Collyer was dismissive, saying Ole Gilisho had only spent four days there; he
agreed to take six of his representatives to inspect Trans-Mara again, and told them to visit

with an open mind, not with the aim of making the worst of it.'*¢

5 These 1910 reports by Collyer were sent to the CO in February 1913, only after Harcourt had wired B.E.A.
demanding information he suspected was being withheld. All enclosures in Desp. 14, ibid. An angry red note by
Harcourt dated 11/3/13 on the despatch said: “I cannot understand Mr Collyer’s report of 29/8/10 never having
been sent home to us when we were enquiring as to the attitude of the Masai to the move. I now think that the
questions and debate in the H of C in 1911 must have been inspired by a knowledge of this report”.

6 Enc. 6 in Desp.14, CO533/116, ibid.
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The Leys-Harvey campaign

Norman Leys began writing to British MP Thomas Edmund Harvey about the Maasai
on 17 October 1910."” Known as Ted to his friends, who included my grandfather John
Hughes, Harvey was Liberal member for his home town of West Leeds from 1910 to 1918. An
Oxford-educated Quaker, Harvey fought for penal and educational reform at home and
colonial reform in India and Africa. He went on to defend the rights of conscientious objectors
and enemy POWs in both world wars. The unfashionable underdog was his speciality; he was,
therefore, open to hearing what Leys had to say about the Maasai.

To briefly set this exchange in context, in the same period agitators were calling
attention to colonial excesses elsewhere in Africa, riding on the momentum of the anti-slavery
movement. Both men were aware of, and Harvey was at this stage certainly involved in, these
broadly Christian socialist anti-imperial movements, through the Anti-Slavery Society and
friends such as Gilbert Murray and Ramsay MacDonald. In the Congo, E.D. Morel (who had
Quaker ancestry) and Roger Casement were speaking out against the atrocities being carried
out in the name of King Leopold. In West Africa, British investigative journalist Henry
Nevinson was exposing Portuguese use of mainland slaves as “indentured labourers” on cocoa
plantations in the islands of Sdo Tomé and Principe years after slavery was abolished, and
thoroughly upsetting Quaker cocoa manufacturers who were shipping the fruits of this labour
to an unsuspecting Britain.'*® His actions led to a boycott. African-led movements included
the Aborigines’ Rights Protection Society, formed in the Gold Coast in 1897, which sent
delegations to London in 1898, 1906 and 1911 to protest directly to the Colonial Office about

various new laws. The pages of the Anti-Slavery Reparter, from its first 1s54e Qetaber 1909,

147 At least, this is the earliest letter in my collection, and there is no indication that others exist.
148 H.W. Nevinson, 4 Modern Slavery, Harper, London and New York, 1906. This was followed by other
investigations by W.A. Cadbury, Joseph Burtt, Rev. John and Mrs Harris, and others.
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were full of news of S&o Tomé cocoa, native policy in Nigeria, rubber slavery on the Amazon
in South America, lynchings and “the race problem” in the United States, and the colour bar in
South Africa. By 1911 this publication (produced by the Anti-Slavery and Aborigines’

Protection Society in London) was flagging up the Cole case (see next chapter) and the Maasai

moves. 149

Leys was clearly inspired by Morel in particular, who likewise focused on economic
causes and saw how the theft of African land and labour made Leopold’s whole system of
exploitation possible.150 Cell mentions: “At the height of the Masai affair he [Leys] had
compared the scandal of the East Africa Protectorate to that of the Congo several years before.
Only gradually did the notion begin to crystallize in the mind of Norman Leys that he himself
might become the E.D. Morel of East Africa.”! Short of actually becoming a journalist like
Morel, he followed Morel’s deft use of every available means to expose injustice: the press,
books, articles, pamphlets, speeches and copious letter writing. Leys was aided by anonymous
sources inside the system, as Morel was inside its Belgian equivalent. Though the Harvey
Letters do not name Morel, Leys clearly feared that a Congo-type scandal might develop in
East Africa when he declared of the Maasai issue: “If the CO does not find out the guilt and
punish the guilty there is a probability in a year or two of a large administrative scandal
comparable to the Congo affair”.'>® In 1913, he criticised the Anti-Slavery Society for failing
to do for British colonies what it seemed able to do for the Congo and Angola.'> Later, Leys
worked closely with Rev. John Harris of the Society — who had in turn worked with Morel in

the Congo Reform Association — while sitting on the League of Nations Union Mandates

' Initially called The Anti-Slavery Reporter and Aborigines’ Friend, Vols. 1-2, 1909-1913, RHO.

150 See Adam Hochschild, King Leopold’s Ghost, Macmillan, 1999. MacDonald nominated Morel for the Nobel
Peace Prize (p291). Morel’s focus on causes is summarised p306.

131 Cell, By Kenya Possessed, Introduction, p17.

1321 eys to Harvey, No. 18, 22/3/12, Harvey Letters.

133 | eys to Travers Buxton, 26/4/13, ASAPS Papers, G131, RHO.
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Committee. All these networks were interlinked.'”* Furthermore, Leys’ profession gave him
unique access to places (such as prisons, steamships, workplaces, slums) which yielded inside
information he could use against the government. Besides the Maasai cause, he took up
several others simultaneously and wrote in July 1912 that he was “strongly tempted to take up
a still more scandalous business than the Masai — the condition of contract labour”.'*®
Curiously, Girouard also wrote to Morel at one point to enlist his help in case he faced
agitation by “sentimentalists” in Britain. He wrote: “I have a small native question which is
being criticised particularly by Ramsay MacDonald. I wish he would come and govern for a
while ... I have croakers who certainly don’t know a Masai from a Fulani howling what a
cruel beast I am.”"*®

This is the background to the barrage of letters that Leys now sent to Harvey and
influential others. Leys had met Harvey in London the previous day, 16 October, when home
on leave, and now regretted some of what he had said. “If I had to live yesterday afternoon
over again I would put things to you in a different way. To me this move of the Masai has
been a sore business for over a year. And I am apt to speak of it out of proportion.” He felt
powerless to do anything about it within the Protectorate, and called for a new, liberal colonial

policy “that must come from home”. He urged Harvey to help create this and avert disaster,

for he believed “we are laying the foundations of an evil system that generations to come will

1> See Wylie, ‘Critics’, for a full description of these interlinking networks.

133 Leys to MacDonald, copied to Harvey, Murray, No. 26, 17/7/12, Harvey Letters. Though he devoted a large
part of Kenya and other writings to the subject of labour, he was removed too soon from B.E.A. to take up this
cause on the ground. Other issues pursued through Harvey included floggings of Africans in Nairobi prison, a
subject Harvey raised in the Commons to good effect — Girouard later “issued an angry circular saying that the
Sec. of State was smelling about, and prohibiting floggings for such execrable crimes as cigarette smoking ...
some backs have gone unscarred because you made enquiry”, Leys to Harvey, No. 16, 11/3/12, Harvey Letters.
1% Girouard to Morel, 1/10/11, Morel Papers, LSE. Also in Girouard to Harcourt, 30/9/11, CO 879/112.
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struggle with. Be ready in ten years for native ‘rebellions’. I could write a fairly accurate
account of one now!”"*’

His chief informant was clearly Collyer, whose heart was not in the move."*® (I will
speculate about others in due course.) Though he was appointed Special Commissioner in
charge of it, he went on home leave from April to November 1911 and missed the first half. It
is not clear whether he was ‘taken off the case’ or absented himself; the former seems most
likely. However, he refused to join Leys in public protest because he still believed in the good
intentions of the British government."” The concerns that Leys shared with Harvey
throughout their correspondence were broader than Maasai rights. For example, since 1908, he
had discussed with McGregor Ross and others the possibility of issuing a pro-native manifesto
or “counterblast”, as Ross described it in letters home.'®® This was intended to be a response to
the worst excesses of settler misbehaviour and judicial indulgence of it. In January, Ross had
written home of “the scandalous acquittal of a settler called Hall who shot a Somali at Limoru
... So much for the justice of trial by jury in this land of ‘Light and Liberty’ when the jury is
made up of Nairobi stiffs”.'®' The aim of the manifesto was this: “We want to show some of
the South African stiffs that there is a community in the country flatly opposed to almost
everything that they advocate”.'®? It was apparently never written.

In early 1910, Leys had unsuccessfully tried to get Collyer, McGregor Ross and a few

other unnamed officials to agree to resign in protest at the Maasai move.'®® Ross told his

157 Leys to Harvey, No.l, 17/10/10, Harvey Letters.

18 Cashmore says Collyer was “devoted to the Maasai”, first administering them at Naivasha and later in the
Northern Reserve. An Oxford graduate, he first came to B.E.A. in 1902 at the age of 22. He died of TB in
September 1912 at Nyeri. More biographical details, from his family, will be included later.

' Leys to Murray, 30/4/10, Murray Papers, Bodleian, Oxford.

160 Ross to mother, 21/8/08 and 16/ 12/08, Ross Papers, RHO. In the second, he wrote: “Leys the doctor is coming
down from Nakuru ... to stay with me for a day or two to talk about the pro-native manifesto.”

181 Ross to mother, 16/ 1/08, Ross Papers, RHO. The Somali was driving cattle across the settler’s farm, according
to Wylie, ‘Critics’, p32.

162 Ross to mother, 21/8/08, as before.

' Wylie says Leys suggested this to five other officials, ‘A Case Study’, p301.
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family: “He wrote round to several of us suggesting that five or six officials should resign in
concert as a mark of protest. I wrote and told him that if he felt so strongly about it, he might,
at first at any rate, do what I did over the Liquor Bill and write to the Governor.” Leys sent
Ross a draft of his letter to Girouard. “It was much too strong and undiplomatic. I largely
recast it and sent it back to him today...” Leys sent it to Girouard at the end of May, and as a
result was summoned for interview. Girouard appears to have charmed him into

uncharacteristic submission, from what he told Murray:

The main impression left on my mind by the Governor is that he is better fit to be
responsible for native rights and interests than any Governor I have served under. He told
me he is dead against any other move of a native tribe. I blame him for having given
settlers a wrong impression of his policy — an impression I shared myself. He assured me
that six months from now settlers would know the truth. On the Masai move he is
determined and I feel that however regrettable that is, my duty is to say and do no more
than I have, now that I know he is no friend to land grabbers. He has been misled into a
mistake ... Sir Percy was so frank as to tell me his detailed policy. I could put my name
with pleasure to nine tenths of it.'**

Ross did not hold out much hope of success: “The facts are ... white settlers badly
want Laikipia. They do not want the Southern districts near the German border. These have
been open for settlement for some years and practically nobody will look at them. Therefore,
clear the Maasai off Laikipia and send them down to the region which nobody wants!
Delamere is a prominent advocate of the move, of course. Naboth’s Vineyard.”'¢’

Ross soon had his own opportunity to speak directly to Girouard. He had gone to
Government House to object to a liquor licence being issued for tramway staff at Chania.
Girouard raised the subject of the move, saying he understood that Ross was among those who

objected to it. Ross was unimpressed with Girouard’s defence. “He made out no case which a

man of Leys’ knowledge and ability could not counter effectively if he started writing in the

' The interview was on 3 June, described the same day in Leys to Murray, 3/6/10, Murray Papers (148, folios
92-96), Bodleian, Oxford.
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home papers. I told him that I was naturally on the side of the evicted, that an aunt had been
laid out by British soldiery from Inverness in resistance to the depopulation of a glen that was
wanted by people of superior standing, and that my sympathies automatically went in that
direction.” He told Girouard that his main concern was water; the government ought to check

there was sufficient water in the Southern Reserve before concentrating five million head of

stock there.'%®

Leys did not write to Harvey again until May 1911, a month after becoming Acting
Medical Officer at Mombasa. He had gone on home leave in February, and apparently briefed
Harvey and Ramsay MacDonald face to face. “Things have gone badly again,” he now
reported. “The Governor again proposes to move the Masai. This time he has engineered a
request from the people themselves. I don’t know the whole story ... How can such intrigues
be proved? To accuse Girouard of them would simply be to procure my own dismissal. He is
far too crafty a general to allow an outsider like me to know what goes on. I believe he will
fall. I don’t think Providence often allows the wicked to prosper very long. But I fancy he is
much more likely to hit his own wicket than to allow himself to be bowled out.” Leys urged
Harvey to ask more questions about the move in the Commons.'®’

A 1911 Maasai Agreement had been signed the previous month.'®® It negated what had
been agreed in 1904. Under this new deal, the British sought to “unite” the Maasai in one
extended Southern Reserve. Some 4,500 square miles on Laikipia were to be exchanged for

6,500 in the south, and this time round there was no talk of a permanent contract.'®® It was

signed by 15 Maasai (or rather, they set marks next to their names), led by Seggi, son of the

165 Ross to mother, No. 439, 24/5/10, Ross Papers.
1% Ross to mother, No. 490, 30/5/10, Ross Papers.
17 Leys to Harvey, No. 3, 20/5/11, Harvey Letters.
'8 Enc. 1 in Girouard to Harcourt 18/4/11, CO 533/116. The original signed treaty has not been found.
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late Olonana. Of the 15, only Ole Gilisho (now one of Seggi’s regents, since he was a minor)
and Masikonde had also signed the 1904 Agreement. All signatories agreed that it was in the
best interests of the tribe to inhabit one area, instead of being divided in two. Girouard told
London that the agreement had been sanctioned by Olonana. On his deathbed, on 7 March
1911, Olonona was said to have exhorted the northern Maasai to obey the government and
move south. Such dying wishes were a godsend for the Governor, who pressured Olonana’s
successors to sign the 1911 Agreement days later. The timeliness was not lost on Harcourt,
who dryly noted: “Sir P. Girouard must have telepathetically inspired Ole Lenana’s dying
speech!”™”° Subsequent events showed that Girouard’s confidence in Olonana was misplaced,
and Olonana’s authority highly questionable. Olonana reportedly died of dysentery, though
rumour persists among the Maasai that he was poisoned or bewitched by his brother Senteu.
Crewe-Read spoke to him just before his death, viewed his body a day after he passed away,
and recorded: “Thus ended the life of one of the most powerful and intelligent natives this
country has known”. The source of the “dying wishes” story was attributed to Marmaroi, his
half brother, who was to be Seggi’s advisor until he came of age.'”"

An anonymous informer again threatened to scupper the contract. Colonial Office
approval of the 1911 treaty was stalled by Ramsay MacDonald, then MP for Leicester, who
passed on information from B.E.A. (supplied by Leys) alleging that Girouard had forced the

172

Maasai to sign. “ MacDonald reckoned that Olonana’s dying wish had been “manufactured

by the living”, and that settlers were trying to provoke a Maasai rebellion in order to justify

' The size of both reserves kept changing in the records. In the Commons debate on 20/7/11, Harcourt said the
Northern Reserve was 4,770 square miles, and the Southern, with new extensions, 8,920. Hansard, Vol. 28, col.
1350. See first page, Chapter 8.

' Minute by Harcourt on Girouard to Harcourt, 15/3/11, CO 533/85.

17! Report by Crewe-Read on the death of Lenana [sic], 8/3/11, is in Southern Masai Reserve District Records
1908-1911, DC/KAJ.1/1/1, KNA.

172 Leys’ first reference in the Harvey Letters to contact with MacDonald is in No.3, 20/5/11, where he described
having talked to him — “My idea was to inform everyone that would listen to me”.
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seizure of their land.!” Following Ted Harvey’s lead, MacDonald threatened to raise the
matter in the House, and proceeded to do so in a debate on the colonies in July.'™ “Since
1904,” he told MPs, “we have committed this great crime” against “a peaceful people”. He
called the Olonana deathbed tale “much more like a Sunday School story than anything else”.
As for the deficiencies of the recent White Paper on the Maasai, “You have to fill in the
blanks”. He outlined the story so far, pointing out that land speculation in the highlands had
rocketed since news of the impending move had emerged. A farm bought from the
government for £55 at the beginning of the year had recently sold for £500. Harcourt wanted
to know whose farm it was, but MacDonald could not say. He would ask his informant in
B.E.A. — “a most reliable person”. As for Olonana, Harcourt — with a telling slip of the
tongue, unless this was a misprint — replied: “I am not moving the Masai into the South Africa
Protectorate on the strength of a dying speech.” His successor and other ‘chiefs’ had agreed to
it. “The Masai had come to a unanimous and even enthusiastic decision to move to the

Southern Reserve.”!”

Death on the Mau?

The move began in early June 1911. It was quite a sight, as Charles Miller has
described: “Napoleon’s retreat from Moscow may have been a dress parade by comparison.
Planned routes were forgotten as 10,000 Maasai, 175,000 cattle and over one million sheep
sprawled out across the Rift and its two escarpments like nails spilled from a giant’s keg.”'"
The official record, however, says that the Maasai followed the four prescribed routes south.

Moreover, they went quietly. ADC Popplewell wrote: “They appeared to be moving with

absolute willingness and no pressure of any kind was put upon them.” By the end of July, all

173 MacDonald to Harcourt, 18/5/11, CO 533/86. Cashmore, ‘Obedient’, p366.
174 Harvey asked questions in the House on 31/5/11 and 2/6/11, Hansard, Vol. 26, pp1056 and 1433.
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had reportedly left Laikipia except for Masikonde, Ole Gilisho, the ‘Nyeri Masai’ (the
Dalalekutuk section) and some sick herds.'”” Days later, the movement was in disarray as the
march reached the Mau in mid-August. Three of the four routes converged on the summit,
where cold and heavy rain greeted the travellers. Grass was scarce, and the pathways became a
muddy morass. One posse seems to have halted and turned back on those who were following,
on hearing that there was insufficient grazing ahead. The result was chaos. Large numbers of
Maasai began breaking back into the Rift Valley, flooding settler farms between Njoro and
Gilgil, and the move was officially suspended.

Popplewell’s account of what went wrong was frank, unlike later official denials which

tended to blame the Maasai:

Of the four roads used one passed round the South side of Naivasha Lake and crossed the
Mau behind the Endabibi plains into Engattit. The other three passed respectively South
and North of Lake Elmenteita and North of Lake Nakuru, reaching the foot of the Mau at
three different points and converged onto one point at the summit, whence the only outlet
into the Reserve was one narrow track through the forest, taking at least two days to pass
and practically without grazing. On the first route there was no difficulty; the Masai passed
right into the Reserve and stayed there. Those who used the other three routes became
congested at the top of the Mau...'”

Heavy rains and cold then added to their problems. The Maasai lacked adequate
shelter, he said, and these conditions “caused a certain number of deaths both amongst the
people and the stock”. The road became “almost impassable”. Officers in charge of the move
tried to push them forward, but the Maasai refused. “Finding the Mau untenable and unable to

go on they turned back onto the [European] farms.” Two-thirds of the total migrant population

'S Hansard, Vol. 28, debate of 20/7/11, cols. 1324 -1353.

17¢ Miller, Lunatic Express, p495.

177 Rumuruti (Laikipia) District A/R, year ending 31/3/12, LKA/1, KNA, p1, with cover note by H.B. Popplewell.
The total number of stock still on Laikipia at the end of July was about 50,000 cattle and a “proportionate number
of sheep”. The sick stock was quarantined and awaiting veterinary clearance before moving. The Quarterly
Report to 30/9/11 gives the cattle diseases as rinderpest, BPP and Blackquarter. By the year’s end, cattle numbers
had gone back up to 160,647 and sheep to 1,068,100.

178 Laikipia District A/R to 31/3/12, p2.
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eventually returned to Laikipia, although at the time Girouard claimed that half the ‘northern’
Maasai had moved into the Southern Reserve. His first full report to the CO differed from
Popplewell’s in key respects. The initial back-up was caused, he said, by Maasai halting on the
plateau because they found the grazing good. They put up their “kraals” and decided not to
move down to the plains. Congestion followed when the rains came, making the “roads”
impassable. Citing reports by MacDonald and Atkinson, he said the Maasai had “suffered no
great hardships ... and their losses are not of a serious character”.!”

News of the alleged deaths soon leaked out. Humanitarians in London were alerted to
what was going on via the Anti-Slavery and Aborigines Protection Society. Three impassioned
letters arrived at its London offices between the autumn of 1911 and January 1912.%° The
anonymous author, who signed him or herself variously ‘A friend of the native’ or ‘An
Englishman’, described the plight of “the unfortunate Masai of British East Africa who were
being forced from their homes for a second time in spite of the statements of Mr Winston
Churchill regarding the inviolability of Native Reserves”. Travers Buxton, the Society’s
secretary, presumed the handwriting to be that of “a lady”. The writer begged the Society to
come to the aid of these unhappy Africans.

The second letter, dated 25 September 1911 and sourced “London”, gave a purportedly
eye witness account of dead and dying Maasai and their stock on the Mau. Photographs'®' of

human skeletons scattered in the bush, enclosed in a third letter dated 7 January 1912,

appeared to confirm this report:

'” Girouard to Harcourt, No. 497, 6/9/11, CO 533/90.

180 ASAPS Papers, RHO; copies also in the Harvey Letters. The first letter is undated and unsourced. The third,
dated 7/1/12, has a Swiss postmark. The report quoted is from the second letter, dated 25/9/11, London, signed
‘An Englishman’.

181 There are four sepia photographs; two are reproduced on the next page. The other photographs of skeletons do
not clearly show human remains, but this one (overpage, below) shows a woman’s body complete with skuil.
ASAPS Papers, RHO.
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These people were driven from their homes without the slightest attempt being made to
find out first whether the country they could go to could keep them, and secondly whether
there was any possible chance of their being able to get there; the sole idea being to get
them out as quickly as possible, and by different routes they were forced on to the top of
the Mau Escarpment, it being an impossibility for them to get any further, owing to the
absence of grass for their stock. About the 13™ August a large deputation of these wretched
people came in to the nearest Government Station and reported that their stock were dying
of starvation, and also their little children, and the old people, whose food is practically
entirely milk, and they begged to be allowed to return to the nearest available grazing. The
local officials, apparently realizing the gravity of the situation, recommended that they
should be allowed to return. The reply to this can hardly be believed. It was practically to
the effect that they might stop and die, or go on and die, and that there was plenty of grass
on the German border...

Now to those of you who may happen to be the proud possessors of happy and well fed
children, try and imagine this scene — ‘A rolling plain surrounded by impenetrable forests
10,000 feet above the sea, the coarse grass stamped into a sea of mud and dotted about with
the temporary homes of the evicted Masai. From the circles of these rude shelters comes
the wailing of the starving and dying children whose unhappy mothers unable to get the
milk from the dying cows are trying to feed them with the best meat they can get from the
dead cattle and sheep. Without, the never ceasing moaning of the hungry cattle is only
broken by the screaming of the kites as they wheel overhead, a bitter wind and driving rain
and sleet, while to complete the picture, on the scrubby and windswept cedars sit the ill-
omened forms of the gorged vultures. As the short twilight rapidly deepens into night and
the feathered scavengers slowly sail away to their resting places for the night, echoing up
the little valleys comes the horrible cry of the hyena.

It was a case of ‘death’ where they were, certain ‘death’ in front, and perhaps what they
feared most, death and outrage at the hands of the savage native soldiers at the orders
presumably of those at the head of affairs. What the condition of things can be at the
present moment it is impossible to say, but amidst the Golgotha there must be many little
heaps of tiny bones...’

Now, though we are told that ‘Vengeance belongs to the Lord’, it is perhaps hardly too
much to expect that the British nation will demand and see that ‘Justice’ is administered
impartially, and ... any attempt to further carry out such atrocities shall be stopped at once
and for ever.

The Society responded by sending the photographs and first letter to the Secretary of

State for the Colonies on 22 January 1912. It circulated the entire correspondence to various

MPs including Harvey, its Honorary Secretary in the Commons.'®? Thanks to Leys, the story

of this particular injustice was not new to him. He had been expecting something of the sort

for months. With the claims of mayhem on the Mau, Girouard’s nightmare had begun.
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It is unlikely that Leys was the author of the anonymous letters — the handwriting
differs, so does the overblown style, and such a detailed eye witness account seems more
likely to have come from an official involved with the move, or even from a local missionary.
Wylie calls the writer of this last letter “an ill-informed humanitarian”, but gives no
evidence.'® One cannot assume that the author was ill informed. Writing to Harvey and
MacDonald on 27 August, Leys said of the magistrate at Nakuru: “He is the man who reported
the affair originally”.'® It could be that the magistrate decided to contact a pressure group in
Britain, or passed information to a friend to disseminate. At any rate, Leys took up the same
refrain and sought to investigate the facts. In October he wrote to Harvey, MacDonald and

Murray:

When, about the middle of September, over 30 of the Masai elders came to complain to the
magistrate at Nakuru of the loss of life during the march, the doctor at Nakuru was sent up
to enquire. He went from village to village asking in each the numbers who had died in the
preceding month. He calculated that from two to four per cent of the population in the
different villages had died. He saw no dead bodies. When he met with the Masai they had
come down from the mountain forests and bush. Unfortunately he did not take names of the
people who were alleged to have died in the mountains. '*’

The doctor, Bodeker, had established the cause of death as exposure and famine, and
claimed “enormous” numbers of stock had also perished.'®® But this finding was at odds with
an official inquiry by the Director of Agriculture, Archibald MacDonald, and leading settier
Dr Arthur Atkinson, a close friend of Delamere’s and his former travelling companion.'®’

Both these persons, wrote Leys with heavy sarcasm, were “strong advocates of the move long

before the CO heard of its having been proposed”. They reported seeing the corpse of one

'®2 The other MPs were Sir William Byles and Josiah Wedgwood. Cover letters sent out 15/1/12 by Travers
Buxton. The anonymous letter writer had already sent a letter similar to the second in this series to Ramsay
MacDonald. ASAPS Papers, RHO.

'8 Wylie, ‘Critics’, pp75/6.

184 Leys to Harvey, copied to MacDonald, No.7, 27/8/11, Harvey Letters.

185 Leys to Harvey, MacDonald, Murray, No. 12, 7/10/11, Harvey Letters.

186 Leys to Harvey, MacDonald, No. 8, 3/9/11, Harvey Letters.
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young woman, who looked too well nourished to have died of starvation, and a few animal
carcasses; they did not think the livestock losses abnormal compared with those suffered by
any European farmer. However, game warden G.H. Goldfinch (who was to become involved
in the resumed move as an Officer in Charge) told them that a “large number” of cattle and
sheep had died, and “some old men and women and young children had died of exposure and
starvation”. MacDonald and Atkinson conceded that there may have been some fatalities
among the very old and very young about which they were unable to obtain direct evidence.
Most of the people they had met looked healthy, and the children looked particularly well
nourished.'® In a separate report their companion, veterinary officer Richard Edmundson, said
he had inspected Maasai livestock on the Elmenteita Plains and the Mau. In the first place he
had only found a little scab and foot rot among the sheep, seven dead sheep and three cattle
skins pegged out near a “kraal”. The position was similar on the Mau.'®

Leys later wrote that he did not believe their testimony for a moment, since he knew
the inquiry had been conducted at breakneck speed in difficult bush country. MacDonald and
Atkinson had been sent up to the Mau from Nairobi by train. They rode from the railway to
the site of the alleged deaths, a distance of 30 or 40 miles. “They went there and back in three
days, on horseback. They dated their report on the third day from leaving the railway. To
examine forest and bush country in the time was impossible. Their report, which states that
there was no loss of life, is of no value. At the same time the doctor’s estimate is probably

h'  Leys based his despatch on information supplied by the Nakuru

much too hig
magistrate, to whom he had written asking for facts and figures after a tip-off from an

unexpected source — the Principal Judge of the High Court, Sir Robert Hamilton, who would

"7 Their report of 25/8/11 is Enc. 1 in No. 497, 6/9/11, CO 533/90.

' No. 497, 6/9/11, CO 533/90, pp2-3.

18 Enc. 2 in No. 497, ibid.

' Leys to Harvey, MacDonald, Murray, No. 12, 7/10/11, Harvey Letters.
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hear the Maasai Case of 1913. Leys had written excitedly on 22 August of a conversation held
that night with Hamilton:

The Principal Judge of the High Court took me aside to tell me that he had learned that the
Masai were finding grass and water so insufficient in the Southern Reserve that numbers of
their cattle and sheep were dying. The milk supply is so short (Masai eat no farinaceous
food) that the official in charge of the move is feeding some of the women and children on
tinned milk. The streams are all polluted by thousands of dead cattle and sheep. Some of
the Masai are trying to break back to the old reserve. But the grass is all trampled and eaten
bare on the roads. And between them and their old country is 100 miles or so of settlers’
country. The police are heading them back. There [his underline] is the danger. If a Masai
is shot or a policeman speared a futile but bloody ‘rising’ is sure to follow. Some of the
settlers have always prayed for it ... You can imagine the rest. I want to warn you that what
has always been possible [a Maasai rising] seems now to be quite near ... I need not warn
you not to let Judge Hamilton’s name appear.’’

Leys urged his parliamentary contacts to push for an independent inquiry, while
lamenting that it would never take place and “the real truth will never be known”.'”* Indeed,
the Protectorate administration saw no need for further inquiries, blaming the Maasai for their
predicament. Sandford later wrote, repeating what Girouard had said in 1911:

This check was undoubtedly the result of the Masai having proceeded too quickly. They
pressed forward even when asked by European farmers (through whose farms they were
passing) to hold back, the farmers being desirous of trying to open up a trade with them. No
police measures of any kind were adopted, testifying to the voluntary character of the
move. It appears that the Masai did not suffer to any extent by the journey, and the losses
reported were those which would naturally take place in large movements of stock.”!*?

Thomas Maitei Ole Mootian remembered things rather differently. He was there, as a
small boy, driving sheep and cows. A former colonial office clerk who became a politician
and farmer, Ole Mootian was in his mid- to late 90s when interviewed shortly before his death
in 1997, at his home at Olokurto on the Mau. King had interviewed him much earlier, in 1969,

but apparently not about these events. 194

191 Leys to Harvey, MacDonald, No. 6, 22/8/11, Harvey Letters.

21 eys to Harvey, MacDonald, No. 8, 3/9/11, Harvey Letters.

19 Sandford, Administrative history, p32. He lifts Girouard almost word for word from Girouard to Harcourt,
Desp. 548, 30/9/11, CO 533/90, pp8-9.

1% Narok 7. See King, ‘Kenya Maasai’; King and Salim, Kenya Historical Biographies; Waller, Chapter 11,
Spear and Waller, Being Maasai. King writes of Ole Mootian’s long involvement in politics, which began when
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We were pushed by force, by a white man called Bilownee [E.D. Browne]'”> because he
was the migration officer, accompanied by askaris [police/soldiers] from Zambia, and
others from Germany and others from Sudan. So now they were pushing us by force — it
was not a joke. The askaris were holding guns. They were beating the people. When you
stopped, they hit you with the butt of the gun. And if women made a joke or became lazy,
they were caned. And when the sheep or cows became weak, they were killed ... Villages
were coming, about 20 at a time. Others were about 50 at a time. This is the movement, and
askaris were on all sides, here and behind...'”¢
Sandford’s account remains the official version of events. He repeated Girouard’s
words almost exactly. It ignored the covert coercion (which the Colonial Office suspected),
the lack of adequate planning (which surprised experienced administrators like Ainsworth,
who was called in by Girouard to sort out the mess) and the timing of the move in atrocious
weather conditions. And, of course, it said nothing about Maasai being driven at gunpoint to
their Promised Land, and dying along the way. But in the margins of history, scribbled on a
telegram from Girouard to the Colonial Office, is a sharper assessment by Harcourt: “His
suggestion that the move has ‘been pressed too quickly™ is a piece of monstrous impertinence

coming from him!” Girouard, whose coded telegram had ended with the words “Masai are

querbogen”, meaning “all quiet”, was soon to lose his job for one impertinence too many.'”’

he came to work in the Land Office in Nairobi, and met Harry Thuku. In 1926 he joined the Kikuyu Central
Association. I came across Ole Mootian by lucky chance; he was the father of one of my contacts in Narok.

19 Africans’ nickname for Browne was Bilauri, Swahili for glass, which is presumably a reference to his drinking
habits. Ole Mootian’s name for him sounded like a cross between the two.

1% His description of the soldiers’ origins as Sudan and Germany may be a reference to Nyamwezi from German
East Africa and Nubians (Nuba) from the Sudan.

'7 The Harcourt quote is a minute on Girouard to Harcourt, Tel. 190, 5/9/11, CO 533/90. Girouard also said the

move had been made “quite voluntarily”. Sandford lifted Girouard’s wording from this and a despatch one day
later, No. 497, 6/9/11.
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Chapter 3: In search of the truth
“For heaven’s sake don’t think me a hero. I am only a cranky anachronism — a democrat in
a country where every social, political and economic circumstance makes for slavery...”
Norman Le:ys1
Not surprisingly, views differ as to whether the Maasai suffered any casualties at the
beginning of the second move, according to whether one consults official, Maasai or other
sources. Besides Popplewell, officers involved in moving the Maasai repo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>