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to two thousand pounds of nuts per acre. The Kongwa region

. averaged less than twenty inches of rainfall pef year, the

lowest in Tanganyika, but the groundnut required a minimum
of tWenty inches per season. The Wakefield Committee over-
looked this fact and added the Konga area of 450,000 acres

12

to the list of recommended sites. This region also had

better communications and railway lines than the other pro-

- vinces of Tanganyika.13

The British government decided to use farm units con-
sisting of 30,000 acres for the plan. Eighty such units, or
2,400,000 acres, were to be in Tanganyika Territory; ten

- units, or 300,000 acres, in Kenya; and 510,000 acres, or

Seventeen units, in Northern Rhode‘sia.llP
Much land in Tanganyika Territory was unpopulated by

natives and free for government use for several reasons.

Tanganyika Territory contained 342,000 square miles, an area
,Lwthree times the size of Great Britain.15 In 1948 there were
 3‘7 000 000 Africans in the Territory, but five-sixths of them

;ived onwone-sixth of the land because of the lack of water

IZWOOd, __R.’ci‘b., Ppo 37-38

13Table I, p. 9, descrlbes the various localities
recommended for the groundnut units, and Map I, p. 10, shows

the location of the selgeted plots.

lI*Edit:h Tllton Penrose, "A Great African Project,"

' Scientific Monthl .. LXVI (April 19h8) 322e23.
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SDESCRIPTION OF [Tit LOCALITIE: RuCGHMshD D) ,
L FCR THE GROUNONUT UNITS -
' - T Tentral Map|ain-| Tyiee of
Locelity iosition fall z0i)
lon:: lat.|inhe
I. Tancenyika Territory . | .. 5

(L) Southern Frovince ... 38°15110° 30=4C f.2d eundy lcam
-‘asasi, Liwale, and
i.ilwa Districts . ... 30-40 [Light condy N

- {¢) tentral Province ... 36 55| 6 _[20-30 fici candy loan
Liorthern lywapwa
G) destern Province--
. " Tabora District |31 55| 5 5130-40 [iicht o iy

Note: Ko N-tive interests arec invelved in the wros-e e guired

- for oroundnuts.

II. lorthern Rhodegia -
(L) Southern irovinco--

3

YMumbwa-C <427 30115 15130-35 [bandy lo-m

South lLenge-b ..127 5014 50{%0~35 Lbandy loanm
(c) Chiszmba=-A «+{28 15|14 50[30-40 [Light czndy Joam
@) Magoya-A... «+4{27 30|16 0]25=35 [3trong sandy loan
) liapanza-B ++426 40|16 20}25-35 |[Sandy loam .

@) Western Frovince--
ldola R areas)-A .. 28 32 13 40-50 [Landy loam
and and
. 28 20 (12 40
(3) Worthern FProvince-- :
Kapalala 2 areas)-C {29 35(11 37 :
and and ]30-40 [Light warie loam
129 35111 35 '

TRy P e e

. Note: A- Crown Land; B- liative Reserve; (- Trust Land

;1I1. Kenya '

% < Q) Coast P;ovince-- )
Malindi/Garsen area- 40 2 0-40

@) Rift-Valley Provinced 55 po-4 .
Keria Valley and ..436 40 |1 24 P5~35 Red sandy loam

- - 'West Suk-B... .+ 435 +1 20 P5-35 Red sandy loam
lote: A~ Crown Land; B- Native Reserve

ted sandy loam -

toreat Britain, Parliament, House of Commons, Minister
- of Food, A Plan for the Mechanized Production of Groundnuts
'din Bast and Central Africa, Reports from Commissioners,

' Inspectors, and others, 1946-1947, Number 7030 (London:
H. M. Stationery Office, 1948), p. 18. .
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LOCATION OF GROUNDNUT UNITS

Not Just Peanuts (New York: British Information Ser-
vices,1948), p. 7.

p——




and the danger of the tsetselfly. Only about 6,500,000
acres, or three per cent of Tanganyika'was under cultiva-
tion.1® So0il erosion was a cause for the abandonment of
wide areas of land. The cattle which the native people used
as a monetary medium ate away the grass and destroyed the
ground cover that had prevented the soil from being washed
or blown away. |

' The Wakefield Committee hoped that by clearing the
impenetrable bush area, the level of ground water would be
raised and the tsetse fly would be eliminated.l7 The tsetse
fly rather than the British government was the actual power
which held Tanganyika in trust. The teetse fly had a peculs
iar trait in' that it could not fly‘over an open area, so that
: thé3cle3ring‘of the land would eliminate the fly and save
many ‘natives and cattle from death, If many natives were
saved from death by the elimination of the tsetse fly, the
Sténdafd'of,living would ‘have to be raised to care for the
inerease in population. The second goal of the groundnut
ééhéﬁéfwas‘td”help the natives reach a better living stand-
3 a”rciu:i»‘ﬁ“?'rﬁisf'was‘t’he"main objective of Mr. Wakefield, who was
' 6V primarily interested in growing groundnuts for the

Bnitish«housewife.
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The usual governmental agency to oversee developments
Withih the British Empire was the Colonial Office. This was
not the case with the groundnut scheme,: however. The Min-
istry of Food was chosen to run the scheme rather than the
Colonial Office for two reasons. The Food Ministry responded
to public criticism quickly while the Colonial Office did
not always tell the facts immediately. Also, many of the
top executives in the Colonial Office, having served in
their offices for several years, were weighed down by tradi-

18 The Minister of

tion and were less amenable to new ideas.
Food was responsible for the finances, the appointing of

agents and contractors, the providing of machinery, equip-
ment and supplies, the procurement of new transporﬁ facili-
ties, the disposal of the crops, and the amount spent on

housing, health, education and welfare for employees. The
Secretary of State for the Colonies was responsible for the
general effects of the groundnut scheme on the territories,
the welfare of the Africans, the «.effect: . of the scheme

on'wider colonial developments and the relationship of the

Colonial government to its management.l9Actually, the Minis-

try of Food was to oversee the groundnut project, while the

;SWood, op. ¢cit., p. 49.

;ngmg_y;gGreatleitain, Parliament,‘House of Commons, Parlia-
mentar¥“Debates5{Vol. " "CDXXXII (London: H. M. Stationery
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Colonial Office was responsible for the effect the scheme
would have on the British Empire.20

When the Wakefield Report was returned to the Ministry
of Food, Mr. John Strachey was serving as head of that
agency. Mr. Strachey had been appointed to the office in
May, 1946, upon the resignation of-Sir Benjamin Smith; thus,
the project was under new leadership.21

Although a project of this magnitude was to cost a
large amount, it was hoped the price paid by the British-
Government for groundnuﬁs would be greatly reduced. The
government hoped the total price of raising groundnuts per
ton would be less thah the amount paid on the world market.
In 1946, the purchasing price of groundnuts from Asia aver-
aged £ 32 per ton. The Wakefield Report predicted the price
of nuts would rise for the next several years. If the
British Government could grow groundnuts -at a price below
the world market, two objectives would be realized. The
British housewife would have an ample supply of oil, and the
money gained by the sale of the groundnuts would enhance the
Exchequer. TheaWakefield-Committee‘estimated,prbduction

costs per ton of shelled nuts delivered to the East African

20Ibid. R
o ZIStnﬁchey was a Marxian Socialist and had written a
book, ggz You Should Be a Socialist. The United States had
refused o admit him to The countrz7because of his Marxian -

views. [™Wood, op. cit., PD.
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port would be £ 14 5s, 6d., or less than one-half the world

i B A AN

price. If 600,000 tons of groundnuts were delivered to

Britain each season, this would create a savings of

£ 10,000,000 annually. If the world price of groundnuts
% rose, the savings per ton would be evén greater, for it was
i hoped production costs would remain stable after the initial
expense had been paid.22

The Wakefield Committee had advised that the total
capital cost of the project would be about £ 23,000,000.%3
i An additional £ 2,500,000 would be necessary for railway,

, road, and port construction. Returns from the project would

produce profits which would then aid the scheme in paying
for itself and, it was hoped, in becoming a profitable ven-

ture after 1950 or 1951.2h

The government showed the Wakefield Report to people
with experience in agriculture and asked for revisions in
the original report. Mr, A, L. Gladwell, who had built many

airstrips in Tanganyika during World War II, was consulted

about. the cost of clearing the land. His estimate was

£ 13 17s. Ld. per acre. This estimate, although higher than

" 2%reat Britain, Parliament, House of Commons, Minis-
ter of Food, op. cit., Number 7030, p. 22.

¥ o 23TablevII sh6w3~the estimate made by the government
U of the total clearing costs, .

ZhGreat‘Britain, Parliament, House of Commons, Minis-
ter..of Food, op. cit., Number 7030, p. 9.
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that given by the Wakefield Report, was lower than actual
costs, because Mr. Gladwell's project had not required the
clearing of roots. 'Experieﬁce proved the actual clearing

cost to be ten times higher than the estimated amount.

TABLE IT

ESTIMATED COST OF ENTIRE SCHEME
AND COST PER ACRE ,

Description Total cost Cost per acre

Clearing equipment £ 4,160,000 £1 5s. 11d.

Clearing operations 8 255,000 2 111 5
Total 12,415,000 3 17 L

Installations 6, , 805,000 2 2 5

Agricultural machinery hl755 000 1 9 9

. Totals Z 23,975,000 Z 7 9s. 6&d.

oo

———

- Great Britain, Parliament, House of Commons, Minis-
ter of Food, A Plan for the Mechanized Production of Ground-
nuts in East and Central Africa, Reports from Commissioners,

Inspectors, and others, 1§h5-1§h7, Number 7030 (London:
H. M. Stationery Office, 1948), 5.

A special section was added to the Wakefield Report
by Mr. W. M, Crowther, Head of the Chemistry Department,
Rothamgted Experimental Station, and Mr, Dunstan Skilleck,
P;ingiéal, Wye Agricultural College. They cautioned the
Mihistry of Food that the average yield could eaéily be only
500 ﬁounds of nutslper acre rather than the 850 planned for.
Tpeyvaléo pointed out that thé rainfall was extremely doubt-
ful, aﬁd.ﬁhatuthe implements used to raise gfoundnuts in the
United Séaﬁes might not be suitable for work in Africa. The

European‘workers, they advised, should be paid high wages to
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attract only the most devoted and able men to the project.
They felt the African people should aid ih planning the pro-
ject, thereby making it a co-operative venture.25
Some members of the British government were also
skeptical of the success of the scheme. Sir William Batter-
skill, Governor of Tanganyika, believed many obstacles would
have to be overcome for the project to be a success. He
s;ated that the transportation system in Tanganyika would
need to be expanded prior to beginning the actual planting.
The existing transportation system was adequate for normal
needs, but it would not be able to carry the additional bur-
den of equipment, supplies, and groundnuts. Mr. Batterskill
added a note of caution in his comment:
This great groundnut scheme has captured people's
imaginations, but I wonder whether people in England,
. « « know how difficult will be the bringing of the
scheme to a successful conclusion.26
The British government did not add these warnings'to
thé original report, but agreed that the operators of the
project would not be tied to the specific measures advised.
This aliowance left room for experimentation and changes
necessitated by practical experience.

The Wakefield Report suggested that a Research Station

be established to.provide for better use of the soil and to

25Wood, op. cit., pp. 48-49.

2QLQQQQQ)TimeS, October 21, 1947, p. 4, .column 4.
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ensure the best crops. It also advised that the climate be

- studied carefully and that the rainfall be measured. Plant

breeding was to be fostered in order to develop drought and
disease resistant varieties of groundnuts. These projects
were to go into effect during the actual fulfillment of the
scheme and not previously.27If a Research Station had been
erected before large scale planting, many costly mistakes
might have been averted.

As the British government did not have the means of
immediately implementing the scheme, the job was given to
the United Africa Company, Ltd. The government was to furnish
all the necessary supplies and the company was to be respon-
sible for planting and harvesting the first crop. For this
work, the company was not to make a profit, The government
planned to borrow the necessary money from the Exchequer'at
a rate of two and one-half per cent interest annually for a
pefiod of twenty-five years. Over 3,000,000 acres of land
were leased from the local authorities for periods of not
less than twenty-five years, with option forkrenewal. The
leases were held by the British government rathef than by
thé United Africa Company, Ltd. The grant of vast acreages

of land quéf 1bng_term,lease to a private company would

27Great Britain, Parliament, House of Commons, Minis-
ter of Food, _2.\c1t., Number 7030, Pp. 30-31.
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have evoked strong protest from the public.28
The project was eventually to be turned over to the
local governments and finally to the natives to be run on a
co-operative basis. Dairy farming was planned to utilize
the groundnut pulp and tops which were made into cattle cake.
0il mills for pressing the groundnuts were eventually plan-
ned for Africa. Later a plastics industry would also give
employment to many Africans.29 The project was to achieve
many worthwhile goals : forothe Africanm,. amd.atl] the 1.
improvements were to cost the British taxpayer nothing. One
source put it this way: |
As was to be expected, immense public interest was
awakened throughout the British Empire in a scheme which
was to confer so many benefits on humanity. It was to
alleviate the world shortage of fats; it was to revolu-
tionize the primitive agricultural methods of the
African to the benefit of the whole continent, and it
was to educate him in the management of agricultural,
commercial and industrial undertakings. All this was to
be achieved, not only without costs to the British tax-
payer, but to the enrichment of the Exchequer. The pic-
ture which the Government presented to the world was one
to stir the imagination and it unquestionably enhanced
the prestige of the Government of the day.30
Approximately 150,000 acres of the African bush were
to’bé cleared in time to plant a crop which could be har-
vested in the spring of 1948. Over 3,225,000 acres were to

be cleared within six years. The predicted crop in 1952

29Tpid., p. 325.

30Matheson and Bovill, op. cit., p. 119.
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would be almost 610,000 tons of groundnuts.31 |
If 150,000 acres were to be cleared within a few
months, immediate steps had to be taken. Mr. David L.
Martin, a member of the original Wakefield Commission, was
appointed general manager of the scheme. Mr. A. J. Wake-
field, leader of the fact-finding committee, was made direc-

tor of welfare and social services for the African natives.

TABLE III"

SUGGESTED CLEARING AND PLANTING PROGRAMMES
AND THE RESULTANT CROP ON THE BASIS OF
850 POUNDS OF SHELLED NUTS PER ACRE

Acreage Acreage Production

Year cleared under in long
: annually groundnuts tons

1947 150,000 150,000 = o —ecemea-
1948 450, ) 000 600 000 56,920
1949 855 000 1,230, 000 227,676
1950 855 000 1 605 000 4L,66,735
1951 - 525,000 1, 605 000 609,034
1952 375,000 1, 605 000 609,034
Total 3,210,000 = ececceae- -

Great Britain, Parliament, House of Commons, Minis~- .
ter of Food, A Plan for the Mechanlzed Production of Ground-
nuts in East and Central Africa, Reports from Comm1851oners,

Inspectors, and others, 1§h6-19h7, Number 7030 (London:

H. M. Stationery Office, 19#8), p. 5.

31Table IIT shows the suggested schedule for clegring,

-planting,- and the resultant crops from 1947 through 1952.
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The first problem cbnfronting'Mr; Martin was to |
obtain enough of the right equipment. England manufactured
no heavy machinery such as was necessary for the project.
The United States produced these machines, but the manu-
facturers had orders far in advance and could promise nothing
for at least two years. Mr. Martin then traveled to Canada
and was able to obtain enough heavy machinery to last for
two seasons, but this equipment was not available for imme-
diate use. Something had to be done if the scheme wasg: to
start on time. The British government was able to obtain
some old tractors left over from World War II. Many had
been left on the beaches in the Philippine Islands over two
years before. They could be obtained:for thé: prpject,but had to
be sent to Great Britain to be reconditioned before shipment
to Africa.
On February 4, 1947, the first party of "groundnut-
ters® arrived at Dar-es-Salaam, the capital of Tanganyika
Territory and’phe largest pdrt near the Kongwa site. They
established offices in the city, which was about 240 miles

from the Kongwa area.32

The port at Dar—es-Salaém, a shallow-
water port, could accommodate only seven ships. The ships
had to stop in the harbor, transfer the supplies to smaller

boats, and then-the cargo was unloaded onto inadequate docks.
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3%4ood, op. cit., p. 56.




