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ABSTRACT
THE AFRICAN-BRITISH LONG EIGHTEENTH CENTURY AND SIERRA
LEONE: A READING OF DIPLOMTIC TREATIES, ECONOMIC AND
ANTHROPOLOGICAL DISCOURSE, AND SYL CHENEY-COKER’S “THE
LAST HARMATTAN OF ALUSINE DUNBAR”
By
Tcho Mbaimba Caulker

At the heart of this archival project is an exploration of the emergence and
evolution of British colonialism in Sierra Leone, and inherent with emerging
colonialism is the decline of indigenous sovereignty. In Chapter I, I begin with an
exploration of African-British treaties that, sadly, have never been explored in this
manner before. The treaties I explore span from the Treaty of 1787, which
resulted in the first British colonial foothold in Sierra Leone with the “Colony of
Freedom”; to the Treaty of 1807, which resulted ultimately resulted in the demise
of the British Sierra Leone Company and the establishment of the official British
Crown Colony and colonial administration in Sierra Leone; and I conclude with
the Treaty of 1819, that was signed at a point in history when the era of modern
colonial administration had begun.

In Chapter II, I explore the links between the British Sierra Leone
Company (1791-1807), and the economic and moral philosophy of Adam Smith,
that form a colonial philosophy linking European economic success with the so-
called “civilization” of Africa. I analyze, in this chapter, the various Reports of the
Sierra Leone Company, as well as Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations and Theory of
Moral Sentiments. With the decline of the Sierra Leone Company’s, it was

ultimately decided that colony building and administration in Africa were not



tasks suited for private joint-stock companies, but were instead, to be job of the
British Crown and British Government, and the emerging British Empire.

In Chapter I11, I will focus on the manner in which enlightenment
philosophy of the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries gives way to an
observational and anthropological pseudo science. I explore the ways that an
emerging anthropology and pseudo-scientific methodology were utilized by the
likes of individuals like German, Johann Blumenbach—On the Natural Varieties
of Mankind (1775); and Swede, C.B. Wadstrom—An Essay on Colonization
Particularly Applied to the Coast of West Africa (1794). 1 also explore the Reports
of the African Institution of London, established in 1807, whose vocation was
rooted in anthropological exploration and discovery on the African continent.’

Chapter IV explores the novel The Last Harmattan of Alusine Dunbar by
Syl Cheney-Coker’s. The task that Cheney-Coker accomplishes through his
novel, by constructing a historical fiction that spans the history of Sierra Leone
from the 1787 “Colony of Freedom” to independence in the 1960’s, is very
similar to what I’ve hoped to accomplish through this archival project. “The duty
of the writer is to explore, to show its [or the events of historical consciousness] in
a continuous fashion to the immediate present,” and the task is to do this with “a
full projection forward into the future” (Glissant 63-64). In the end, the archive is
a powerful tool, and the job of the archivist, the writer, the historian, and literary
scholar, who commits to working with the archive, is to empower generations so
that they may knowledgably go forward to construct sound, stable, and

knowledgeable “presents” and “futures.”

! The African Institution was founded in 1807 upon the demise of the Sierra Leone Company.
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INTRODUCTION
The African-British Long Eighteenth Century and Sierra Leone: A Reading
of Diplomatic Treaties, Economic and Anthropological Discourse, and Syl
Cheney-Coker's "The Last Harmattan of Alusine Dunbar"
An Archive of the Past, Present, and Future

I begin this study with a statement about my strong commitment to
archival study, and a fluid definition of the archive as a living, breathing, and
continually evolving entity that allows us to know ourselves in this age of world-
citizenship; as well as the idea of the archive as an entity that allows us to know
and construct our pasts from whence we and our ancestors came, so that we might
contribute to the greater global whole (Indeed, it takes all people to make a
world).

The scope of this archival project begins with the proto-colonial
eighteenth century that saw the British signing diplomatic treaties with African
indigenous in Sierra Leone to secure land rights, and British institutions and
companies being formed to enact colonial economic ventures that they hoped
would someday reap and exploit an economic and territorial harvest out of the
African continent. My archival study then spans into the early nineteenth century
in which the British would attempt to establish a firm colonial foundation within
Sierra Leone, West Africa, and the African continent as a whole. Finally, the
project culminates in the twentieth century, with The Last Harmattan of Alusine
Dunbar—a novel that looks back upon this seminal eighteenth-century colonial
period, which saw the British Empire take root in Sierra Leone and the African

continent.
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I come to this project as a scholar who wears multiple hats that command
my allegiance and complicate my own positioning in relation to this project that
deals with the African-British eighteenth century: I am a student of “traditional”
British eighteenth-century studies, yet I am also keenly aware that we can
continually push the boundaries of a metropolitan eighteenth-century and, to
borrow the worlds of Srinivas Aravamudan, “instead propose several eighteenth
centuries animated by the agency of their differently worlded subjects”
(Aravanudan 25). In addition, I am also a student of African literature and
Postcolonial studies, and it is most certain that having a foot within these three
fields has broadly shaped my scholarly outlook to become one that operates with
the premise that no field can exist with a vacuum.

Further still, there is my personal and familial positioning as one who
comes from a Sierra Leonean family that is an indigenous Afro-British family,
which has played a role in the political history of Sierra Leone. For instance, the
name of my ancestor, George Caulker, can be seen on the Sierra Leone Treaty of
1807, and even today in 2007, a member of my family, Charles Caulker, sits in
the Sierra Leone Parliament as an elected Paramount Chief of Sierra Leone’s
Moyamba District. As Joe A.D. Alie writes in A New History of Sierra Leone, “At
least four of the resulting Afro-British families—Caulkers, Tuckers, Clevelands,
and Rogers—were to continue to play a significant role in their areas into the

twentieth centuries” (Alie 35)".

! In 1684 Thomas Corker came out from London in the Company’s service, was employed in the Sherbro, and in 1692

promoted Chief Agent. He was transferred to the Gambia six years later, and in 1700 returned to England and died. His
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We might also say that my positioning is further complicated by my own
personal identity as a Diasporal subject, whose early years have taken him from
Sierra Leone to the United States, and whose present life regularly carries him to
and fro, across the Atlantic with personal commitments and obligations in two
different global continental spaces in the industrialized and developing worlds. It
is because of all of these hats that bear my allegiance—academic, personal,
familial, political, and perhaps even some that are latent—that I have developed
as a scholar who is committed to the powerful idea of fluid and evolving archive.

It is said that the world is a small place, and becoming smaller everyday
with technological advances in transportation, communication, and evolving
global economic systems. However, I would posit the irony that in this “small”
world, which is becoming “smaller” with each technological advancement and
each passing year, it becomes dangerously easier to become distanced from the
pasts that contributed to the emerging “presents” and “futures” we are continually
being thrust toward. We now live in a world where Diaspora is the norm, and in
which Diaspora, as a term, no longer inherently implies leaving one’s place of
origin, never to return. Instead, the nature of Diaspora, today, implies that one
might leave one’s place of origin to live in another region of the world (say North
America for instance), while still calling one’s place of family origin home (say
Sierra Leone for instance).

This concept of knowing ourselves and knowing our pasts, so that we can

advance confidently as world-citizens, who may contribute our share to the

descendants by a member of a chiefly family became prominent people in the Sherbro. They established the maternal claim
to rule as chiefs, but retained the paternal sumame, which, by the end of the eighteenth century, they spelt Caulker. (Fyfe,
Sierra Leone Inheritance 62)

I —
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greater global whole, is a major reason that I am committed to the archive as more

that merely a physical repository for documents that tell us about the past. As

Edouard Glissant points out:
The duty of the writer is to explore, to show its relevance in a
continuous fashion to the immediate present. This exploration is
therefore related neither to a schematic chronology nor to a
nostalgic lament. It leads to the identification of a painful notion of
time and its full projection forward into the future...That is what I
call a prophetic vision of the past. (Glissant 63-64)

I propose a radical and fluid definition of the archive as a living, breathing, and

continually evolving entity that allows us to know ourselves and construct our

pasts from whence we and our ancestors came.

The archive is an entity that operates in service of the present and future,
and allows us to construct solid “presents” and “futures” that speak to who we are
and how we evolve as human beings in an ever changing world. For instance, the
Sierra Leone National Archive of my parents’ generation might consist of the
same physical repository today, and indeed, many of the same documents. Still,
inevitably, within an ever-evolving and ever-changing postcolonial world, this
same archive and the very same documents signify and register at a different level
based on generational experience and modes of perceiving the pasts—modes that
are shaped by the current state of world affairs and world orders. It is with this

manifesto of knowing ourselves and reconstructing our histories, firmly in mind,

that I proceed with my archival journey and study.
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Overview: Chapter 1

Over the course of Chapter I entitled “The Art of British-African Treaty
Making and the Construction of a British Imperial State in Sierra Leone,” |
explore the treaties that the African indigenous of Sierra Leone made with those
who would become their British colonizers over the period of 1787 to 1819.
Through an analysis of these treaties, we see the emergence and solidification of a
modern British colonial administration that goes through a learning process of
power, which sees Sierra Leone evolve from a supposedly benevolent “Colony of
Freedom” in 1787, to a profit-driven joint stock Sierra Leone Company and
colony in 1791, to an official British Crown Colony in 1808. The Crown Colony
form of modern colonial administration that was installed in 1808 is the form that
Sierra Leone, and indeed all of the British African colonies, would assume well
into the twentieth century until independence in 1961 during the 1960°s African
decade of independence.

The treaties that I will explore are literary diplomatic manifestations of
how this blueprint of colonial administration evolves from one of repatriation,
benevolence, and freedom, to one of commerce, economic profit, and territorial
acquisition. When we think about the history of interaction between the Sierra
Leone indigenous and British colonizers, and the treaties made between them
during the years 1787-1819, we should think about the evolution of the power
relationship between indigenous and colonizer; or in Foucauldian terms, about the
nature of power, and how discourse can be manipulated and reanimated in order

to build and maintain a firm hegemonic grip on power. The “irreconcilable
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interests” of affirming African sovereignty by signing treaties, while usurping
African sovereignty is made possible through the discursive diplomatic discourse
of the treaties. It is the link between discourse and material practice that will make

it possible to render African sovereignty into African colonial subjectivity.

Overview: Chapter 11

This chapter deals with the Sierra Leone Company (1791-1807), and the
emerging economic and philosophical systems that were combined to form a
colonial philosophy linking European economic success with the so-called
civilization of Africa, and morality or moral education in Africa. We can argue
that the Sierra Leone Company project, like the Colony of Freedom model, which
was its predecessor, was closely aligned with the abolition movement and
providing a viable economic alternative to the slave trade. However, Christopher
Leslie Brown, in Moral Capital: Foundations of British Abolitionism makes an
important point when he remarks that “the [abolition] had its roots in a distinct
and distinctive moment in British imperial history, a moment that presented both
unfamiliar challenges and novel possibilities to those preoccupied with the
character and consequences of overseas enterprise” (Brown 2). The “emergence
in Britain of shifting definitions of imperial purpose” and “of new ways to
conceive relations among subjects of the crown, and between overseas colonies
and the imperial state” were also at stake during this period of early emergent

colonialism in West Africa (Brown 2).
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Through an analysis of various Reports of the Sierra Leone Company,
issues by the company to promote itself and its mission of commerce and so
called “civilization” in Sierra Leone and Africa, in addition to an analysis of the
economic and moral literary works of an eighteenth-century economic figurehead
like Adam Smith, we gain further insight into the link between discourse and
material colonial practice that guided a venture like the Sierra Leone Company.
Foucault also makes an important epistemological observation when he asserts
that is applicable to the Sierra Leone Company and its mission in African. He
writes that, “among all the reasons for the prestige that was accorded in the
second half of the eighteenth century, to circular architecture, one must no doubt
include the fact that it expressed a certain political utopia” (Foucault, Discipline
and Punish).

In attempting to establish a colony designed to promulgate western
civilization and British culture in Africa, and fashioned with the explicit premise
of commerce and enterprise, the proprietors of the Sierra Leone Company were
engaged in an endeavor that sought to engineer a commercial utopia from which
an abundance of profit would flow. The company’s joint-stock venture in Sierra
Leone, however, was confronted with task of colonial engineering that proved to
big for the company’s capabilities and financial resources, which ultimately
contributed to its demise and reconstitution as the African Institution of London,
which will be the subject of Chapter III. The fall of the Sierra Leone Company in
1807 convinced the British government that the tasks of colony building and

colonial administration were the job of a national government and an emerging
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empire that could readily absorb the impact of inevitable setbacks to a utopian
colonial vision and provide adequate military defense. The end of the Sierra
Leone Company’s joint-stock venture ushered in the era of modern colonial
administration that began with the establishment of the Sierra Leone British

Crown colony in 1808.

Overview: Chapter 111

This chapter entitled “The Evolution of the Linear Progress Model,
Scientific Anthropology, and the Colonial Project in West Africa” will focus on
the manner in which the philosophy of the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
gives way to a pseudo-science of an observational and very anthropological
nature. You will recall that in Chapter II, we explore the manner in which
evolving economic theory contributed to the emerging British colonial project of
the later eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and how discourse contributed to
colonial material practice. Here in chapter III, I intend to conduct a similar
archival study that explores the relationship between discourse and colonial
material practice by looking at the ways that an emerging anthropological science,
and emerging pseudo-scientific methodology contributed to pseudo-scientific
colonial ventures and exploration.

The study includes the woks of individuals like the German Johann
Blumenbach, who wrote his famous On the Natural Varieties of Mankind in 1775,
the Swede C.B. Wadstrom, who wrote An Essay on Colonization Particularly

Applied to the Coast of West Africa in 1794; and the Englishman Sir Joseph
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Banks, who made his name by participating in the Endeavor voyage of Captain
Cook in the South Pacific from 1768 to 1771, and was to be come a great
proponent of African exploration” (Burns 16). The late eighteenth century also
gave rise to what I will dub “the age of the pseudo scientific institution” like the
African Association of London, which was founded out of a gentlemen’s Saturday
dinner club 1788, and the more prominent and organized African Institution of
London, which was established in 1807 (the 1807 date is extremely significant
because it is the year that the Sierra Leone Company was disbanded and taken
over by the British government, in addition to the year the African Institution was

created).

Overview: Chapter IV

I have labeled Chapter IV of the project The Last Harmattan of Alusine
Dunbar, and an Archive of the Postcolonial Past, Present, and Future. It is a
culmination of a project that speaks about the archive as a fluid, continually
changing and continually evolving entity that allows us to know ourselves in this
age of world-citizenship, and an entity that allows us to know and construct our
pasts from whence we and our ancestors came. Syl Cheney-Coker’s The Last
Harmattan of Alusine Dunbar is included as a novel of great significance because
it demonstrates that the study of an archive that comes to us from the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries has just as much to do with the present postcolonial era

that we live in, as it does with those centuries that have passed.

2 Some seven years later, in 1778, Banks was elected president of the Royal Society.
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Syl Cheney-Coker, in The Last Harmattan of Alusine Dunbar, takes on the
role of a teacher, who constructs an interpretative history of Sierra Leone and the
establishment of the British colonial system in West Africa. Cheney-Coker,
through his text, also offers us a unique lens through which we might read and re-
read the archival materials—i.e. treaties, reports, essays, etc—that we have
explored in the previous three chapters that span from the eighteenth to nineteenth
centuries. When Edward Glissant asserts that, “Our historical consciousness could
not be deposited gradually and continuously...as happened with those peoples
who have produced a totalitarian philosophy of history,” this also refers to an
important reality that applies to West Africa as well.

Glissant’s thoughts on historical consciousness also offer a way to
approach the first three chapters of this project that deal with the evolution of
British colonialism in Sierra Leone and West Africa, a significant part of which
deals with the repatriation of African slaves to Sierra Leone in 1787. We might
also characterize the analyses of the British-African treaties, the Sierra Leone
Company documents, etc, as the study of those peoples who attempted to impose
a course of history upon those peoples of West Africa who were thought to be
void of civilization and history. On the notion of this history characterized by
ruptures and fissures, Glissant also remarks that “the converging histories of our
peoples relieves us of the linear, hierarchical vision of a single history that would
run its unique course” and that “the depths are not only the abyss of neurosis but
primarily the site of multiple converging paths” (Glissant 66). In the end, the

archival study that I will embark on in this chapter of the project deals with the

10
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construction of history and analysis of historical narrative, both of which combine
to give those of us in the postcolonial present, a greater understanding of the
histories that have brought us to our places here in the present and allow us to

knowledgeably construct postcolonial futures upon solid foundations.

European Renaissance Beginnings and a Lasting Vision of Africa

While I do not intend to undertake a comprehensive or exhaustive analysis
of contact that occurred between Africans and Europeans from the Renaissance
into the Eighteenth century, I do plan, within this introductory section, to isolate
certain instances involving the Portuguese and the English (specifically Sir John
Hawkins) and their proto-colonial exploits in Africa during the period. The
ambivalence and fixity of the African stereotype from this time forward in
history—the creation of the ideological construct of difference within the
European imagination, that allows Africans to be taken as human cargo without
regard for their humanity, is something that I hope to establish here. I also hope to
point to instances of diplomatic contact that establish a tradition, which allows
Europeans to engage in these diplomatic endeavors involving diplomatic contact
on a “human level” for economic benefit, while paradoxically, at the same time,
retaining the imaginary construct that disregards the humanity of Africans and
Africa.

The constancy of the stereotype of Africa as a site where humanity is
lacking had not appeared with the dawn of the eighteenth-century. It is prudent to

view it in the manner that Derrida suggests when he states, “the very condition of
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a deconstruction may be at work, in the work, within the system to be
deconstructed,” which allows us to decipher that this trope of African inhumanity
was already there, already present before the eighteenth century. It is logical to
conclude that:
African and European relations initiated in the pre-nineteenth
century era were forged on the wrong base principally because of
the nature of the European motivations which paved the way for
such contacts. These motivations were, to say the least, purely and
simply acquisitive. The Portuguese, the foremost European power
which initiated and pioneered these direct contacts, had as their
primary objective the circumvention of the Arab Muslim economic
and commercial monopoly over the trans-Saharan caravan trade
routes. The commercial relations that developed between Africa
and Europe during this era were dictated by European demands
and needs and not by African interests. Thus, from the very
beginning, the relationship was lopsided; and it was quite easy for
a relationship dictated by and promoted for acquisitive aims, first
for gold, and then for ivory, pepper, and other commaodities, to
degenerate into the trade for human cargoes.
(Caulker, Patrick S. 398)
The concept of acquisition is one of the elemental factors that can be
deconstructively deciphered and tagged as the motivation that lay behind the
activities of virtually all the contact that occurred between Europeans and
Africans—from the Portuguese in West Africa during the 1400’s, all the way to
colonialism of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
During the fifteenth century, the Portuguese were the European sea-faring
power that who took the lead with exploration of the African continent. In 1444,
Nuno Tristao discovered the mouth of the Senegal River, which marks the end of
the Sahara Desert and the beginning of the populous sub-Saharan region of Africa
(Axelson 32). In the year 1455, when the famous Portuguese navigator Prince

Henry assumed control of sea-faring expeditions along the African coast, “The
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Venetian Cadamosto, who visited west Africa with Henry’s permission, reported
that from the factory or trading post of Arguin, south of Cape Branco, between
700 and 800 slaves were exported every year to Portugal, and from every cargo
Henry collected his fifth share” (Axelson 33). In 1462, Pedro de Cinta, visiting
the peninsula for the first time, called it Serra Lyoa, and the estuary soon became
an important source of fresh water for ships traveling to and from India.
In 1482 Portuguese traders began to build a fort on an island at the
end of the bay...The traders eventually established themselves
along the coast. European goods like swords, kitchen and other
household utensils and attractively colored ready made clothes
were exchanged at first for gold brought from inland and for fine
ivory. The opening of European plantations in the New World (the
Americas) in the 1550’s and beyond, however, made slaves a
major commodity that the Portuguese, and later, other Europeans,
sought in Sierra Leone. (Alie 33)
Perhaps one of the most telling acts of this period, which sums up European
attitudes towards those locations of so-called incivility and the human beings who
inhabit these areas, came in 1493 when Pope Alexander VI issued a Papal Bull
that sanctioned the division of the world’s undiscovered and uncivilized lands
between Portugal and Spain (Axelson 36). Such an official Papal sanction
mirrored prevalent attitudes toward the African continent (and beyond) that
labeled it as site of otherness that could, and in fact, should, be used for the
benefit of Europe with little regard for the inhabitants themselves (although there

were also instances of intermarriage between the Portuguese traders and African

women, who set up African-Portuguese families).

* Axelson, Eric. Cape to Congo: Early Portuguese Explorers, p. 33 Axelson also writes that
“Cadamosto took a particular interest in malaguetta pepper, which soon became known in Europe
as “grains of paradise,” with the result that the region from which it was exported—roughly
equivalent to eastern Sierra Leone and Liberia—became known as the grain coast.”
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In The Hawkins’ Voyages During the Reigns of Henry VIII, Queen
Elizabeth, and James I, published in 1847 by the Haklyutt Society during the
height of the colonial era (no doubt with great pride as well), we are given an
account of Portuguese, and later, English, interventions in the slave trade:

It was in 1517 that Charles V issued royal licenses for the
importation of negroes into the West Indies, and in 1551 a license
for importing 17,000 negroes was offered for sale. The measure
was adopted from philanthropic motives, and was intended to
preserve the Indians. It was looked upon as prudent and humane,
even if it involved some suffering on the part of a far inferior race.
The English were particularly eager to enter upon the slave trade,
and by the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713 England at length obtained
the asiento, giving her the exclusive right to carry on the slave
trade between Africa and the Spanish Indies for thirty years. So
strong was the party in favor of this trade in England, that the
contest for its abolition was continued for forty-eight years, from
1759 to 1807. (Markham introduction p. v)*
Of course, in Chapter I, we will see that 1 January 1808 is the year that the British
Government officially assumed control of Sierra Leone as a British Crown
Colony (which rhymes with the 1807 date we see in the above passage by
Markham). However, my emphasis in highlighting this account is to highlight the
fixity of the ideological construct of African incivility and inhumanity that is
ambivalently transitioned from 1551 to 1713, and all the way to 1847 and when
this piece was written.

By the time the middle sixteenth century arrived, the English, along with
the French, Dutch, and Danish began to exert their sea-faring influence and broke
the monopoly that the Portuguese had established in West Africa. I turn to the

figure of Sir John Hawkins as an example of early English desire for a stake in the

4 Markham, Clements R. The Hawkins’ Voyages-..., (Intro p-Vv)
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African continent because we can label him one of the first, if not the first, proto-
colonial English in West Africa. P.E.H. Hair writes that “There is a strong case
for seeing the Hawkins voyages as innovatory [because] Hawkins took
Englishmen to Guinea to act as soldiers for the first time, and used them on land
against the Portuguese.” Hawkins took great pride in his sea-faring expeditions to
Africa, and although his slaving voyages were of trivial economic gain compared
to the ventures that were to take place during the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, they were still a source of pride for Queen Elizabeth I and the English
Crown. “Be that as it may, on the widest view, in terms of world history, the
significance of the Hawkins slaving in the 1560’s is its singularity. Between the
1440’s and the 1640’s, the only intervention [of England] in the developing
export slave trade from West Africa was in the 1560’s” (Hair 8).

I think that it would be worth our while to actually point to a specific
account of Hawkins’s third voyage to Guinea where he engages in diplomacy
with an indigenous African sovereign that results in a windfall of slaves in the
form of captured prisoners.

There came to us a Negroe, sent from a King, oppressed by other
Kings. His neighbors desiring our aide, with promise that as many
Negroes as by these wares might be obtained...

I went myselfe, and with the helpe of the King of our side,
assaulted the towne, and put the inhabitants to flight, where we
tooke 250 persons, men, women, and children, and by our friend
the King of our side, there was taken 600 prisoners, whereof we
hoped to have had our choice; but the Negroe (in which nation is
seldom found truth) meant nothing lesse. (Markham 71)

It is interesting to note that while there is an alliance in place, which will result in

mutual gain for Hawkins and his indigenous allies, Hawkins reifies the trope of

3 Hair, P.E.H. Hawkins in Guinea, 1567-68, p. 7.
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African incivility when he points to a widely held European belief that, in Africa,
there “is seldom found truth.” Africa is framed as a site of immorality as well,
which is a trope that we will also see reified in the moral and economic theses of
Adam Smith, the Reports of the Sierra Leone Company, African Institution, etc.
Again, the ambivalence of this trope is what allows the fixity of these imaginary
constructs of Africa to exist intact throughout the centuries.

The British, prior to the Treaties of 1787 and 1788, had a rather long
history of attempts at establishing commercial companies for purposes of trade
(this is a history that I will touch upon in Chapter II as I speak about the economic
history of British Companies in Africa). There was also a tradition of diplomacy
and contact that was developed between the British traders and African
indigenous peoples. For instance, Fyfe writes that:

In 1684 Thomas Corker came out from London in the Company’s
service, was employed in the Sherbro, and in 1692 promoted Chief
Agent. He was transferred to the Gambia six years later, and in
1700 returned to England and died. His descendants by a member
of a chiefly family became prominent people in the Sherbro. They
established the maternal claim to rule as chiefs, but retained the
paternal surname, which, by the end of the eighteenth century, they
spelt Caulker. (Fyfe, Sierra Leone Inheritance 62)
The European trader was forbidden to go into the interior to trade, and was
required to pay rents and tribute, and also obtain permission to trade from the
African indigenous rulers as well. In order to discourage the slaving practices and
promote legitimate trade, coastal rulers developed a system and tradition of
demanding hostages of a ship’s crew. The indigenous coastal ruler was essentially

the European trader’s landlord, and was therefore responsible for the conduct of

the traders themselves (Alie 35).
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[ finally turn my attention to A Treatise Upon the Trade from Great-
Britain to Africa, published in 1772, the same year in which the Mansfield
Declaration was handed down during the height of the abolition movement. The
treatise itself is penned anonymously, and the only name attached to it is “An
African Merchant.” The treatise launches into an argument that favors the
establishment of an economic market for European goods, and more specifically
British goods, over the slave trade. This is an argument made on economic
grounds that we will see in the various documents we encounter throughout this
project—i.e Adam Smith, Olaudah Equiano, Sierra Leone Company Report,
Reports of the African Institution, etc. For example:

Consider the vast continent of Africa, the extent of coast within the
limits of our trade by act of Parliament, (from Port Sallee in
Barbary, to the Cape of Good Hope, both inclusive) an extent of
nearly three thousand leagues, most advantageously situated for
commerce, the inland parts rich in gold, and other very valuable
commodities beyond description, watered with innumerable rivers
for many leagues up the country, the soil amazingly fruitful, and
the people numerous. From a concurrence of such circumstances
what advantages may not be expected? (A Treatise Upon
Trade...6)°

The treatise then launches into an argument that paints the perennial English
rival—the French—in a favorable economic light for taking advantage of African
trade that is supposedly there for the taking.

The French were fully sensible of this, and in the year 1701
presented a memorial to their government wherein they alledge,
“their West India Islands cannot subsist, unless due encouragement
is given to the African trade;” in consequence of which they had
many privileges granted them then, and a few years ago, the
bounties and exemptions allowed them for that trade were very
little short of 45,000L annually. If France deemed this trade of
such importance to her, it must be of much greater to us, who may

® A Treatise Upon the Trade From Great-Britain to Africa, p.6.
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be said to subsist only as a maritime power. (A Treatise Upon
Trade...6)’

It is especially during this period of the abolition movement, but more
importantly, emerging industrialism and commerce that more potentially lucrative
alternatives to the African slave trade were being pondered. In fact, the driving
forces behind these actions were more economic and profit-driven, than they were
humanitarian in nature. Acquisition and profit for the colonial mother country
were the ultimate goals of these new proto-colonial ventures, as there were during

the era of the slave trade as well.

Prelude to Chapter I and the 1787 Sierra Leone Settlement and Treaties

I begin this exploration of African-British treaty making by surveying the
events in England leading up to the establishment of the first “colony of freedom”
in Sierra Leone for British Black Poor. For this reason, I turn to Olaudah Equiano,
the former slave and British freeman, who gained much notoriety and novelty as
an eighteenth-century black man of letters and as a black abolitionist. He was part
of a movement spearheaded by British abolitionist Granville Sharp to create this
“colony of freedom” to atone for the wrongs committed as a result of slavery
through Sharp’s Society for Effecting the Abolition of the Slave Trade. The colony
was also seen as a way of addressing the plight of the Black Poor of England who
suffered greatly as freemen and freewomen on the streets of England.

Some would think that the Mansfield Declaration handed down in 1772 to

conclude the Sommerset Case was the ruling that brought an end to slavery in

" A Treatise Upon the Trade From Great-Britain to Africa, p.6.
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England, thereby, resulting in the great number of English Black Poor. However,
this was not so. The case was sponsored by Granville Sharp on behalf of the slave
James Sommerset, who protested for his freedom on grounds that his master
planned to sell him outside of England. “Sommerset was set free. But the Chief
Justice did not declare a complete prohibition of slavery, nor did he say that any
slave who came to England became a free man. Thus, the status of the slaves in
England was unaffected by this decision” (Alie 48). The reality is that a majority
of the free men and women, who made up the Black Poor in Eighteenth-century
England, came there as a result of the defeat in the American Revolution because
they fought on the side of the English. The destitution that the Black Poor of
London experienced was heightened simply because “The Poor Law offices in
London, who normally cared for paupers, bore no responsibility for the blacks
because the laws stipulated that paupers were to be supported by their parish of
origin. And the place of origin for these blacks was Africa” (Alie 49). No doubt,
there was also inherent racial bias that was involved in the decision.

Perhaps the greatest irony is that the African “place of origin” to which
these Black Poor were to be repatriated was not an actual location of origination.
This is highlighted by the fact that a treaty had to be signed in order for the
settlement to be established (as we will see in Chapter I). They were strangers and
settlers when they arrived in 1787 at the territory that was chosen for the “colony
of freedom.”® The reality is that this was a Sierra Leonean location that had been

deemed best suited for purposes of European trade for over 400 years since the

® This is something that I will explore in detail in Chapter IV through Syl Cheney-Coker’s The
Last Harmattan of Alusine Dunbar.
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time of the Portuguese exploration in West Africa. Furthermore, the repatriation
effort was seen as an opportunity to remove an unwanted black population from
England. Olaudah Equiano puts the circumstances of the pending repatriation
project in a different and perhaps performatively joyous light since we must recall
that he is a black freeman writing for a white English audience:
On my return to London in August, I was very agreeably surprised
to find that the benevolence of government had adopted the plan of
some philanthropic individuals to send the Africans from hence to
their native quarter; and that some vessels were then engaged to
carry them to Sierra Leone; an act which redounded to the honour
of all concerned in its promotion, and filled me with prayers and
much rejoicing. (Equiano 242)
Sharp and his colleagues requested financial support from the British government
to undertake the repatriation project, and the government, anxious to get rid of
them, agreed to provide support.

Equiano, in his biography, then goes on to write about the poor state in
which he finds the preparations for the expedition. Perhaps the greatest irony is
that the lack of care with which the African slaves were shipped across the
Atlantic to the New World, is the similar lack of care that we see being
manifested here, except that we might label it tolerated governmental corruption.
Equiano is quite detailed in his description of his grievances:

During my continuance in the employment of government, I was
struck with the flagrant abuses committed by the agent, and
endeavored to remedy them, but without effect. One instance,
among many which I could produce, may serve as a specimen.
Government had ordered to be provided all necessaries (slops, as
they are called, included) for 750 persons; however, not being able
to muster more than 426, I was ordered to send the superfluous
slops, &c to the king’s stores at Portsmouth; but when I demanded

them for that purpose from the agent, it appeared they had never
been bought, though paid for by government. But that was not all,
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government were not the only objects of peculation; these poor
people suffered infinitely more; their accommodations were most
wretched; many of them wanted beds, and many more cloathing
and other necessaries...

I could not silently suffer government to be this cheated, and my
countrymen plundered and oppressed, and even left destitute of the
necessaries for almost their existence. I therefore informed the
Commissioners of the Navy of the agent’s proceeding; but my
dismission was soon after procured. For the truth of this, and much
more, I do not seek credit from my own assertion. I appeal to the
testimony of Capt. Thompson, of the Nautilus, who conveyed us,
to whom I applied for a remedy, when I remonstrated to the agent
in vain. (Equiano 244)

Indeed, Equiano’s writing here is performative in order to gain favor with his
audience, and takes care to specify that he “could not silently suffer government
to be this cheated” before he makes any mention of his black “countrymen [who
were being] plundered and oppressed” as a result of this corruption. His reward
for attempting to counteract or eliminate the corruption he saw taking place, was
to be removed (or what he calls “my dismission”) from the group of Black Poor
that was set to sail in 1787 for repatriation in Sierra Leone.

Sierra Leone historian Christopher Fyfe offers another detailed historical
account of the events that took place before the repatriation expedition to Sierra
Leone set sail in 1787. He writes:

At Plymouth the passengers wandered ashore, alarming the
authorities who feared they might stay behind. Vassa began
accusing Irwin (the agent) to Thompson and the Navy Board of
cheating in ordering stores, and ill-treating settlers. He wrote
Cugoano, who stayed in London, a letter which appeared in the
newspapers calling Irwin, [Patrick] Frazer (a Scottish Prebyterian
who persuaded the archbishop of Canterbury to let him travel as
chaplain), and the senior surgeon villains. He, in turn, was accused
of stirring up mutiny against the Europeans. These people began
refusing to attend Frazer’s services. Thompson wrote in alarm to

the Admiralty about the growing turbulence, which he had no
authority to check. He believed Vassa was deliberately fomenting
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it, but also reported Irwin unfit for his post, neglectful of his duties.
Middleton was inclined to support Vassa. Irwin hurried to London
to see Samuel Hoare, a Quaker banker [who was]...Chairman of
the Committee; at his representations the Treasury agreed Vassa be
dismissed and the purser to the Nautilus be give charge to the
stores. Vassa and twenty-three associates were put ashore.
Eventually, the treasury gave him L50 compensation. (Fyfe, A
History of Sierra Leone 18-19)

What all of these combined histories seem to convey is a sense of confusion and

upheaval surrounding the planning of the “colony of freedom” mission to Sierra

Leone in 1787.
In the days leading up to April 8, 1787, when they finally set sail, the
mission stood with 290 black men, 41 black women, 11 black children, 70 white
prostitutes who were forced on board, 6 white children, and 38 officials (the final
figure of those who sailed is 411, and close to 50 died on the voyage).” Equiano,
himself, concludes his talk about his involvement with the repatriation effort by
highlighting the deplorable conditions under which the Black Poor traveled to
Sierra Leone, in addition to the harsh conditions they met upon arrival. He
finishes:
Thus provided, they proceeded on their voyage; and at last, worn
out by treatment, perhaps not the most mild, and wasted by
sickness, brought on by want of medicine, cloathes, bedding, &c
they reached Sierra Leone just at the commencement of rains. At
this season of the year it is impossible to cultivate the lands; their
provisions therefore were exhausted before they could derive any
benefit from agriculture. (Equiano 245)

It seems this “colony of freedom” was doomed from the very beginning. Four

months after arrival, 86 of the settlers died of malaria and dysentery, and the
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colony itself would not last beyond 1790.'° Alie writes, “Some of the settlers and
a few of the whites sent to develop the Colony abandoned the settlement
completely and took to trading in slaves” (Alie 54). The final curtain fell on the
“Colony of Freedom” when the new King Jimmy, who followed King Tom,
retaliated for the burning of one of the indigenous settlements under his
jurisdiction by burning and destroying the colony. Perhaps this event, more than
any other, signifies that the repatriation effort, far from being a homecoming of
sorts, was fraught with the complexities of a return from the forced removal that
characterized the exile of slavery. Repatriation was not a journey back to a place

that was home, but to an African site that had to be made a home.

My final reference to Equiano will be his vision for the future of African
as an economic market place after the slave trade has been abolished by European
nations. I believe that we must look at Equiano’s vision for Africa as the pleaful
words of a free black man in the eighteenth-century, who is desperate to see the
day when the institution of slavery is brought to an end. He writes:

As the inhuman traffic of slavery is to be taken into the
consideration of the British legislature, I doubt not, if a system of
commerce was established in Africa, the demand for manufactures
would most rapidly augment, as the native inhabitants will
insensibly adopt the British fashions, manners, customs, &c. In
proportion to the civilization, so will be the consumption of British
manufactures. ..

' As we will see in Chapter II, the colony was resurrected under the royal charter of the British
Sierra Leone Company
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It is trading upon safe grounds. A commercial intercourse with
Africa opens up an inexhaustible source of wealth to the
manufacturing interests of Great Britain, and to all which the slave
trade is an objection...

Population, the bowels and surface of Africa, abound in valuable

and useful returns; the hidden treasures of centuries will be brought

to light and into circulation. Industry, enterprise, and mining, will

have their full scope, proportionably as they civilize.

(Equiano 250-51)
Srivinas Aravamudan argues that “Equiano recommends the practical solution of
global commerce and African consumption of British goods...in the manner of
many mercantilist writers of the eighteenth century, from Defoe to Smith [both of
whom we will explore in Chapter II], who saw global betterment through free
commerce and the demand for European goods” (Aravamudan 248). However, I
believe that we must complicate this issue by qualifying the matter of Equiano’s
racial otherness. Defoe and Smith are two individuals, who occupy positions of
power because of their race and gender, unlike Equiano to whom we might
warrant his acclaim to the novelty of being a black man of letters. Equiano’s
position is one of desperation, and while he may have a vested interest in the
economic ends of abolition, we should take it as a given that the end of suffering
for those he calls his African countrymen is his primary concern.

We can, however, still utilize Equiano’s language to highlight the fact that
although this was a repatriation movement designed to bring Black Poor of
African descent back to the continent, this was very much a colonial project in
every sense of the term. Akintola Wyse refers to the 1787 endeavor as “an

experiment in social and cultural engineering,” and that “the founders hoped that

by creating the right conditions, an opportunity would be given to emancipated
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Africans settled in the [Sierra Leone] peninsula to evolve a free and self-
governing black community patterned on Western civilization.”'' The idea was
that these settlers, or “Black Englishmen” as Wyse calls them, would eventually
be the agents of European civilization (a historical issue that I deal with in
Chapter IV through The Last Harmattan of Alusine Dunbar). However, when we
consider the concept of the colonial promotion of Western civilization in Africa,
we must not forget the supposition of inequality that is inherent in African-
European interactions. It is the supposition of inequality that is the underlying

tenet, which guides all European colonial undertakings on the African continent.

"' Wyse, Akintola. The Krio of Sierra Leone: An Interpretive History, p. 1.
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Chapter I:

The Art of British-African Treaty Making and the Construction of a British
Imperial State in Sierra Leone

Figure 1: Ethnic Map of Sierra Leone

‘Sierra Leone Ethnic Marp'ﬁ
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Over the course of this chapter, I plan to explore the treaties that the
African indigenous of Sierra Leone made with those who would become their
British colonizers over the period of 1787 to 1819 (these treaties are held within
the appendix).' Through an analysis of these treaties, we see manifested the
emergence and solidification of a modern British colonial administration that goes
through a learning process, which sees Sierra Leone evolve from a supposedly
benevolent “Colony of Freedom” in 1787, to a profit-driven joint stock Sierra
Leone Company and colony in 1791, to an official British Crown Colony in 1808.
The Crown Colony form of modern colonial administration that was installed in
1808 is the form that Sierra Leone, and indeed, all of the British African colonies
would assume well into the twentieth century until the 1960°s decade of African
independence.? The evolution of colonial administration in Sierra Leone would
come to serve as the blueprint for nineteenth-century British colonial
administration throughout the whole of Africa. The treaties that I will explore are
literary diplomatic manifestations of how this blueprint of colonial administration
evolves from one of repatriation, benevolence, and freedom, to one of commerce,
economic profit, and territorial acquisition.

While an exploration of African-British treaties signed in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries is a new approach to an analysis of

emergent British colonialism in Africa, the underlying impetus that inspires this

! Over the course of this article, I utilize the Fyfe’s A History of Sierra Leone, and Sierra Leone
Inheritance, and Alie’s A New History of Sierra Leone—a more condensed history of Sierra Leone
created for the University of Sierra Leone system through McMillan Press in 1990. Fyfe and Alie
neither speak about, nor offer an analysis of the several treaties I explore in this article,
nonetheless, both scholars offer an important overview of the historical climate during the late
eighteenth can early nineteenth century periods in which these treaties were signed.

? Sierra Leone itself officially gained its independence from Britain on April 27, 1961.
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sort of archival study is not new. In 1999, Srinivas Aravamudan wrote of the
Tropicopolitan and asserted that although we are “faced with a resolutely
metropolitan eighteenth century replete with discursive, disciplinary, and
nationalist reifications, we can instead propose several eighteenth centuries
animated by the agency of their differently worlded subjects” (Aravamudan 25).
Five years later in 2004, Kathleen Wilson pointed to a New Imperial History that
could be fashioned, and emphasized that it was “energized by the political and
imaginative wakes of postcolonial and cross disciplinary scholarship.” We as
scholars are now inspired to embark on historical analyses geared towards the
recognition of “alternative modes and sources for understanding the past, to probe
limits of historical knowledge, and to make the ‘subaltern’—from indigenes to
women, and all others rendered silent of invisible by the historical archive—
‘speak’” (Wilson 2). The fact that a scholarly analysis has not been undertaken of
these British-African treaties signed over 200 years ago evokes the concept of
colonial archive that lies silent and untapped.

Over the course of my analysis of these treaties, we will notice that the
language of territorial acquisition, colonial administration, and domination of the
British becomes stronger and more detailed with each successive agreement. In
fact, by the time that we arrive at the Treaty of 1819, we will notice that the active
voice of the indigenous Temne/Sherbro King Naimbanner that can be read in the
Treaty of 1788 is no longer present. Instead, we can observe that by the time we
reach 1819, the art of African-British treaty making has become a matter of a

dictation of terms by the British colonial administration. Over the course of the
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course of this 32 year period of treaty-making between the African indigenous of

Sierra Leone and British colonizers, we can see the evolution of a British colonial
apparatus in West Africa that, at first, only sought to gain a foothold or launching-
point in Sierra Leone, and became a colonial governmental power that came to

dominate the territorial landscape in 1819.

The “Colony of Freedom” was the label given to the first settlement of
Black Poor repatriated in 1787 from England to what is now Freetown, Sierra
Leone. The venture was spearheaded by the English Quaker Granville Sharp and
his Society for Effecting the Abolition of the Slave Trade, under the premise of
atoning for the evils of slavery by establishing an African colony to which former
slaves might be repatriated. Christopher Fyfe writes that “Sharp intended the
settlement to be more than a receptacle for unwanted vagrants...He looked to
provide a country and a constitution. His version of current constitutional theories
antedated the American: the settlers had already spent a week in Sierra Leone
when the constituent convention met in Philadelphia” (Fyfe, A History of Sierra
Leone 16). Therefore, the rule of law—a constitutional rule of sorts—would be at
the heart of this mission on colonization, repatriation, and atonement.’ Sharp was
also quite Puritanical at heart, and intended that the colony would be founded on
strict Christian principles, even going to the point of renouncing a monetary

economy in favor of a system of exchange based on labor. However, it also

3 Granville Sharp’s Short Sketch of Temporary Regulations (until better shall be proposed),
written in 1786, offers a detailed vision of his plans for settlement.
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follows that although the African settlement was to have its own constitution,
there was the implicit understanding that these Africans, both repatriated and
indigenous, unlike the white forefathers who met in Philadelphia, had to be taught
how to govern by white colonial overseers in order for the venture to succeed.

On April 8, 1787, the ship Nautilus and its Captain T. Boulden Thompson
set out for the “Colony of Freedom” with 411 passengers. Fyfe writes that
“Thompson’s instructions were to take the settlers to Sierra Leone, acquire a
settlement from the chiefs, land the stores, and stay in the river (Sierra Leone
River) to help them as long as provisions and crew’s health allowed.” In addition,
“If the chiefs refused, he was to go down the coast till he found some more
accommodating” (Fyfe, A History of Sierra Leone 19). Thompson and the settlers
did, in fact, meet a chief—the Sherbro/Temne Tom who was a subordinate chief
to Naimbanner, who also came to see the Nautilus. After meeting with Thompson
and the Nautilus crew, Naimbanner traveled back up the Sierra Leone River to his
compound at Robana. Thompson and the settlers then proceeded to sign the
original Treaty of 1787 on June 11 with King Tom, and his subordinates Pa
Bongee and Queen Yamacouba as witnesses.*

In 1788, Naimbanner, who never agreed to the Treaty in the first place
declared that the settlement should be halted, which could have dealt a great
setback to the efforts to establish a “colony of freedom.” However, a Captain John
Taylor of the ship Mayo, who happened to be on an independent mission in the

region on behalf of Granville Sharp, took it upon himself to sign a new treaty in

* Pa Bongee’s name can be seen on the subsequent Treaty of 1788, however, Queen Yamacouba’s
is not.
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on 22 August 1788, which repudiated the former Treaty of 1788. It is with this
Treaty of 1787, that we have the official beginning of the “Colony of Freedom,”
which was called Granville Town (and would eventually come to be called
Freetown in 1791). Captain Taylor, like King Tom, was not authorized to make
treaties, nor was Taylor in service of the British government. Unlike King Tom,
though, Captain Taylor’s agreement was accepted by his sovereign government.
The rules of diplomatic discourse of the colonial treaties allow the British
colonizers to place themselves in a position of flexibility, while placing the
African indigenous in a position of increasing inflexibility. What he described in
the Treaty of 1788 as his Britannic Majesty’s brig was in fact his own. Taylor also
used the treaty-signing as an opportunity to get rid of a consignment of pistols,
cheeses, satin coats and waistcoats, bottles of port, barrels of pork and a mock
diamond ring, which he handed over on the settlers’ behalf as price of the new
grant (Fyfe, A History of Sierra Leone 22).

The determination to find a viable solution or alternative to slavery by
those who spearheaded the venture to establish a colony in Africa is evident in the
mission’s original orders to proceed undaunted in its attempts to find a suitable
location to settle. However, it also follows that although the settlement was to be a
“Colony of Freedom” rooted in benevolence, there always existed an underlying
economic premise as well. Christopher Leslie Brown is correct when he asserts:
In key respects, the roots of the Sierra Leone settlement lay deep in the history of
British enterprise in Africa. It evolved from the hopes of a persistent few who in

the eighteenth-century wished to establish a more permanent British presence
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along the African coast, who wanted to found colonies of settlement that
promoted commercial agriculture, not merely a trade in human bodies, who aimed
to enhance the states role in the management of African enterprise (Brown 263).
In the end, the desire to find an alternative to the slave trade was tied to the
establishment of a viable economic alternative to slavery, and this new conception
was to take the form of African colonialism.

The former slave Olaudah Equiano, himself, spoke of his vision for the
future of African as an economic market place after the slave trade has been
abolished by European nations. I believe that we must qualify Equiano’s vision
for Africa as the pleaful words of a free black man in the eighteenth-century, who
is desperate to see the day when the institution of slavery is brought to an end.
Still, he advocates a system of colonial commerce and governance as an
economically viable alternative to the slave trade. He writes:

As the inhuman traffic of slavery is to be taken into the
consideration of the British legislature, I doubt not, if a system of
commerce was established in Africa, the demand for manufactures
would most rapidly augment, as the native inhabitants will
insensibly adopt the British fashions, manners, customs, &c. In
proportion to the civilization, so will be the consumption of British
manufactures...

It is trading upon safe grounds. A commercial intercourse with
Africa opens up an inexhaustible source of wealth to the
manufacturing interests of Great Britain, and to all which the slave
trade is an objection...

Population, the bowels and surface of Africa, abound in valuable
and useful returns; the hidden treasures of centuries will be brought
to light and into circulation. Industry, enterprise, and mining, will
have their full scope, proportionably as they civilize (Equiano 250-
51).

Srivinas Aravamudan argues that “Equiano recommends the practical solution of

global commerce and African consumption of British goods...in the manner of
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many mercantilist writers of the eighteenth century, from Defoe to Smith, who
saw global betterment through free commerce and the demand for European
goods” (Aravamudan 248). However, we could complicate this issue by
qualifying the matter of Equiano’s otherness, and the fact that Equiano’s position
could be seen as one desperate to bring and end to the suffering of those he calls
his African countrymen. In the end, though, global commerce is factored in as the
primary viable solution to the end of the slavery trade.
In the days leading up to April 8, 1787, when “Colony of Freedom”
venture finally set sail, the mission stood with 290 black men, 41 black women,
11 black children, 70 white prostitutes who were forced on board, 6 white
children, and 38 officials (the final figure of those who sailed is 411, and close to
50 died on the voyage).’ Equiano, himself, concludes his talk about his
involvement with the repatriation effort by highlighting the deplorable conditions
under which the Black Poor traveled to Sierra Leone, in addition to the harsh
conditions they met upon arrival. He finishes:
Thus provided, they proceeded on their voyage; and at last, worn
out by treatment, perhaps not the most mild, and wasted by
sickness, brought on by want of medicine, cloathes, bedding, &c
they reached Sierra Leone just at the commencement of rains. At
this season of the year it is impossible to cultivate the lands; their
provisions therefore were exhausted before they could derive any
benefit from agriculture (Equiano 245).

It seems this “colony of freedom” was doomed from the very beginning. Four

months after arrival, 86 of the settlers died of malaria and dysentery, and the

colony itself would not last beyond 1790. Alie writes, “Some of the settlers and a

few of the whites sent to develop the Colony abandoned the settlement completely
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and took to trading in slaves” (Alie 54). The final curtain fell on the “Colony of
Freedom” when the new King Jimmy, who followed King Tom, retaliated for the
burning of one of the indigenous settlements under his jurisdiction by burning and
destroying the colony. Perhaps this event, more than any other, signifies that the
repatriation effort, far from being a homecoming of sorts, was fraught with the
complexities of a return from the forced removal that characterized the exile of
slavery. Repatriation was not a journey back to a place that was home, but to an

African site that had to be made a home.

The Treaty of 1788, Beginnings of Colonial Administration, and Usurpation
in Sierra Leone

The discursive language in first line of the Treaty of 1788 is a paradox
unto itself that leads us to question who is dictating the terms of the exchange. It
is written in first person and reads “Know all men by these present that I King
Naimbanner chief of Sierra Leone on the Grain Coast of Africa by and with the
consent of the other Kings, Princes, Chiefs, and Potentates subscribing hereto”
(See appendix Treaty of 1788). We notice at first that it seems that King
Naimbanner himself is the African sovereign with the authority who is granting
the claim of land to the Captain Taylor and the settlers, and ultimately, the King
of England. However, it is also quite curious that King Naimbanner is referred to
as “chief on the Grain Coast.” That he can be both a King and chief points to the
ambiguity of discursive colonial discourse—an intended and constructed

ambiguity designed to lessen the authority of the indigenous sovereign in contrast
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to “His Britannic Majesty” George III (as he is labeled in the treaty). As the
British colonial apparatus continues to evolve into the nineteenth century, we will
see that this implicit usurpation of indigenous authority becomes more explicit.
Alie writes that, “The power base was undercut because their sovereignty was lost
to the colonial administration. They were no longer referred to as ‘kings’ or
‘queens’ but as “Paramount Chiefs” because only one queen (Victoria) ruled the
Protectorate” (Alie 138).° Here in 1788, with the signing of this treaty and the
utilization of discursive diplomatic language, we see the blueprint for colonial

administration that will continue to strengthen and evolve.

Yet another important element of the Treaty of 1788 that was to become
an extremely contentious point is the fact that the land on which the “Colony of
Freedom” was settled was supposedly granted to the British Crown forever. The
treaty reads, “And by these present [I Naimbanner] do grant and forever quit
claim to a certain district of land for the settling of the said free community to be
their’s, their heirs and successors forever” (See appendix Treaty of 1788).
However, what was problematic about the terms of the agreement is that such a
lifetime agreement was not possible according to Sherbro/Temne law in this
Western region of Sierra Leone. “According to Temne law the land had only been
leased, not sold, for land was not saleable” (Alie 63). It seems that the treaty had
significantly different meanings for the two parties involved, and Naimbanner’s

affectual relationship with the Company would not be shared by his successors.

¢ Alie, Joe A. D. A New History of Sierra Leone, p. 138. He contends that “These rulers no longer
met the Governor on equal terms; instead they had to go through the District Commissioners
(some of whom were young and inexperienced).
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This would later lead to conflict between the Sierra Leone Company that
succeeded the “Colony of Freedom” and Naimbanner’s successor Bei Farma with
whom the Company refused to re-negotiate the treaty (a conflict that would not
end until the Treaty of 1807 made under the watch of the British Crown Colonial
authority that would officially come to power in 1808 to solidify a colonial hold
on Sierra Leone).

In this analysis of the Treaty of 1788, 7 which was ratified by the

8 as well as the other treaties that we will

Temne/Sherbro sovereign Naimbanner,
later explore, I think Foucault’s notion that a discursive formation defies unity
and coherence is extremely important to consider. We are presented with a text
that is designed to both affirm African authority in order to gain a legal foothold
on the Sierra Leone peninsula, but there is also the desire to usurp indigenous
African authority because of the intended designs on English expansion of so
called “civilization” and economic markets. An important method for analyzing
the discourse we see in the treaty is the concept that the keys to the unraveling of

the discourse of the treaty may already be present within the treaty itself.’

Whether the key lies in the center of discourse, or perhaps even an eccentric

? Throughout this piece, I will refer to Naimbanner as a Shebro/Temne sovereign because it is the
Sherbro people who first inhabited the Bullom region in which Freetown was to be constructed
prior to Temne and Mende encroachment into the area. As a result, Naimbanner is often referred
to as a Temne sovereign only.

% I make the distinct reference to the Treaty of 1787/1788 because the original Treaty of 1787 was
declared null and void, as it was signed by King Tom, who was a subordinate to the
Sherbro/Temne sovereign Naimbanner and, therefore, had no legitimate authority to do so.

® I must emphasize that 1 do not intend to deconstruct these several treaties. However, I am
creating a play on Jacques Derrida’s deconstructive ideal that states, “Deconstruction may be at
work, in the work, within the system to be deconstructed.” He states that the cornerstones of
deconstruction may “already be at work, not at the center of but in an eccentric center, in a corner
whose eccentricity assures the solid construction of what it at the same time threatens to
deconstruct” (From Memoirs of Paul de Man, 73). The idea that the key to unraveling a text may
already be at work within the text is quite useful for the unraveling of the discursive language we
find in these African-British treaties.
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center, the inherent idea is that the keys to the unraveling of a document like the
Treaty of 1788, is that the discourse contradicts and turns in upon itself. The
Treaty of 1788 also reminds us that, “never was it the case that the imperial
encounter pitted an active Western intruder against a supine or inert non-Western
native; there was always some form of active resistance,” and in eighteenth-
century Sierra Leone, this potential for active resistance had to, at first, be dealt
with diplomatically (Said xii). The British, initially, had no choice but to
recognize the sovereignty of the indigenous political system, before they could be
turned into colonial subjects.

We should recognize that it is the incoherent nature of the discursive
discourse within the Treaty of 1788 that allows the British colonizers to create
schemes that “give way to irreconcilable interests” and make it possible to “play
different games” under the auspices of the treaty(Foucault, Archaeology 37).
After all, consider that through this seminal treaty signed in 1788, the British have
managed to convince King Naimbanner and his head men to “grant and forever
quit claim to a certain district of land for the settling of the said free community to
be their’s, their heirs and successors forever” (See appendix Treaty of 1788). This
very land, which is supposedly meant for the free settlers (comprised largely of
the British Black Poor), will change hands and be given to the Sierra Leone
Company in 1791, after which, it will finally be ceded to the British Empire
herself as an official crown colony. In addition, the land that once only included
the original “Colony of Freedom,” would come to expand well beyond its borders

in the nineteenth century to include all of present day Sierra Leone.
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Foucault speaks about the nature of discursive discourse, and the fact that
there can never exist a permanent theme within such a mode of discourse, and
suggests that an analysis of discursive discourse “would not try to isolate small
islands of coherence in order to describe their internal structure; it would not try
to suspect and to reveal latent conflicts; it would study forms and divisions.”
(Foucault, Archaeology 37). He asserts that, “What one finds are rather various
strategic possibilities that permit the activation of incompatible themes, or, again
the establishment of the same theme in different groups of statement. Hence the
idea of describing these dispersions themselves” (Foucault, Archaeology 37). For
example, the discourse within the Treaty of 1788 makes reference to the
illegitimate Treaty of 1787, which it is intended to repeal and replace. It reads:

We whose names are hereunto subscribed maketh oath that the
purchase of the land, &c, made by Captain Thompson was not (to
our certain knowledge) valid; it having been purchased from
people who had no authority to sell the same. (See appendix Treaty
of 1788)
The British colonizers, in this case, have no choice but to adhere to the terms set
by King Naimbanner if they wish to have any hope of retaining the land on the
Sierra Leone Peninsula. However, only four years later, in 1791, after the initial
“Colony of Freedom” model has been abandoned in favor of the joint stock
company model, the Sierra Leone Company will attempt to gain a stronger
foothold in order to dictate terms and conditions that warp and bend the bounds of
the Treaty of 1788.

It then becomes no coincidence that Naimbanner, in the treaty, is made to

pledge his allegiance to the British Crown as a sort of pronouncement to the
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world. The treaty reads, “And forth be it known unto all men that I King
Naimbanner do faithfully promise and swear for my Chief Gentlemen, and People
likewise, Heirs and Successors, that I will bear true allegiance to His most
Gracious Majesty George the third, King of Great Britain, France, Ireland, &c &c
&c” (See Appendix Treaty of 1788). This reads as a pledge of allegiance made by
a King turned Chief, who merely rules the African Grain Coast, in contrast to a
Britannic Majesty, who not only rules over Great Britain, but supposedly over
“France, Ireland, &c &c &c.” This agreement, in effect, lays the foundation for
British colonial administration in Sierra Leone at the expense of African

indigenous sovereignty.

In 1791, when the British Sierra Leone Company took control of the
territory that was once named the “Colony of Freedom,” the treaty agreement that
was put in place during the year 1788 worked to the Company’s advantage. Since
the discursive language of the treaty maintains that the territory on the Sierra
Leone peninsula was ceded to the British Crown forever, this meant that the
British were within legal right to supplant the “Colony of Freedom” with a joint-
stock company like the Sierra Leone Company. It is also interesting to note that
the 1791 Report of the Sierra Leone Company takes great liberties with
embellishing the terms under which the land on the coast of West Africa was

acquired. It reports that:

39



we

Fal

he

Stra

tha

exp

tha

mi]

ung

miy

Wo

1§




[In 1787] a grant of land to his Majesty from King Tom, the then
neighboring chief, was obtained for their use by Captain

Thompson of his Majesty’s navy, who conducted them; and then
afterwards a similar grant from King Naimbanna, the King of the

Country (1791 Report, p. 2).
The Report neatly glosses over the history surrounding the Treaty of 1787/88 that
we analyzed in the previous chapter. In fact, Kup writes that Naimbanna “told
Falconbridge in 1791 he had been hastily drawn into disposing of the land, which
he had no right to sell, and he must get consent of all his headmen before allowing
strangers even to live amongst them” (Kup 163-64). However, the Report states
that the land had been obtained legitimately, which essentially amounts to
expropriation of this land belonging to Naimbanna and the Temne and Sherbro
that inhabited the region. The Report continues to read, “This land being about 20
miles square, is the same which his Majesty was enabled by the late act of
parliament to grant to the Company” (1791 Report, p. 2).

The 1791 Report also points out that Sierra Leone has “great and
uncommon natural advantages,” however, because of “its present forlorn and
miserable situation” after the failed “colony of freedom,” special provisions
would have to be made in order to ensure the company’s success (/791 Report, p.
18). It then goes on to read:

The Directors...are led to observe, that it is evidently not merely a
commercial factory that they have to establish, but that in order to
introduce a safe trade, or any considerable degree of civilization or
cultivation, it must be an especial object of the Company to
provide effectully for the protection of property, and for the
personal security of the settlers on their district...together with
their first adventure, a sufficient strength shall be sent out for

security against external violence, and maintaining domestic
tranquility. (1791 Report, p. 18)
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There are several things we see happening within this loaded passage. First, once
again, there is an explicit attempt to distinguish the Sierra Leone Company model
from any attempts that came before it, as an explicit plan of protection is laid out.
Secondly, with this distinguishing mark or promise of providing “sufficient
strength” with the “first adventure,” comes the implied concept of linking
successful economic trade with the stability and security of a colony. “External
violence” arising from conflict between the colony and African indigenous on the
outside, must be prevented from disturbing the tranquility that would exist on the
inside of the company settlement. Third, we see that along with the institution of a
colonial company model that has an explicit goal of commerce and economic
profit and territorial gain comes in tow a much stronger form of colonial
administration, whose duty is to ensure the stability of the venture at all costs.
Further separation from the failed “Colony of Freedom” venture is made
when it is written that “It seems obvious both from general reasoning on the
subject, and past experience, that a small and feeble attempt to set up a colony, or
to begin a new trade at Sierra Leone, under all the circumstances of that place, is
in no respect likely to prosper” (1791 Report, p. 19). The idea set forth here is that
bigger not only means better, but that bigger also means increased profitability as
well. “A more profitable trade is to be expected by conducting it on a larger scale,
than by confining it to a narrow mercantile speculation” (/791 Report, p. 19).
When we take these observations a step further, and take into account the
prevalent negative thoughts and ideas that Europeans held about the African

continent, it becomes clear that this venture, which set out to create an entire
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colonial system designed to support an economic system, was seen as one that
was fraught with an extremely high level of risk. However, given the favorable
forecast of profit potential if the company succeeded beyond its proprietors
wildest dreams—a profit that came with opening an entire continent to trade—the
risk was deemed well worth it.
A key reason that company directors saw the Sierra Leone model as one
that would work economically, and yet another factor that would distinguish it
from the past attempt, is because Sierra Leone was seen as a central point from
which trade and commerce could be transacted. This, in turn, would create a
centralized British economic marketplace on the African continent. The previous
models and previous manner of operating was deemed highly inefficient and
extremely wasteful. However, this new model of English trade in Africa would
lend itself to increased profit potential:
The expense of protection to a factory, and of demurrage to the
ships waiting or trading about for the scattered produce of Africa,
has hitherto been so great, that the usual advantage in the barter,
which is extremely great, has perhaps been no more than what was
necessary to indemnify the trader for his high charges, and leave
over and above these the ordinary profit of trade.
The advantage therefore of introducing a great degree of
cultivation on one spot, of collecting a great body of consumers of
British articles on the side of one river, of storing a large quantity
of goods in their factory rather than a small one; the advantage also
of thus providing the means of a more prompt sale, and quicker
returns in the African trade than have yet been effected, must be
very obvious. (1791 Report, p. 19)

The geographical location of Sierra Leone was a great advantage to any trading

company that could successfully establish a colonial company model there. A

central point of trade, on a giant African continent of “scattered” European trade
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and exploration, was seen as a very feasible method of driving down the cost of
commerce and increasing profit. However, the key to the success of this Sierra

Leone Company model was “introducing a great degree of cultivation (meaning
civilization)” to this one spot—this was essential to maintaining the stability of

the commercial colonial settlement.

The Treaty of 1807 and the Shift from Joint-Stock Company to Crown
Colony

The Treaty of 1807 comes a year before the joint-stock company concept
was abandoned in the region, in favor of official Crown Colony status in 1808. In
the face of the instability that the Sierra Leone Company was forced to confront
as a result of its conflict with the Temne, which threatened the colony and its
profitability, it was ultimately decided that the tasks of colony building and
administration in Africa were not jobs suited for private joint-stock companies
like the Sierra Leone Company. These tasks of colony building and administration
were now deemed to be the job of the British Crown and British Government, and
ultimately, the emerging British Empire. The Treaty of 1807 was signed at a point
in time (July 1807) when the British Government was largely in control of the
Sierra Leone Company, and had resolved to take full control on 1 January 1808.
This action by the British government represents the solidification of the modern
colonial blueprint or model of governance and administration that would be

applied, not only in Sierra Leone, but throughout the whole of British Africa.
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The treaty amounts to a peace agreement of sorts with the Sherbro/Temne
of the region, and was designed to end all hostilities against the colony and
settlement, even though no war had officially been declared. Fyfe, in Sierra Leone
Inheritance, states that “The Temne, alienated from the Company’s government,
alarmed by the arrival of a garrison of soldiers, and stirred up...attacked from the
west (where King Tom lived) on 18 November 1801” (Fyfe, Sierra Leone
Inheritance 126). After this incident in 1801, such strife between the Sierra Leone
Colony and the indigenous arose from time to time, and they took a toll on the
Company itself, the burden of which caused the move from company to Crown
Colony. Problems such as these arose without a strong indigenous figure like
Naimbanner to keep the peace and settle disputes between the indigenous and
Sierra Leone Company.

In A New History of Sierra Leone, we are told that “When Company
officials refused to sign a new treaty with Naimbanner’s successor, Bei Farma, [to
replace the Treaty of 1788 well after Naimbanner’s death], he became angry. He
and his sub-chief [also called King Tom], in alliance with Nova Scotian rebel
Wansey, then proceeded to attack the Company’s new fort of Thorton Hill on 18
November 1801” (Alie 62). This point of conflict involving the disputed terms of
the Treaty of 1788 some twelve years later in 1800 draws us back to the
Foucauldian concept that deals with the ambivalent nature of discursive language
and the fact that such dis-jointed discourse results in various material possibilities.
By 1800, we see that the two parties who agreed to the Treaty of 1788 have

radically different interpretations of the terms of the treaty, which renders the



treaty acceptable to the British and unacceptable to the African indigenous (We
could also safely say that both parties had different interpretations of the Treaty of
1788 when it was first made). However, the different set of political
circumstances and military capabilities result in a very different outcome from the
singular diplomatic possibility that was available to the British colonizers. We are
also told, by Fyfe, that during this 1800 turn of the century decade period, “The
Sherbro Chiefs were drawn into war. European slave traders supplied arms, and
reaped a rich harvest of slaves captured from devastated villages all over the
country,” so this was indeed a period of turmoil and great unrest among
competing indigenous peoples as well (Fyfe, A History of Sierra Leone 96).

We are given different accounts of the circumstances surrounding the
signing of the Treaty of 1807 by Fyfe in his History of Sierra Leone, and Alie in
his A New History of Sierra Leone. Fyfe writes that “King Tom and the Koya
Temne remained peaceful; in July 1807 a final settlement was negotiated with
them at Robis.'? The treaty confirmed the Colony’s conquest of the land west of
Freetown. The Temne also gave up their enclaves in the east” (Fyfe, A History of
Sierra Leone 96). However, Alie, in his new account of events published in 1991,
tells us that:

After a fierce struggle the company’s forces gained the upper hand
and went on the offensive. Many Temne settlements were
destroyed and King Tom fled. He took refuge with Mandingo and
Soso chiefs on the Scarcies where he planned another invasion, but
was easily defeated. He was then persuaded by Dala Modu (a Soso

chief then living just north of the Sierra Leone Colony) to give up
fighting. (Alie 62)

1 Robis is located between present day Wellington and Hastings in the Western region of Sierra
Leone.

45



Alie finishes the episode by stating that “In 1807, the Koya Temne signed a
dictated peace treaty with the British, by which they renounced all claims to the
Colony land” (Alie 62).

What is clear is with the Treaty of 1807, “the Colony’s original right to the
peninsula, cession, was superseded by conquest,” which means that the British
Crown would now rule Sierra Leone with a firm and unchallenged grip (Fyfe, 4
History of Sierra Leone 96). Although the British Crown would not officially take
control of the Sierra Leone colony until 1 January 1808, the British government
and its military might are the force behind the Treaty of 1807, not the Sierra
Leone Company, which would cease to exist on 31 December 1807. This is a case
of mastery through military force. It is also interesting to note the treaty seems to
have manifested within it the sentiment that proximity—or rather distance from
the indigenous—results in a greater level of protection, and in turn a greater
chance of continuity as well. Stipulation number four of the treaty reads that:

No native town shall be built nearer to the Colony than Robiss,
except Robiss, Salt Town, and Ro-Cupra; the land between Robiss
and Ro-Cupra shall be left to the people of those places for their
luggars. (See Appendix Treaty of 1807)
This essentially means that all lands to the west of the colony were to be
abandoned by King Firama and King Tom. Interestingly enough, the language of
the treaty hints at a sort of colonial mastery, as it specifically reads that they
“hereby surrender to his Majesty the King of Great Britain, for the use and
benefit of the Sierra Leone Company, all the right, power, and possession of every

sort and kind in the peninsula of Sierra Leone.” Here, we see that the language of

territorial acquisition for the sake of mastery and dominance of the Sierra
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Leonean indigenous is unmistakably stronger. Such powerful language, in this
case, might also suggest a sense of urgency to capitalize on the victory over the
Temne by immediately and irrevocably securing access to those natural assets
important to the life of the colony. This was, in fact, the final pact that was signed
before the British Crown officially took control, on 1 January 1808, of the
Company which was already virtually supported by government funds (Fyfe, 4
History of Sierra Leone 97)."'

The British colonial government of Sierra Leone, in 1807, found itself in
the position of the party that dictates the terms of the peace settlement, as well as
the party that determines the economic value of the lands and waterways that they
have access to. Stipulation number seven of the treaty reads
And to prevent disputes it is hereby acknowledged that the duties payable for
water are fifteen bars (each being of the full value of three shillings and four
pence sterling, if paid in goods of specie) for every trading vessel that takes water,
whether it takes little or much except crafts belonging to traders residing on the
Coast of Africa. (See appendix Treaty of 1807)

What is perhaps most ironic is that a full twenty years earlier, in 1787, the
British colonial settlement to establish a “Colony of Freedom” was in the position
of begging and soliciting the favors of an African sovereign for the privilege of
remaining on African soil. However, the circumstances in 1807 have seen the

power relationship between British and African indigenous come full circle, and

"W Fyfe, A History of Sierra Leone, p. 97. “By 1806 the Company had received L67,000 from the
Treasury. The fortifications cost about L20,000, the Volunteer Corps about L3,000 a year. The
government grant was swallowed up at once repaying uncontrolled expenditure.”
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the British colonizers now view what was once a privilege to settle the land as an
inalienable right.

In the end, regardless of the ill-fated Sierra Leone Company’s demise,
what we find is that the discursive language contained within the Treaty of 1788,
in turn, allowed for a wide range of free-play that enabled the British colonizers to
re-animate potential material possibilities on the ground. This, in turn, enabled a
shift from a “Colony of Freedom” to a joint-stock colony of commerce,
profitability, and territorial acquisition, which would last until the Crown Colony
came to power with the final decisive military solution and treaty of capitulation

in 1807.

The Treaty of 1819 and the Era of Colonial Administration and Colony Building
Builder
(Mar Porto and Ro Bompeh respectively become Waterloo and Hastings)

The Treaty of 1819 comes eleven years after the implementation of British
Crown Colony administration. Having arrived at a point in time when the
blueprint or foundations of the modern colonial enterprise in Africa have been
established, we are presented with an example of a colonial desire for not only
territorial mastery and dominance, but nominal mastery of the land as well. The
treaty itself only speaks of “the transfer of land” that “His said Excellency the
Captain General and Governor [MacCarthy] in Chief for himself and Successors
as the Governor of Sierra Leone for the time being, on the part and on behalf of

His Britannic Majesty engages.” However, after the signing of the Treaty of 1819,
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the purchase of the strategically important locations of “Mar Poto and Ro Bompeh
situated on the banks of the Bunch River” were to become Waterloo and Hastings
respectively.'?> We might consider this an act of, or attempt at mastering the
difference of a supposedly uncivilized and therefore supposedly blank African
space by establishing a sense of nominal European familiarity.

In the same way we encountered the ritual of naming or renaming
Naimbanner’s offspring—John Henry (or John Fredrick)—earlier in this section,
we see the renaming of African territory to christen it into a locus of European
knowledge and familiarity. Wills writes that “This blankness signifies not merely
that Europeans have not arrived but that these spaces have not arrived, a
blankness of the inhabitants themselves. Africa is thus the ‘Dark Continent’
because of the paucity of (remembered) European contact with it.” In order to
remedy this territorial ailment of blankness, “They are domesticated, transformed,
made familiar, made part of our space, brought into the world of European (which
is human) cognition, so they can be knowable and known” (Mills 45). In the case
of the Treaty of 1819, the African presence is recognized, however, it is
recognized as an uncivilized presence that must be civilized by nominal erasure
and a cultural renaming. This, in many respects, is what Governor Charles
MacCarthy, saw as his major task in the colonial building of Sierra Leone.

MacCarthy came to power as interim governor in 1814 (when the previous
Governor Maxwell went on leave, never to return to Africa) after being appointed

Governor of Senegal and Goree Island, and was officially appointed to the

12 These towns mark the boundaries of the sprawling present day capital of Freetown, Sierra
Leone.
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position of Governor of Sierra Leone in 1816 (Alie 16). When MacCarthy came
to power in 1814, Freetown and the Sierra Leone colony was not marked by the
thriving administration that he instilled during his tenure. “There were scarcely
half a dozen stone buildings, public or private, no Governor’s house, no church,
no gaol, no proper public offices” (Fyfe, A History of Sierra Leone 134)."* It was
under the watch of Governor MacCarthy that Freetown and Sierra Leone went
from a mere settlement to a colony with a colonial administration to match. Alie
writes, “MacCarthy’s governorship witnessed an increase in the quantity and
quality of public buildings in Freetown. The jail was completed in 1816, the
foundation stone of St. George’s Church (later Cathedral) was laid in January
1817, a town hall was built...and officers’ mess...a commissariat store at the
wharf, and so on” (Alie 71).

Within the treaty itself, we see that MacCarthy, hoping to increase the
power of the colonial administration, wishes “to strengthen and renew the former
Treaties made by his Predecessors with the King and Chieftains (in this case Ka
Conko), to prevent all misunderstanding which might arise from misconception as
to the proper limits and boundaries of the Colony, the rights and titles of British
subjects.” The concept of “limits” and “boundaries” once again come into play, as
they did with the previous Treaty of 1807. If we consider the concept of
“presupposition of inequality” once again, then the term “proper” in regards to the
limits and boundaries of the territory stands out. This is because there is the

presupposition that the European, or British colonizer in this case, who

13 Fyfe, Christopher. A History of Sierra Leone, p. 134.

50



supposedly exists on the positive side of the spectrum of inequality, possesses the
cultural right to determine what is civilized in a supposedly uncivilized African
space.
In the same styling of the terms of capitulation surrounding the Treaty of
1807, we see a similar declarative style within the Treaty of 1819 as well.
However, we should qualify that there does not exist the same sense of urgency
that came with pressing to solidify a grip on power at the conclusion of conflict.
The apparatus of colonial administration been comfortably installed, and the age
of nineteenth-century colonial administration has begun. Gone is the first person
dictatorial style of the African sovereign that we saw in the Treaty of 1788 where
Naimbanner pronounced “Know all men by these present that I King Naimbanner
chief of Sierra Leone on the Grain Coast of Africa” (See Appendix). Instead, the
colonial authority is the power that is explicitly dictating the terms and conditions
of the treaty agreement and the financial compensation that will be doled out by
the colonial administration now that there is a firm grip on power. The treaty
reads that:
In consideration of which transfer of Land, His said Excellency the
Captain General and Governor in Chief for himself and Successors
as the Governor of Sierra Leone for the time being, on the part and
on the behalf of His Britannic Majesty engages, promises and
agrees to pay yearly and every year to the said Pa Loudon
commonly called Ka Conko (Temne leader), or to such person as
may succeed him or be appointed or authorized to receive the
same, the Sum of Fifty Bars in lieu of all other claims or demands
of whatever nature or description. (See Appendix Treaty of 1807)
As a result of the treaty of capitulation that brought a so-called peace in 1807, the

same year that also saw the British government assume full colonial authority,
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and the strengthening of colonial power that saw MacCarthy take gubernatorial
leadership, there are no reservations as to who should dictate the terms of the
agreement. In many respects, the discursive language that once existed with the
intent to cajole and allow room for colonial growth and territorial domination

have now become less discursive and more explicit.

When we think about the history of interaction between the Sierra Leone
indigenous and british colonizers, and the treaties made between then during the
years 1787-1819, we should think about the evolution of the power relationship
between indigenous and colonizer. Foucault speaks about the nature of power,
and how discourse can be manipulated and reanimated in order to build and
maintain a firm hegemonic grip on power. In Archaeology of Knowledge, he
writes that:
It would probably be wrong therefore to seek in the existence of
these themes the principles of the individualization of a discourse.
Should they not be sought rather in the dispersion of the points of
choice that the discourse leaves free? In the different possibilities
that it opens of reanimating already existing themes, of arousing
opposed strategies, of giving way to irreconcilable interests, of
making it possible, with a particular set of concepts, to play
different games? (Foucault 36-37)

The treaties that we will analyze in this chapter offer the British a wide range of

“dispersion” in terms of the “points of choice” on the path the British can take to

gain territory and strengthen colonial administration. The diplomatic discourse of

the treaties allow the British colonizers to place themselves in a position of
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flexibility, while placing the African indigenous in a position of increasing
inflexibility. This is the case whether is be the Treaty of 1787, which saw the
British in a position of weakness trying to gain a foothold; or the Treaty of 1807,
which saw the indigenous Temne surrender to the British; or the Treaty of 1819,
which saw the British installed in a firm position of superiority and colonial
administration. The “irreconcilable interests” of affirming African sovereignty,
while usurping African sovereignty is made possible through the diplomatic
discourse of the treaty, and it is the link between discourse and material practice
that will make it possible to render African sovereignty into African colonial

subjectivity.
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Chapter I1:

The Sierra Leone Company and its Ties to Emergent Colonial, Economic,
and Moral Philosophy of the Eighteenth Century

This chapter deals with the Sierra Leone Company (1791-1807), and the
emerging economic and philosophical systems that were combined to form a
colonial philosophy linking European economic success with the so-called
civilization of Africa, and morality or moral education in Africa. We can argue
that the Sierra Leone Company project, like the “Colony of Freedom™ model,
which was its predecessor, was closely aligned with the abolition movement and
providing a viable economic alternative to the slave trade. However, Christopher
Leslie Brown, in Moral Capital: Foundations of British Abolitionism makes an
important point when he remarks that “the [abolition] had its roots in a distinct
and distinctive moment in British imperial history, a moment that presented both
unfamiliar challenges and novel possibilities to those preoccupied with the
character and consequences of overseas enterprise” (Brown 2). The “emergence
in Britain of shifting definitions of imperial purpose” and “of new ways to
conceive relations among subjects of the crown, and between overseas colonies
and the imperial state” were also at stake during this period of early emergent
colonialism in West Africa (Brown 2).

As we read the various reports of the Reports of the Sierra Leone
Company, in addition to the economic and moral philosophy of Adam Smith and
his contemporary David Hume, we see the manner in which these new definitions

of imperial purpose begin to take shape. In addition, we also come to see a strong
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link manifested between discourse and material practice. There are points at
which we can easily recognize the philosophies of Smith and Hume in a more
simplistic and applied form within the literature of the Sierra Leone Company
documents. Fittingly enough, these Company reports are broken down into
subtitles or section headings that delineate the important factors for the success of
the Sierra Leone Company enterprise—among them are: Trade, Civilization,
Cultivation, Morality, Education, and Health. In fact, we might say that so-called
civilization was seen as the key to maintaining the success and stability of the
Sierra Leone Company, because once this supposedly unruly and savage
continent was tamed, and both stable economic markets and stable trade could be
established, European capital profits would increase all the more.

“The campaign for the abolition of the slave trade demonstrated and
proved that civilized peoples, like the British, could achieve moral progress.
British primacy in the war against barbarism reaffirmed the nation’s place at the
apex of refinement and virtue” (Brown 3). However, if Britain’s war against the
barbarism of the European slave trade placed it at the apex of refinement and
virtue, then the fact that the British government granted a charter to the Sierra
Leone Company to colonize and civilize what was seen as the uncivilized disorder
of Africa, strengthened its position. “To be governed people must be counted,
taxed, educated, and of course, ruled in regulated places” and the creation of such
a regulated colonial environment was the task of the Sierra Leone Company
(Said, Culture and Imperialism 327). The various excerpts from the Reports of the

Sierra Leone Company that we will read and analyze throughout this chapter are
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concrete examples of discourse representing the will and desire to strategically
engineer a regulated colonial space. However, we should not be mistaken to
suppose that the creation of this regulated colonial space was done solely to gain a
national moral highground for Britain (if anything, such a moral highground
would be a collateral gain). It is clear that colonies, like the one constructed by the
Sierra Leone Company in 1791, were designed to create and foster new economic
markets that would result in economic and territorial profit for the British nation.
The regulation and sustained stability of the colony would be one of the major
keys to the success of the Sierra Leone Company, and again, this is why the
factors of Trade, Civilization, Cultivation, Morality, Education, and Health are of

such vital importance in the company reports.

The Sierra Leone Company: Morality, Civilization, and Economics
I believe that Michel Foucault’s example of the disciplinary apparatus of
Ledoux’s Arc-et-Senans, that is offered to us in Foucault’s Discipline and Punish,
is a very useful tool for what we see taking place with the establishment of the
Sierra Leone Company colonial model. What we see in the Ledoux model that
Foucault provides us with is a system of order that is strategically manufactured
to create an efficiently functional and enclosed social system. Foucault writes
that:
The perfect disciplinary apparatus would make it possible for a
single gaze to see everything constantly. A central point would be
both the course of light illuminating everything, and a locus of
convergence for everything that must be know: a perfect eye that

nothing would escape and a centre towards which all gazes would
be turned. This is what Ledoux had imagined when he built Arc-et-
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Sedans; all the buildings were to be arranged in a circle, opening
on the inside, at the centre of which a high construction was to
house the administrative functions of control and checking, the
religious functions of encouraging obedience and work: from here
all the orders would come, all activities would be recorded, all
offenses perceived and judged. (Foucault, Discipline and Punish
173-74)
While the colonial settlement that would extend from the West African coast into
the Sierra Leone interior hardly resembled a perfect circular formation, nor was it
possible for a single gaze to see or a single light to illuminate everything, the
matter of a functional system of penal control—or regulated colonial control in
this case—is still quite valid. The matter of a centralized colonial authority or
Company administration that would be responsible for maintaining order, as well
as the importance of a religious apparatus to encourage obedience, work, and
education, are very applicable to the regulated colonial model established by the
Sierra Leone Company.

Foucault also makes an important epistemological observation when he
asserts that “among all the reasons for the prestige that was accorded in the
second half of the eighteenth century, to circular architecture, one must no doubt
include the fact that it expressed a certain political utopia” (Foucault, Discipline
and Punish). Indeed, we must not forget that this colonial company model was a
political system that was designed to create a sort of functional utopia that would
change its African inhabitants supposedly for the better. The strategic design and
functional form of the company colonial model, in the end, contributes heavily to

the success or failure of the colony. Foucault draws from a Marxist economic

model to draw a connection between discipline, surveillance, and economic profit
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in a system of industrial production, and it is quite applicable to this colonial
company model as well. He asserts that:

At the scale of a factory, a great iron-works or a mine, the “the
objects of expenditure are so multiplied, that the slightest
dishonesty on each object would lead to a loss of capital...the
slightest incompetence, if left unnoticed and therefore repeated
each day, may prove fatal to the enterprise to the extent of
destroying it in a very short time’...

Surveillance thus becomes a decisive economic operator both as an
internal part of the production machinery and as a specific
mechanism in the disciplinary power.” (Foucault, Discipline and
Punish 175).

In the same way that institutional surveillance become central to discipline and a
factory model, colonial surveillance becomes central to the functional economic

and civilization model of the Sierra Leone Company. °

* * *

The 1791 Report of the Sierra Leone Company states that an important
tenet of the company was to create an environment with a disciplinary system in
which non-whites would receive equal treatment with whites. This was a mandate
of equal treatment that existed in theory; however, in actual practice, there was a
supposition of inequality inherent in a colonial system that was founded on the
premise of African incivility. The report reads:

It was the object of one particular head of instruction to secure to
all blacks and people of colour living at Sierra Leone, equal rights
and privileges, as well as equal treatment in all respects, with white
persons. The right of trial by jury will be communicated to them in
common with others, and the Council are desired to allot to any
black people employments suited to their present abilities...

...and the attention of the Council is particularly directed to the
promotion of religion, and good morals, by the regular support of
publick worship, the due observance of the Christian Sabbath, and
also the general instruction of the people, and education of
children. (/791 Report, p. 23)
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We see the presence of the colonial penal system that is created as a “trial by
jury” format, and it shares similarities with the Foucauldian disciplinary model.
The fact that a legal format is to be “communicated” to the African colonial
settlers suggests that this judicial system is one that is imposed by the company
colonial model. The presence of the religious model is also another component of
the Foucauldian disciplinary model that we see coming to pass within the Sierra
Leone company model as another form of disciplinary control. The unstated and
underlying premise of this idea of offering equality to blacks is that they must first
be instructed and educated in order to reach the level of whites (the “uncivilized”
must be wiped of “incivility”). In the end, though, the end objective of the
company model is to provide a stable African market that will ensure a stabile
English trade to and from Africa, and thereby, increase the economic wealth of
England.

The moral construct or character of company officials who would travel to
the Africa colony is of key importance in the /791 Report of the Sierra Leone
Company because they are expected to be influential examples, who will not be
impacted by the potentially “harmful” African environment. The report reads
“Before the establishment could be formed and proper subordination be
secured...examining, with due care the characters of the various persons, who
offered to go as settlers, have all been the motives which conspired to make the
directors discourage the going out of English settlers for the present” (1791

Report, p. 21). A common white settler, who was not of the strictest moral code,
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would supposedly be at the mercy of an uncultivated African environment, an
would be a weak link within the Company’s disciplinary model.

The report also points to what was seen as a failure of the initial 1787
“colony of freedom”—the natural indolence of human beings with black skin. It
reads, “they have also declined, for the most part, to give a passage to any black
persons from hence, in consequence of their having observed that the habits of
those, who have been living in London, were in general far from regular and
industrious” (1791 Report, p. 21). Any element that could possibly jeopardize
what would already be a colony of questionable morals, and therefore, a colony
on the fringe, was to be excluded, be they European or non-European. The report
also states, “The Directors have considered that one of the chief dangers to the
whole undertaking, might be the hasty intrusion into the colony of Europeans of
loose morals, idle or expensive habits, with minds of impatient subordination”
(1791 Report, p. 21). The goal is to create a functional utopian model that will
transform the character of the black inhabitants of the Sierra Leone colony.

The Company’s structural model seems to be rooted in a strategy and
philosophy of moral impression, and the Foucauldian concept of embedding
figures of surveillance in order to construct and control a sort of disciplinary
apparatus is also applicable. The idea of creating a European space or European
model in African space—from buildings, to education, people and mannerisms—
was part of an entire colonial architectural structure designed to affect change.
Foucault writes:

A whole problematic then develops: that of an architecture that is
no longer built simply to be seen (as with the ostentation of
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palaces), or to observe the external space (cf. the geometry of
fortresses), but to permit an internal, articulated and detailed
control—to render visible those who are inside it; in more general
terms, an architecture that would operate to transform individuals:
to act on those it shelters, to provide a hold on their conduct, to
carry the effects of power right to them, to make it possible to
know them, to alter them. (Foucault, Discipline and Punish 21).
The altering of the human subject, or colonial subject in this case, is the
paramount objective, and the implied premise is that such a change can only be
affected through the altering of the physical environment inhabited by the colonial

subject.

Only after a strong initial foundation has been laid by the initial wave of
company officials and settlers of suppodely high moral stature, will the next wave
of settlers from England be allowed to come to Sierra Leone. “Persons indeed of
some property and of exemplary character who wish to settle at Sierra Leone, and
working people who are used to any art or trade likely to be wanted there, will
probably, after the first rainy season is over, be considered as a valuable
acquisition to the colony” (1791 Report, p. 21). In lieu of settlers from England,
the Directors of the company managed to procure former American slaves who
fought for England during the American War of Independence. At the conclusion
of the war, after English had lost its rights to the American colonies that became
the United States, these slaves fled to Nova Scotia where promises of freedom and
tracts of land went unfulfilled. Upon hearing the offer of repatriation to the Sierra
Leone Colony, which also entailed an offer of land as well, a great many
consented to go. These black loyalist freemen were seen as the new hope of the

colony, because their work habits learned as slaves under the British colonial
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system of the Americas disabused them of some of the supposedly indolent ways
attributed to those with black skin. One this mater, the company report reads,
“The impossibility indeed, of finding Europeans who can work in Africa in the
sun, without the utmost prejudice to their health, has made the Directors conceive
it their duty to discourage labourers from hence...and they trust therefore to the
native labourers, or the free Americans, who...are expected immediately to
arrive” (1791 Report, p. 21). Morality and civilization were certainly issues that
the company considered important, but as we may recall from the headings under
which the reports are organized, Health and survival of workers in the torrid zone

was also an important concern as well.

A major portion of the 1791 Report’s educational overview is also
dedicated to the subject of religion and morals, and a significant portion of the
subject matter is dedicated to King Naimbanner, who signed the Treaty of 1788,
and the education of his son (C.B. Wadstrom, whose Essay on Colonization we
will read in the next chapter, tells us that Naimbanner’s son took the name John
Henry in honor of the Director of the Sierra Leone Company). The Report is
careful to note that “The present King is of a peaceful disposition, and is generally
respected and obeyed,” and no doubt, this observation is placed there to allay the
fears of potential investors (/791 Report, p. 6). However, the goal is to assure the
company investors that the indigenous government, although supposedly

primitive and uncivilized, is at the very least stable and reliable. In this respect,
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the company report also takes care to note that “When he dies, the title is
considered as elective; but his eldest son, now in England, would be likely to
succeed; as the chiefs who chuse the king generally pay regards to hereditary
succession” (1791 Report, p. 6). This ensures any potential investor that there will
be a continuity in terms of succession, thereby, ensuring a continuity of goodwill
towards the Sierra Leone Company.

In terms of the moral compass of the Sierra Lone indigenous, the report
does the utmost to paint a picture of an uncivilized African that can only be
redeemed with the aid of European instruction. It reads that:

In point of religion and morals, the natives appear to be totally
uninstructed. Perpetual feuds and hostilities seem to prevail
between families and the descendants of families that have once
injured one another; and to carry each other off for slaves is a

common retaliation. They are generally Pagans; have no priests, no
publick or private worship, nor stated religious ceremonies. (/791

Report, p. 7)
However, out of this picture of moral depravity, the company report presents us
with a glimmer of hope in the form of the African sovereign and his son. It is
written that “Both the King’s son, and the king himself, appear to have the
strongest desire to rescue their country from its present state of ignorance and
wretchedness; and also to put an end to the slave trade” (1791 Report, p. 7-8). The
idea is that as long as the company holds the favor of the indigenous sovereign,
then the company itself has a firm foothold in the indigenous territory. Once the
foothold is established, the goal then becomes to spread the colonial settlement

and civilization outward across Africa from its initial roots in Sierra Leone.
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Our reading of the indigenous King Naimbanner and his son can be
enriched further if we consider Foucault’s epistemological observation of the
eighteenth century that deals with the soldier, and essentially, the re-formation of
the human subject and human character to fit a desired political mold. He writes:

By the late eighteenth century, the soldier has become something
that can be made; out of a clayless form, and inapt body, the
machine required can be constructed; posture is gradually
corrected; a calculated constraint runs slowly through each part of
the body, mastering it, making it pliable, ready at all times, turning
silently into the automatism habit; in short, one has “got rid of the
peasant” and given him “the air of a soldier”—ordinance of 20
March 1764. (Foucault, Discipline and Punish 135).
In the example Foucault gives us, a “peasant” is turned into a “soldier,” while in
the case of the Sierra Leone Company, the hope is that King Naimbanner’s son
and likely heir, will be turned from an supposedly uncivilized African into a
refined black Britishman, who supports the Company’s goals and aims.
It is quite clear that the Company officials intended to make John Henry
Naimbanner an important company project—a human project of sorts—that
would ensure the company had a firm foothold in Sierra Leone. The report reads:
The General Court will no doubt approve of a resolution come by
the Directors, that in consideration of the friendship subsisting
between King Naimbanna and the Sierra Leone Company, the
Company will take upon themselves the charge of his son’s
education so long as he may remain in England.
(1791 Report, p. 9)

By taking the extreme measure to transporting John Henry Naimbanner to

England, the company has in essence, cemented a union or effectual bond

between the sovereign and company.
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The report continues onward to explicitly speak about the hopes that they

have for John Henry Naimbanner:
The Directors feel great satisfaction in reflecting, that if it should
please God to prolong his life, he appears likely both from his
abilities and disposition, to lend the most important aid in
introducing the light of knowledge, and comforts of civilization
into Africa, and in cementing and perpetuating the most
confidential union between the European colony and the natives of
that country. (/791 Report, p. 9)

In spite of the benevolent tone of the language, we must not forget that this is

essentially an action undertaken with a strong underlying economic premise in

mind. It is taken in order to ensure the economic stability of the Sierra Leone

Company.

The Sierra Leone Company was founded with an economic premise in
mind to create an efficient company business model that would succeed where the
previous attempts at establishing profitable companies in African failed. The
company picked up the pieces of the failed “colony of freedom™ that was begun in
1787, and while the settling of a colony to which freed slaves could return seemed
like an idea full of benevolence, we must not forget that the economics of the
project were the driving force that moved both individuals and English
government to action. Company officials believed that there was much greater
profit that could be made in Africa with the abolition of slavery than what had
been made through the slave trade. The company reports explicitly lay out these
terms and expectations of profit potential or profit yield to investors and potential

investors.
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One of the distinguishing features of the Sierra Leone Company Reports
that sets them far apart from the documents that we will analyze in Chapter 111
(like Wadstrom’s Essay on Colonization and Proceedings of the African
Association) is the fact that the company reports read like late eighteenth and
nineteenth century public relations documents, which are designed to lure and
appease investors of the company by presenting a solid strategic vision of the
company’s designs. The preface of the Sierra Leone Company Report of 1791
reads:

The most advantageous season for settling at Sierra Leone now
nearly approaching, and the intelligence that was expected having
been received from Mr. [Alexander] Falconbridge, Agent to the
Company, who is lately arrived from thence, the Directors have
thought proper to call the present court, for the purpose of laying
some general information before the Proprietors, and of submitting
also to their determination the proposition for raising capital. (1791
Report Preface, unnumbered)'
The emphasis placed upon the forthcoming “intelligence” from agent Falconbrige
is of extreme importance because a large task in the job of gaining supporters and
raising capital was to distinguish the Sierra Leone Company’s colonizational
model from Granville Sharp’s failed “colony of freedom” that was characterized
as unorganized, unprepared, and ill-conceived.

It is also interesting to note that the /791 Report takes great liberties with
embellishing the terms under which the land on the coast of West Africa was
acquired. It reports that:

[In 1787] a grant of land to his Majesty from King Tom, the then

neighboring chief, was obtained for their use by Captain
Thompson of his Majesty’s navy, who conducted them; and then

' This is taken directly from the preface page of the 1791 Report of the Sierra Leone Company).
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afterwards a similar grant from King Naimbanna, the King of the
Country. (1791 Report, p. 2)

The Report neatly glosses over the history surrounding the Treaty of 1787/88 that
we analyzed in Chapter . In fact, Kup writes that Naimbanna “told Falconbridge
in 1791 he had been hastily drawn into disposing of the land, which he had no
right to sell, and he must get consent of all his headmen before allowing strangers
even to live amongst them” (Kup 163-64). However, the Report states that the
land had been obtained legitimately, which essentially amounts to expropriation
of this land belonging to Naimbanna and the Temne and Sherbro that inhabited
the region. The Report continues to read, “This land being about 20 miles square,
is the same which his Majesty was enabled by the late act of parliament to grant to
the Company” (1791 Report, p. 2).
The 1791 Report points out that Sierra Leone has “great and uncommon
natural advantages,” however, because of “its present forlorn and miserable
situation” after the failed “colony of freedom,” special provisions would have to
be made in order to ensure the company’s success (/791 Report, p. 18). It then
goes on to read:
The Directors...are led to observe, that it is evidently not merely a
commercial factory that they have to establish, but that in order to
introduce a safe trade, or any considerable degree of civilization or
cultivation, it must be an especial object of the Company to
provide effectully for the protection of property, and for the
personal security of the settlers on their district...together with
their first adventure, a sufficient strength shall be sent out for
security against external violence, and maintaining domestic
tranquility. (1791 Report, p. 18)

There are several things we see happening within this loaded passage. First, once

again, there is an explicit attempt to distinguish the Sierra Leone Company model
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from any attempts that came before it, as an explicit plan of protection is laid out.
Secondly, with this distinguishing mark or promise of providing “sufficient
strength” with the “first adventure,” comes the implied concept of linking
successful economic trade with the stability and security of a colony. “External
violence” from the supposedly uncivilized African indigenous on the outside,
must be prevented from disturbing the tranquility that would exist on the inside of
the company settlement.

Further separation from the past failed ventures is made when it is written
that “It seems obvious both from general reasoning on the subject, and past
experience, that a small and feeble attempt to set up a colony, or to begin a new
trade at Sierra Leone, under all the circumstances of that place, is in no respect
likely to prosper” (1791 Report, p. 19). The idea set forth here is that bigger not
only means better, but that bigger also means increased profitability as well. “A
more profitable trade is to be expected by conducting it on a larger scale, than by
confining it to a narrow mercantile speculation” (1791 Report, p. 19). When we
take these observations a step further, and take into account the prevalent negative
thoughts and ideas that Europeans held about the African continent, it becomes
clear that this venture, which set out to create an entire colonial system designed
to support an economic system, was seen as one that was fraught with an
extremely high level of risk. However, given the favorable forecast of profit
potential should the company succeeded beyond its proprietors wildest dreams—a
profit that came with opening an entire continent to trade—the risk was deemed

well worth it.
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A key reason that company directors saw the Sierra Leone model as one
that would work economically, and yet another factor that would distinguish it
from past attempts, is because Sierra Leone was seen as a central point from
which trade and commerce could be transacted. This, in turn, would create a
centralized British economic marketplace on the African continent. The previous
models and previous manner of operating were deemed highly inefficient and
extremely wasteful. However, this new model of English trade in Africa would
lend itself to increased profit potential:

The expense of protection to a factory, and of demurrage to the
ships waiting or trading about for the scattered produce of Africa,
has hitherto been so great, that the usual advantage in the barter,
which is extremely great, has perhaps been no more than what was
necessary to indemnify the trader for his high charges, and leave
over and above these the ordinary profit of trade.
The advantage therefore of introducing a great degree of
cultivation on one spot, of collecting a great body of consumers of
British articles on the side of one river, of storing a large quantity
of goods in their factory rather than a small one; the advantage also
of thus providing the means of a more prompt sale, and quicker
returns in the African trade than have yet been effected, must be
very obvious. (/791 Report, p. 19)
The geographical location of Sierra Leone was a great advantage to any trading
company that could successful establish a colonial company model there (This is
something that is illustrated on Wadstrom’s map of Africa that I make reference
to in Chapter III). A central point of trade, on a giant African continent of
“scattered” European trade and exploration, was seen as a very feasible method of

driving down the cost of commerce and increasing profit. However, the key to the

success of this Sierra Leone Company model was “introducing a great degree of
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cultivation (which also implies civilization)” to this one spot—this was essential
to maintaining the stability of the commercial colonial settlement.

Also, in terms of the geography of the region, we should recall that Sierra
Leone earned the title “white man’s grave” very quickly and for good reason.
However, it could have easily been labeled the “black man’s grave” as well, given
that malarial sickness and disease took its tool on the repatriated black population.
Still, the Sierra Leone Company directors place the geography and climate of the
region in a positive light as one that is easy to adjust to. The company report reads
that “The climate may be reckoned to be much the same in point of heat, as the
West Indies; but there is a very cool sea breeze in higher grounds,” and that “The
mortality of the settlers who went out [in 1787] has been already accounted for;
and that in other cases may chiefly be traced to want of care and accommodations,
and in particular, to exposure during the evening damps, and to excess in
drinking, and other vices.” The climate, by being compared to the West Indies,
gives the impression that, since Europeans can survive in that part of the New
World, they can easily survive in this part of Africa, in spite of the prevalent
myths about the negative effect of the torrid zone on Europeans. In addition to
“want of care and accommodations,” the cases of mortality have also been traced
to a convenient excuse of “drinking and excess vices,” which speaks of moral
depravity. Indeed, this is an important public relations move designed to attract
investors for a company that purports to be a beacon of civilization in Africa.

The report continues on to state that “The Directors on the whole have

been led to judge, from every information they have received, that the climate of
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Sierra Leone is by no means unfavourable to the natives themselves, and no
otherwise to Europeans than other climates of the same latitude” (1791 Report, p.
5). In a display of the type of idea exchange that took place in terms of
exploration, philosophy, and economics, we even come to see that the report also
utilizes Matthews’ 4 Voyage to Sierra Leone, in which Matthews emphasizes
“that Sierra Leone, if properly cleared and cultivated, would be equal in salubrity,
and superior in cultivation, to any of the islands in the West Indies” (1791 Report,
p- 5).
However, on the initial 1787 settlement of Sierra Leone, Christopher Fyfe
tells a very different story of what awaited the settlers in 1787, and of course,
these were the same geographical circumstances that would await the settlers of
1791 as well. Fyfe tells the story of Henry Smeathman, an amateur botanist, who
visited the Banana Islands of the coast of Sierra Leone in 1771. Fyfe writes:
Hard pressed by creditors, he (Smeathman) wrote to the
Committee for the Black Poor in February 1786...A year before,
he had told the committee investigating a possible convict station
in West Africa that convicts would die there at a rate of a hundred
a month. Now he painted a land of immense fertility, perfectly
healthy for those who lived temperately, where the soil need only
be scratched with a hoe to yield grain in abundance, where live
stock propagated themselves with a rapidity unknown in a cold
climate....he stressed the commercial advantages of a settlement
which would repay initial outlay by opening new channels of trade.
(Fyfe, A History of Sierra Leone 15)

The reality is that, on many levels, we see the same thing happening in 1791 that

happened already in 1787, in terms of the gross embellishment and

misrepresentation of the fruits that Sierra Leone had to offer. However, we might

also argue that the key difference between the ventures of 1787 and 1791 is that
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the latter colonial project was far better prepared financially than the former. Still,
it’s safe to say that the Directors of the company knew that they would be sending
many human beings—particularly black human beings—to their deaths across the
ocean.
In the end, though, whether it was said in truth, or whether it was offered
as a benevolent guise of charity in order to mask a risky, and some might argue,
careless, economic venture, the Directors leave us with these worlds in the
postscript:
[Africa is] a market, indeed, to the demands and extent to which it
is difficult to assign a limit. But the benefits Africa was to derive
from this connexion are still more important: the light of religious
and moral truth, and all the comforts of civilized society. To insure
the attainment of these benevolent purposes, it was necessary for
the Company to be possessed of a tract of land in Africa. (1791
Report, p. 29)

Again, I think it is important to view these connections that the Directors make

between economics and benevolence, and especially the idea of putting charity

before monetary gain here in this case, in the light of the public investor relations

scheme necessary to promote a budding company’s colonial endeavors.

Emerging Colonialism and the Connection to Eighteenth-Century Economic
and Moral Philosophy

“By mid-eighteenth century, what mattered to the British was that theirs
could and was seen to be an empire of trade rather than an empire of dominion”
(Brown 155). Therefore, looking at the Sierra Leone Company Reports in the

light of late eighteenth-century and early nineteenth-century economic
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philosophy, particularly when that philosophy is reflected in the works of Adam
Smith, is extremely useful for this chapter that looks at the evolution of the British
imperial purpose after the slave trade in West Africa. After all, Smith had much to
say on the history of European trading and economic endeavors on the African
continent. However, it is also important to consider the moral philosophy of the
age when dealing with the economic ideas of Europeans regarding the African
continent. Foucault, in Discourse on Language, speaks of a “will to knowledge,”
which is “reliant upon institutional support and distribution, [and] tends to
exercise a sort of pressure, a power of constraint upon other forms of discourse”
(Foucault, Discourse on Language 219). The concept of “will to knowledge”
coupled with the applied pressure of “institutional support and distribution” is an
example of the link between material practices and discourse. This is an important
socio-economic link to consider when we think about the way that economic
philosophy and moral philosophy work in conjunction with the evolving sense of
imperial purpose for an emerging British empire.

Smith, before producing his Wealth of Nations in 1776, crafted his treatise
The Theory of Moral Sentiments seventeen years earlier in 1759, which is
commonly read differently and held apart from Wealth of Nations because of the
different subject matter—economics versus morality—that each text focuses
upon. The reality, though, is that in order to understand Smith’s economic theory
in relation to Africa, and by extension, the Sierra Leone Company’s underlying
premise of linking Trade, Civilization, Cultivation, Education, Morality, and

Health, it is important to understand his theories on morality as well because they
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go hand in hand. More often than not, the African continent, during the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, was viewed as a place where morality and humanity did
not exist, and could not exist without implementation by the efforts of Europeans.
This, in turn, created a theoretical dynamic in which the establishment of morals
through civilization and the implementation of a disciplinary system of regulation,
similar to what we see in the Sierra Leone Company, went hand in hand with any
potentially fruitful economic model.

Donald Winch, in Adam Smith: Scottish Moral Philosopher as Political
Economist, writes about the rift that occurred between moral philosophy and
economic philosophy in the latter portion of the eighteenth-century. Winch writes:

Several influential schools of thought converge in the belief that
the advancement of economics as a science—a science capable of
delineating ‘economy’ as a self-regulation realm—required the
separation of its subject matter from the extraneous considerations
embodied in moral philosophy. (Winch 92)
However, if this separation between moral philosophy and economic philosophy
did in fact occur, such a separation did not take place when Europeans applied the
theories that arose from a combination of moral and economic philosophy to the
emerging colonial project in Africa. In fact, we should even make the argument
that in the case of Africa, such intertwining of morals and economics became
stronger as we see in the Reports of the Sierra Leone Company.

Winch wisely brings Smith’s moral philosophy into play with his

economic philosophy, and more importantly, the concept of how high philosophy

was translated into simple applicable form. “If we wish to understand the strategy

of science and persuasion employed by Smith when addressing legislators, and
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the rationale for the anti-utopian approach to policy that he adopted, we have to
turn to his work as a moral philosopher” (Winch 94). Having made that point, we
should turn to a passage from Smith’s Theory of Moral Sentiments, which on
many levels, literally operates along the polar tropes of “civilized nations” and
“barbarous nations” (both terms that Smith utilizes). Through such an example, it
will become clear why it becomes impossible to conveniently separate Smith’s
economic philosophies and theories from his moral philosophy.
Smith, speaking on the nature of so-called civilized nations versus so-
called barbarous nations writes:
Among civilized nations, the virtues which are founded upon
humanity, are more cultivated than those which are founded upon
self-denial and the command of the passions. Among rude and
barbarous nations, it is quite otherwise, the virtues of self-denial
are more cultivated than those of humanity... (Smith, Theory of
Moral Sentiments 239)
Every savage undergoes a sort of Spartan discipline, and by the
necessity of his situation is inured to every sort of hardship. He is
in continual danger...
A savage, therefore, whatever be the nature of his distress, expects
no sympathy from those about him, and disdains, upon that
account, to expose himself, by allowing the least weakness to
escape him. (Smith, Theory of Moral Sentiments 240)
According to Smith, the savage nation—by which he means the natives of Africa,
North America, and other non-European regions of the world—is not one that
values principles of humanity. Smith continues that “The heroic and
unconquerable firmness, which the custom and education of his country demand
of every savage, is not required of those brought up to live in civilized societies”

(Smith, Theory of Moral Sentiments 242). If anything, the self denial that Smith

speaks of is a denial of humanity and human passion that is characteristic of the
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civilized European. It then follows that beings, who have grown accustomed to
continual danger, and who have grown accustomed to expecting no sympathy
from others, cannot be morally trustworth. This, in turn, means that Africa poses a
great economic risk to those investors and entrepreneurs, like those who funded
the Sierra Leone Company, who seek to open up this new and potentially fruitful
economic market. Hence, the need for the establishment of a heavily regulated
colonial space in Africa, that is designed and engineered to affect change within
the uncivilized inhabitant and uncivilized space.

When we couple Smith’s thoughts on Africa that we see in Wealth of
Nations with the previous passage, the connection between economics and
morality becomes even clearer. He writes, “All the inland parts of Africa, and all
that part of Asia which lies any considerable ways north of the Euxine and
Caspian seas...seem in all ages of the world to have been in the same barbarous
and uncivilized state in which we find them today” (Smith, Wealth of Nations 31).
Considering that such a statement about savages, both in Africa and Asia, comes
to us from an economic treatise like Wealth of Nations, it becomes prudent to link
Smith’s economic theory with his moral philosophy. We even find that Africa’s
geographic landscape is painted in a sort of unmanageable light, given that “There
are in Africa none of those great inlets, such as the Baltic and Adriatic seas in
Europe....and the great rivers of Africa are too great a distance from one another
to give occasion to any considerable inland navigation™ (Smith, Wealth of

Nations 32). In addition to the African indigenous that would supposedly

2 We will soon see, through the Sierra Leone Company Reports, that one of the reasons Sierra
Leone was valued is precisely because of the inlets that led to the African interior.
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contribute to increased economic risk, the land itself is also framed as a sort of
geographic economic risk.

Some 15 years after the publication of Wealth of Nations, the Sierra Leone
Company was formed with a very different view on the navigating the risks of the
untamed African continent. The premise is that the favorable geographic location
of Sierra Leone on the African coast means that the risk can be mitigated quite
dramatically. The 1791 Report of the Sierra Leone Company reads that

Besides trading to Sierra Leone for the immediate productions of
that country, it appears also, that a coast and river trade, and,
through the rivers, an important inland trade, may easily be
established by means of small vessels calculated for that purpose:
These might deposit at Sierra Leone productions of Africa, brought
from other parts. The coast of Africa, neighboring to Sierra Leone,
is more intersected with rivers navigable for small craft, than any
other portion of it whatsoever: by which circumstance an extensive
commerce might be greatly facilitated. (/791 Report, p. 12-13)
Given these supposedly inherent negative factors of the African continent’s
unmanageability, we gain a greater understanding of why a centralized colonial

settlement on the coast of West Africa in Sierra Leone was such a very attractive

prospect.

Although the Sierra Leone Company’s vision of establishing a company
model in Africa was not unique unto itself, what should become clear about the
company is that it sought to create a civilizational model around the company

itself, which was extremely unique. This sort of civilizational company model,
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that created a regulated colonial space, would supposedly provide the stable
foundation necessary for economic success, that would, in turn, supposedly
transform the savagery and indolence that Europeans attributed to Africa in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Brown writes that
In key respects, the roots of the Sierra Leone settlement lay deep in
the history of British enterprise in Africa. It evolved from the
hopes of a persistent few who in the eighteenth-century wished to
establish a more permanent British presence along the African
coast, who wanted to found colonies of settlement that promoted
commercial agriculture, not merely a trade in human bodies, who
aimed to enhance the states role in the management of African
enterprise. (Brown 263)
In fact, it is interesting to note that this vision for a British Company on the West
Coast of Africa was something that proponents of British commerce advocated
for well over a century before the Sierra Leone Company came to pass.

One of the more famous proponents of this idea was Daniel Defoe,
himself, who called for a governmentally sanctioned company in West Africa
some 80 years before the founding of the Sierra Leone Company. Defoe’s piece,
published in 1711, was entitled An Essay Upon the Trade to Africa, In order to set
the Merits of that Cause in a True Light and Bring the Disputes Between the
African Company and the Separate Traders into a Narrower Compass. Defoe
produced this piece because in his words, “the trade [to Africa] itself appearing
then in its infancy, to be a most profitable, useful, and absolutely necessary
branch of our commerce in order,” and “that so great an advantage should not be
lost to the nation” (Defoe, An Essay Upon Trade 5). The problem at hand was that
independent traders to Africa were flooding the market and undercutting the

profits of the British African Company, which had an official charter from the
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English government. While Defoe saw competition as a necessary factor of
commerce, the problem with such competition in terms of the trade to Africa was
that if such competition drove the officially sanctioned African Company under,
then a consistent and reliable trade to Africa would be lost to the English nation.
Interestingly enough, reliability of trade for the supply and production of
manufactured good was not the only reason Defoe was concerned about the
stability of the Sierra Leone Company. The supply of African human cargo was
also of great concern to Defoe because they contributed to the emerging
commercial strength of England. Defoe spells out these concerns quite clearly
when he writes:
As there is no obligation to any man to trade longer than advantage
prompts him to it; so the Separate Traders never yet offer’d, nor
can they bring in a number of men that would be personally
bound...
This leaves the trade in such an uncertainty, that no dependence
can be proposed, either for the encouragement of our
manufactures, or the supply of negroes to our colonies. (Defoe 42)
Defoe also shows great concern about the economics of slavery and the slave
trade as they both relate to the emerging economic success of England. He argues
that:
There can be no security obtain’d from these free traders...as to
the number of negroes they shall yearly supply our plantations...as
by their means the price of negroes has been brought from 20 to
40, and 45/ per head, to the great oppression and discouragement
of the plantations. (Defoe 43)
It is also interesting to note that Defoe says nothing about the inferiority of the
African human cargo—this is a notion that is already conceptually and

philosophically understood. What is most important here is the stability of English
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trade to Africa, and Defoe believes it is the company model that will “give real
and sufficient security to the nation to preserve the trade by obliging themselves
in the forfeiture of their charter, or such penalties as the government shall think
reasonable” (Defoe 45). Because they are accountable to no one, the independent
traders, in the case of the trade to Africa, would be a weak and unreliable link for
the England.

Smith also had a fair amount about to say on the issue of slavery and
economics, however, it seems that he did not see eye to eye with Defoe’s view. It
seems that Smith’s conceptions of economics and the immorality of transporting
human cargo went hand in hand. This inclination to single out slaveholders for
censure reflected a long-standing tendency among some in Britain to cast the
enslavement of Africans as a colonial innovation wholly unrelated to the needs
and values of the more civilized metropolis, as a consequence, instead, of choices
made by degenerate Britons. Smith, for example, famously tarred colonial
slaveholders in 1759 as “the refuse of the jails of Europe” who through their
deeds and manners had forfeited a place in polite society. These “wretches,”
wrote Smith, “possess the virtues neither of the countries which they come from,
nor those which they go to. Fortune never exerted more cruelly her empire over
mankind, than when she subjected those nations of heroes,” the peoples of Africa,
“to the levity, brutality, and baseness” of British Americans (Brown 115).

While later on, we will see that Smith valued the company model, and
even more specifically, the joint stock company model, he did not place great

economic value in slavery. At one point, Smith argues that “The wear and tear of
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a slave it has been said, is at the expense of his master; but that of a free servant is
at his own expense” (Smith, Wealth of Nations 113). Smith posits this
hypothetical point as a strong possibility that points to the economic inefficiency
of forced servitude. However, he continues to build upon this initial point, and
assert his position when he writes, “It appears, accordingly, from the experience
of all ages and nations, I believe, that the work done by freemen comes cheaper in
the end than that performed by slaves. It is found to do so even at Boston, New
York, and Philadelphia, where the wages of common labour are so very high”
(Smith, Wealth of Nations 113).

What is more telling about the economic model that Smith envisioned in
relation to torrid zones, and Africa in particular, is the manner in which he
envisioned trade would elevate the level of those natives who inhabited the
regulated colonial space. Smith asserts that:

Commerce and manufactures gradually introduce order and good
government, and with them, the liberty and security of individuals,
among the inhabitants of the country, who had before lived almost
in a continual state of war with their neighbors, and of servile
dependency upon their superiors. This, though it has been the least
observed, is by far the most important of all their effects. Mr.
Hume is the only writer who, so far as I know, has hitherto taken
notice of it. (Smith, Wealth of Nations 520)
Again, we see the link between economic philosophy and moral philosophy
taking place here. Smith’s model is designed to gradually introduce order and
good colonial government, and has similarities to the model presented in the
Sierra Leone Company documents. This colonial model does not mirror that of

the factory of Defoe’s age, which stands individually in the midst of a torrid zone

with factory defenses and fortifications. It is a new post-enlightenment model that
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creates a colonial settlement around a factory model, and is intended to spread
well beyond the bounds of the said factory itself. It is also important to note that
Smith makes reference to his colleague Hume. I label this reference to Hume
important because we must realize that these ideas were not conceived in
philosophical vacuums, nor did they remain in isolated vacuums after their
philosophical conception (In the next chapter—Chapter IIIl—we will even come
to see that the idea exchange is quite global in nature). There is an interplay of
ideas that takes place between philosophers like Smith and Hume; between
theories of economics, anthropology, etc., and the institutions like the Sierra
Leone Company that put them into practice. This interplay exemplifies the
relationship between discourse and material practice.

%* * *

While I don’t wish to turn this chapter into a full analysis of late
eighteenth-century and early nineteenth-century philosophers, I think it important
to turn to Smith’s close colleague David Hume, and in particular, his essay On
Commerce. Although he is known more as a humanist, Hume displays a keen eye
for foreign commerce and what it can do for an emerging nation. He writes:

The same method of reasoning will let us see the advantage of
foreign commerce, in augmenting the power of the state, as well as
the riches and happiness of the subject. It encreases the stock of
labour in the nation... Foreign trade, by its imports, furnishes new
materials for new manufactures; and by its exports, it produces
labour in particular commodities, which could not be consumed at
home. (Hume, Political Essays 101)

Hume, here, is looking at commerce on a global scale that carries beyond the

borders of any individual state. If we take this concept of foreign trade a step
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further, and place it in the context of the Sierra Leone Company (1791-1807), the
goal then becomes dominance by the mother country in terms of trade. While
Knud Haakonssen wisely points out that “Hume grew apprehensive of traditional
colonialism in the form of owning foreign lands™ and that he believed “colonies
were to be treated as partners in exchange and had to be granted corresponding
freedom,” we must also remember that such a model only applied to a colonies
such as those in North America occupied by Europeans. > The implication is that
such a model of colonial partnership does not apply to the supposedly uncivilized
indigenous of Africa® (Hume, Political Essays 82).

Globally speaking, it is no coincidence that when looking at the global
scope of things, Hume points to China “which is represented as one of the most
flourishing empires in the world,” only to point out that “it has very little
commerce beyond its own territory” (Hume, Political Essays 102). Nor is it
coincidental that he points out, “the poverty of the common people in France,
Italy, and Spain, is, in some measure owing to the superior riches of the soil,”
which basically means that they are not compelled to engage in manufacturing

and foreign trade to on a scale to which the British have risen (Hume, Political

3 Ed. Knud Haakonssen. Hume, David. Political Essays. (Intro xxv) This actually comes from the
extensive introduction that the editor Haakonssen provides on the works of Hume.

* In His treatise Of National Characters, Hume specifically points to the African, and speaks of
“our colonies, [where] there are negro slaves dispersed all over Europe, of whom none ever
discovered any symptoms of ingenuity.” He momentarily seems to redeem himself when he
writes, “though low people, without education, will start up amongst us, and distinguish
themselves in every profession. In Jamaica, indeed, they talk of one negro as a man of parts and
learning.” However, Hume then dashes these potentially positive thoughts about the mental
capacity of the African when he writes, “It is likely he is admired for slender accomplishments,
like a parrot, who speaks a few words plainly.” It seems that Hume sees no potential in terms of
the mental capacity for the African, and I believe these are philosophical thoughts that we should
keep in mind as we continue to analyze the Sierra Leone Company documents on education and
civilization.
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Essays 103). In laying out this treatise on commerce, Hume also lays out a
formulaic reason for British international superiority, as well as the inferiority of
other supposedly civilized nations that might potentially lay claim to the title of
superior civilization. After all, “If we consult history, we shall find, that, in most
nations, foreign trade has preceded any refinement in home manufactures, and
given birth to domestic luxury”(Hume, Political Essays 102).

Perhaps the most telling part of Hume’s philosophy on the supposedly
uncivilized world that, like Smith’s moral philosophy, should be read in
conjunction with Hume’s economic philosophy, also comes to us from his treatise
Of Commerce. He begins which the comparative question:

What is the reason, why no people, living between the tropics,

could never yet attain to any art or civility, or reach even any

police in their government, and any military discipline; while few

nations in the temperate climates have been altogether deprived of

these advantages? (Hume, Political Essays—Of Commerce 104)
Hume’s question can certainly be read as one that is rhetorical, and it is no
coincidence that it comes to us in the form of treatise on commerce. The lack or
art essentially translates into a supposed lack of ingenuity, while the lack of police
in their government translates into a sort of simplistic and uncultivated nature.

Hume gives us the answer to his rhetorical question, and it is safe to say
that what he presents as a probable answer, is in fact, is part of Hume’s global
vision of the world. He writes:

It is probable that one cause of this phaenomenon is the warmth
and equality of the weather in the torrid zone, which renders
clothes and houses less requisite for the inhabitants, and thereby

remove, in part, that necessity, which is the great spur to industry
and invention...
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Not to mention, that the fewer goods or possessions of this

kind...the less necessity will there be for a settled police or regular

authority... (Hume, Political Essays—Of Commerce 104).
Hume links this so-called “phaenomenon” of indolence and incivility to the
geography of the torrid zone itself. Such a geographical climate, in the eyes of
Hume and his contemporaries—and given what we have observed in the Reports
of the Sierra Leone Company—does not lend itself to productive economic
commerce and economic success unless it is transformed into a regulated colonial
space.

It is this connection between civilizational morals and economic success,
in addition to the fact that they are colleagues, that should cause us to think of
Hume and Smith in a similar light. In fact, Winch writes that “Lack of generosity
clearly does not describe Smith’s attitude to Hume...even so, Smith spoke more

loudly and frequently in praise of Hume as philosopher and historian...than he did

of Hume as an economic writer” (Winch 98).

The Joint Stock Company, Risk Management in the Torrid Zone, and the
Profitability of Civilization

I think that it would be prudent to lay out a more thorough idea of the
manner in which a joint stock company operated, and why such a model would be
the preferable choice to manage the risks of colonizing African space. Smith
points to the dramatic differences between the nature of what he calls the
regulated company and the more preferable joint stock company. He remarks that
“Regulated companies. ..though they had frequently support<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>