
)

M  fu n  •ubj*ot. (aigeheele onderdaxwn) or allow? to remain *bondge«K>oten* - 

subordinate and protected sl.Ues whose rslationn with other tribes weiw 

controlled br the Republio. The expedition, consisting of a oomnsndo of 

350 u d  and 70 waggons under G.M. Rudolph, formally a native sdainistratire 

official in Nattl, bat at this tins a landdrost in the servioe 92 the 

Republic, and C. J. Joubert, a amber of the Executive Council, arrived in 

Swaxiland in June. It had been instructed to deal with the question of 

Ludonga's successor and, finding Uabandine already enaoonced, perfomed a 

browning" on ram coy which confirmed his installation.

In July a treaty wa* concluded with Umbandine and his councillors.

Ihile guaranteeing -o the » a * i  tha management of their own affairs within 

the boundaries of Swaziland, the treaty made them "subjects* of the Republic, 

which was given the right tj sppoint s "supervising official1 in the country. 

The Republic undertook to protect then from any 'unlawful violence*, but the 

•waxi were not to make \_ without the consent of the Republic and were to 

assist the letter against its ejeaies if required to do so. A final (wt* 

of significance was tbr one requiring the Swaxi to permit the building of 

railways.*®

v26) F o r th e  treaty aee W.J. Ley da , The Trsnsvaal Surrounded, p p .  507-® !
Symington, op.cit., pp .56-7* Walker, op.cit,, p.566j van Rooyen, op.ait., 
p.81| Hailey (2 ), op.cit., pp.44-5* Boyoe, Tne Swasilsad Ooaoessljna and 
Their Balitical Consequences, p .5.
for details of the expedition: Symington, op.cit., pp.55-S* Mouton , 

op.cit., pp.45-6j C.J.Qys, In the Si a  of 3hep s. tone re it is erro­
neously etated that J .Joubert aoooapanied the commando) V.7 .Butler, 
M ^ g f  Sir George Baaerqy Colley, pp. 125-6, 129, 131-3. Cblley was an 
eye-witnesa of the expedition.



ft. eutnorisation of the Itopublir. ^edition in May 1875 had follosed .  

thw .t  f m . O .U .W .  to „ l i  th. 3J, ThMphllu# S»p .ton .,

th. 3 . o r . , ^  of » . U „  i f f .u ,  1„  w.tol, * „  „ . rt. d o o n .u .r .k u

o ..r  C t . . v o, Brltioh color i al polt,, „ » o .n » d  1 th  th. .toto.

of th. Sw&xl. It U  not th. i«fc«tio» h r .  to ^  th. lihregUo !„  

S m i l e d  b .o » . Imrolwu in m l.tloa to th» BrttUh ..t**pt undr th. 

S .o r .U iy  of for th. (felonies, to o o r c  th. 

pr.ro.ed aoutn-ifrlMn oonfM.r.tion. H »  :w™kuni „ r,  (le76 ^  MfsJ> ^  

» r « .t t o »  of th. a w M i  ( ! » „ )  „ *  ti» zuiu t o  (187#) „ „  mmtm dirtotlJ 

bearing «n this aspect of British policy.

Ton months after the conclusion of the Boer-Swasi treat7 of J«S* 1875,

the Swasi denied knox-edge of an agreeaent with the Bepublic through Messengers
2

to Shepstone in Nat*I. The aessengers made the untenable allegation that 

ttabaadine had been under the ^  re as ion that he was treating with the Natal 

governaent, as he had thought Rudolph was still a Natal official5 *  possible 

explanation of the Swasi disolaiasr of the treaty is that had

( 1 )  Qya, op.cit., p .120.

( 2 )  c 1748, pp .55-4, Uyg, op.cit., p. 121, suggests that the aesssge was 
-possibly inspired by Natal- - that is, Shepstone.

bf CaU8e of ~ the interested credulity which was attached 
It Sw**i P1**  hy Shepstone and officials in the Colonial Offloe,
the claia is quite unacceptable. It was strenuously denied by Rudolph, 
tljys, op.cit., p.125) In his ainute on the Swasi written in June 1876, 
Shepstone absolved Rudolph from the charge of having connitted a fraud 
on the Swasi, but stuck to his guns in alleging that the Swasi aust have 
been under s misunderstanding. (Uys, op .cit., pp.l22-5| C 1748, pp.54-6). 

ttowrer, if there waj no fraud a aisunders tending was inococeivsble in the 

B o e r ^ T ^ * *  Kufolph ^  W en •ocoapanied by what was unmistakably a 
th* ***? “  3ir *v«1y» Wood, hardly an obaorver sympathetic to
d i t i ^ S  P°? tion ** ?wa*il»nd* -tated in September 1881, the expe- 
f B o ^  ^  in**"d* d to demonstrate the sovereignty of the Boers*,
a P*5-  ̂ Cf.Colley’ s view, note (26) above.
/or Rudolpn >aich of the a ting therefore remained, especially as to had

°n°e * °r0 after the "® ««t io n  of the Transvaal.
W* ! , ^ i U  prs,sla< -ihepstone to clear him at the

(-888), RiAc Haggard, who had been Shepstone’s aeeretary at the ti£», w .i j .  
oitly ropuated the allegation against Rudolph. (pp.115/6).

^  Sw**i lnt*r ,*t ** diaclaiming the treaty, and the context 
3^ rP*2®ne^* ^critical and a the tic reaction to their aessage, the 

likelihood of there having been either fraud or aisunderstsnding seems



to the conclusion that a necessary safeguard against Cetewayo, who had 

encouraged W bilini. hi. rival ?or the Swaai kinship, and who continued to 

threaten a raid on Unbilini's behalf, was to ingratiate hii »elf with the 

Natal gorerr’aent and trust to Snepstone to stay the hand of the ruler.

It seems reasonable to suppose that, for Umbandine, securing a safeguard against 

Cetewayo and getting rid of Boer "suzerainty" at the sasss time would haw* 

been killing two birds with one stone.

In his minute describing the visit of the Swasi messengers, Shopstone 

stated that the Boers were using Seasi aid against Sekukuni's Bapedi, who, 

although their land had been included in the Swasi cession of 1346, were now 

resisting the efforts of the Boers to enforce their sovereignty. He added that 

this would increase the danger of a rai ’ from Cetewayo who regarded both tho 

Swasi and the Bapedi as his subjects. Such a raid would embarrass the 

because of its obligation to protect the Swasi.5 Shepatone apparently res­

trained Cetewayo successfully, but towards the end of 1876 he b^gcn to thirst 

that s Zulu attack on the Swasi night be a "practical iesson" to the Boers. The 

implication was that the awkwardness of haring a native war 6c their 

might make the Boers »sre amenable to confederation.

The Colonial Office had been notified by the Republic of the Swasi treaty. 

In July 1876 Bulwer, the Lieutenant-Governor of Natal, threw additional doubt 

on the view that the Swasi had not known they were treating with the Boers in

1875 by reporting that 7,000 Swasi (actually 2,400) were assisting the Boers 

7
against Sekukuni. Carnarvon nevertheless signified his sgreoaent with the 

permanent official, Fairfield'e suggestion that Shepstone should be made to 

understand on his return to South Africa that it must be "no part of his duty

( 4 )  Uys, op .cit., p. 123) Syrnington, op .cit., p .55, for Cetewayo1 s support of 
Usbilini.

( 5 ) Uys, op.cit., p.l23| Walker, op.cit., p .369. Os Kiewlet, in Tho
Factor in South Africa, p. 100, maintains that the intended route for the 
Delagoa Bay railway traversed Sekukuni's oountiy. C 1748, p .7, solver's 
despatch, 27 Oat. 1875, mentioning the embarrassment for the Boers which a 
Zulu raid on the Swaxi would provide.

( Ifrs, op.ait., pp.186-7, 200-1.
( ) C 1748, pp.12-13* tjys, op,.cit., p .124.



to disoourage the A  i m s !  in «v  tendency which they may evinoe to repudiat­

ing Transvaaa protection and returning (1) to Xoglish Allituioe".8

^ la background to Carnarvon's despatch to Bulwer in iiovember

1876, which k i  zutended also for Shepstone's perusal. The British govern­

ment could not recogniae “the title of Jus Transvaal Bepublio to aw sort of 

suserainty or protection" over the f.wari . Carnarvon was merely repeating his 

statement of policy of the previous January, when he informed the Gove.no, 

of the Cape Colony, Barkly , that exteraions of the Republic's influence or 

territory made without the previous coraent of the British goveranent could 

not be recognised. He adhered also to the view that the Swasi, "whether 

intentionally or not" had been misled by Rudolph iu July 1875.®

The situation in South Africa when Caraarvoi was pursuing confederation and 

the annexation of the Transvaal was inpending was markedly different from that 

in the 1800’s when the failure of confederation for the tims being was accepted 

and the Transraal was once more independent. But from the manoeuvres of 

British officials in the late 1870’s it is possible to isolate certain fixed 

points in British policy toward the Transvaal.

Carnarvon found no legal Justification for objecting to the Republic’s 

territorial expansion. The Sand River Convention (1352) had prescribed no 

boundaries and a diligent search of the Colonial Of floe archives in 1876 

resulted in nothing upon which the Colonial Qffloe oould "take a stand*.10 

The fact that the boundaries of the Transvaal were "indefinite and elastic" 

prow**! particularly disturbing to the Permanent Under Secretary, Herbert,

Despite the vicissitudes in British policy between 1875 and 1884 the deficiency 

was remedied: boundaries were delimited with fair precision and conditions were 

laid down, though in less precise teras, under which any future expansion of 

the Transvaal might take plaoe.11

C8 ) Ibid.

(9  ) C 174% pp. 15-16 (despatch of 25 Jan.1876) and 188 (9 Mov.1876). See 
note ( 3 ;  above.

(10) Uys, op .cit., pp.128-9.

( 11) The British officials who negotiated the Conventions of 1881 aM  1884 also 
fait this need for a definition of the boundaries of the Transvaal. See 
Section (3) of thia chapter.



The veto on its expansion which C tnurra  sought to i ^ o w  upon the 

Transvaal was not Intended to be absolute. It might be sithdieim if the 

Republic concent»d tc join a confederation. Carnarvon illicitly  — ■*» the 

°^ ® r ®arlJr 1876 when he stated Li a (* ' spatch that as annexations of 

native territory by the Transvaal might lead to wars which would spread 

throughout South Africa, they would only be permitted within the frmaework 

cf a confederation in which native policy woold be oo-ordinated. 12 Sir 

Garnet Wolseley (later Lord Kolseley) agreed with Herbert that the territory 

of the Sw*si might be offered to the Boers to lure then into oonfederction.

But he reoowaeccted making the offer cr-wrtly, in oase it was interpreted as a sign 

of weakness and in view of the sensitivity Df British public pinion to the 

handling of native interests. Carnarvon took up Volseljy's tiuggestion in his 

despatch, as well as the alleged danger of a native war.13

fturing the aonrae of the Swasi land quest iĉ  in the late 1880's and in the 

1890's a similar principle governed British policy. The Republics aspira­

tions to expand which, after 1889, were concentrated on Swasiland and the 

coastal strip east of the Lebombo, might be syi^sthetioaliy entertained by 

the British government if the Republic showed itself willing to make con­

cessions which, for ttie most part, had a bearing on the South Axrican situa­

tion as a whole. It remained an end of British policy to foster a oioeer 

union between the South African colonies and states and the Republic proved 

to be the lion in the path of its realisation.

Carnarvon's stand against territorial exnansion on the part of the 

Republic was also aimed against acting-President Joubert's effoi a  to widen 

the ftongola River corridor in the vicinity of Utrecht in 1 8 7 5 . Sir Garnet 

Volselty, later to beocme High Coraissioner for South-East ifrica, in undent­

ing on the line to be taken in this question, warned against the consequences

(in) C 1748, p .16, dcspatoh, 25 Jar.1876.
( liO *V»» op .cit., pp. 126, 129 for tolselqy's view*.
(l4) C 1749, pp.6"7, Joubert's proolanation (August 18^5).



of allowing tho Transrtal to occupy f>u-ther territc y ir the area. It 

•ircuid only be the first step towards further encroachment a on their part*

and e n  many years had elapsed we should find than with a frontier on the

_ 15 
seaboard".

Pere was revealed a principle which had long governed the thinking of 

British policy-makers. It had emex-ged in the year* following the dispersal 

of the Boers into the interior after the Great Trek when it becaae an aoo-ted

maxin amcwg British officials to keep the Boer Republics from aoquirirg toov-
16

holds on the ooast. The consistent opposition to the Boers reaching the re a 

has been explained as "the heroic attempt to maintain British supremacy in 

the sub-continent and m  exclude foreign powers*.17 While this is probably an 

iccfptibl# generalisation, the tenacity with which the principle was e&nrod 

to varied with different officials and with the changing situation in South 

Africa. It is necessary in assessing the r&le of this tenet in British poliqy 

to use a detailed approach and examine it against the background of the cir­

cumstances ruling in a relatively narrowly prescribed period. This involves 

an analysis of the conditions under which the British governnent shovwd itself 

prepared to allow the Boers aoceot to the jei at a particular time, s^flh an 

analysis would be revealing in its application to the endsof Bxitish policy.

3snnanent officials at the Colonial Office, if the follow!^ extract by 

Herbert in 1875 can be taken aa representative of their view, would have 

favoured more positive steps to keep both the Boers and foreign power* from 

the South African ooast;

* . . . . .  no time should be lost in declaring that we olaim the 
whole ocaat of South Africa fraa some point far north on tb*> 
westsTa coa^t to the boundary of the Delsgoa Bay Territory 
lately awarded to Portugal [this referred to tho MacMahon 
Award] for . . . » •  if a South African Dominion is foxmed 
[through confederation ?] it will ultimately spread far within 
the Tropic, inland at all events." 1®

(15) Ifys, op.cit., p. 151 (quoting Volse3ey).

(16) 3®e KrOger, op .cit., and Muller, Hie Britse Owerhaid en Die Groot Trek. 
passim, on this point.

( n )  Wy», op.cit., p .160.
vis) Herbert's minute, C.0. 179/lie of 27 Aug. 1875, qucted in Hall, The 

Colonial Office, pp.179-80. The insertions are mine.



The decisive step of annexing the Transvaal in 1877 put an end to the 

mild exercise of tljeir ingenuity in which British officials had been able to 

indulge by oonsidering hoe the Swaxi ,nd Zulu questions oould be u m *  to 1-ver 

the Transvaal into a confederation which they were still trying to create.

But the status of the 3waxi was not settled by the annexation. For the Swaxi 

thaaselve. the chief consideration all along had been how best to obtain 

security against Cetewayo. The L public's warnings to Cetewayo end its 

acceptance of the obligation to protect the Swaxi were apparently not adequate*/* 

The Swaxi contingent of 2,400 whicn turned out to assist the Boers against

iiekukunx in 1^76 di spersed to their homes on the rcraour of an inpending Zulu
20

raid.

Following upon the repudiation earlier in 1876 of their treaty with the 

Boers, this independent behaviour of the Swaxi which the Republic proved 

powerless to prevent merked their practical izanuni Vy fraa Boer control. It 

ie easy to blane tae intrusion of Britis1- policy for this, but the ftspublio'* 

diffi oil ties with Sekrukuni which provided a practical measure of how effective 

its protection against the Zulu was likely to b«, and Swaxi manoeuvres to obtain 

further sefeguarde against the latter also played their part?1

airing the British regime in the Transvaal (1877-1880) their actual 

experience with the Swaxi rather than any scrutiny of the Republic's early 

relations with the tribe chiefly determined the way in which the British 

officials dealt with the problem of their status. Herbert in January 1880 

coBplamed of the lack of information on “many of our relations with the 

Swazis which we have inherited from the Govermsont of the South African 

Republic".22 Whether or not Herbert’a grumble wax Justified, the fact 

remained that the British administration inherited no actual control over the 

Swaxi from the Republic.

( 19) For these warnings see C 1748, pp. 9-10, 12.

( 2QI Uja, op.cit., p .209) van Roqyen, op.cit., p .81, gives the number of SwslsI 
as 2,400, bu* does not mention their withdrawal from the war. Uys gives 
the nunber O'* Swaxi as 2,000.

( 2l) v n  Rooyen, op.cit.., p .81, displays mam naivetj in contrasting the 
friendly relatione between the Boers and the Swazi up to 1875 with the 
"antagonize" which the »razi displayed towarda the British a*uniatrat<on

/ » *5? Tr*u*T“ 1, Huy*®**, op.cit., p .251, makes a similar i»lication.
( 22; C 2695, p. 20, despatch to J. Alleyns head of the Swaziland boundary

ocxoaission. Knowledge of the Rspublic's early lelations with the Swazi 
<u"^* wre on!/ sought by the Oolonial Office November '.894, as materiel

to Justify the oeesion of Swaxiland beforr Parliament. (L.A.500, M.lhite 
 ̂ Consul-General) to State Secretary, 15 Nov. 1894. )



In 1878 Six- Th*ophilu* Sber-t-u and Rudolph .rote minute* 

with the 3wa*i for the information of the High 0oa»i*.ioner. rrare, whoee

break the power of the Zulu,

October 1878 he informed Hide* n . „ .  „
iGK* Carnarvon's successor, that the Swasi

were roadr to furnish a contingent against the Zulu "as soon as they saw they 

could do so without entailing destruction on themselves.* ** Two British 

officers risited southern Swa* land in Novamber and inspected *the boundary in 

the *®gola River area. Their opinion was that the Swasi would repel a Zulu at­

tack on util and if they were offered some support. 25 But the victory

over the British troops at Isaiuklwana on January 22 1879 oonfirmed Swasi
26

doubts and they kept out of the Zulu war.

In the latter part of 1878 efforts were also mad- to persuade the Swasi 

to furnish an impi against Seku*uni, for the British administration had succeeded 

to the difficulties provided by this chief's defiance of European authority.

But for as long as the fear of a Zulu attack dominated their outlook the Swasi 

refused to allow aiyy warriors to leave tfatlr country.27 Soon after the defeat 

of the Zulu at Ulundi in July 1879 the Swasi notified their willingness to 

serve in the Sekukuni campaign and Captain McLeod was sent to Swasi land to 

recruit a contingent. A Swa*i impi of 8,000 moved to Lydenburg, assisted in 

■fcuseley's successful csapaign agairut Sekukuni in September 1879 and were 

rewarded with the cattle they captured from the Bapedi. They then returned to 

their womi country" and were later oonplimsnted for their good behaviour 

in Bolseley's despatches. 28

The co-operation in the Sekukuni war was described by Herbert as having 

cemented an "alliance" between the Swasi and Great Britain, and he thought it

(23) C 2220, pp .291-3.

 ̂24, Ibid., pp.308-9. Hicks Beach was by no me ana converted to the idea of a
Zulu tar and Prere’s conroents should be taken as interring to be persuasive 
and reassuring rather than accurate.

( °.5) Ibid. , p .358, C 22. i, p .21$ C 2242, p .18. Frerw to Hi eke Beach. 12 
Jan. 1879.

( 26) Of. C.0.438, p .19. Grab mu stated that the Swasi were "ready to help us" 
in the Zulu War.

(27) rm  Rooyen, op.oit., p.S28.

(28) Walker, op.oit., pp.369, 375-85 tTT the Sekukuni campaign* generally
See i l n m  Poqyen, op .eit., pp.328ff.# Symington, op.oit., p . 63 (giving 
the Swasi as 5,000), C 2.00 pp. 4-5, for the outbreak of the wir in ^  
Februyy 18 '3 , C 2505, pp. 106, 125, Xaurioe and irtht r, Life of I*»rd 

89 p»’̂ Ĵ  p,224» f,.K.I«w . General Lord lolseley A Memoir (Tl883), pp.576-



"most essential that we should keep the Swasis as oar fir® friends".* Pros 

the Swasi side Mcleod, styled "British Political Age a* with the Swasir" 

in the c w i ssion for the aettl ament of the Swasiland boundary, repo, ed that 

the oo«p»raticn in the late war had oreated a "gocd effect" among the Swasi.30 

But the "allim oe" had been based up or log-rolling principles which fell away 

wi"h the annexation of the Transvaal and the defeat of Getaway =■• The result 

was that the British authorities showed no desire to acquire iqjr oontrol over 

the Swasi. ?hia was understandable in view of the reluctance of the  

goveraaent to undertake further ooaaaitments after the experienoe of the fr'7” 

war. The Swasi for their part were glad to be free of what they had regarded 

as the Zulu menace and not displeased at the ruoval of toe Boer rein, 

though slack enough at first, had sbotm signs of being tightened in 1875.

*t was 3 a ter alleged that the ^wasi wzv premised a British guarantee 

of their independence for their help against Sekukuni.31 The Swasi deputatic 

which visited England in 1894 to protest against the proposed trsnsfer of 

Swaziland to the Republic declared that itcleod sadc such a promise, but 

there it no documentary evidence that he or any other British official did 

so. bit the general solicitude for native interests, which was undoubtedly 

sn ingredient in British colonial policy although often outweighed by other 

considerations, was strengthened in the case of the Swasi by the *pecial posi­

tion as friends and allies which their participation in the Sekukuni wnr had 

given them. This partly explains their treatment in the Conventions of 1881 

and 1884 and the reluctance of British officials later to deviate from the 

policy of reoognising their independence.

The British authorities tackled the problem of the Transvaal-Swasl 

boundary over which there had teen disputes since i860. Tha conaission of 

1879-80 demarcated the whole fram>vsal-Swasi boundary using the Republican

( 29) C 2695, p .19, 1 Jan. 1880, instructions to the Boundary Ooraaissiooers.
(so) C 2f05, pp.lTC,130. McLeod had been special Commissioner with the 

Swasi in the Sekukuni campaign. His appointment as Political Agent 
was tecapoi-iiy -

(3lJ For example, NaiHsn, Paul Kruger Hi a Life and Times, pp. 141-2, 250.
( 52) Record of Pi-c.-aeedî s Interviews between the karpuls of Rlpon 

Secretary of St.: for the Colonies and a Swasi Deputation^ p. 11.



beacons as the b u i ,  of the -fin*] settlement- of -the boundary between the 

Tl'“ UVaal the territory of tv, people-.35 a ,  Oo-aiM i<a

included in Swazxland s«*e land in the viciiiity of the Fbngola Hiver which 

had been ceded to the Boer, but not occupied by th «  ana also acae in toe 

Eoro district in the north-we.t of Swaziland. This -indulgence- m  expected 

to give the Swazi Additional cau* to be thankful-.54 But tie Briti.h go­

v e r n  nt laid down no oonditions to govern their future relations with the 

Swazi who were therefore reoogniaed aa completely independent. The cl wises 

relating to Swazi independence in the Conventions of Pretoria end 

reflected the .tate of their piwviou. relation, with the British government. 

Their status waz not a prominent question in the negotiation with the Boers 

which led n> to those agreement..

(3) The Conventions of Pretoria and Iondon

After the ing^o-Boer War of 1880-1 in which the Boer, took up araa to 

overthrow the British regiae in the Transvaal and regain their independence, 

a R ^al Qoewussion oonai.ting of Sir Hercules ft* in , cm, the High  

Sir Bvelyn Wood and Sir Henry de ViUiers, CLi-f Ju.tioe of the Cape  

M t up to report on the tern, upon which the Transvaal Boer, might regain 

thoir independence.1 In h i. instruction, tc toe Couaiasion Xieberley,  

-ary oi State for Colonies in Gladstone1s government, stipulated that native 

interest, both within and outside the Transvaal to be takm into  

Swaziland was to be independent despite the "undefined supremacy* whioh  

Republic had claimed over the territory before the aiinexation of the 

vaal. At the same time the Couaission to bear in mind that the  

koveriment —a on "general grounds" opposed to "the extension of  

territory in South . *ica“. 2

Tbe chief qu®»tion relating to the disposition of territory which

^55/ C 2505, p«126| w ^2*0, pp.291-5, 556, for Prer3 on boundary disputes 
in 1878 j C 2516, pp. 22-5, for H* C. Shepstone * % minute cm the •airly bin- 

i°!T  Tr“ * r“ 1' ?WMi bound“ 7- (H-C.Sbepstone wa. Secretary for
« “  thc Tranara*1 during the British administration).
C 2505, pp. 135-6 and C 25e4, p.108, for Wolseley's issue of tLe Boundary 
OosmOssion (February 1380) and pp.28-51 for the Swazi acceptance of the

(34) C 2605, p .27, despatch, Wolmeley to Aileyne, 15 March 1880 

) U  Wal)t*r' k>rd de Villlers and His TUae.. p. 160 
( 2) C 2892, pp. 1-5» ----  —  - “ — ‘ '

i,̂ undarv *■«

spatat
yillie_____________— ■ .. --- _ a | |____m

, - ® 3114, pp. 6-6, Kimberley to Rooinson, 51 Usrah 1881.
umb-srl̂ y added that the S n zi did not acknowledge the Boer claim to 
their territory.



concerned the Ocaaaiasion « u  whetbar the British government should retain the 

ares of the Transvaa.1 east of the thirty degree meridian. Wood % reoonaenda- 

tion which had emerged 1a hi* negotiations with the Boer leaders who had re­

luctantly accepted it, was that in the Interests of the natives inhabiting the 

area and to maintain peaoe and prevent disturbances on the Zulu and Swasi • 

borders, retention ahould be insisted apon at least Jn the south-east. But 

in view of the strenuous opposition of the Boer rank and file to the proposal, 

Robinson and de Villi*rs decided against retention, relying on greater powers

in native affairs for the British Resident who was to be established at 

5
Pretoria.

In their statoaent against retention the Boer leaders referie* ♦» tfcvlr 

friendly relations in the past with the 3wasi who, they maintained, did not 

desire to be separated from the Transvtxl.* Speaking before tu« Com is ion

5
in Mar 1881, Kruger as a member of the Triusvirate argued along similar lines*

forced to concentrate on opposing a measure contemplating the alienation of a

large slice of their own tern cry, the Boers couL? hardly have been expected

to press their soawuhat doubtful claim to Swasiland in 1881. They won their

case against retention, but the British Koverment s decision regarding Swasi

independence was not seriously challenged and was incorporated in the Pretoria

6
Convention (August 1881).

The provisions of the convention placing the conduct if relations with 

the tribes beyond the boundaries of the Transvaal in the hands of the British 

Resident need not be enlarge* upon«a*» they were supersedes in 188%. Bat the 

negotiations leading 19 to the ^ondon Convention of that year threw some light 

on certain c.ima of the powers which persisted after the conclusion of the 

agreement. In November 1883 the Transvaal Deputation in London addressed 

Lord Derby, Kimberley's successor in the Liberal Cabinet, on their obJe„*ti>ns

(3  ) Walker, Lord de Yilliera and His T*jses, pp.160-1j for Wood's dissenting 
report, o 3114, pp.54-6, 56-66 and hia autobiography, Prom Midshipman to 
Field jtarahal . Vex.II, pp.128, 129-?2» for the report itself C 5114, 
pp.15-54.

( 4 ) C 5114, p. 68.
( S ) C 3219, p .19.
( S ) C 3114, p .65, Kimberley's telegram, 50 May 1881.



to Pretoria Convention, anticipated revision of which was then about 

to take plaoe. main questions raiaed were the suxeraintj over the Repu- 

bl-j's relations with foreign Power a and tribe a beyond the border a of the 

Transvaal which Britain had obtained in the Pretoria Convention, and the 

possible futuze extension of the Transvaal's boundaries* especially in the wrat. 

Significant views were expressed regarding Transvaal expanaion In general.  

Deputation, in rather circuitous language, aaked for what amounted to a with­

drawal of all restrictions on the future extension of toe authority of  

Pretoria goverusent and neighbouring native tribep, proaiaing "all  

guarantees [for native rights and interests] aa are prescribed by divine lrw 

and human feeling", and Justifying any extensions in advance aa "action on 

behalf of hunsnity peace"* In the draft Convention which the Deputation 

forwarded Derby later in November 1883, an article was  

for the extension of existing .'rentiers in case a where it waa 

pedient for the peaoe or security of the boundary or for the  

of South Afrios", on "the principle that it should be left to the  

of the Native Chief a to come with their tribes within the Jfrioan

U
Republic

The British movement's reaction to this ill-concealed request for the 

facilitation of the Republic'a future territorial expansion was to lnaiat 

on the observance of "defined boundaries" the lack of which was consider* 

to have been the chief defect of the 3 and River Convention (18 ) , tfan

Deputation would have liked to have been accepted aa the basis of the new
10

agreoaent. Robinson, oonsnenting on the Deputation's proposals,  

that If they were accepted, the Republic would be enabled a process 

of encroachment on native lands which sould e*ui only at the Atlantia and

(7/ C 3841, pp.83-7. The Deputation consisted of Kruger, who wss now State 
President, 3*it and du Toit.

(8) C 5841, pp.86, 187.
(9) Ibid ., pp.111-12, 140.

(lOJ Ibid., pp.90-1, Derb  ̂ to the Deputation, *crv.20, 1883.

- ie  -



Indian Oca an*. ^  Derby therefore on a "defined frontier*. The 

result was that in the seoond articls of the London Convention the Republic 

had to agree to adhere to the boundaries delimited in the first article, 

and to "do its utmost to prevent any of it* inhabitants from making encroach­

ment*" on lands oukside the boundaries. The Republic was to appoint oomai*- 

8loners on the eastern and western borders "to guard against irregularities 

and all trespassing ever the boundaries", while the British goveraent  

given the right to appoint, if neoessary, Ooamistionera in the native terri­

tories beyond the eastern and western boundaries of the Transvaal "tc 

12
order and prevent encroachments".

The appointment of Couaisaloner* was first suggested by the Deputation

in Deoonber 1882 when it had still beer trying to obtain Derby's agreement to

tne principle of the future extension of the authority of the Republic over

the neighbouring tribes. Derby had asked wt?etoer cha Trana/aal government

would take steps to prevent it* subjects from enoroachirg on the territory

beyond the delimited boundaries. The Deputation's suggestion was dearly

intended as an assurance that no sudden or arbitrary advance place

without the consent of the British government, but it was offered in the hope

that future modifications of the boundaries in th«» Republic's favour would not
after

be prohibited in advance. In developing the argvmrr.t /  xttxx initial 

hesitant reaction the Deputation explained that the Republic's Oonaissior -s 

would be expected to stop Boer encroachments with the help of the landdroets 

and. th* normal police and in accordance with the laws of the while 

the British Coaaissioners would be expected to prevent encroachments the 

tribes. The particular case with which the Deputation was ooncerned was the 

Road to the Worth along the Transvaal's western boundary. that  

activity of Domains ioners on the spot would lead to the Republic's securing

(11) C 3841, p .104, Lovell, The Struggle for South Africa, p.47.
(12; For the London Convention, C 3914.



.  f«ro o r*l. Modification of tta * t ^  ^

thot tb. wolott— t of Coraii.sioner. oould tav. *» p ^ t ic a l  a , m

o h »g . 1 . » .  bounds* wold m m  tto J r » r o l  pun of th. ro.d. * io b

the British goves-aaent was not prepared to do.13

Hie manner in which the Deputation'* proposal v u  incorporated into the 

Convention « g g ..i .  that it to . a t i< / oooeliotia% ^

Derty*. poeition. Philanthr^ic opinion demoded measures to prevsnt the 

Republic'a establishing control over the neighbouring tribes, while Lioersi. 

poli<v in thu early i860*, was opposed to the further a u c t i o n  of responsi­

bilities in South Africa.14 In the Convention the onus of preventing Boer 

expansion beyond, the boundarie. of the T r^v aa l was placed on the Republic 

itself, while the fact that tne appointment of British couissioners was aade 

optional meant that a right and a safeguard were obtained for the future, end 

the immediate or necessary aasumpiion of obligations by Downing Street was 

avoided. In this way Derby appeared t. solve hia dilema. But the aspira­

tions of the Republic to expand did not disappear with its acceptance of 

obligations under the Convention which ware ooayletely out of step with the 

intentions of its representatives. In its application to the Republic's ex­

pansion in general, the London Convention had defect of any arrangement 

in which the cat is asked guard erasn-Jug.

first results of this were apparent along the western boundary of the

Republio. Here the efforts of the Cape Colony to ao<*iire the Road to the

North, rtiioh became the mainspring of the aotion of Cedi Rhodes in tbe earl*

part of his political career, foroed themselves into the counsels of i^>erlal 

15
policy. The Republic was denied the Road to the North in the Convection, 

and the imperial government'n reaction to Kruger's efforts to extend his 

wstern boundary hj proclamation in the latter part of 1884 was prosit and

(iS) JbAiB.., Off icleele Beschelden Gewisseld met de Kwlgohe Regeerina I. 2. 
de Conventie von Londen, pp. 45, 45-7. 4 9 r S 5 - 6 o 7 7 ^ i ™ ^ * ^ ~ ^ t ^ 'n  
Derby and the Deputation, Decmaber 1885-January 1384)» 0 5841, pp. 85-7. 
90-1. ’

(14) Walker, History of South Africa, p .40 ..
(15) Ibid., pp.401, 405-6. On Rhodes' interest see Chapter III  (l) and 

Chapter VII (2) below.
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