decisive. The intervention of Warren as Britigh Commissioner appointed wder
the London Convention and backed by mepewss=eds 5,000 troops, snd the demar-
cation on the spot of its western boundary, completed early in 1885, forced
the Republic finally to relinquish the hope of westward expsasion. But the
pressure of the interests of the Cape Colony, in unessy and short-lived part-
nership with philanthropic opinion in England headed by tke h‘v,;h;m
had been necessary to stir the imperial fector into Muq%.u'. efforts
to overcome the paper restrictions of the Lomdon Convention by provisiomally
amnexing territory on the pretext of maintaining law and order and in the hope
that the British government would stand dowr  face of the fait accompli.
While the Road to the North was a live issue in the negotiations preced-
ing the London Convention, the possibility of the Republic's expanding east-
warda toward the Indian Ocean was not. But as a result of Robinson's advice,
offered against Derby's reluctance to contemplate further mmuiﬁu)
the provisions of the London Convention relating to encroschments and the
appointment of Comissioners were made applicable %o the eastern boundaries

16 rticle IV of the Convention stipulated further

of the Transvaal as well.
that any trectigg which ¢he Republic might conclude with tribes beyond its
eastern and western borders, or with foreign Powers other than the Orange
Free State, were to be approved by the British govermment in order to be valid.
Any expansion of the Republic which might be attempted through treaties with
neighbouring tribes bringing them under the Republic's control in the manner
which the Deputation hud suggested in November 1883 was in this way made sub-
Ject to the veto of the British government. The remaining provision of the

london Convention with a bearing on the later efforts of the Republic to

(18) Robinsen's article, mgm XLVII, p.286. "I had diffi-
culty in getting the word "eastern® inserted in the Article 2. The
Government, however, at length yielded the point, but would not go a
step further and agree to the appointment of a Commissiomer on the
eastern frontier as had been sanctioned for Bechuanaland on the west".




extend the frontiers eastward was Article XII, by  hich the powers recog-
niged the Wdt&hﬁut&yuhthhummnum
No alteration in the status of the Swnsi appears to have been ~—~-*_wplated
or pressed for in the negotiations leading uwp to the London Comventiom.l”

(4) The Governments and Swazilend 1(s1-1886

The Swaziland question in the form in which it will be studied here
cen be said to have emerged in 1887. It is necessary, however, to point
out certain features of the situation in Swaziland which became apparent
before then, and to c.vuider the early reactions of the Repuhlicen and
British governments to altering conditions in Swaziland in relation to its
status under the Conventioms of 1381 and 1884.

In their report, the British Commissioners who beaconed off tise boundary
between Swazileand and the Transvaal in 1880 referred to the habit developed
by the Boers on the frontier of entering Swaziland in the winter months to
graze their stock.l The presence of these "winter graziers® in the western
th-hofhxilndmnhonfomdtow&rlnlan“hmm-
a visit to Swaziland in September 1061 to explain to Umbandine the peosition
of Swagziland under the Pretoris Convention.> Usbandine's first reaction to
this pressure on his wesiern frontier was to complain of Boer encroachments.
Up to 1884 these complaints were addressed to the British Resident in the
Transvaal, but thercafter Swavi messages to Natal becsme more freguent.>
His complaints having little practical effect, Umbandine was forced to
accept the annual entry of the "trekboers" into Swaziland and he began to
issue licences to them, By July 1888 350 grazing licences had been issued
and Umbandine had in the meantime also recognised the rights of other
Buropeans in Swasiland by conceding mineral, land and other rights to

(17) C 3841, C 3914, C 3947 end 2Z.A.R. Officieele Bescneiden, op.cit.,
passim,

(1) © 2685, p.26. The grasiers generally remained in Swaziland frem
mid-April to October.

(2) m. ’-dto. p.h Wood, ”ocito, '910113 ”0135'7. O.'i.ll.‘l‘.,
op.cit., p.153.

(3) C 3182, pp.6iff.; C 3419, p.32, complaint of Boer encroaciments by
Swuci messengers to Natal, in June 1882. In November 1882 (mbandine
was informed that his complaints should be addressed to the Britigh
Resident in the Transvaal. (C 3486, p.33)




l:a.‘ But the W.Mﬁomrmtmorpuw
farmers which is a dominant theme in South African history, provided the
earlivst evidence that if the independence of the Swaz’ meant that Burcpesns
were b-tqutotthoirmﬁvuquumnormu thore, it was not
to be nonmdlvpmrmhnmthpnnd the govermments concermed.

In Decenber 1885 Robinson recummended that a police force be established
on the Swaziland border to preserve the integrity of the country, and that
Umbandine should contribute to its maintenan-e. Early in 1884 complaints from
Buropeans acting on Umbandine's behaif reached Hudson, the British Resident
4 the Transvaal that the Boers were contemplating en imvasion of Swagiland.®
A British official, Rutherford, armed with the Republic's denials of such
intentionsand warnmed that his govermment undertock "no regpongibilities in 4
respect of Swaziland, its independence being assured by the Conventiod!, was sent
to inveatigate. In his report Rutherford absc. jed the govermmsnt of the
Republic and its officials from the in@at:’wn to ocoupy Swasziland, despite the
belligerent talk of the Boers on the frontier. He referred to rumours of the
presence of j0ld in Swaziland and the likel .hood of "the undesirable adventure
element of all nationalities", already presemt ir the Ssstern Transvaal, entering
the conntzy.6

Robinson, forwarding the report to Derby in spril 1884, recommended the
appointment of a “ommissioner in Sw.riland under Article II of the Londor
Convention. Derby's reply was noa-~ommital, but he asked whether Umbandine
would be prepared to pay for a Commissioner supporied by a force. lsbandica's
answer was a refusal forwarded by Dy Forbes, one of the earliest minersl
concessionnaires in Swaziland who, Rutherford reported, was advising Umbandine.
But the Swas king continued to complain of encroachments.’ In December 1¢85

é‘) k’“. opooit.. ptan

5) C 3841, p.105. These invasion rumours were repeated almost every year
until 1889,

6; C 4057, pp.110-16, Rutherf .rd's report, 25 March 1884.

7) Ibid., p.109, "chinson's comments; pp.119-20, Derby to Robinson, 21 Hay
1884; C 4214, Po“. D.Forbes to Nin.ﬂ. 12 “01”‘0 B.lﬂ.po ‘7-’.
for Joubert's activities in Swaziland.




Robinson suggested that a British officer be sant to Swagiland to
"ugcertain the facts® regarding Boer emcroachments, as the allegations

made by Swazi messengers in Natal vonflicted with the denials of the
Trausvaa) government. He recommended that the officer should find out
-htbrwiuwtmlbopnpandtonvfornba-arwt. as no answer

had been received to an inquiry addressed to Forbes in the previous May.
Robinson's suggestion was made after the Republic had discounted further
"invasion" rumours and denied that the Commandant-General, P.J.Joubert, had
attempted to persuade the Swazi to accept a Boer protectorste in the previcus
May.®
In Decsmber 1885 Forbes forwarded a request from Umbandine to the
Colonial Office for the establishment of a British Protectorate over his
country to forestall any other power making a claim to it, until he saw his
way clear to pay for a Ro-idazt.’ In June 1886 Hawelock, Bulwer's successor
as Lieutenant-Goveimor of Natal, reported to Robinscn tiet Umbandine had told
the Rev. J.Jackson of the Anglican Mission in Swuziland that he and his pecple
were not willing to contribute to the maintenance of a R.M.m But in the
same month, the Forbes Reef Gold Mining Company which hed begun mining opera-
tions in Swaziland under a mineral concession from Umhandine, offered to
contribute £500 p.a. towards the cost of maintaining a British represeutative
there. The offer wes r-knowladged, but mot acted uwper. i+
In mugust 1886, Havelock himlf) af ter forwarding the compluinu. of Swaszi
wessengers to British officials in the Zulu Reserve to the high Commigsioner,
recoumended the appointment of a British representative in Swaziland. But
Robinson, having received » reply to his own recommendation made eight months

earlier, did not endorse Havelock's advice and merely observed that Swaziland

(8) C 4645, pp.77-8, Robinson to Derby, 25 Dec.1885; p.4, Bower (Imperial
Secretary) to Forbes, 30 May 188S.

{9) Ivid., pp.70-1.

i0) © 4913, pp.109-10. :

113 C 4913, pp.71-2 (Faviell, a London Director of the Forbes Reef Comp any,
o Otglmid. Office, 8 June 1886, and Colozial Office to Faviell, 8 July,
13386).
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was "an independent Stste® with the king "alone responsible for its govurumert®
and entitled to take measures of his ow: +o prevent Buropean encroachments
and filibustering.?

Havelock's predecessor, Bulwer, hed recomnsaded che eustablishment of a
British protectorate over Swaziland in January 1886, in 2 memorsadum on the
Zuic question.’® Bs pleaded for the extension of British suthority over th:
thwumbrmmttbhnmwm
native tcrrltor;, which they had already succeeeded in dcing in :hs wra
which the Britisc govermment recognised as the New Republic in 1887. A resc-
lation of the Natal legislative fou-cil in Ostober 1886, on the poligy of the
British government in the Zulu -wsction similarly included a request for the
estaiiiskuent of a proteciorate over Swaziland.'® But British poliay towand
&;l:lhnl in the late 1880's remained unaffected by this mild pressure from
Netal. While the appointment of a British official in Swaziland was possible
under the London Convention, the proclamation of a British protectorate without
the consent of the Republic would have been a breach of that agreement, This
consideration probably prevented a unilateral proclamatio. of a British pro-
tectorate in view of th~ sossibility of such a breach of the Convention lead-
ing to the repudiation by the Republic of other articles of the agreement
to which both Fowers attached more weight than they did to Swaziland.1®

The procedure adopted by the British authorities when they received
onqhint-orlmmohentstmor;:ohhdmhdbmm.!
1887 was to forward them to Pretoria for the comments of the Republic's
officials who consgistently denied that any “irregularities" were taking place
on the Swazi border or in Swaziland itself. These "assurances" were then

(12) C 4080, 1p.20,22, (Havelock to Robinson, 25 Aug.1886 and Robinson $o
Havelock, 6 Sept.1886) and p.50. Alsc, p.155, Havelock to Searetarv of
State, 20 Dec.1886, enclosing an address from the Legislative Council on
the Zululand guestion, including a request “that a Protectorate, as
desired by the Swazi nation, be ex.ended over Swazi land".

2153 C 49135, p.16; 1 Jan.1688. See also previous note.

14) C 4980, pp.30, 64,71. In August 1885 the Legislative Council had recom-
mended the extension of Pritish authority over "the countries to the north
of Zulnland, Letween the South African Kspublic and Fortuguese frontiers".
(C 4645, p.10) This referred to the Swazi, the Toaga, and Zambasn and
Umbogisa. 3ee below, . CKheg. T ().

(15) For example, article IV.
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accepiad until fresh complaiats arrived, when the same motions wers gone
through again. This suggests that the Brritish govermuent was not anxious
to intervene hhd.hndundmmﬁnttchqw appearances by making
formal representations without Pressing any charges. But whether the allega-
tion of encroariw~nts by Boers were justified or not, and if they were, whether
the govermment of the Republic was a party to irfringements of the London
Convention by its subjects are questions less easily answered from the
evidence provided in the official correspondence between the governments.
Techiically the Republic might have been accused of a breach of article
II of the london Convontion by failing to prevent the entry of the Boe. winter
graziers into Swaziland arter 1884, The British govermment had originally
placed Umbandine's complaints about the trekboers before the Boer authorities
ip 1882, when the allegations had referred to their taking Swazi cattle, inter-
ferirg with boundary beacons and "encroaching" = a term which might then have
been intended to refer to their actusl preserce in Sraziland. In any event,
the subject was not pursued after the Pretoria govermmert had denied the
"irregularities® and furnished the statement of a local official ns proof,®
Whon Rutherford visited Swasziland early in 1884 he was instructed tv warn
Umbandine against encoursging the encroachments of which he complained hy
of'“ering the Boers rights to land on easy terms. e But neither the right of
the Swazi king to make such grants nor that of individual Boers to seek ihes
was questioned by the British govermment. In Acgust 1385 whea the Republic
denied the rumours of an invasion and of Joubert's intention to establish
& protectorate, the annual w;’tu vinter graziers on the strength
of the licences issued by the Swaszi king was aimitted.l® The British govern-
ment did not attempt to argue that the Boer authorities could or showid have
prevented their subjecis from entering Swaziland on the basis of rights

(16) C 3419, pp. 32, 75-6; C 348¢; pp.1l, 20, 21-3. The losal official was
the "Comissioner of Natives" on the eastern fromtier, J.Parreira.

217; C 4027, p.60.

18) C 4645, p.11, Knger to Robinson, 14 Aug. 1885.




qaired from the Swazi king. he pressnce in Swaziland of the trekicers was
clearly not regarded as an encroachment in terms of the London Comvention.
mmmm'mtbmbmwpmtnhmm‘w
Swasiland who iid so against the will of the Swazi king, 154

Ieyds maintains t.at the Republic nevertheless iried to prevent the

annual movement of the trekboers into ‘iwas.land. He refsrs to a circular
sent to Transvaal landdrosts in Jenuary 1885 informing them that their govein~-
untmqpou&tolnrpnnhrhc&n:iluduhiucnmhth
interests uf the Republic and instructing them to warn the burgems to that

effect.t?

But it is improbable that the Boer authorities made any serious
sffort wither to stop licensed winter graziers from entering Sweziland, or tu
prevent cther Boers from going there to obtain licwnces. Thue licenmed gragiers
increased in number between 1885 szl 1888 and as the circular to the land-
drosts was not followed by any practical measures it can only be regarded as a
Moctover, fBosr

move to keep appearances comct.AM officiais were mmong those who obtained
graging rights in Swasiland. Joubert, the Commandant-Gemeral, and J.(.Krogh ,
tae landdrost of Wakkerstroom , vigited Swazilend in May 1835 and through Swasi
massengers 10 Zululand Bulwer later learned that both had acquired graging
riﬁt:.zo Finally, if there were any “irregularities® in the form of cattle-
stealing and the moving of boundary beacons, which ir a point diificult to
establish, there is no evidence that Ferreira as "Commissioner for Natives®
m"mutomhthnadbdmwrotohquuiminnuuh
Swagiland, %

While the Republic did not seriously attempt to prevent or control the
iscursions of the trekboers inic Swasiland, it does not appear to have given

18A) C 5088 p.26, Iruyer's message to the Swazi, March 1886.

219 Leyds, op.cit., p.23%i. leyds explains that the circular was issued
becauge of "the difficulties sngendered by the condition of affairs in
Bechyjanaland, and the false accusatios that there the movement wes spon-
sored by ihe Coverument ...". This is & additional reason for taking
hkis testimowy with a pinch of salt, as there is evidencs to support the
view that Boer officials were involve’ in the penetration of <iic vepu- -
blics of Sh%lchnd and Goshen. (Joubert .as involved. Walker, op.cit., ;
".m. 406. i

(20 ) C 4445, p.42, Bulwer to Robinson, 8 Sept.1865. On 14 July 1885, Kruge.
informed Robinson that Joubert's visit had been private, but Krogh's
official, having been made on the request of Umbandine. (C 4645, p.11)
Joubert's sen, .)r.r.m. also had grazing rights in Svasilenl. (Moutom,
q.o’-t.’ ’.”20

(21 ) © 6201, 1.3, referring to his representing Harington in the Private

Revenue Concession. See also pp. S~ 3~ ¥ below.




tbnwwn&‘pmwhbmmnmdﬁ-wwmmﬂﬁ
*he oim of cemfrenting the Britigh gevernvent with a fait acceacli, as was
abteapted in Geahen in Bechnsisiond. ™  Tho rusoured Boer "reids® on of
"invasions® of Sweziland @14 net metesialige. The accusations made ir 1885
that «c.0ert had sttempted <o Persviade Umbandine to plane the Swuszi under
Boar protection were denied by the Republic and a oownter-accusation was levied
that a sen of Sir Theophilus Shepstone had beer active in trying to get the
Swazi king to declare himeelf in favour of s British or Natal prohmto.u
Eruger's statement in July 1885 that Joubert's visit to Swaziland in May hed
been private could not be challenged by the British suthorities. But the
visit was known to other officials in Pretoria. In & private letter to the
Republic's diplomatic representative in Burope, Beelserts van Bl  nd, Layds
explained that Joubert had gone to Swaziland to keep "the hand of friendrhip®
extended to the Swasi and %o discuss the besconing of the fromtior. ™ Joabert's
own explanation, given five ycars laler, was that he had merely warned
Umbandine against granting mineral concessions ard allowing liguor to be
imported, and eeso eAuw'n;, the destruction ¢f his pecple and the over-
running and governing of Lic country by European diggers. Hs added that
Unmbandine must have taken thiy ss a threat, for his response had been to send
unfounded couplaints t~ Natal, o

In October 1886 Swazi messengers to Na.al repeated the =llegation that
Joubert and other Boers had attempted to get Umbandine to sign a cessiom of
Swaziland to ths Republic.’® Joubert had visited Swasiland as s member of a
boundary commission authorised by the Executive Coumecil in July 1886 and
early in 1887 Robinson ra.sed the question once more. The Republic dended all
the charges made aguinst Joubert and furnished proofs which were eveatually

.eovptol.”

2333 Walker, South .. rica, p.408.

23) C 4645, pp.3-4 (Selegrans between Robinson and Kruger, Mey 1885); p.11,
Kruger's despatch 14 July 1885,

éug L. A 250, Leyds to Buelaerts, 3 My 1885,

25) Mouton, op.cit., p.376, quoting frew a report of Joubert's speech in
London in December 1860, at a dinner r2ld by Sir Donald Currie, a British
business man with interests in South Africa.

26; C 4980, pp.147-8.
27) Ibide, p.172; C 5089, pp.13-14, Robinson's despatch; pp.2- (Bok (State

Secretary) to High Cozmiasioner, 18 Feb.1£87), 29 X report of the Boundary
Commission, 11 Nov.1886, on Joubert's activities. See also ki ston,
Q.dto. PP.375-6; m op.cit. , P66,
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Joubert achie>-” little to stremgthen the position of his government in
Swaziland in 1885 and 1886, Assuming that Joubert did attempt to obtain the
runoured deed of cession, his success would have counted little against the
likelihood of the British government's refusing to recognise it. Joubert
sha:rd with Leyds the fear that the British govermment wight annex Swaziland,
and his activities there in 1885/6 representei a cautious effort to keep the
Republic's finger in the Swaziland pie whilst awaiting events, rather than an
attempt to bring about surreptitiously a Boer occupaticn of the country with
which to confront the British govermment. Siwmilarly the corresponderse be-
tween Lesds end Beelserts does not suggest = policy contemplating an ccoupa~
tion of Swaziland. mmum:meemem;tohmv
of the Eastern Transvanl goldfields to Swazilsnd, he wished to keep the British
govermment out of the native country. Beelaert®§ thought that if the British
govermment broke the Losdon Couvention, this might lead to amh the
Republic's favour of the whole sgreement - a amall price (the independence of
Svaziland) for great gains. Beelasrts was certainly unavare of any poliey
on the part of the Kepublic to penetrats Dvuilam.m Bafore 1887 the
Republic does not seem to have hai a clearly formulated policy toward Swaszi-

land under the Conventiomsof Pretoria and London, and wmtil that year the
initiative in the correspondence between the govermsents eon the territory was
taken by British officisls and not by the Republiec.

Its indspe.dent status having beer fixed and recognised by the governments
of Britain and the Transvaal in 1881 and 1384, Swaziland itself suffered a
few years of " umsalutary neglect" at their hands before the situation which
was partly created by their agreeing to remain aloof brought about theis
intervention.

' (28) L.A. 250, Leyds to Beelserts, 30 Oct. 1886, ad Beelerts to Leyds,

15 Oct.1886. Mtﬂ' ”ocit.’ 9.577. for Joubert's fear of an
English annexation coming about thr~ugh the werk of “inmtriguers®.
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1887-1889
(1) The Buropeans in Swasiland: Offy Shepstone snd the Joint Govermment

The example of the winter grasziers illustrated that the independence
of uf Swagiland under the Conventions did not prevent individual Buropeans
from entering the country and acquiring rights from the Swaszi king. In the
early 1880's the De Kasp and Barberton goldfields of the Bastern Transvaal
attracted a mining populatior and interest in the mineral possibilities of
Swagiland caused prospectors and less respectsble adventurers from “hese
places to enter the native country. BRefore the end of 1884 ' .dine had
granted the mineral rights over all Swaziland to two pioneer progpectors,
T. Mclachlan and J.Forbes. By 1885, howsver, the Swasi king had adopted the
more lucrative policy of granting smaller minersl concessions to whoever
applied for them, until in December 1888 in granting an "unallotted minerals"
conccusion, he completed the alienation of mineral rights.2

Umbandine's policy of granting grazing licences to the trekbcers becsme
a part of his general concessions policy which he applied to land and furming
rights as well, these being lesased for varying periods of years or granted
in perpetuity. This process was halted in July 1889 by the grant of an

"unallotted lands® concession, which completed the alienation to comnces- A
sionnaires of the land of the Swasi.> Meanwhile Buropeans who had come to Swasis |
land showed themselves mnxious to acquire “momopolies® as well. These renged I
from monopoliea for specific and oftep absurd manufacturing and commercial
enterpriges and exemptions from customs and other duties, to rights which were
- wong the essential attributes of govermment such as that empowering the helder

~

(1) Math.is, Golden South Africs, pp.59-60, 219; D.Forbes (Junior), My Life
in h ’0“0

é2§ m“. qooito. pow.

S Ibid., pp.63~4.



to collect the king's revenue.® The concessions ers in Swazilend, the

manner in which the grants wsre made, their classification and their
significance for the later history of Swaziland are subjects which have
claimed a good deal of attention.”® But for the present purpose these points
will be disre yarded and the procedure followed of considering those aspects of
the situation in Swaziland which directly affected the policies of the govern-
ments.

The first result of the attraction of concessions was the establish-
ment ismSmsailend of a more or lsss permanent Buropean pooulation in Swagi-
land after 1886. This white population was permanent in the sense that the
pressnce there of Europeans was a constant feature of the situation in Swazi-~
land from the late 1880's; but it is probable that many of them did not
become bona fide residents of the country and often r« “irmed to places likeo
Barberton after acquiring speculative concessions or retiring disappointed
or disillusioned. By 1892 there were 750 Europeens resident in Swagiland,
of which 450 were stited to be British subjects. The greater part of this
number established themselves in Swaziland between 1886 and 1889,°

Umbandine's requests for a British Resident and a British protectorate
having led to no result owing to the reluctance of the British goverment to
act and his own unwillingness to pay for a British official, the Swasi king
was left to deal with the influx of Buropeans on his own.’ Towards the end of
1886, Theophilus (0ffy) Shepstone, C.M.G., a son of Sir Theophilus Shepstons
and a member of the Natal legislative Council and of the Pietermaritszburg Bur

4; See below, Chapter V (1).
) For axample, Boyce, land their it.
Cpnseguences passim, Hailey (2), op.cit., pp.361ff.; Kuper, sn African
tocra PP.22ffF.
{(6) C 7212, p.142, Ripon's despatoh to Loch , 1 Dec. 1892. See alvo
C 6201, De Winton's report, pp.i1, 13.
On the influx of Buropcans into Swiziland, see Miller, W
orni South W‘”‘”Q Miller, W Royal Bupire
Soclety, Proceedings, 1900, pp.274-€6); Penfold (1} !mes bibliogrsphieal
note), p.6, on the habit of Buropeans £ro= Barberton coming to Swaziland
mmh‘ Forbes, Qodto' ”0”. 100. C 6301, p.&. for De Wiaton's
comment in 1800: "The mineral holders, miners, centeen and store keepers,
missionaries and a few permanent farmers av: the only permanent residents i
in the country". g
(7) Forbes, op.cit., p.103. D.Forbes sar., whom Rutherford had reported as ;
being the Swousi king's sdviser in 1884, left Swaziland in 1886. He
mwumummunwurmu.pharomnmh
Offy Shepstone, snd new mineral concessions overla pins, his original

monspoly.
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concluded an agreement with Umbancine to act as his adviger in matters con-
cerning Buropeans. In the followl: ; Pebruary, having returmed to Natal for
a short peri.i, Shepatone was Yoruelly installed as Umbandine ‘s “Besident,
Adviaoruﬂluatuallnthn in wnich white people are concerned in and
about our ooutzy".e

According to a minute written by his father in spril 1889, Offy Shepstone
was sent to Swaziland as a result of requests from Umbandine through messen-
gers to Natal, to send wp ome of his sons tr assist the king in his dealings
with luwoun.’ One son, Arthur Shepstone, had visited Swaziland in 1885,
but had returnci to Natal, Offy went up in the following year as the requests
to Sir Theophilus lad continued. Anotier account written by E.P.Mathers , a
Natel journalist who visited Swaziland in 1887, purports to give Offy Shep-
stone's own version. It states that Offy went to Swazilani in i886 on bugimess
connectsd with a concession which his brother had obtained and in order to
scquire a concession himsel?, and that Umbandines offer of the appointment came
as a great surprige %o hh.m The main pois: is that Shepstonn's appointment
was a private or possibly a family arfair. He certainly had no commission from
the government of Natal."' Any aim he might have harboured to secure a Tritish
protectorate over Swaziland was thwarted hy offisial Britich policy which was
opposed to such a step. Before Shepstone took wp his appointment Havelock
and Robinson agieed that Umbandine should be informed that Shepstone was in
no way accrediled fo the British govermment. After Swazi messengersg to Natal
in #pril 1887 had renewed Umbandine's requests for a British Resident and
stated the king's preference for Shepstone, the Secretary of State, now Sir
Henry Holla.d, informed Roxinson that the British government was prepared

neither to annex nmor to proclaim a protectorate over Swagiland, nor to

(8) C 5089, p.36, proclamation of Shepstone's appointment by Umbaudine and his
council. For biographical information on Offy Shepstone, see Men of the
Times (1905), p.352.

(9 C 6200, P«148, 20 spril 1889; Honey, op.cit,, P.122.

(10) Mathers, PP.225-6; also C 5089, p,58, extrac: from

the Natal Witness, 7 May 1887.
(11) Rademeyer, Die Land Noord v in die Brgpangicbeleid ven die

ao dle Limpopo i
Suid- y P.189, refers to Shepsione as a sort of
"diplomatic agent" of the Natal goverrment (i.e., the British govermment,
since Natal had not yet received responsible government). Leyds, op.cit.,
P+259, states that "Swaziland was to be made a "Shepstone Reserve", which
might imply a poliqy on the part of Natal officials to promote a British
ammexation of Swagiland.
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recognise Shopstone ss “an official British representative®.

The xtent of Shepstone's influence in Swazilaw’. is not easy to gauge.

He had no control in purely native matters, although he has been given credit
for liziting the smount of "killing-off" of recalcitrant Swaszi councillors and
opponents of the “ing, which, as ome British official remarked, figured smong
“the ordinsry incidents of native government®.l® Shepotone's position depended
golely on the will of the Swasi king. uwmmmm“
his appointment, it is clear that Shepstone's advice even in matters concerns
ing the Buropeans, the issue of concessions and the imposition of taxes and
licence duties had to be given within the rather prescribed bounds of what
Umbandine regarded as desirable, in order for Shepstone to keep his position
snd the favour of the king, Had Shopstone attempted to prevent Umbandine
from issuing further concessions, he would probably have been dismissed.

His dismissal in February 1889 was spparently tue result of his refusal to
regicter a banking concession issued by the king and of which he disspproved,
and of his objections to the king's habit of issuing concessions without
consulting him.1%

By drewing up a register of conorssions, keeping accounts of the psyments
of rentals cn them and introducing saving clauses securing the “sovereign
mu'dmmmwmrmt.«mmumnlm. Shepstone
attempted to bring some precision and order into the king's concessions

policy and to secure some protection for Swagzi rights. On the othar hand,

(12) C 5089, p.9. Telegrams between Rubinson and Haveloek, Jannary 1887;
P+ 50, Holland to Eobinson, 19 May 1887, Holland's opinion of what Shep-
stone's status should be was shared by Robinson (p.44).

On Shepstone's arrival in Swaziland and his appointment, see also Boyoce,
roito, P015| m" (11)’ ”ad"-, p.m. MI”' dt.. ’O”n m
a fair acoount of Shepstone's status in Swagiland and the difficulties
confronting kim; Leyds, op.cit., pp.243-4; Penfold, cp.cit. (2)
Honey, op.oit., p.”.

According to Mathers (op.cit., p.245), Shepstone told him (in the second
half of 1887) that he would not accept an official appointment as British
Resideny, :;.f it were offered to him, despite Umbandine's preference for
him (p.243).

(15) Cc “m’ p.m; Cc 7313, P.e. lﬂ‘til'l Wtdl, 6 mtcm
: theg, From Bedford Row to Swagiland, pp.43ff. Griffitasvisited
Swagiland some time in 1891 and was an admirer of Shepstone's influence
with the Swazi.
(14) C 6200, p.149, Sir T.Shepstons's minute.
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half of the king's revenue. As the greater part of this wa# derived from
anummm‘mm,um.mmm
granting as many mimupoum«lsl‘hnsrmingofw con-
cessions - those involving the »).»navion of other than straightforward
land ani minmersl righty - began during his period of of.ﬂ.t:n.l6 He also ob~
tained concessions for himself and was the attesting witness to other con~
cessions. The evidence surrounding his dismissal in February 1889 suggests
that Shepstone's objection to Umbandine's granting the banking monopoly owet
less to his disapproval of the king's general concessions poliqy or ven the
nature of the partiscular concession in question, than to his own differences
with the perscns who had epplied for the right.’’ In Shepstone's favour it
must be pointed out that during the short temm of office of his successor,
A.M. Miller, as adviser to the king, the spate of moncpoly ccncessior. acoel-
erated. Of the seven monopolies later acquired by the Republic, four were
registered originally by Sheps*one and three by Miller. e

Apart from accepting some responsibility for carrying out and organis-
ing Umbsandine 's concessions policy, Shepstone had also to advise the king on
how the Europeans in Swaziland were to be governed. In May 1887 he presided
over a mesting of concession-holders which he had called oarliox; with the
intention of registering their concessions and securing the election of a com-
mittee to decide on regulations for the govermment of th: W.w A com~
ittee of 25 members was elected, but as the Boers present complsined that they
were not fully represented, it was decided that a new committee would be chosen
at the end of July. At a meeting attended by avout 70 concessiomnaires on 30
July » committee of five representatives each for m‘neral conomssion-hclders,
grazing licences and residents was elecced. At this meeting 40 additional
Boers were present who refused to participate in the procesdings on the ground
that the two govermments were sbout to intervene. The meuting epproved a
number of regulations regarding the rights of concessiomnaires and the fees

(15) Boyce, op.cit., p. 47; J.F. Rubie's report on the Swaziland Coal Con-
cessions (1903) in 158 of 1924, pp. 249-50;
Shepstone's statement of his accounts with the Swmzi in R.A. 3319/95 (4).

16 m, wodto' Pe 122.

17 Boyce, op.cit., Pe 27; Forbes, op.cit., pp. 119-20,
18) See below, Chapter V (i), for these concessions.
19) C 5089, p. 68, extract from the Natal Mercury, 25 May 1887,
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