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Zululand, 1879-87 xv 

~Volseley's Zulu Settleme11t-Tl1e responsibility for it-Wiry 011tr(~/,t a1111exatio11 
was 11<>1 resorted to-Tire working of the Sett!e111e11t until 1883-The restoration of 
Cetsl,wayo-Thc plmi m11i its exec11tio11-Cetshwayo and Zibl1cbl111-Flight and 
deatlr of Cetshwayo-Zibl,ebhu and Di,mzulu-T/,e Boer Alliance-Esta/,/isl1111e11t 
of the New Republic a11d its history-Tire positiou of Di,wzu/11 arid of Z11/11la11d, 
1884-7-The A1mcxatio11 of Zulula11d (1887)-F11t11re of tire Zulu royalfa111ily
Slzepsto,1e i11 this period. 

On the rst September, 1879, the day after his interview with Cetshwayo, 
Wolseley held at Ulundi a meeting with all the principal chiefs of Zululand.1 

About two hundred men were present, including two ofCetshwayo's brothers 
and his Prime Minister, Mnyamana. Speaking through J. W. Shepstone, who 
acted as interpreter, Wolseley said that Cetshwayo had been derosed and sent 
into exile "never to rcturn".2 But the Queen had no intention o depriving the 
Zulus of their land, nor of accepting any portion of it, so it had been decided 
to divide the lane! up into thirteen separate districts, each under an independent 
chic£ Each of these chiefs was required to sign a document in which he agreed 
to accept the boundaries assigned to him, not to maintain any army, not to 
tolerate prosecutions for witchcraft, not to restrict the marriage of his young 
men, and to accept for certain purposes the arbitration of the British Residcnt.3 

Among the thirteen chiefs were three men who had become enemies of 
Cctshwayo. The largest portion of Zululand-the most southerly area from 
the ocean to the Buffalo River-was allocated to John Dunn. In the extreme 
north-cast the second largest area went to Hamn, and next to him was located 
Zibhcbhu, who, though he had fought valiantly during the war, was to prove 
the most pertinacious enemy of Cetshwayo and his house. Hlubi, Chief of the 
Batlokwa, a migrant from the Orange Free State, was awarded Sirayo's former 
district, bordering Natal on the Buffalo River.• 

Where it was possible, old chieftainships which had lapsed during the wars 
of Shaka and Dingane were revived. The old tribe of the AmaTetwa, as far 
as they could be gathered together, were placed under Dingiswayo' s direct 

'C-2482, No. 87, Wolseley to Hicks Beach, 3/1/79. 
'Wolseley was unfortunate in his prophecies. He told the Boers that the Transvaal 
would never be restored "so long as the sun shone in the heavens". (Russell, R., 
Natal, p. 242.) He could have profited by Napoleon Ill's advice, "Dans la politique 
il nc faut jainais dire 'jamais' ." 
3C-2482, No. 87, Wolseley to Hicks Beach, 3/1/79, Enclosure 1. 
4Russell, Natal, p. 239. 
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descendant, Mlandcla, on the sea coast north of John Dunu. 5 Similarly the 
Ndwandwe people were settled under Mcojana, a direct descendant ofZwidc.6 

The seven remaining "kinglets" were Somkele, Mgitsho, Mfanawendlela, 
Tshingwayo, Faku, Seketwayo and Gawozi. 7 Gawozi dice! a few weeks later 
and was succeeded by his brother, Siwunguza.8 

In Zululand was stationed a British Resident who was to be the "eyes and 
ears" of the British Government, but who was given no armed force exec.pt 
fifty African attendants and who bad no executive power.• The first Resident 
was W. D. Wheclwright.10 He was succeeded by Mclmoth Osborn,u during 
whose period of office Cetshwayo died. 

The " settlement" was so short-lived and so completely unsuccessful that it 
is natural to ask who devised it and why direct annexation was not resorted to. 
Th.is proved necessary in 1887, but eve11 before that date the Zulus would have 
preferred it to the Settlement,12 though doubtless many would have welcomed 
Cetshwayo's restoration. The British Government were precluded by their own 
statements, as well as by sections of pnblic opinion in England , from proclaiming 
Zululand British territory. At the time of the declaration of war the Zulu 
people had been told that the British forces were fighting not them but 
Cetshwayo.13 Later, after the disaster oflsandhlwana, when the Disraeli govern
ment was defending itself against the onslaughts of anti-expansionist Liberal 
critics, Frere was publicly censured by the Government that had appointed 
him for having adopted "without their full knowledge and sanction, a course 
almost certain to result in war" .u In these circumstances annexation was im
possible, and if the Zulu monarchy was not to be restored under a new ruler, 
Wolseley's scheme of the creation of separate states seemed to be the only 
course to be followed. 

But was it Wolscley's, and who was definitely responsible for it? In June, 
1879, Charles Brownlee, once Secretary for Native Affairs in the Cape Colony, 
who had been part of the British party which under John Shepstone met the 
Zulu representatives at the "Ultimatum Tree", placed before Lord Chelmsford 
a series of suggestions for the peace terms to be imposed. These suggestions, 
six in number, included the following points: 

(3) _That every clan incorporated by Shaka should be made independent 

6Brookes, History of Native Policy, p. 68. For Diugiswayo, vide supra, Chap. II. 
6Ibid., p. 68. For Zwide, ,,idc supra, Chap. II. 
'llinns, T/,e Last Zulu King, p. 178; Theal, C. M., History of S0111/i Africa 1873-84, 
Vol. I, p. 352. (Theal's spelling has been corrected.) 
8Theal, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 353. 
"C-2482, No. 87, Wolseley to Hicks llcach, 3/9/79, Enclosure 2. 
'"C-2482, No. 94, Wolseley to Hicks Beach, 9/9/79. 
UC-2584, No. 22, Wolseley to Hicks Beach, 9/1/80. 
12C-3466, No. 79, Bulwer to Kimberley, 25/8/82, Enclosure, "Report on Settle
ment of the Zulu Country". 
t 3Ibid. 
14Worsfeld, W. B., Sir Bartle Frere, pp. 176-8 and 232-4. 
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of the Zulus, and their government be administered independently by 
their hereditary chiefs ; 

(4) That Cetsl~wayo sh_ould no _l~ngcr be supreme in the Zulu clan proper, 
but that Im authority be d1v1ded between his brothers· 

(6) That a British Resident should be appointed, with sur.r~me authority 
under the High Commissioner or Governor of Nata _1s ' 

These suggestions forecast Wolscley's settlement, and it may be that Brownlee 
was the first to make them. Wolseley himself claimed the credit for the scheme 
but ~t is i!1credibl~ that he should not have consulted Shepstone, and in a Jette; 
to Sir Michael Hicks Beach dated the 9th October, 1879, 16 he writes: 

At fi~st I had i_ntendcd to divide Zululand into only about five or six 
tcmtones, but Sir Theophilus Shepstone, remarking upon that, said it 
would be much better and safer for the country, which would be more 
manageable also, if these districts would be smaller and more numerous. 
To meet Shepstone's views on this point I finally decided to increase the 
number of chieftainships to thirteen. • 

Wolseley also states_ that he "partly followed" the advice of Shepstone in 
auemptmg to reconsttt~te tribes existing before Shaka' s conquest under the 
!meal descendants of their own chiefs, 17 and this policy is what one would have 
expected from Shepstone, judging from his settlement of the tribes in Natal. 
Wlwther or not_She~stone _can be credited with originating the policy, he was 
certamly deeply unphcatcd m 1t; but there was the great difference that he envi
saged a Brit!sh Resident exercising real power over the "kinglcts", which would 
have materially altered the position.18 Wolseley may be responsible for the 
rcm?val of all po~er from the British Resident, but perhaps he had no choice 
Ill view of the Bnt1sh Government's attitude towards annexation. 

The absence of a c~ntrolling power made itself deeply felt during the next 
three years. The _Natali~ns called the thirteen chiefs the "Kilkenny cats" .19 One 
of the_ grea_test d1f!icnlt1es was how to dispose of Cetshwayo's close rclatious
lus heir, Dmuzulu, and his brothers, Ndabuko and Ziwedu. They were placed 
under Zibhebhu, who treated these royal personages, men whose blood was 
deeply venerated, with contempt. They complained that they had to perform 

16Gibson, The Story of the Z11l11, pp. 204-5. 
16Unpublishcd study by Frances Eastwood, "Black against White: An Account 
of the Struggl,;s between _native Africans and White settlers in Natal during the 
19t_h Century, ~- 435. MISS Eastwood was kmd enough to put this able and well-
wnttcn manuscnpt freely at our disposal. _ 
17Ibid., p. 578. Sh~pstone, in his speech at Cctshwayo' s rcinstallation on 29th 
Januarr, 1883, dcmcd that the settlement was his, but this can hardly mean that 
he demed that he was consulted about it. (Frere-Colenso Correspondence and 
anncxures, Killie Campbell Library,/. 408.) 
18S~epstone to Colonial Office, 23r August, 1897; Me111ora11d11111 011 Scheme for 
sctt/111g Zrd11la11d, Sir T. Shepstone Collection, Vol. XXII, Pietcrmaritzb,irg 
Archives. 
19Brookcs, op. cit., p. 69. 
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the most menial tasks for him, milking his cattle and building his kraals.20 The 
cattle which should have provided subsistence for their children were seized 
by him. Another fruitful source of disconte11t was the placing under Hamu of 
Mnyamana, Cetshwayo's hereditary Prime Minister, and of the AbaQulusi, the 
members of the kraal of the King's grandfather who had been under the per
sonal rule of tl1e King and were very specially attached to him.21 In March, 
1880, and on other occasions, Ndabuko and Mnyamana led deputations to 
Pietermaritzburg to plead for the restoration of Cetshwayo but were brusquely 
repelled. Suspecting intrigues against his authority, Zibhebhu seized Ndabuko s 
cattle, burned his kraals and drove him from his country, and Hamu treated 
Mnyamana in the same way and massacred the AbaQulusi, seized their cattle, 
burned their kraals and drove the few survivors over his borders. 22 The un
happy British Resident, w1able to intervene, could only place the princes under 
the care of John Dunn, the most deeply hated by the royal family of all the 
thirteen chiefs. Zibhebhu hurried home from the gathering at which Sir Evelyn 
Wood had announced this to try to seize the princes' cattle before Jolm Dunn 
could lay his hands on them. A fight ensued, Zibhebhu's i111J•i was driven off, 
and the cattle rescued. The whole country was now in an uproar."'' 

In the meantime trouble had arisen in the area of the AmaTetwa tribe 
governed by Mlandcla. A pretender from Natal, Sitimcla, claimed to be the 
grandson ofDingiswayo. At first he was very successful and old Mhndcla was 
compelled to fly and seek refuge withJolm Dunn. The helpless British Resident 
visited the area without result. Thereafter John Dunn and Mlandela joined 
battle with Sitimela, whose forces were dispersed with great slaughter and who 
fled from the battlefield never to be heard of again.24 Zibheblm and Hamu 
began to form an alliance and would have caused further bloodshed, but this 
the British Resident was able to prevent. 26 It was becoming clear to all that 
Wolseley' s settlement could not work.26 

At the same time, by the end of 1881, the continued detention of Cetshwayo 
at the Cape was becoming an embarrassment. Earlier in the year he had been 
released from close detention and placed in the more congenial surroundings 
of the farmstead, Oude Moulen, on the Cape Flats. 27 But what was to be done 
with the deposed rnler in the years that lay ahead? Cetshwayo himself was 
anxious to visit England to lay his case before the Queen's government, and 
in September, 1881, the Secretary of State indicated his willingness "to enter-

• 0ninns, op. cit., p. 181. 
21C-3182, No. 34, Wood to Kimberley, 23/6/81 ,nd Enclosures; C-3466, No. 58, 
Bulwcr to Kimberley, 21/7/82 and Enclosure. Sec also Gibson, op. cit., pp. 193 
and 223. 
22Ilinns, op cit., p. 194; Gibson, op. cit., pp. 230-1. 
23Gibson, op. cit., pp. 183-4. 
14C-3182, No. 59, Wood to Kimberley, 4/8/81 and Enclosures; and No. 60, 
Wood to Kimberley, 6/10/81. Sec also Gibson, op. cit., pp. 227-9. 
26Gibson, op. cit., p. 230. 
26C-3466, No. 56, Kimberley to Dulwcr, 17 /8/82. 
"'Binns, op. cit., p. 185. 
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tain" this request.28 Others were pressing for his restoration to Zululand. The 
Doer Government of the Transvaal appealed on 25th October, 1881, for his 
recall; in April, 1882, Ndabuko led a large deputation of some 800 men to 
Pictermaritzburg to make the same request; and in London his cause was taken 
up with vigour by Lady Florence Dixie.29 In Natal there were doubts. The 
Governor, Sir H. Bulwcr, shared the fears of many of the colonists that new 
disturbances would occur if Cctshwayo were thrust back amongst the thirteen 
kinglets, whose independence Britain had given them.3° But by 1882 matters 
had clearly proceeded too far for Cctshwayo' s London visit to be staycd.31 

He arrived in England on August 5. Queen Victoria gave him a personal 
audience on the early afternoon of the following day. She received h1m very 
cordially and he was much gratified by his interview. This was followed by 
three interviews with Lord Kimberley, the Secretary of State for the Colonies, 
on August 7, 15 and 17.32 On these occasions he was accompanied by three 
chiefs, Mkhosana, Nzobazana and Ngcongcwana, by Mr. Henrique Shepstone 
(son of Sir Theophilus) and by interpreters. At the interview on 15th August 
he was told that the British Government was considering "the possibility of 
his return to Zululand", but that this would not be accomplished mtlcss he 
agreed to the following conditions: · 

(1) Only a portion of his country was to be placed under his rule, the 
remainder to "be reserved for other purposes"; 

(2) A Resident was to be appointed to advise him and report to Her 
Majesty's Government; 

(3) He must "rule justly and peacefully according to the conditions laid 
down 011 the thirteen appointed chiefs". 

Cetshwayo was prepared to accept a Resident and prepared to bind himself 
to the conditions laid down for the thirteen kinglets; but the prospect of a 
further reduction in the size of his kingdom disturbed him. As the Disputed 
Territory had been ceded to the Transvaal after the war, he would be left "like 
one living on the top of a rock" if more land were taken from him. He also 
objected bitterly to John Dum1, who had "misrepresented him to the English" 
and had "brought on the war". It would, he claimed, be like "placing an 
asscgai by my side to let John Dunn be near me". On both these issues he clearly 
hoped for favourable assurances from the Secretary of State, but Kimberley 
was unable to give them. Africa, he warned Cetshwayo, was a long way off; 
it would take time to settle the precise arrangements with the Natal authorities. 
The British Government had no desire to take from him "anything that is not 
necessary", but there were "many other people to be considered by the Queen's 

28C-3247, No. 4, Kimberley to Robinson, 14/9/81. 
29C-3247, No. 11, Robinson to Kimberley, 14/11/81, Enclosure; No. 73, Ilulwer 
to Kimberley, 22/4/82; and No. 74, Lady F. Dixie to Colonial Office, 11/4/82. 
""C-3247, No. 67, Ilulwcr to Kimberley, 13/4/82; and No. 72, Ilulwcr to Kim
berley, 20/4/82; and C-3466, No. 87, B11lwer to Kimberley, 5/9/82 and En
closures; and No. 109, Ilulwcr to Kimberley, 23/10/82 and Enclosures. 
91C-3466, No. 56, Kimberley to Bulwer, 17/8/82. 
82For the official record of these interviews see C-3466, No. 61. 

Cctshwayo as Q11ec11 Victoria knew him. 
(From a photograph in the Natal Archives. Reproduced by the Cape Archives.) 
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Government and . .. many who have a strong objection to his return". In the 
meanwhile, all that was asked of Cctshwayo was that he agree to keep within 
his own borders (whatever they might be) and keep the peace; otherwise he 
could not be restored. 

The Reserve Territory as finally decided upon may well have been larger 
than Cctshwayo had expected, but to some extent he had himself to blame for 
this, as his attitude to John Dunn made it impossible to put Dmm under him 
and Dunn's area was the largest of the thirteen. With Hlubi's, which also went 
into the Reserve, it comprised about one-third of Zululand. 

Cetshwayo had been happy in England. The Queen, with her great dignity 
and human understanding, had treated him as a man and a monarch. Lord 
Kimberley had been friendly and courteous. 33 The story of his restoration is a 
sad one of anticipated royal gifts turning to dead-sea apples. For this the Natal 
officials have been held responsible on the grounds that they were unwilling 
to co-operate in making the restoration a success and insisted on territorial 
arrangements which so restricted Cetshwayo' s sovereignty as to be unacceptable 
to him after what he had been led to expect at the London interviews."' In their 
defence, three things should be remembered. In the first place, at no point in 
the London interviews was Cetshwayo encouraged to expect a generous 
territorial dispensation. Secondly, the territorial arrangements as finally agreed 
upon reflected, in part at least, a well justified anxiety amongst the Natal 
officials that new, and perhaps worse, disturbances would occur if Cetshwayo 
were restored over chiefs who had learnt during his absence to conduct them
selves as independent rulers and whose independence had been guaranteed to 
them by the British Government. Finally, it was the Natal officials who pleaded 
vainly for the one thing that might have assured the restoration of success, namcl y, 
responsible British supervision in Zululand.35 Be all this as it may, to Cetshwayo 
it seemed that at every stage some member of the Shepstone family, particularly 
J. W. Shepstone, appeared before him as a restricting agcnt.36 

At Oude Moulen, to which he had returned in September, 1882, Cetshwayo 
had to pine for more than three months while messages passed between the 
Natal Government and Her Majesty's High Commissioner at Cape Town, 
Sir Hercules Robinson. At last, on 7th December, he was presented with the 
details of the arrangements which it was intended to make in Zululand on his 
restoration, and the specific conditions which he would have to accept. He 

33For a fuller account of the London visit, sec Binns, op. cit., pp. 188-93. 
34"Mr. Chamberlain said he was one of those who were responsible for the 
restoration of Cctshwayo. He was convinced, now as then, that it was the only 
right policy to pursue at the time, and if it had had a fair chance, it would, he 
believed, liave been successful. But it did not have a fair chance, and for this reason 
-our officials i11 South Africa were opposed to it." (Hansard, 3rd Series, Vol. 
CCCXXIX, 23/7/88, col. 238.) Sec also Dinns, op. cit., pp. 193-7. 
35C-3466, No. 56, Kimberley to Bulwcr, 17/8/82; No. 79 Bulwer to Kimberley, 
25/8/82, Enclosure; No. 106, Bulwcr to Kimberley, 18/11/82 and Enclosures; 
C-3616, No. 23, Tinlwcr to Derby, 15/2/83. 
38Bians. op. cit., pp. 196 et se,. 
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signed on the uth, under protest, warning Robinson that he intended to 
"consider" the boundaries once he was back in the Zulu country and had heard 
what his great men had to say.31 His first concern seems to have been to get 
back to Zululand. It may be he hoped that once there, amongst his own people, 
and no longer a captive, he would be able to negotiate on more nearly equal 
terms. 

He never had a chance. The most important of the arrangements as finally 
decided upon was one which retained Zibhebhu in his independent sovereignty, 
a matter which had 11ot been discussed at the London interviews. It is true that 
the British Government which had appointed and used Zibhc:bhu had a moral 
responsibility to protect him from the wrath of Cetshwayo, whose family he 
had humiliated and insulted, but to leave him as an independent sovereign and 
to give the British Resident no coercive authority and no army, was to invite 
disaster. Within less than three months the inevitable war broke out and 
Cetshwayo was defeated under the eyes of the representative of the Queen who 
had reinstated him; had to fly to the Reserve, and died there in February, 1884. 

The restoration began badly. Cetshwayo was landed at Port Durnford 
(whence he had beeu shipped to the Cape) on the 10th January, 1883. This was 
in the Reserve, then under the government of Mr. J. W. Shepstone, and almost 
all who had assembled to meet him were white men, headed by Sir Theophilus 
Shepstone, who was accompanied by an escort of the 6th Dragoon Guards. 
Few-according to one account only half a dozen38-of his own people were 
present, but this was because the arrangements for his landing had been kept 
secret and the chiefs not notified of it.39 

In this atmosphere, half a king and half a prisoner, Cetshwayo, still protesting 
against the arrangements in Zululand and the conditions laid upon him, was 
brought to Emtonjaueni and duly installed 011 the 29th January, 1883.4" It was 
ten years, all but five weeks, since he had been crowned by the same inevitable 
Sir Theophilus Shepstone, but how strangely and sadly things were altered !41 

On the day before the installation, Zibheblrn and a fully armed body of 
warriors rode into the camp, pointedly ignored Cetshwayo, paid their respects 
to Shepstone and left, thus showing their contempt for the ceremony which 
was about to take place. Shepstone had ordered that no weapons should be 
brought into the camp and Cetshwayo's followers left their weapons outside. 
Zibhebhu was not reprimanded for his flagrant disobedience of this order. 

At the ceremony, Dabulamanzi, Cetshwayo's general, asked: "Do you say 
that you arc restoring him, the son of the Queen, while all the time you arc 
destroying him?" It was an apt question. Cetshwayo himself silenced this and 

31C--3466, No. 138, Robinson to Kimberley, 1 J/12/82 and Enclosures. 
38Frerc-Colenso Correspondence and Anncxurcs, Killie Campbell Library, p. 368. 
39Gibson, op. cit. , p. 240. Contemporary newspaper reports make it clear that 
Cctshwayo received a warm welcome from his people eu rm,tc. 
4°Kusscll, op. cit., p. 267. 
"Gibson, op. cit., p. 240. 
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other protests, a1ul the installation proeced_etl to its quie~ b,'.t not happy end." 
Within Zibhcbhu's new boundary-which hatl been md1catcd to Z1bhcblm 

but not to Cetshwayo48-lived many of Cctshwayo's most ardent supporters. 
As soon as Cetshwayo had returned, these rose against Zibhcbhu, clashes 
occurred cattle were raided, kraals were burned, men were killed. Cctshwayo 
called th~ leaders and rebuked them, but he dared not punish loyalty. He_ ~id 
ask his local Commissioner, Mr. Fynn, to mtervenc; but Fynn, hke the Bnt1sh 
Resident, l,ad no authority to exercise force.•• Zibhebhu mustered his army, 
but it was Cetshwayo who, perhaps pushed on against his will by his supporters, 
began the war. In the valley of the Mzebe, on the 30th M~rch, 1883, he was 
utterly beaten and on the 21st July he aga~1 suffered ~ temb_le defeat_ and !us 
kraal at Ulundi was burned for the second tune; 011 tlus occasion by Ins fellow 
Zulus in Zibhebhu's army.46 

Cetshwayo, wounded and almost alone, fled for refuge into the Reserve, first 
i11 the Nkandh.la forest, and then on the 15th October to a kraal near Eshowc. 
Less than four months later (on 8th February, 1884) he died suddenly. They 
said it was his hc:trt, but poisoning was a possible explanation.•• 

So died the Zulu king. His restoration had been, in effect though not in 
i11tention, a cruel mockery. Death must have come as a relief. 

His son, Dinuzulu, succeeded to the terrifying inheritance. What was he to 
do? He was a minor, under the regency of his uncle, Ndabuko, whose loyalty 
shines out in the record. Sir Henry Bulwer was so impressed by the difficulties 
of the situation that he even toyed with the idea of dividing all Zululand between 
Zibhebhu and the Reserve, but the British Government, in the far from 
expansionist days of 1884, telegraphed_ that th~y w?uld n~t cxte~1d so~ereig1_1ty 
or protection over Zululand.47 In their despair Dmuzulu s ad".1s~rs, mcludmg 
the Englishman, William Grant, turned to a group of Boers hvmg across ~he 
border in the Transvaal, two of whom had made overtures to the young cluef. 
They looked forward to installing him as a client of the Transvaal, as his grand
father, Mpande, had been briefly a client of the Republic of Natalia. The Boers 
to the number of about one hundred48 supported them m their attack 011 

Zibhebhu. At the Battle of Etshaneni on the 5tl1 Jm1e, 1884, the hardy and 
courageous old warrior was in his tum signally defeated, and had to flee to_ the 
Reserve. His independent kingdom was over. The Dntish and Natal authont1cs 

Ofiiuns, op. cit., pp. 202-3. For Sir T. Shepstone's detailed account of the installa
tion, sec C--3616, No. 31, Bulwcr to Derby, 5/3/84, Enclosure. 
43Binns, op. cit., p. 205. 
44Ibid., pp. 205-6. 
••C-3616, No. 79, Bulwcr to Derby, 9/4/83 and Enclosure; C-3864, No. 39, 
Bulwer to Derby, 30/7/83 and Enclosure; Gibson, op. cit., pp. 247-50. Four weeks 
before this Cetshwayo's consistent friend, Bishop Colcnso, had passed away. 
tBC--4037, No. 40, Dulwer to Derby, 12/2/84 and Enclosure; Dinns, op. cit., 
pp. 2!0-2; Gibson, op. cit., p. 267. 
"C-4037, No. 110, Derby to Uulwer, 16/5/84. 
«scope, R. L., "The British Annexation of Zululand. 1887," p. 7. 
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saw him fall without rendering him any help.•• At a later date he was allowed 
to occupy land in Zululand, but not as an independent chie£ and was awarded 
a pension of £240 per annum. 50 ' 

The ~ulus' ex~criencc of white men was not an encouraging one. The Boers 
now clauned their pound-or rather more than their pound-of flesh. It is said 
that at the beginning they had given an undertaking that they would claim no 
la,~~- 51 Whether this was so or not, they claimed eight hundred farms, com
p~1smg 1,355,000 morgen (more than 4,000 square miles) on the grounds that 
eight hundred Boers (some of whom were enlisted after the battle) had assisted 
Dim~wlu.52 On this vast grant, eventually somewhat reduced by British inter
vention, they created what was known as the "New Republic", 53 which lasted 
from 1884 to 1887, its chief distinction being that it gave Louis Botha, later to 
be th~ first Prime Minister of the Union, his first experience of public life. In 
1887 It was absorbed mto the South African Republic (the Transvaal) and in 
1903 as a result ?f the Boer War _handed back to Natal. It never became part 
of Zululand agam, ho"'.ever, and its large Zulu population arc still squatters or 
farm_ lab?urers on white far!ns. Among them were Hamu and his people. 
Retnbuuon had overtaken hun and the British whom he joined in 1879 did 
nothing to help him. 

Dinuzulu _a~1d his advisers struggled on until 1887. On the 14th May of that 
year the Bnttsh annexed Zululand.•• For seven years British statesmen had 
sought to evade the moral and political consequences of a war that had made 
the Zulu nation their responsibility. After 1879, the conquering power alone 
possessed the moral authority and the material means to save Zululand from 
anarchy, by furnishing fro_m Imperial resources or nurturing frnm among the 
Zulus themselves an effective system of government to replace the centralised 
mo~archy which wa~ and_ the_ Wol~cley settlement had destroyed. On the 
hustmgs 111 1879, durmg Im M1dloth1an campaign, W. E. Gladstone had de
nounced the Zulu War and the "forward" imperial policy of the Disraeli 
government as "_financial pro~igacy in the pursuit of false phantoms of glory". 55 

Y ct, from practtcall y any pomt of view other than that of Gladstone him sci£ 
the inglorious nature of the policy that culminated in the Zulu War wa; 
matched by the inglorious nature of the Zulu policy of the Liberal government 
over which he presided from April, 1880, to June, 1885. From the men on the 
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2/9/84, Enclosures. CoJ?e, op. cit., p. 18. The final settlement involved the dropping 
by the Boers of all claims to a protectorate over the remainder of Zululand and 
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spot, from Osborn and llulwer, there came repeated appeals for the establish
ment at least of a Protectorate over the Reserved Territory if outright annexa
tion of the whole of Zululand could not be sanctioned. 56 But as often as they 
were made, these appeals were rejected. For Gladstone it seems to have remained 
as true in the 1880s af it had been in 1878 that "the central strength in England 
lies in England" and that annexations "by augmenting space ... diminish 
power". 57 Neither the turmoil accompanying the establishment of the New 
Republic, nor the threat of German intervention in Zululand were adequate 
to deflect his government from its policy of "no advance". 58 Only under a new 
administration, with the imperialist renunciations that followed Isandhlwana 
fading from memory, with conditions of near-anarchy existing to the north 
and east of Natal, and with the Zulns themselves petitioning for British inter
vention, did annexation at last end the dereliction of the previous years. By 
then, however, the Zulu nation in its old form had practically ceased to exist. 
Seven years of internecine strife and European encroachment had uprooted 
clans, reawakened old jealousies and deprived the Zulu people of much of the 
land that once had been theirs. 

"The House of Shaka," said Sir Arthur Havelock, Governor of Natal, in the 
year of annexation, "is a thing of the past, like water that has been spilt." 69 In 
1888 Dinuzulu and some of his followers opposed some actions of the Govern
ment and were alleged to be in revolt. They were certainly gravely dissatisfied 
and far from submissive. 60 Dinuzulu was found guilty by a doubtfully impartial 
Court and sentenced to ten years' imprisonment-on the island of St. Helena! 
In 1898 he was allowed to return as "Government Induna". Most Zulus still 
regarded him as head of their nation, and when so-called rebellion broke out 
against the Natal Government in 1906 they turned to him. He was, perhaps, 
not emphatic enough in repudiating them, but his position was a difficult one, 
for many of his people had been driven into opposition by the severity of the 
measures adopted by the Government in dealing with the disturbances. Arrested 
and found guilty of harbouring rebels, he was sentenced to four years' im
prisonment in 1909. When Union was estal,lishccl in 1910, Louis Jlotha 
remembered his old friendship and released him. He died on a farm in the Trans
vaal in 1913. His son, Mshiyeni, and his grandson, Cyprian (Bhekuzulu), were 
a generation later given the honorific title of"Paramount Chief", but remained 
essentially officials of the White Government. 

Sir Theophilus Shepstone, whose career had been so strangely and sadly 
interwoven with that of Cetshwayo, died, full of years and honours, on the 
23rd June, 1893. 
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