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ERRATA,

Page 11, line 26.—For “farms” read *farmers.”
Page 12, line 26.—For “to" read © of.”?

Page 17, line 18,—For “in”" read “on.”

Page 23, line 35.—For “her ” read * their.”

Page 34, line 29.—For 183 ” read ¢ 1882.”

Page 43, line 8.—Delete ‘“and " after ¢ country.”
Page 43, line 11.—For “and? read “or.”

Page 44, line 38.—For ¢ therefore” read ¢ therenpon.”™
Page 46, line 1.—For *larger ” read * large.”

Page 51, line 30.—Insert “that” after * expect.”
Page 62, line 9.—For “of” read “by.”

Page 69, line 9.—For “hope” read “hopes.”

Page 70, line 14.—For “great™ read ¢ greatly.”

Page 78, line 15.—For “ Ministry ” read “ Ministers.”
Page 88, line 20.—For * therenpon™ read “therefore. *



I.

THE traditions of African Natives are, as a general rule, to be
received with caution ; but there seems to be ground for believing
that the Barolong Tribe were led by MoroLONG southward,
from a far distant country. Under the Chieftainship of MaBUA,
fourth in descent from MoOROLONG, the tribe reached the Molopo
River, and they continued to occupy territory in the neighbour-
hood of that river until their dispersal by hordes of blood-thirsty
Zulus, who in the time of MoSELEKATSE invaded the Barolong
country, and carried fire and sword amongst the less warlike
Barolong tribe.

One portion of the defeated tribe under MorOKO settled at
Thaba Nchu; another portion under TAOANE, father of
MonNTs104, like that under MACHABI, appear to have led a
wandering life until, hearing of MoroKO’s settlement at Thaba
Nchu, they also took up their abode in what is now the Orange
Free State, where they were resident in 1836, when the Emigrant
Boers entered that country. After the successful attack made
by MOSELEEATSE upon the Emigrant Boers, under the brave
Commandant HENDRICK POTGIETER, the Barolong tribe
befriended the Boers by providing them with draft oxen in
place of those swept off by the victorious Zulus, and, subse-
qnent'y, when a Boer Commando was despatched against
MOSELEKATSE the Barolong alliance with the Boers was
maintained. The warlike operations carried on by the Boers
against MOSELEKATSE resulted in the total defeat of “the
¢1d lion of the north,” who was driven far northward towards
the Zambesi, and the Barolong country having thus been re-con-
quered, the Boers in return for the aid given them by the
Barolong tribe restored TAOANE to the possession of land in
the former Barolong country. MOROKO remained at Thaba
Nchu, and MacHABI took up his abode at Mooi River until

such time as land could be found for him under the arrangement
B
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made with the Bcers. In 1849 TAoANE died, and from the
date of MONTsSI0A’S succession disputes constantly arose as to the
boundary between the Boer territory and the couvtry claimed
for Barolong occupation. The Boers appear to have at ali times
claimed sovereignty over the Barolong territory as theirs by
right of conquest (‘z) and to have alleged that the occupation of
it by the tribe was mere'y permissive. In 1852 MoxTsroa
having been called upoa as a vassal to give assistance to th-
Boers sgainst SECHELE, declined. Whereupon he was required
to surrender himself urconditionally, but rather than do so he and
his immediate followers abandoned their village and fled from ths
country then occupied by then. Some of the leading men,
notably MonNTsioA’s brother Morema, with a considerable
number of the tribe, however, soon returned to the Barolong
territory, and MOLEMA continued to live at Mafeking. M onT-
8104 unever secms to have recognized any right on the part of
the Boers to deal with his country. There is in existence a
letter written by him to the Landdrost of Potschefstroom, dated
March 25th, 1870, wherein he complains that taxes have been
dimanded of his people by an official of the South African
Republic, and :dys, « If there is not seon made an end of this
lawless matter I shall be obliged to hand it over to Her Britannic
Maujes'y's Hizh Commissioner, Sir P. E. WoDpEHOUSE, with
the earnest request to arbitrate between me and my most noble
allies.” Into the merits of the claims to the Barolong territory
set up at varicus times by the Transvaal Government, the
validity cr othe:wise of the KEATE Award, and the effect of the
action taken by President BurcERS in 1876, when MoNTsIOA
was still living at Moshening, in GASSITSIWE’S country, in
endeavouring to securc the annexation of the Darolong terri-
tory to the ‘L'ransvaal, it is uunecessary to enter. The boundary
line defined by the recent Convention of Liosdon marks the limit
of the territory of the Republic. The provisions of that Con-
vention also indicate the Chiefs whose territories fall within the
Republic.  The rival claims of MoxTsIoa and his brother
MosiETTE to the paramountcy——although otherwise of little

(a) Mr, KRUGER'S evidenc?, Report of Traunsvaal Royal Commission, page 41.
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imporiance—have a considerable bearing upon the events which
happened prior to the Convention of Pretoria in 1831, and
between that time and the establishment of the British Pro-
tectorate in Bechuanaland. Therefore it is necessary to point
out that MOSHETTE is an elder brether of MosTszo), and
that notwithstanding the prelerenca given to MonTsioa by
official reports, native law would point to MoSHETTE as ths
tribal Chief (¢). In answer to Sir H. DE VILLIERS the follow-
ing evidence was given by Lieut.~Colonel Moysey before the
Transvaal Royal Commission {(5):—

“ Q. You say that MoNTsIOA is‘the Chief of the Barolongs?

A. I say he is looked up to as Chief by most.

Q. Who is the Paramount Chief by wirtue of native custom
and native right?

A. I go by what I see in the Bloemhof Arbitration Blue-
book, and there MOSHETTE is mentioned as Paramouat Chief,
and that he was born so.

Q. €o that if any one has a right to COETSER’S farms by
virtue of the Barolong eccupation it i3 MOSHETTE and not
Moxrsioa ?

A. I do not recognize the rights of any Chief to them; I
only recognize the rights of the Barolongs,

Q. MoNT8I04, has he rights then?

A. Not in his own person.

Q. MoxTs10A has no right to be where he is at all in any
part where he is at present ?

A. The attitude taken by MoxTsioA is that the country is
Barolong country, and the business has to be settled between
him and MeSHETTE, and between him and the Republic.”

KEBALEPILE, son of MOXTSIOA, also gave the following
evidence before the Royal Commission :—

“@ Does MoxTsios claim to be over MacHABI and
MosHETTE ?

A. No, he does not claim any jurisdiction over them. In
their father's time this tribe separated, and i; has been separated

(a) MOSHETTE'S Statement. Appendix B,
2(6) Report cf Transvaal Rayal Commission, page 80.
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ever since. There are five divisions of the Barolong tribe.
MoxrTsroa is the third and MosHETTE is the second.

Q. Who is the first ?

A. MICATSIWE.

Q. Where does he live ?

A. At Moroquane. He is the head of the Barolongs.
Moroxo isfourth in the Free State, and MAcHABI is the fifth at
Polfontein.”

The objections to MOSHETTE’S claim as against MONTS10A’S
would appear to be difficult to sustain. Itis attempted to invali-
date MosHETTE’S undoubted right arising from birth by show-
ing that he was at one time a servant to a Boer, and by asserting
that his right to the paramountcy has never been recognized by
the tribe, but whatever be the value of the respective claims to
the paramount Chieftainship it is clear, first, that MOSHETTE
and MONTsI10A were both placed outside the boundary of the
South African Republic by the Convention of Pretoria in 1881 ;
secondly, that neither Chief was then brought under British or
any other protection ; thirdly, that until the date of the Conven-
tion of London, February 27th, 1884, when part of MOSHETTE’s
territory was incorporated with the territory of the South African
Republic, that Chief and MoNTsIoA were in all respects in-
dependent, and capable of making peace or war; and, fourthly,
that until the establishment of the British protectorate—if that
protectorate was ever formally established—MonNTs104 continued
to be an independent Chief and Her Majesty’s Imperial Govern-
ment had no title to repudiate or set aside any act done by him.

According to tribal tradition a destitute Bechuana tribe came
under Barolong protection during the Chieftainship of MOKHOPE
or MaxoBI, tenth Chief in succession from MororLong. That
tribe remained subject to successive Barolong Chiefs for a
lengthened period, but finally they escaped from thraldom and
pressed downward to the Orange River, where they became fish-
eaters (Batlaping). ‘Whether this is or is not the true history of
the Batlaping tribe may be an open question, but undoubtedly a
numerous Batlaping people have for a considerable period been
found in the neighbourhood of the Harts, Vaal and Orange
Rivers. From the Batlaping Chief MOLEHABANE is descended
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MANKOROANE, whose name has long been prominent in Native
history in Africa. The right to the paramountcy claimed by
MANKORANE can no more be supported than the right of
MonTs1oA tothe Barolong paramountcy. The table hereunder
shows the succession from MOLEHABANE :—

MOLEHABANE.
I

| |
Chief Wife. Seoonleife.

Morr1s1, and other issue | |

MorazE. ManyRA
(and other issue).
|
PerLUI GASIBONE
(died without (killed 1856) MARKOROANE
issue) ] (paternity donbted).
BOTLASITSE.

In 1878 military operations were undertaken against Bor-
LASITSE by the Government of Griqualand West, then a Crown
Cclony. That Chief having been surrendered by MANKOROANE
was impriconed and deposed from his Chieftainship—on what
authority it is difficult to say-—and MANKOROANE seems fo have
been recognised from that time by the Griqualand West Govern=-
ment as paramount Chief of the Batlaping tribe. It will thusbe
seen that the Batlaping as well as the Barolong tribes are really
indebted for their  ossession of Bechuanaland to the Boers who
drove out MOSELEKATSE, while under the fostering care of
British statesmen and their advisers the boundary line of
Bechuanaland as defined by the KEATE Award has been gradually
encroached upon, cspecially by the Conventions of Pretoria and
London (a).

According to the evidence of Mr. KRUGER, now State Presi-
dent of the South African Republic, given before the Transvaal
Royal Commission in 1881 (&), MAssouw was Chief of the
Korannas at Mamusa at the time when the Boers drove back
the cruel Zulus. In Mr. KRUGER’S words “ His (MAssoUW'S)

() Map—page 48, Blue-book [C. 3947].
(%) Report of Transvaal Royal Commission, page 41.
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chief town is Mamusa; they had not left the country, but
MOSELEKATSE was huntiog them down in all directions, and
they fled to the bush for protection. That was the only
nation that MOSELEEATSE had mnot utterly destroyed ; they
were still left in the country when in the year 1840 the whites
came to Potschefstroom to the Moot River.” Mr. KRUGER’S
evidence sufficiently shows how absurd is tho claim to
superiority over MAssouw’s Korannas made by the Batlaping
tribe (a).

IT.

A RECORD of events in Bechuanaland from 1870 to 1881 cannct
be a p'eisant subjrct for the cintemplation of any British
statesman, From 1881 to the establishment of the British
protectorate the rccord is, if possible, worse. The natives lcoked
to Her Majesty the Queen as the greatest of all Sovercigns;
they continually appealed to her representatives to bring them
und.r the protection of the British flag, but the invariable answer
was that additional resporsibilities, especially those involving
pecuniary expenditure, could not be undertaken by the Imperial
Government. On May 4th, 1874, MoNTsIOA wrote to Mr.
SourHEY, Lieutenant Governor of Griqualand West, a letter
from which the following is an extract :—- I wish, great Chi f,
that you would ask the great Queen of England to take me and
my people to be hcr subjects and to take my country to be hers.”
Of the desire of MUNTSIOA to be taken under British protection
there can be no doubt, although it must be said that in the letter
1e’erred to he betrays such anxiety to secure certain valuable
fountains and arable lands as to lead to the suspicion that his
object was nct merely to come under British rule. MoxTsioa’s
request was not acceded to. In 1878 MANKOROANE sent a
a petition to the Administrator of Griqualand West, requesting
to be takea under the rule of the British Government, an1 with
referecce to that petition the Administrator wrote to Colonel

(a) Notes of interview with MANKOROANE, Appendix A,
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WARREN (now DMajer-General Sir CmarRLEs WARREN) as
follows : —¢¢ I telegruphed to the Governor, but have received no
instruetions from him, but he fully approves of the occupation of
the country till some definite arrangements can be made as to
whether it should be annexed or be a protectorate. One thing
is, I think, quite certain : that it will never beleft again to the
state of anarchy which prevailed there before.” The Administrator
vas too sanguine. Mr. AGENOR DAuMas was appointed
Government Agent with MaNKOROAXE, Mr. C. C. KiNe was
appointed Government Agent with MATHLABANE, and these
appointments seem to have been thought sufficient for all useful
purposes, and to have satisfied the official conscience The duties
of Messrs. KiNne and Daumas, according to a memorandum
written by Lieuyt.-Col. MOYSEY on the subject, datcd Novewmber
4th, 1881, ¢ appear to have been to watch and advise the natives
on the Griqualand border in the interests of that province, and
also to restrain the Transvaal Boers and Batlaping Nutives from
mutual aggression while the KEATE Award question remained
undecided.” As soon, however, as Messrs. DAunas and Kine
proposed to interfere in the inter-tribal hosti ities of 1881 between
MoxTs1ioa and MOSHETTE, by accompanying the Chiefs with
whom they were stationed upon an expedition, in the words of
Mr,. DaumAs, “to the seat of war to enforce order” (a), alirm
was taken at the risk of involving Her Majesty’s Government in
proceedings beyond the border of the Cape Cclony; and the
following telegram (0) was sent by tir HeroULES RoBINSON,
in bhis capacity as High Commis ioner, on the advice of his
Ministers, under date November 14th, 1881, to the Civil
Commissioner, Kimberley :— Instruct Messrs. Kixe aud
Davunas to inform the Chiefs to whom they have been aceredited
that in consequence of the final definition of the Transvaal boundary
the Government dves not intend to continue lo maintain 7epresenta-
tives outside the Colonial frontier,and that arrangemeats will shortly
be made for the withdrawal of these officers. The Chiefs should
at the same time be informed that I trust the friendly relations

(2) Blue-book [C. 8098], page 99,
() Blue-bcok [C. 8098], page 106,
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that have hitherto characterized theirintercourse with the Govern-
ment may always be maintained.” The services of Messrs.
Kine and Daumas were subsequently dispensed with, and every
vestige of British protection was thereby openly withdrawn
from Bechuanaland. It is submitted that the policy of retreat
then decided upon by Her Majesty’s Imperial Government,
following closely upon the remarkable Convention of Pretoria,
has mainly led to the troubles in Bechuanaland. The dismissal
of Messrs KiNnG and Daumas—who had been guilty of a
¢« glaring violation of duty” in egging on hostilities and in
taking part personally in the native warfare—was undoubtedly
necescary, but some other arrangement might have be:n made,
and if MANKOROANE and MoONTS10A had been—as has been
repiesented —faithful allies of the British Crown, it may
fairly be asked why did Her Majesty’s Imperial Guvernment
then retire from Bechuanaland leaving the natives a prey to
war, although MONTSIOA, as shown by his letter to Sir EvELYN
Woop, dated 19th Qctober, 1881, was begging for Impeiial
interference, the words of the Chief being (a) “ I apply once
more to your Excellency to see whether the English Govern-
ment intend to have the Convention carried out?” Any show
f action, even at that late period, the appointment of a com-
petent officer to represent Her Majesty’s Imperial Government
on the frontier of Bechuanaland, in the room of Messrs. Kina
and DaAumas, and the expenditure of a few hundred
pounds in supporting that cfficer, would have solved all
difficulties, prevented encroachments, restored the prestige
of the DBritish Government amongst the npatives, and
saved the British texpayer {rcm enoimous expenditure on
warlike ojerations. “Too Iate” is the legend written
over the grave of Imperial policy and piestige in Bechuana-
land. But stay, son.ething was done. At the instance of the
British Resident, Pretoria, Caplain N OURSE was despatched on
the hopeless errand of endeavouring to make peace between the
belligerent Chiefs, while abstaining *“from any conduct or utter-
ances which could in any way compromise the action of the

(a) _Blue-book | C. 2098], page 99.
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British Government” (a). Tbe result is given in a telegram to
the High Commissioner, dated 14th November, 1881 (5). ¢ Cap-
tain NOURSE returned from mission. Arrived too late to prevent
hostilities or to influence Chiefs to pacihe gettlement. In spite
of all his efforts both still refuse peace or evenr grmistice . « « o «
Captain NOURSE saw about 26 Boers assisting MosHETTE in
defiance of Commandant GREE¥’S written order. They plead
they are poor and took eervice as Volunteers under MosH¥=TE,”
The hostilities between the rival Barolong Chiefs, MoNTSIOA
and MosHETTE, undoubtedly originated in a dispute concernisng
the paramountey ¢ and the right to certain lands claimed by
both parties” (¢). During the period of office of President
BurcERS and under his authority that section of the Barolong
tribe which followed MACHABI removed from the Mooi River to
Polfontein, which by the KEaTE Award was placed outside—
but by tte Convention of Pretoria inside—the boundary
of the Transvaal Republic. MoLEMA, who then resided at
Maffeking, MONTSIOA being still at Moshening, appears to
have objected, but without success, to any occupation
of Polfontein by MacHABI'S people. Subsequently some
of MAcHABI’S people moved to Rietfontein in the Baro-
long country, close to the boundary -line as now defined by
the Convention of London. The circumstances under which
that settlement took place are in dispute, MoNTsIOA alleging
that the occupation was merely on sufferance, and that he was
entitled when he thought proper to evict the people. On
February 5th, 1881, a meeting waz held at Rietfontein, at which
MonTsros, MosarTTE, MACHABY and other Chiefs attended
for the purpose of discussing the hostilities in the Transvaal
between the British Government and the Boers. MOSHETTE
and MAcCHABT expressed their inclination to take the side of the
Boers, MoSHETTE saying, wisely perhaps, that “he would
belong to those who got the best of it,” while MoNTsIOA
insisted on standing by the English. The discussion appears to
have become heated, and MONTSIOA, irritated at not having his

(a) Blue-book [C. 3098], page 125, (%) 1bid, page 107.

(¢) Blue-book [C, 3098], page 44. Letter of Major BULLER to Sir E, WooD.
dated 25th May, 1881,
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own way, gave notice to MacmaBI'S people to leave Rietfontein.
MoxTs104’S account, of the origin of the war is ss follows (a):—
% The first time the war droke out it was through MACHABI'S
people. 1hey cams to me and asked my permission. to live in
my country, s=d after that they commenced by stealing wy
horses. J «ried to recover my horses, but they took them and
sold #hem to the Boers... . . . This was at the time that
the British Government was fightisg the Transvaal Baers.
After that they commenced reaping my corn, and they told me
afterwards that the corn belonged to them. . . .- . Before
the first war started they fired on my people in the gardens.
They sent me a message that the gardens belonged no wmore to
me, that it was their garden, and that they should cut the creps.
That was the first commencement, of the war.” The story told
by the people of MosHETTE and MACHABRI i that the dispute
28 to the land had been amicably arranged, and that in token of
the settlement MOSHETTE had sent, as a peace-offering, & white
ox to MoxTs104, who accepted it, and accordingly the people
thought there would be no war, when, without notice or prove-
cation, MoxNTs10A attacked the village at Rietfontein before
daylight, while the inhabitants were yet asleep, committed greas
slaughter of men, women and children, and burnt the town ().
MoxTS10A denies that atrocities were committed by him, and
alleges that only one woman was shot, but the evidence certainly
tells against him. ANDRIES MacHABI furnished to Major
BuLLER the names of twelve women who had been killed (¢},
and stated that when the survivors went back to see what
loss had been sustained amongst: the men, they ¢ found
six of them skinned, and ose, my (ANDRIES MACHABI'S)
brother STOFFEL, with his heart cut out’” Whoever may
have been the aggressor it is clear that, according te
MonTs10A's own admicsion, hostilities against him were not
incited by white men (d). On hearing of the attack on Ristton~
tein, which took place on May 2nd, 1881, MOSHETTE determined

(@) Notesof interview with MoNTs10A. Appendix O,

(5) Btatement of JOHAN MOSEPELE, a native teacher. Appendix D.
(¢) Blue-book [C. 80987, p. 36.

(@) Notes cf interview with MoNTsIOA, Appendix C.
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to assist MACHABI and prepared for war, but in the meantime
Major BULLER, Rifle Brigade, an& Mr, P. J. JOUBERT had
been appeinted to proceed to the scek« of hos:ilities for the
purpose of endeavouring to make peace. TRegh their efforts
the belligerents were induced to prowise fo keep wg perce till
the decision of the Transvaal Royal Commission as tu MoxT-
8104’8 claim to the disputed country should be given, MosHmyE
saying, I was ready for war, but the coming of tkis Commission
changes my plans, therefore I will now remain quiet and not
break the law.” The claim made by MONTSIOA at this time was
‘“to abide by the KEATE Award,” and, eonsequently, it included
not only the eountry occupied by MAcHABI’S people but land in
the KEATE Award teriitory claimed by the Transvaal Republic
upon which white farmers had settled. For the protection of
the interests of these farms a Boer commando under Mr. CRONJIE,
said to number from 60 to 80, assembled at Lichtenburg on
receiving the news of the attack on Rietfontein, and moved as far
as the eye of the Molopo to a point on the borders of the
KEATE Award territory, but on receiving an assurance from the
Field-cornet that theie was no danger of an sttack on the white
population they immediately dispersed. Another commanio under
Mr. SNYMAN moved o one of the farms then in dispute under
the KEATE Award, Vleifontein, upon which tke village of Reoi
Grond or Roode Grond is now situated, but they also dispersed
almost immediately. Major BULLER in his rejort expresses a
suspicion that these Bcers were acting under orders to be ready
to help MosHETTE. There is no evidence whatever to support
that suspicion, and under all the circumstances it is far more
probable that the Boers assembled merely for self protection in
case of war spr.ading. MONTSIOA’s own statement before
Major BUuLLER and Mr. JOUBERT as to the commandos
assembled at this time exonerates the Boers from blame. That
statement was as follows :—¢‘ I confess before you two Captams
that Mr. VILJOEN took the two commandos away when I asked
him. The last ccrmmando is that which came after the fight
with MAcHABI. I have heard that the leader of that commando
was Mr. CroxJE. That commando was called back by JAN
YiLIoEN, Mr. SNYMAN and Mr, ROEDEXS, who said there was
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no war with the whites,” Major BULLER and Mr. JOUBERT
having succeeded in effectirs & temporary arrangement, the eyes
of all MoNTsIOA'S ap® MOSHETTE’S people were turned towards
the Royal Commi~1on then sitting in the Transvasl, to which
the natives 1~£ed for a settlement of thelong disputed boundary
and land yuestions. They were doomed to bitter disappointment,
KEpaLEPILE, son of MoNTsIOA, attended before the Royal
Commission on July 13th, 1881, and stated that he wanted  to
listen to what the Royal Commission say ” that ‘¢ KEATE's words
must be left strong ” and that he wanted  to be protected by the
Queen.” He was informed that “ the Royal Commission willlay
down a line between MoNTSIOA and the Boers, and that line
must be observed,” at which he expressed satisfaction, but nowhere
is any record to be found of any decision upon the question
referred to the Royal Commission in accordance with the arrange-
ment made by Major BULLER and Mr. JOUBERT in which
MoxTs10A, MoSHETTIE and MACHABI were interested. A
boundary line was undoubtedly fixed by the Convention whereby
both MoNTs10A and MOSIETTE were placed outside the South
African Republic as independent Chiefs, but nothing whatever
was done to secure the salety of MonNTs10A from subsequent
attack by MOSHETTE, to settle amicably the dispute between
these Chiefs, or to throw the protecting segis of British authority
round the tribes excluded from the jurisdiction of the South
African Republic. To the credit of the DBoer representatives
and afterwards to the Governmeut of the Republic be it said
that they continued to point out the danger arising from placing
the border natives outside any civilized government.
Their representations were supposed to have sprung from
interested motives, and it was thought sufficient for Her
Majesty’s Imperial Government to exclude the territories of
MonTsioa, MosHETTE, MANKOROANE and MASSOUW from
the Republic, and then to leave the Chiefs to their own devices.
Her Majesty’s Imperial Government and their officers appear
indeed to have been so anxious to shake off all connexion with
the Republic and its frontier, and to retire from the country
after the unhappy reverses sustained by the British troops, that
the faithful native allies of the Queen were forgotten and the
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duties of the British Governmert towarls the native tribes
ignored. According to the despatch of Sir HERcULES RoOBIN-
80N to Lord KIMBERLEY, dated August 4th, 1881 (a), so deeply
were Her Majesty’s Commissioners impressed with a sense of
the general feeling of anxiety umongst the natives at what they
considered to be their desertion, * that they (the Commissioners)
considered it to be their duty to convey to the representatives of
the Transvaal Burghers some expression of opinion and some
words of advice regarding a question of which none can exceed
the importance in this country.” What an opportunity was
presented at this time for giving some protection to the allies of
England if not for asserting the proud position claimed for the
Queen as the Great Protector of the nativeraces! The disputes
between MoNTS10A and MOSHETTE and any similar disputes
might have been adjudicated upon to the satisfaction of the
natives, a trustworthy officer might have been appointed to watch
frontier interests, the boundaries between tribes might have been
settled instead of leaving everything in doubt and disorder, and
the prestige of the British Empire in South Africa might still
have been preserved. Instead, however, of discharging that
obvious duty Her Mujesty’s Imperial Government rested coutent
with the information thit the Royal Commission had conveyed
“ to the representatives of the Transvaal Burghers some ezpres-
sion of opinion and some words of advice.” The obstacle to any
definite action might probably be found in the disinclination of
the British taxpayer to expend a small sum in discharging the
legitimate functions of the Empire, although he is now ready to
vote millions for unnecessary warlike operations, The facts
disclosed in the despatch of Sir EveLyx Woop to Lord
KIMBERLEY, dated August 17th, 1881 (3), must excite strange
feelings in the minds of white men of every nationality in Seuth
Africa. I returned,” says Sir EVELYN, “to Pretoria on the
1st August. The following day a meeting of some fifty of the
Trausvaal Native Chiefs or their representatives, attended by about
a thousand followers, took place to hear a statement of His Excel-
lency Sir HERCULES ROBINSON of the reasons for our leaving

(2) Blue-book [C.3C98], page 65.
(%) Blue-book [C. 3098], page 79.
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the Transvaal, and of what the consequent arranzements were to
be. This statement had been printed in the Setuana language,
and the translation was read out to the people by the "Rev. Mr.
MOTFAT, the late Native Commissioner to the Barolong Chiefs
« +~ «.. o« Ater Mr. MOFFAT had translated the clauses of
the Convention, the Royal Commission at once retired, and the
Chiefs then deputed Mr. MorraT to appeal to the Royal Com=
miszion for permission to address it on the subject of their being,
a3 th y stated, handed over to the Boer Government withnut their
¢ ncurrence and against their inclination. The President (Sir
H. RoBINSON) decided it was not desirable or expedient under the
circumstances thut they should be given @ hearing, and next day
mnst of them lejt” Those who have been accustomed to criticize
seve cly the native policy of the Cape Coloay will do well to
refle.t car fully upon this and upon the cvents of the past four
years generally before again wishing to transfer te Her Majesty’s
Imperial Government the coatrol of native races in South Afr.ca.
The bare definition of a boundary line between the Native teri-
to i s and the South «African Republic was—as might have been
autici; ated—of little value to MoNTsI0A or MOSHETTE, whose
cause of quarrel had not been removed, and the result was that
these Chief:—whn by the Convention had been rendered inde-
prndent, and who had been left without protection or advice —
were enabled again to indulge in their favourite pastime, war
and to recommence their unhappy hostilities. They soon availed
themselves of an opportunity. MOSHETTE appears to have been,
the first to renew the contest. In a statement made in the pre-
seace of Captain NOURSE on November 3rd, 1881, and described
by that o.cer as “ open and frank ”—-MoOSHETTE sail ¢« MoNT-
8I0A, you att.cked me in the night, and kill:d 71 of my people,
and 12 women were killed and burnt in the huts, and 4 were
wounded, and I was compelled t» punich such murdere. After
that came Pier JoUuBERT and Major BULLER, and
they said to me, MOSHETTE, you must not mike war,
and I listened. They eaid that the Royal Commission
hal sent them, and tha$ I could speak and say what I have to
say. And I spoke for two hours. MoNTsIOA spoke for two
days ; 1 only spoke a short time, and not much, I got no answer
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as to what they decided. T asked General JouBERT and Major
BULLER to give me an answer, and I got none. I again asked
Command :nt GREEF, how is my case going on, as I have not
got an answer. I again asked General JOUBERT, am I to get
an answer or not? This happened in Pretoria. I then said I
will give my case over to an agent {(Mr. PRELLER). After
that T waited five days, until the Royal Tommission broke up.
I could not get an answer, I then said I could get no answer,
and determined to use my own laws, and then I made war with
MonTs104, and that is the cause of this war.” The rencwal ot
hostilities occarred in September, 1881. According to MoNT-
8104’8 statement {a) MOSHETTE first marched to Polfontein in
the Transvaa), * thence to Rooi Grond in the Transvaal, thence
he crosged the line and attacked MoNTs10A at Sehuba, where
beiny defeated he fled into the Transvaal. All cattle taken went
into the Transvail.” The object of MoNTsIOA in makiug this
statement—and that object is prominent in every statement made
by bim-—-clearly was to enlist support from Iler Majesty’s
Government by showing that the sympathy of the Soufh African
Republic was with MosaETTE, and that the territory of the
South African Republic was allowed to be used as a base of
operations agaiost MONTSI0A. Unprejudiced persons acquainted
with native warfare will, however, pause before coming to the
conclusion that although MosHETTE was defeated and obliged
to fly from destruction, he succeeded in carrying off into the
Transvaal the cattle of his victorious foe. ‘Whatever may have
been their sympathics, which in all probability wers with
MosHETTE for a like reason to that which induced British
sympathy to be given to MoNTSI04, no satisfactory evidence
can be procured to connect the Government of the South African
Republic with aiding MoSHETTE in his hostilities against
MoxtTsioa. The fact that the boundary line of the Republic
runs almost through the centre of the site of the village of
Roci Grond is sufficient to show how difficult it is for any
Government to keep such a boundary neutral during long and
desultory native warfure. On the other hand thereis ample evi~

{a) Blue-book [C. 3486], page 75.
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dence to prove that the Government of the South African
Republic did everything in its power to prevent a conflict. A
proclamation was issued forbidding the subjects of the Republic
to take part in the hostilities or to incite the tribes to war, and
MacHABI was warned * that in case war should exiet between
MosHETTE and MONTSIOA, you must not go beyond tha
boundary line to meddle in the matter.” Nothing in the nature
of a Foreign Enlistment Act appears to have been in force
in the Republic, and, consequently, there was nothing to
prevent any subject of that Republic from legally offering his
services as a mercenary soldier to any independent belligerent
power. Enlistment as a mercenary soldier is not per se objec-
tionable. Persons of very refined feelings might object to a
system which encourages such enlistment under any circum-
stances, but it must be remembered that England has furnished
to Foreign Powers in time of war many brave soldiers of fortune,
and that the Cape Colony is indebted to a German Legion not
only for gallant soldiers in time of warfare but for admirable
colonists in time of peace. For the employment of white men
in the intertribal Barolorg warfare the responsibility rests with
MoNTs10A. So brave and efficient were the whites who sup-
ported him—conspicuous amongst them for bravery and loyalty
to his Chief being the late Mr. BETHELL—that it either occurred
to MOSHETTE or was suggested to kim that his defeat was
certain unless he also obtained the services of well-armed white
men. MOSHETTE’S statement as to the employment of mercen-
aries, or *freebooters » as they are now styled, is as follows : —
(2) “I had no white men when the war started. The white
men joived me to get loot. The white men offered their services;
I did not call for them. I promised the first volunteers cattle,
they having asked for it. 'With regard to any subsequent
arrangements I should like to speak in the presence of those
concerned in such arrangements.”” Amother version is that
MosHETTE sent out notices calling for volunteers, but it is
quite immaterial to discuss whether the mercenaries or freebooters
were called for by MOSHETTE or volunteered their services.

(a) Notes of interview with MOSHETTE., Appendix B.



17

Their services were undoubtedly accepted by MoSHETTE, the
reward being, according to express agreement, a share of the
conquered lard and loot. At the time of Captain Noursk’s
mission to the scene of hostilities in November, 1881, about
twenty-six white men were assisting MosHETTE. The Govern=
ment of the South African Republic, through Commandant
GREEF, had in vain endeavoured to persuade these men to leave
MosBETTE’S laager, and it is difficult to see how they cculd
have keen forced te leave. The reasons for refusal, as appearing
in official reports, are, after all, not discreditable, being based on
a disinclination to break a promise. Amongst others who made
statements was HENDRICKE SCHOEMAN, who said (a):—*I did
not think that I should do wrong, or that I should do anything
not in favour of my Government, if I hired myself asa volunteer,
becanse Bushmen, Kafirs and Englishmen have got the right to
hire themselves. And I did not think that I should not have
the right, because I gnffered great damage by the late war, when
I with my four children were in commando. And all my crops
are gone, and because there is no living for me, or a very poor
one, I and my son JOHANNES SCHOEMAN volunteered to
MosHETTE, and we cannot withdraw our presence.,” CHARLES
WeBER stated :—“Because I bhave suffered damage by
MonTs10A when he always kept his commando on the border.
I was obliged to shift from my farm, and I lost £3C0 alko. I
was obliged to hire myself to MOSEETTE with my three sons as
wolunteers.” MicHAEL BALSEN stated :— MONTSIOA caused
me damage to the extent of £50. To get a living for myself
and my father I volunteered to MOSHETTE and cannot break
my word,” A.vAN DER WESTHUYSEN stated:—* I lost my
«€rops an the Roei Grond’ because I had to take to my heels,
thecamse MoONTSIOA always kept armed commandos in the
neighbourhood.” At this stage arises the question:—Had
MoOSHETTE, an independent Chief having lawful power to
make war and peace, the right to raise a mercenary force to
assist him in his operations against MONTSIOA, also an inde-
pendent Chief, neither belligerent being bound in any way to

(a) Blue-book [C, 3098], page 128.
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consult any Foreign Power in making alliances or treaties ? The
answer must be in the affirmative, and it is equally clear that if
any arrangement has been entered into by which provision is
made for settling mercenaries employed by MoSHETTE upon
land ceded to that Chief by lawful treaty, such arrangement
ought not to be set aside, It issaid that MoSHETTE’S volunteers
were merely “land and cattle thieves,” who, without having had
any quarrel with MoNTs10A, served against him merely for loot.
Any argument based upon the absenee of direct cause of quarrel
would apply to service in every war with which the Sovereign of
the volunteers was not connected. No one for a moment imagiaes
that WiLLOUGHBY mnow bravely fighting at the head of the
Malagasy forces has any cause of quarrel with France. DBut,in
any case, it must be borne in mind that MONTSI0A’S azgressive
and treacherous attack on Rietfontein brought so much dis-
quietude upon the border that the Frontier Boers were in most
instances unable to pursue their avocations and were brought to
the verge of ruin thereby. Here, as at almost every stig» of the

Bechuanaland difficulty, South African Colonists will ask why

did not Her Majesty’s Imperial Government come to the rescue
of MonTs10A when they were informed that MOSHETTE was
gathering a white force, and why should they now aitempt to set
aside engagements entered into by MoNTS10A when an inde-
pendent belligerent ? Captain NOURSE’S mission having failed,
the matter was dismissed hy Her Majesty’s Imperial Govern-
ment with an intimation from Sir H.RoBINsox to Mr. Hupsox,
dated September 5th, 1881 (a), that Captain NOURSE appeared
to have acted judiciously, *“and I can only regret that his
endeavours to allay the ill-feeling existing between the Barolong
tribes have not been more successful.” Strict neutrality and
non-intervention now became tha order of the day. ManN-
KOROANE—whose acts will bs dealt with separately—having
with the assistance of white men made an unprovoked attack
upon Massouw, was worsted, and thereupon he sent an urgent
application t> the Colonial Government of which Sir THOMAS
ScANLEN was the head for leave to purchase ammunition. The

(@) Blue-book [C. 8098], page 135,
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answer, under date January 5th, 18%2, was ¢ MANK)HROANE'S
application cannot be acceded to. As already intimated, the
Government desire to preserve strict neutrality. His Excellency
the High Commiss’oner concurs in this decision,” In January,
1882, Coptain NOURSE was again despatched by Mr. Hupsox
to the Transvaal south-western border. He reported that no
amicable understanding could be arrived at, that hosiilities were
rapidly spreading, and that MosHETTE had laid waste
MONTSIOA’S territory, except his head station, with the aid
of white volunteers—~whose number had increased to about
eighty— serving under a written agreement “ that for their services
they are to receive half the booty and all MoNTgIOA’S ground
south of the Molopo River should they succeed in expellinz
him,” With reference to Captain NoURse’s report, Sir H.
RosinsoN informed Lord KiMBERLEY by telegraph on the
10th February, 1882 (a), that “the Trinsvaal Governmen: is
evidently powerless to restrain the Burghers who chose to leave
their territory, and so MoNTS10A and MANKOROANE, who have
always been our firm friends and allies, are in danger of extinc-
tion.” MoNT810A being about this time hard-pressed sent Mr.
BETHELL, his accredited agent, to Kimberley for the purposs
of buying ammaunition (5) snd 16 request the aid of Her
Majesty’s Government against these freebooters, or to receive
permission to raise in Kimberley a firce of police,” to be pa‘d
by the Chief, to defend his border. Mr. BETHELL was informed
by telegram from the High Commissioner, dated Februwry 9th,
1882, that the Transvaal Government was being urged to insist
on the reutrality of their territory and subjects, and- that he-
could not have leave to buy ammunition or to raise a«f rce.
Ths Civl Commissioner was at the same time directed to “give
him a copy of our proclamation,” meaning a neut-ality procla-
mation published in the Cape Colony. MOSHETTE'S success—
which led to Mr. BETHELL’s journey to Kimherley~was brought
about by the aid of the white veluntecrs or mercenaries whom that
Chief had attracted in considerable numbers to -his standard by
en!ering into agreements with them, as he lawfully might do, “to

(2) Blue-book [C. 3381), pages & and 34.

9 (%) Blue-book [C. 3381], page 83,
C
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give them half the booty and a furm each in MoNTs104's country.”
(a) Her Majesty’s Imperial Government, knowing of these agree-
ments, stood quietly by and did not establish any protectorate
or give any help. The Transvaal Government, as ap;ears
from a telegram sfent by Sir H. Rosixsox to Lord
K1MBERLEY on March 19th, 1882, were, on the contrary, alive to
the gravity of the situation (5). They stated that «if things
continue a3 at present country will become depopulated,” and
they proposed ‘“as remedy extenmsion of State boundary so as
to include all Kaffirs formerly under the Republic and others
now desirous to enjoy its protection.” They added ¢ that
Brtish Government must at once effect feace, if necessary by
force, or consent to State doing so, which it could do with little
trouble.” They finally urged © immediate action, as not a day
to be lost.” The proposal appears to have been fair, but dis-
trust of the Transvaal Government seems unnecessarily to have
creptinto the minds of Her Majesty’s advisers, Sir H. ROBINSON
advised Lord KiMBERLEY that “as far as I can judge at
present, I think Convention boundary should be maintained. It
i3 admitted that quietness within State border is secured ; and
1 think that quarrels between independent native tribes outside
afford no sufficient grounds for annexation . . . . . . .
The best policy for both Cape and Transvaal to pursue is to
protect a well-defined boundary line, punish promptly and
severely any inroads, and leave independent native tribes outside
to settle for themselves their own differences,” The meaning of
that advice, of course, was—let MoNTs10A and MOSHETTE
fight out their differences, let them get what assistance they like
and enter into such alliances and treuties within their respective
territories as] they like, but let neighbouring Governments use
their best efforts to prevent raids from neutral territory. The
Transvaal caunot be blamed for endeavouring at this juncture to
place frontier affairs on some satisfactory basis., Continued native
warfare on the border was highly injurious to the Republic, and
great irritation was being caused by the demands of the Govern-
ment upon its frontier burghers for service as border guards. As

() Blue-book [C. 33811, page 47.
(8) Blue-book [C. 3381], page 53,
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the State Secretary wrote to the British Resident: ¢« Itisto be
feared that the wars outside our frontier may last very long, and
thereby great and heavy expense will be incurred by the main-
taining ot the guards on the torder.” The warfare between
MoxnTsioa and MOSHETTE was, however, allowed to drag ou
until MoNTS104, after a long contest, was crushed to the ground
by means of the assistance given to MOSHETTE by hi+ mer-
cenaries. Complaints have been made of the hiring of
these mercenaries, but the true state of the case is given by Mr.
JOUBERT in his report to the Triumvirate (@), dated April 28th,
1882, wherein he says ‘that MoNTs10A and MANKOROANFE
were the attacking parties, they who now complain of the hiring
of white volunteers by their opponents and who were the first to
bring it into practice, and their complaints are now only made
becauce they, MANKOROANE and MONTSIOA, now find out that
their ©pupils surpass their masters.’” The defeat of MoNTS8IO2
resulted in a treaty of peace entered into on 24th October,
1882 (5). MoNTsIOA seems to bhave been at first unwilling to
sign that treaty, but so strongly was he urged by his people—
who were unable to hold out any longer—that he finally gave
way, and, after digcussion of the clauses, the document was
executed subject to the expunging of certain of the original con-
ditions. The grave question which will now be discussed in every
household in South Africa is the following—was that treaty
validly entered into, und is Her Majesty’s Imperial Government
justified in sending an army into MONTSIOA’s country for the
purpose of defeating the provisions of a duly executed treaty?
At the date of the execution of that treaty MONTSIOA was per-
fectly independent, Her Majesty's Imperial Grovernment had no
jurisdiction over the Chief ayd bad no title to interfere with any
of his arrangements. Their power was limited to the right con-
ferred by the Convention of Pretoria to require the Transvaal
Government ““to adhere to the boundaries defined in the first
article of t'e Convention ” and * to do its utmost to prevent any
of its inhabitants from making any encroachments upon lands
beyond the said State.” The best evidence on this subject is to

(a) Blue-book [C. 8381], page 137,
(d) Treaty. Appendix F.
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“be found in a telegraphic despatch sent to Lord KIiMBERLEY by
tir. H. RoBINsON a few months be‘ore the execution of the
treaty, that is to say, on August 6th, 1882, I propose to instruct
HupsoN to visit Taungs on his return journey and fo inform
Cliiefs that being independent they are freeto make what arrange-
ments they think fit between themselves, and that if they choose they
can give land to the freebooters, but that the proposed intervention
of Transvaal Government outside the State cannot be permitted :
it would be inconsistent with the Convention, the terms of which,
including the boundary line, must be strictly adhered to. Do
you approve?” A treaty (a) had just then been concluded
under which MANKOROANE lost the greater part of his country,
which under the name of * Stellaland ” was transferred to white
volunteers or * freebooters,” who were in precisely the same
position as the volunteers of MoseeTTE. The execution of the
treaty between MoNTs10A and MOSHETTE having been brought
officially to the notice of Lord DERBY, no attempt was made to
set up the case that the treaty was wholly invalid, In fact Lord
DxerBY had no legal power to place a veto upon any of the clauses
save such as were repugnant to the Convention of Pretoria. In his
despatch to Sir H. RoBINSON, dated January 27th, 1833, Lord
DERrBY requested that the Transvaal Government should be
informed that a copy of the treaty had been communicated to
Her Majesty’s Government, ““and that the cession clauses which
it contains and others providing for the exercise within the
territories of MoONTsS10A and MosHETTE of jurisdiction by the
Transvaal Government cannot be recognized as valid.” Not a
word was said regarding the clauses containing terms in which
the Transvaal Government was not interested, and it is clear
that Lord DERBY meant to nullify only that portion of the
treaty which made cession of land or jurisdiction 1o the Trans
vaal Governsment. He had no power to interfere with the
portion which related to MoNTsioA, MOSHETTE, and those
deriving title under them. By the 16th Article of that treaty
all land lying to the north or north-west of a given line were
for the future to belong to MoNTs104, and all lying to the south

(a) Treaty between MANKNROANE and MAssouw. Appendix E,
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or south-west to MOSHETTE. By the 9th Article provision is
made as follows:—* Grounds which have been promised by the
two parties, or either of them, to his or their hired white volunteers
are hereby certainly and distinctly secured and awarded to the said
volunteers, and by consequence are hereby fully acknowledged by
both parties.” This was quite in accordance with Sir H.
RoBINsON’s view above referred to, that independent Chiefs
“are free to make what arrangements they think fit between
themselves, and that if they choose they can give land to the
freebooters, but the proposed interverntion of the Transvaal
Government outside the State cannot be permittd.” Moreover
a similar arrangement as to Stellaland agreed upon a few months
previously had not been challenged, and since the establishment:
of the Protectorate it has been expressly recognized by Her
Majesty’s- Imperial Government. Oa March 1st, 1883, Her
Majesty’s Government, as appears from the despatch of Lord
DEerBY to Sir H. RoBINSON of that date, were still opposed to
the establishment of British jurisdiction in Bechuanaland. Prior
to the date of that despatch, that is to say, or January 20th, 1883»
the SCANLEN Mibnistry had been requested by Sir H. RoBINsoN
to say whether they were prepared to entertain a proposal for
« the appoiniment of a Joint Commission, composed of represen-
tatives of the Cape Colony and the Transvaal, who would arrang,
for a division of the disturbed territory and for its annexation
to their respective countries,” or to entertain * any proposal con~
templating an extension of the present northern boundary of the
Colony, with a view to the incorporation of any portion of the
disturbed area.” The reply was that neither proposal could be
entertained. A minute of Sir H. RoBINSON to the ScANLEN
Ministry, dated 14th March, 1883, discloses a remarkable sug-
gestion of the Secretary of State for the Colonies, who after
¢ admitting that the Chiefs MONTS10A and MANKOROANE have
special claims through former services and promises” expresses
the willingness of Her Majesty’s Government “to give them
and others moderate allowances if, when driven out of her
country, they can be located in British territory!” Information
was also asked as to whether there was land within
the Cape Colony upon which the Chiefs could be located:
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Mr. MERRIMAN very properly declined to entertair
such an extraordinary proposal. 1t therefore seems to
be conclusively proved that after what has occurred objection
cannot now be taken hy Her Majesty’s Imperial Government to
the treaty of October, 1882, or to the benefits given thereby to
the victorious Chief and his white volunteers, provided the treaty
was duly obtained and provided it was not after signature cancelled
by consent of parties or waived. In the first place, then, is there
any evidence that the {reaty was obtained by duress, fraud, or ix
any other unfair manner? It is said that it was extorted from
MonTsIoA “with the pistol at his head.” Every defeated
belligerent who to avoid destruction accepts terms of peace deces
go “with the pistol at his head.” Denmark, after the refusal of”
Great Britain to give her mate:ial assistance, was obliged to
accept harsh terms from the stronger German Powersin 1864,.
but no one would dream of contending that the treaty of peaee
then made could be repudiated by Denmark on the ground that
she was in dire straits when she entered into it. MoNT8IOA’S
statement of the circumstances to Mr. RUTHERFOORD, contained
in that gentleman’s repcrt to the British Resident, Pretoria,
dated December 26th, 1882 (a), gives the Chief’s version and
proves that there was no extortion. According to that statement—
which it may be safely presumed gave the view most favourable
to MoNTS810A—Commandant SNYMAN, who was in command of”
the Transvaal Border Guard, came to Maffeking as a mediator
bringing a letter from MOSOETTE ¢ to make peace.” MonNTSIOA
said to SNYMAN that if he took away the Boer, that is the
volunteer, laager, he would consider with his Council what to
do. SxYMAR said “he would report at the laager and
come back.” He did not come back then but wrote to say
the Chief must decide at once. MoONI810A replied ¢the
fighting must go on if time is not given to consider.,” What
followed may be given in MoNTsI0A’S words :—* We fought-
hard during that month and part of next. SxyMAN had said
if I wished to make peace at any time I must let himr
know. After much fighting STEPHEN left for Pretoria to see

(a) Blue-book [C. 8486], page 59.
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the British Resident. Before STEPHEN left the Boers had made
gchansen and forts round my station. While STEPHEN was
away my sons represented to me that we must think of peace as
we were very short of ammunition and food, and the people were
starving and dying every day from sickness,” The Chief, who
is a man of dogged determination, refused to listen to his sons
hoping that the British Government would come to his aid, but
finally he acceded to the urgent appeals of his people and of his
children, the latter saying that ¢ the English Government knew
all sbout it, but we are left here shut up and helpless,”
MoxnTs10A accordingly wrote to Mr. SNYMAN as follows:—
By these we, I and my Councillors, agree to call you in tohear
what I and my Councillors say, for you have said that I can call
upen you at any time 1 thought it necessiry to call you, whether
by day or by night. Now you must be so good as to come to me on
the receipt of this letter.” Mr. SNYMAN—whose bona fides there
is no reacon to doubt—havingarrived, hesent to MONTSIOA a draft
of a letter giving him (SNYMAN) full authority «for the estab-
lishing of a peace and closing of the war now going on between
BaroLoNG, Captain MosSHETTE and ourselves,” This the
Chief signed, as he alleges, “ much against my will, under very
strong pressure from my sons and my people.” Mr. SNYHAN
thereupon made an armistice, which was to last until October
24th, the date of the treaty. MONTS10A now attempts to set up
the case that although he executed the treaty he did nnt know
its contents (). In doing fo he is undoubtedly acting dis-
honestly. He admits that two clauses of the treaty were
expunged because of his refusal to agree to them, and inquiry
made by any unprejudiced person will confirm upon other grounds
the conclusion that MoNTsI0A well knew the contents of the treaty.
A counterpart was delivered to him at the time, and as there
were persons who read both Dutch and English at his station, it
is too much to ask that such a story should be believed as that a
ghrewd man like MONTSI10A and an intelligent English speaking
native like ISRAEL MorLEMA—who signed as a witness—were
ignorant of the cunditions of the treaty. Mr., RuTHERFCORD

(a) No'es of Interview with MoNTsI0A. Appendix G
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in his report to the British Resident, Pretoria, dated
November 22nd, 1882, does not allege that the treaty was
signed in ignorance of the contents. Mr. RUTHERFOORD'S
statement is that ¢ against the Old Chief’s will, and under the dire
pressure of circumstances and insistence of his sons, he had
consented to o peace and to the surrender of a large tract of
country ; he says about 75 miles long by 40 broad for farms for
volunteers.” A respectable white trader at Maffeking, who knows
all the circumstances and who is strcngly pro-Barolong in his
views, admitted in a recent conversation on the subject that there
could be no question as to the validity of the treaty of October,
1882, and stated that in c.ndour he was ob iged to say that the
voluntcers mentioned in that treaty were fairly eotitled to the
land claimed by them. The translation of MONTSIOA’S counter-
part of the treaty made l.y Mr. RUTHERFOORD, and published
in Blue-took [C. 3486, jage 71, eets forth that the treaty was
signed subjeot to * the omission and supersession of Articles 3
(17)and 19.” The introduction of 17 in brackets bears a suspicious
. ppearance, especially as that is the article which defines the
land to * l'e given to the volunteers of both sides.” ‘i he counter-
part of the treaty in the posses-ion of the Bestuur of I.and
Goshen clearly shows that only Articles 3 and 19 were superseded,
there being no indication whatever of any erasure. When a
request was recently m de that the counterpart in posses
sion of the natives should be exhibited for inspection
that request was not complied with, the people at
M.ffeking asserting that the Chief had the document,
while MonTsi0A = when subsequently questioned as
stoutly in-isted that it was at Maffeking. Without inspection of
the treaty it is impossible to say definitely whether there is
evidence on the fuce of the treaty to lead to the belief that a
forgery has been committed, but the disinclination of the natives
to produce the document after having been informed of the
reason for the wish to inspect it furnishes ground for suspecting
that they have tampered with the treaty. An additional reason
for coming to the coenclusion that there has been a clumsy
attempt at fraud by MoNTSI0A’s people is that if it had been
really interded at the time of signature to deprive the white
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volunteers of their rights to land, the 9th Article, which secures
those rights, would also have been expunged. The super:ession
or non-supersession of Article 17 in no way affects the merits of
the general question, for even if that article had been expunged
the land therein described would belong to MosBETTE—and not
to MoNTsioA—under Articles 14, 15 and 16. Reference is made
to the variition between the counterparts merely for the purpose
of suggesting a test of the value of MoxTsioA’s evidence on
the treaty question gemerally. Irrespective, however, of any
doubts a3 to the veracity of the natives which might be caused
by any suspicion that they have tampered with their counterpart,
the conclusion must be forced upon every impartial inquirer,
after consideration of all the circumstances, that the treaty of
October 24th, 1882, was duly entered into, and that MoNTsIOA
should be held to be bound by it unless he can show that after
execution it was cancelled or waived. The arguments in support
of the invalidity of the treaty are, first, that MoxTsioa
after its execution repudiated it; and, secondly, that
as possession of the land was not actually taken by the
volunteers, and the provisions of Clauses 10 and 11 were
not complied with by beaconing off the farms within the
time limited, the whole treaty became null and void. The first
contention is certainly unsound. One party to an engagement
cannot be allowed to repudiate it at his pleasure, and it is not to
be tolerated that MONTsI0A should be allowed to take advar-
tage of his own wrongful act in refusing to abide by his engage-
ments. With regard to the other contention, it is clear that
even if there were default in appointing a Commission to beacon
off farms within a limited period, such default could not render
the whole treaty a nullity and res‘ore to MoNTsros land within
clearly defined boundaries which in any case he had given up to
MosHETTE. The real question is one of fact.- Is it true that
the white volunteers or freebooters as well as MosHETTE aban-
doned their claims, and_ that all parties, including MoxTsIOA,
looked upon the treaty as a dead letter? The evidenze goes
entirely the other way. On November 24th, 1882, Mr,
BETHELL—an adventurous young Englishmen, brave as a lion,
who had married a native womsan arnd settled down at Maffeking,
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where he became the Agent and Chief Adviser of MONTSIOA—
wrote to Mr. GEY a letter of which the following is a transla-
tion :—

Maffeking, Nov. 24th, 1882,
To Mr. N. GEY.

Sir,— According to (treaty of) peace made between MONTSIOA
and MOSHETTE, we see that the volunteers of both Captains have
to get farms inside the new line, My people ask me in what
manner and when the farms will be got, so I write you this note
to ask a reply on those two points.

I am, &c.,
(Signed) C. BETHELL.

This letter was evidently written in consequence of the volur-
teers having commenced on November 30th, 1882, to beacon off
the land reserved to them by the treaty, after having sent a mes-
sage to say that MoNT8I10A must send some men on his part to
beacon off the new line, which the Chief is said to have refused to
do. According to Mr. RUTHERFOORD’S report of December
26th, 1882, the volunteers “had also sent word they intended
establishing a pound near the line, and that any station cattle
coming beyond the beacons would be impounded.”

On December 23rd, 1882, Mr. BETHELL again wrote to Mr.
GEY as follows : —

Maffeking, Dec. 23rd, 1882,
Mr. N. Gevy.

Sir,—I have the honour to send you the names of the white
volunteers of MoNTs10A who have to get farms according to the
treaty of peace. I have not yet heard in what manner the farms
are to be divided and when the survey will be ready, and I shall
be glad to hear upon those two points.

I am, &c.,
(Signed) C. BETHELL.
That letter contained the following enclosure :—

List of names of MONTSIOA’S while volunteers.

1. C. BETHELL (5 farms, self and four substitutes).
2. WALKER.

3. A. GEELMAN.

4. H. C, JoENSTON.

5. W. OrRr,
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6. H. FATLENER.

7. EMMENESS.

8. Frep. CowLEY.

9. E. CHRISTOPHER.
10. A. E. Rowe.

11. GEORGE LUITNAR.
12. P. AusTEN.

13. F. WiLL1AMSON.

The reason for addressing Mr. GEY was that, after the execu-
tion of the treaty of peace of October, 1882, a provisional
Governwent or Committee of Management had been established
by MosHETTE’s "volunteers under authority of that Chief for
the administration of the Government of that.portion of the
conquered territory to which the white volunteers were entitled.
Mr. GEY was selected as Chairman of the Bestuur, and before
Lim, in that capacity, Mr. BETHELL, Mr. WALKER, and
several others who had fought for MoNTSI0A as volunteers,
took the following oath of allegiance to the provisional Govern-
ment on February 1st, 1883, at Fort William within the con-
quered territory :—

“OATH OF ALLEGIANCE.”

‘We solemnly promise and swear allegiance to the people and
the laws of this territory as citizens and subjects, and that we
will obey the authorities placed over and generally aim at nothing
but the maintenance of law, justice and order, and to promote and
cause to flourish the welfare and independence of country and
people, that is, the white population,

Thus done at Fort Willem, the 1st February, 1883,

| Here follow the Signatures. |

Sworn before me,
N. C. GeY vAN PITTI1US,
Chairman of the Bestuur.

In the face of such evidence it requires some courage to
maintain that the treaty of October, 1882, was never acted upon,
and tbat no proprietary rights were ever asserted by the
votunteers prior to the establishment of the British Protectorate.
A provisional Government was appointed in the territory given
to the white volunteers under it, possession of at all events part
of that territory, if not all, was held by the white volunteers,
beacons were et up and notice was given to MONTST0A that any
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cattle of his trespassing on the land set apart for the volunteers
would be impounded. Application was made to the provisional
Government by MonNTs104’s frusty adviser and others for land
under the provisions of the treaty, a village was proposed to ke
laid out, and many other acts were done showing that the treaty
was never repudiated. On April 10th, 1883, Mr. BETHELL
wrote as follows :—

To the Government of Land Goshen.

GENTLEMEN,—I beg to enclose a tender for measuring and
surveying the town Pittius, according to the plan displayed in
the office at Fort Willem. In case my tendershou'd be accepted
by the Government I shall be prepared to begin the survey at
once, an1 have no doubt that it would be completed in twenty
days. Ythould the Government settle to make the town at
Selere’s station I should submit a plan somewhat different 10
that hanging in the office, as more suitable to the nature of the

groun.
I bave, &ec.,

(Signed)  C. BETHELL.

There can be no more convincing proof than this that the
residents at Maffeking considered the treaty to be binding at that
date. Selere’s Station, or as it is otherwise written Saliris, is
portion of the country assigned to the whito volunteers by the
treaty which it is now sought to ignmore. As to MOSHETTE’s
waiver of the treaty, no evidence iz forthcoming, although
possibly that Chief might at some time have endeavoured to dis-
credit the claims of some of his volunteers in the hope of
benefiting himself, In fact, as Mr, HUDSON states in his letter-
to Sir. H. RoBINSON, dated Juune 9th, 1883, there was at that
time a secret understanding between MONTST0A and MOSHETTE,
the object being to getrid of th3 claims of the volunteers and then
divide the country. Another reason has been advanced by a few
people to justify the repudiation by Her Majesty’s Impesial
Government of the treaty of October, 1882, It is contended
that by attacking MONTSIOA after the establishment of the
British Protectorate and by refusing t) recognize Her Maj sty’s
Deputy Commissioner, all perzons who had acquired rights under
that treaty forfeited such rights and their titles fo land. F.r_
{eiture of land for high treason, sedition, or public tumult, is not
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known to the Co’onial law, and its introduction into South Africa
would be a novelty, but, in a1y cas:, forfeiture should un-
doubtedly not be insisted upon till af er due trial, an1innocent

~men ghou'd not be made to suffer equslly with guilty. The
history of the attack referred to will be given ler-alter, and upon
it a judgment can be formed as to the amount of blame to be at-
tached to the conductof the volunteers. Upenthissubject theaction
of Her Majesty’s Government in Stellaland—~-where forfeiture was
never hinted at—is important. Under all the circnumstinces the
refusal of Her Majesty’s Government at so remote a date to
acknowledge the treaty of October 24th, 1882, afier having so
often declined to interfere with the engagements of independent
Cliefs, and after having expresily decided against a
proposal ¢ to clear the freebooters out of the territories belonging
to MANKOROANE and MONTsIOA by foree,” will rightly or
wrungly be looked upon by many of the most loyal of the Queen’s
subjects in South :Africa as a harsh proceeding, especially in the
cise of bond-fide purchasers for value from those who acquired
rights under that treaty, and it will be said that the Great Bri'ish
Nation which has abided so faithfully by its own treaties ought
not to create in South Africa a precedent for so dangerous a
practice as the repudiation of engagements entered into by persons
competent to contract.

IIT.

Durine May, 1883, matters appear to have remained i statu
guo, to use the words of the British Resident, Pretoria (), in tele-
graphing to Sic H. RoBINSON on 2nd May. But another storm
was brewing. Cattle thefts by MoxTsIos’s people from the
Traosvaal farmers began to increase, and MONTSIOA went in
person amongst  all the Chiefs of the North and West and
formed a confederation of twelve Chiefs,” intending, as stated by
M. BETHELL in a telegram to the Piivate Secretary to the

(a) Blue-book [C. 36867, page 72,
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High Commissioner, dated June 5th, 1883,  next month to drive
ous freebooters from MoNTs10A’S country and Stellaland,” (a)
YPaoof is thus furnished of a deliberate plot amongst Native Chiefs
1o drive the volunteers out of Land Goshen and Stellaland,
and to deprive them of the land reserved to them by the treaties
between MonTsi0A and MOSHETTE and between MANKO-
ROANE and Massouw. The firmness of the ScANLEN
Ministry in refusing to allow Mr. BETHELL to purchase ammu-
nition for the purpose contemplated by MoxNTsroa and his
fellow Chiefs had much to say to breaking the combination
g0 formed. A letter written to MonNTsioA by the British
Resident, Pretoria, at this time shows what that officer
thought of the origin of the hostilities which led to the loss of
portion of the Barolong and Batlaping Countries. Mr. Hupson
truly said “it is clear to me that the qoarrels between
MosmETTE and yourself and again between Massouw and
MANKOROANE criginated and led to all troubles, damages and
josses to which you have been subject for some time past.”
About 1he end of September or beginning of October, 1883, a
deputation from the Transvaal State left Cape Town en route
to England, with a view to discussing with Her Majesty’s Im-
perial Goyernment & proposed revision of the Convention of
Pretoria. In the meantime the only complaint from Land
Goshen appears to have been made by Mr. FrANCIS, a trader,
who represented to the British Resident, Pretoria, that a quantity
of arms and ammunition belonging to him had been forcibly
seized and eonmfiscated by the Bestuur of Land Goshen (5).
‘With reference to that complaint Mr. Hupson wrete to Sir H,
Romixsox as follows :+— I must confess that I donot see what
Mr. ¥rANCIS was doing in that disturbed country with such a
quantity of arms and ammunition, nor are his explanations
thereon satisfactory at present.” The fact was that MONTSI10A'S
people were continually being incited by white men to attack the
inbabitants of Land Goshen, and the sale of arms and ammuni-
tion to the natives had become a profitable business.

In November, 1883, the negotiations between the Transvaal

(a) Blue-book [C. 8686], page 96.
¢») Ibid, page 59,
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Deputation and Lord Derby relative to the proposed revision of
the Convention of Pretoria commenced, and on February 27th,
1884, the Convention of Liondon was signed. By the boundary
determined by that Convention portion of MOSHETTE’S country
was thrown into the South African Republic, the line running
on the east side of the road from Lotlakane (Rietfontein) to
Kunana (MosHETTE'S station) until the garden grounds of that
station are reached, thence skirting Kunana so as to iuclude it
and all its garden ground but no more in the South African Re-
public. The village of Lotlakane (Rietfontein) ard all its
garden ground were left outside the South African Republic.
The line continued to run as before through the ground laid out
for the village of “ Roode Grond ” or * Rooi Girond,” now called
« Heliopolis.”

IV.

THE first article of the Convention of London defines what
shall be Transvaal territory, but nothing is said as to the owner-
ship of or claims to the land on the western side of the boundary,
unless any inference can be drawn from the vague statement
that Lotlakane is left in  native territory,” or from Article 2,
which provides that Her Majesty’s Government “will, if neces-
sary, appoint Commissioners in the native territories on the
eastern and western border of the South Afiican Republic to
maintain order and prevent encroachments.” Consequently the
revision of the boundary line left untouched all rights lawfully
existing against or in favour of MONTSI0A and MANKOROANE
under their respective treaties ; but even if the Convention had
contained a provision setting aside such rights that provision
would have been uléra vires as regards Land Goshen, inasmuch
as it is quite clear that neither Her Majesty’s Imperial Govern-
ment nor the South African Republic had any authority from
MonNTs104, or from the Bestuur of Land Goshen, to deal with
their respective rights and liabilities. No one appears even to

have had any authority to represent MOSRETTE, who prote:ts
D
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strongly against a boundary lime having been made without bis
consent which places portion .of his eountry within the South
African Republic and pertion within the British Pretectorate.
His own words are (@) :—* What makes my heart sore is ‘the
ignorance in which I have been kept of the arrangements-under the
Convention. I would have been satisfied if I had been informed
and consulted. I wish tobe independent of both Governments,
but to be on friendly terms.” It certainly appears to be a hardship
that gentlemen assembled in Liondon should dispise of the country
of an independent Chief in his absence and without his lawful
authority. It isalso difficult to see how a Protectorate could
have been .established over the grazing ground of MosHETTE
or over Stellaland, then under its own Government, without due
cession of the territories having been made by the governing
bodies, If Liand Groshen had been duly acquired by MoSHETTE
or by the Bestuur as representing the volunteers under the treaty
of October 24th, 1882, the sufficiency of the acdon of Mr.
MACKENZIE in merely giving informal notice as Deputy Com-
missioner of the declaration of a Protectorate, without having
obtained formally the consent of all parties to such P rotectorate,
would seem to be open to doubt. (essions from MANKOROANE
and MonTs10A alone did not justify the estahlishment of a
Protectorate over land which had passed from under the
s vereignty of those Chiefs to Massouw and to MOSHETTE,
or which had been ceded to the Governments of Stellaland or
Land Goshen. Original titles to farms in Stellaland and Land
Goshen have actually been issued in the names of Massouw
and MOSHETTE respectively. In any case if the treaty of
O:tober, 182, ba valid it would be only equ itable that the land
should pass under the Protectorate burthened with any rights
affecting it. A most important fact in connectian with the
establishment of the Protectorate is that, as was distinctly
pointed out to Mr. MAckENzIE by Sir H. RoBINsON on April
14th, the treaties made by him with MANKOROANE and
Montsioa would have no legal effect until Her Majesty by
Order in Council had signified to what extent she would avail of

(a) Notes of Interview with MoSHETTE., Appendix B,
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them. Nosuch Order seems to have been issued. The appoiutment
of Mr. MACKENZIE as Deputy Commissioner of Bechuanaland——
which can be discussed more conveniently and fully in conngetion
with MANKOROANE'S country and the affairs of Stellaland - had a
mast importunt bearing upon the course of events in the Barolong
territory. Mr. MACKENZIE appears to have bgen appointed
on February 21st, 1884, and on his arrival ia the Cape Colony a
Commission was issued to him, dated April 12th, 1884. That
Commission was very vague, but in a letter of instruetions fr.m
Sir H. RoBINsON of the same date liberty was accorded to Ar.
MAckENZIE “to leave the present European popu'ation of
Stellaland in possession of their lands™ if he should so decide,
but His Excellency added that the case of per:onslaying claim
to the so-called Land of Goshen would appear to differ materially
from that of the present European population of Stellaland. The
farms assigned to MOSHETTE's volunteers in MONTSI04A’S country
hive never been inspected, surveyed, occupiel, or improved.
Moreover the territory left to the Chigf MONTSIOA by the new
Cenvention is so limited that no portion of it could be well aliensteds
and you may find yourse!f obliged to order the ejectment of the
persons trespassing at Rooi Grond.” It is clear thatat that tim>
Sir H. RoBINSON was not w.]l-informed either as to the natyre
and extent of the Barolong country or as to the events which
tollowed the signature of the treaty of October, 1882. Leaving
claims to farms altogether out of the question, if the treaty of
October, 1882, was valid, the sovereiznty over Liind Goshen
became vested in MoSHETTE, to whom the Jand, describel by
definite bound ries and beaconed off, was duly ceded, and fiom
that Chief Mr. MACKENZIE seem) not to have obtained a fermal
cession of land or jurisdiztion. It will thus be seen thit grave
doubt exists as to whetner the British Protectorate over Land
Gaoshen has ever been lawfully declared, and as fo ‘whether Mr.
MACKENZIE had power to eject the Boode Grond farmers under
any circumstances, especially in view of the non-existen:e f any
Ordert y Her Majesty i1 Council availing herself of the advantages
of any cession of jurisdiction by MoxTsroA. The appoiniment
of Mr. MackENzIE and the hope created thereby of recovering

that portion of their territory conquered by MOSHETTE infused
D2
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new vigourinfo the people of MONTsIOA, and the result was that
Mr. BETHELL, taking advantage of the absence of the greater
number of the inhabitants of Land Goshen at the weddirg of one
of their number, mustered a Barolong force, and having attucked
Roode Grend cn May 12th, 1884, drove back tte people, burnt
down all the houses upon the western side of the Convention line,
destroyed the furniture therein, and left the families of the absent
Burghers houseless. When this outrage was committed Mr.
MAackENZIE weas in Southern Bechuanaland.

The contention set up on bebalf of MoONTsI0A, based it would
seem on the view taken by Sir H. RoBINsOx in his letter of
instructions to Mr. MACKENZIE, then was that the establishment
of the new Convention line had the effect of giving him all the
country on the western side absolutely free from any claim cnthe
part of MOSHETTE and his volunteers, and he wrote a letter on
May 15th, 1884, addressed to the volunteers in these terms :—
¢ After writing many letters, on Monday I went to Rooi Grond
and put you over the line with gentleness and destroyed some of
your houses. I now write to tell you that if you go back to live
in my country I shall come in anger and not only destroy your
houses but bind your people and take your goods. So listen to
my words for they are the last ones, and go away from my
ccuntry.,” The inhabitants of Poode Grond accepted the chal-
lenge and retaliated by sending out a commando some days
afterwards. In the usual manner of native warfare cattle were
captured on several occasions, and such captures have been made
the foundation of charges of cattle stealing which have been
freely made against the Roode Grond people. At this critical
juncture Mr. MAcCKENzIE arrived at Maffeking, and on May
22nd, 1884, he obtained from MONTSIOA a treaty or cession of
jurisdiction to the Queen. That is, therefore, assumed to have
been the date upon which, if at all, the Protectorate was legally
establi hed. Having obtained the treaty or cession alluded to,
Mr. MACKENZIE—with whom the Government of Land Goshen
appear to have declined an ‘interview—adiressed a public
notiee, without date, to the Europeans residing at Roode
Grond that in terms of his Commission and by virtue of
that treaty he thereby declared the whole of the Barolong
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country “to be under the protection, jurisdiction and authority
of Her Majesty the Queen.” Mr. MackeNziE fell into-
the same error which others did in supposing that the
Government of Land Goshen or the ¢ Commandant-General * at
that time represented the inhabitauts, If he hid insisted on
visiting the people he would have thought differently. The
notice contained also the following peculiar intimation : —¢¢ I have
also to intimate that the Chief MosHETTE, by documents in my
poss ssion in so fur as his own and his people’s rizhts are con-
cerned, consents to and de:ires the establishment of Her
Majesty’s authority in the Barolong courtry aforesaid.” As
already stated MOSHETTE never made formal cesion of his-
territory or jurisdiction, and the only ground for Mr. Mac-
KENZIE'S intimation was a letter signad by MosmETTE, dated
May 19th, 1884, wherein he says: “You went away without
understanding my views. I have since ¢ me to a decision
conc rning the treaty between the Queea and MANKOROANE
and MoNTs10A. I also am init.” Another extract will show
what his meaning was, ¢ Why then,” continued MOSHETTE,
¢ gshould th: boundary line go to the west of me and I remain
outsid: Bechuanaland?” What MOSHETTE wanted was to get
back the portion of his country which the Convention lin:
threw into the Transvaal Repub'ic, in which event the
wily chief would become * a child of the Queen,” but he never
intended to cede, and did not cede, his jurisdiction to Mr. Mac-
KENZIE, and be never executed any treaty or cession as MoONT--
810A did. From the public notice referred to it would appear
as if Mr. MACKENZIE had wisely decided to acknowledge rights
of Europeans to land within the Barolong country. Later ixfor-
mation clearly shows that to have been Mr. MACKENZIE’S original
intention, for, as said by his great champion the G'rakam’s Towz
Journal on January 3rd, 1885, ¢ he proposed that the ¢ original
volunteers’ in Stellaland and Goshen, namely, the freebooters
who came in 1882 at the invitaticn of the Chiefs and long before
the Protectorate was proclaimed, ghou'd retain their lands.”
At all events, in May, 1884, Mr. MACKENZIE requested
““all persons residing or desiring to reside at Rooi Grond
or elsewhere in the Barolong country ” to lodgs their titles or
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copies thereof ¢ at Maffeking, on ot before Tuesday uext, tha 27th
instant.” The time limited was far too short under the circam-
stances, and the mode of giving notice wasineffective, bat as soon
as the matter came to the knowledge of certain of MOSHETTE’S
volunteers they respectfully requested Mr. MACKENZIE to take
no further steps respecting them till they had consulted MOSEETTE,
whom they described as their Chief. Aceording to Mr. MAce
KENZIE’S report to Sir H. RoB1NsOX, dated May 30th, 1884, the
bearer of the request from the voluateers “ explained thdta
considerable number of voluntéers were anxious to come under
the Colonial (overnment or under the British Government
but that they wished first to consult MosaETTE (). Ishowed him
MosHETTE'S first Ietter to me, whick showed that he was anxious
on his own account to be under the Queen. After recing that
letter he expressed his intention of agitating for the signing of
a memorial by the volunteers, comcerning which I felt all I
could say was that it would receive due consideration.” No
better opportunity for an amicable settlement could have been
offered. If a similar opportunity had been offered to Mr.
RuoDES he would have made a peaceful arrangement within a
few hours. Mr. MACKENZIE, unfortunately, failed to grasp the
situaticn. If he had thent realized 1s his supgporters now do that the
white people cornsidered—rightly or wrongly—that the treaty of
October, 1882, was binding, and if, encouraged by the information
—~~which now ie proved to have been correct —that ¢ a considerable
number of volunteers ? were anxious for British rule, he had
boldly gone amongst the people, emarting as they were under
the outrage of May 12th, although their ruined dwellings
might according to Mr. MACKENZIE  ¢come under the desig-
nation of huts rather than houses,” if he had discussed the
situation with them, acquiréd information as to those entitled fo
land under the treaty of 1832 and as to those whko subsequently
purchased, satisfied himself as to the validity or invalility of that
treaty, and spoken firmly but kindly to persons of whom he
would have found many worthy of sympathy, the question would
have been then and there settlcd for ever with honour to the

(a) Blue-bouk [C. 4194], page 39.
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British Crown, Instead of so doing Mr. MACKENZIE—who
seems to have suddenly changed his mind and decided to set the
Roede Grond people at defiance and to ignore their claims ander
the treaty in question~~appointed Mr. WRTGHT, a elerk to a Law
Agent at Zeerust, to be Assistant Deputy Commissioner, and
hurriedly left on May 31st, 1884, for the purpose of acquiring
paper cessions frem. Native Chiefs in Western Bechuanaland, en
his way to his former station at Kuruman. The lost oppertunity
will. cost the British taxpayer dearly. The result of leaving the
point of danger at the most critical moment would have been
apparent to any ome except, perhaps, a worthy geatleman
unaccustomed to the ways of the world who had recently taken
to politics ke Mr. MACKENZIE. What was the consequence?
The volunteers, looking with suspicion wvpon Mr. MACKENZIE,
who failed even to rebuke the raiders upon Roode Grond on May
12th, contiuued te assert.the claims which they insisted they had
to the land ceded by the treaty of October, 1882, On June 10th,
1884, Mr. We1eHT wrote to Mr, MACKENZIE—then oa his
useful journey -—— as follows: — “GEy is calling his men
together and intends reaping all the lands on the south
of the river which he says were ceded to him by the Peace
Convention of October, 1882, They begin their work
to-morrow. They have very kindly sent a verbal meesage
to the effect that anyone having a garden in the tract of country
spoken of will be allowed to reap it provided he acknowledges
that he has eown on the grocund of whoever may have the title
deeds of the farm on which the garden is situated, and pay a
reasopable rent for the rame.” The Anti-Boer and partisan
character of all Mr., WRIGHT’s coirespondence shows how
unfitted he was for a delicate post requiring great impartiality
and patience. If the highly coloured reports of the cccurrences
about this time are carifully examined, the true position will be
found to have been as follows :~~The inhabitants of Roede Groni
¢laimed portion of MoONTS10A’S couniry by a treaty which they
believed to be valid. MoONTs104’s people aggressively attacked
the claimants on May 12th, burning their houses and destroying
their property, and the Roode Grond people thereupon retaliated,
and baving in turn attacked their assailants, made captures of
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cattle. Subsequently the white men, in the assertion of their
title to land which they claimed to be theirs as of right,
proceeded to reap the crops growing thereon, the natives
resisted, and several slight engagements were fought in
which the Roode Grond people lost several men. In all
these engagements some white men fought on the native
side, and at one at least the following were present :—Mesars.
BeraELL, WALKER, WRIcHT, ROWLANDS, NICHOLSON
and FRANELIN. The presence in the field of Mr. WRIGHT,
who was then filling the office of Deputy Assistant Com-
missioner, seems unaccountable, especially as he appears
to have done nothing to keep the natives back. Evi-
dence of this is furnished by a passage in a letter from
one of the whites who fought on MoNTs10A’S side to Mr.
MACKENZIE, from which the following is an extract:—¢ Had
he (WricHT) attempted to keep the people away from the
gardens or persuade them not to defend their lands, that attempt
would certainly have been iceffectual.” It has been shown again
and again that the validity of the treaty of October, 1882, has at
all times been the question at issue and that concession on that
point would have brought aboutl quietude. Out of the contest
regarding that treaty every fight and every capture of cattle arose,
As appears from Mr, WrigHTS letter to Mr. MACKENZIE,
dated June 14th, 1881, on his having an interview w ith Mr. GeY
regarding the action of the Roode Grond people in claiming the
crops growing on the disputed ground, everything turned on the
treaty, GEY saying ¢ We hold by the treaty of prace ceding to
us the country,” while WRI1GHT urged ¢ that the treaty was a
conditional one, and that as the condition that the Transvaal
Government should exercise jurisdiction over the country had
not been carried out the treaty had lapsed. Jt would have been
much more judicious on Mr. WRIGHT’S part to have brought
the question of the treaty prominently before Her Majesty’s
Imperial Government for decision at that time, and to have used
his best efforts to restrain the natives from fighting pending a
decision as to the {reaty, instead of going into action with one of
the combatant parties. The conduct of the Roode Grond
burghersin asgerting their claim to the disputed land, by reaping
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the crops under protection of an armed force, may be thought to
have been reprehensible, but it must be remembered that the
only law in existence in the Barolong country at that time was
the law of force. There was nothing to be gained by appealing
to the Deputy Commissioner, who had not a single policeman at
his back and who was unable or unwilling, as already stated,
to keep the natives in check, For thess reasons blame
must not 100 readily be cast upon the Roode Grond peop'e for
endeavouring to protect what they believed to have been their
rights, Desultory warfare continued until a signal defeat of
MonTs104’s people occurred on July 31st, 1884 (a). According
to Mr. MACKENZIE'S telegraphic report to Sir H. RoBINSON,
received on August 6th, 1884, the Roode Grond peole captured
a large quantity of cattle in the Bangwaketse (GASSITSIWE'S)
country, and  on the 31st this force or part of it came past the
statior with the cattle ; the intenticn was evidently to draw the
people out, and it was successful.  The portion with the cattle
was driven back after a desperate fight, but the remainder,
which wus in reserve, and the 80 men from Rooi Grond, turned
the Barolong’s flank with the result that MoxTsIOA has lost
about 100 men, including BETHELL and WALKER. The Boer
loss was heavy, over 30.” This was the death blow to MoNTsIOA’S
hopes. He had lost his bravest officer and most steadfast friend,
Mr. BETHELL, and Maffeking was closely invested by his
enemies. An incorrect statement has been made in the House
of Commons relative to the position occupied by Mr. BETRELL
at the time of his death. It was said that he was a British
police officer, leading a native police force. Mr. MACKENZIE,
who—it is supposed with the view of setting a thief to catch a
thief—had previously appointe! a mnotorious leader of cattle
thieves to be an officer of British police, wished to give Mr.
BETHELL the appointment of a police officer, but Sir H.
1R oBINSON wisely objected. It would scarcely have been judicius
to appoint MonTs1oA’s fighting Commandant to be a police
officer, and, accordingly, Sir H. RoBINSON telegraphed to Mr.
MACKENzIE on July 30th, 1884 (8), “As to BETHELL’S

(a) Blue-book [C. 4213], page 84,
(%) Blue-book [0, 4213], page 12,
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appointment, the more I think of it, the more ill-judged doew it
appear to me to be at present. I have told Major Lowk I
cannot approve of it ; at all events until I have conferred with
you personally on the subject.,” When Mr. BETHELL was shot
he was serving with MontTsroa’s fighting commando, and he
was never in command of any police force. The chooting
of Mr, BErinerLr as he lay wounded was a deplorable
occurrence, The Roode Grond burghers openly denounce the act
and every one in South Africa regretsit. His corpse was not
treated with indigaity as has Been alleged. The delay inm the
Burial of the body arose from a mistake made as to the terms of
an exchange of bodies between the combatanis, and, finally, the
remains were enclosed in a coffir and decently interred. The
capture of Mr, WricHT by artifice and bis subsequent imprizon-
ment cannot be defended, but the wholesale charges of cattle-
stealing and garden-robbing made against the Roode Grond
people are based on no‘hing wore thaa the capture of cattle in
what was taken on doth sides to be war, and the assertion
of right to the gardens under the treaty of Ottober, 1882, by
reaping the crops standing thereon. As admitred by Mr. WrIGHT
notice was given before reaping the crops that any native who
had planted in the garden ground might reap his crop provided
he acknowledged the title of the person to whom the farm upon
which the garden ground stood had Been allotted under the
treaty. Other gross charges of deliberate murder and outrage
will be found to have their origin mostly in hearsay and to be
generally incapable of proof.  The investment of Maffeking was
continued, and hostilities were still proceeding when Mr.
RuopEs, who succeeded Mr. MACKENZIE as Deputy
Commissioner on August 25th, 1884, visited Land Goshen.
He was accompanied by Mr. JouBERT, who had been appointed
by the Trunsvaal Government to act in concert with Mr.
REODES and to endeavour to effect a peaceful settlement. Mr.
Ruopxs’s demands appear to have required entire withrawal from.
the Barolong countiry including the portion alleged to have been
ceded to the volunteers under the treaty of QOctober, 1882, which
was alone sufficient to enrsure their rejection. The demands of the
burghers with regard to MoNTSI0A were equally objectionable to
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Mr. RaopES, and a request of the Deputy Commissioner that an
amistice should be granted for 14 days having been refused, he
Ieft after giving warning 1ihat hostilities were being carried on
sgaintt a protected subject of the Queen. It may be argued that
the Roede Grond people were to some extent justifiedin declining
to' grant & prolonged armistice which might have enabled
Moxrsroa again to defy them, especially as there wus noLiw
established in the country, and no police available; and no
protection to any one except that given by therifle; butnothing
can be sufficient excuse for the refusul to recognize Mr. REODES
a8 Her Majesty’s Deputy Commissioner, and for the style of
correspondence indulged in. There is good reasun, however, 1o
Believe that the hostility shown to Mr. RHODES was confined to
o few perzons, and that, if Mr. REODES had been able to secure
a meeting with the gereral body ¢f the inhabitantr, he would
have met with an excellent reception. After Mr. REODES'S
departure, MoNTs10A being no longer able to hold out sued for
peace and ssked Mr. JOUBERT to intervene as mediator, The
result was that amr agreement of peace was entered inte on
August 30th, 1884, between MOSIETTE, as Barolong Chief, and
the Government of Liand Goshen, as representing' the white
population thereof, of the one part, and MONTSIOA of the other
part, whereby MoNTsI0A was deprived of all his conatry except
the town of Maffeking and ten farms of 6,000 acres each, The
Transvaal Government subsequently issued a Proclamation
annexing the country conditionally to the Republic. bat
upon disallowance by Her Majesty’s Imperial Government that
Proclamation was at once withdrawn. The Transvaal
Government was undoubtedly wrong in issuing a Proclamation
snnexing even conditionally a country under British protection,
and, therefore, the Cape Ministry—when asked for their
views—expressed to Her Mnjesty’s Imperial Govern-
ment in their Minute of September 23rd, 1884, the
opinion that in view of German annexation and other encroach-
ments calculated to shut in the Colony, decisive meagures should
be taken for the mainfenance of British authority in South
Africa, and that the Conventicn of London should be maintained.
The prcmpt and frank withdrawal by the Transvaal Government
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of the objectionable Proclamation left the Convention of Liondor
intact and vindicated the authority of the British Crown, and,
therefore, the Cape Ministry reverted to the position which they
occupied before the integrity of the Convention was threatened.
Their policy had consistently been to emdeavour to annmex the
country included within the Protectorate to the Cape Colony,
and thereby while securing Colonial trade interests to relieve
the British taxpayer of a grievous burden. To secure annex-
ation much care was requigite. Many, if vot a majority, of the
inhabitants of the Protectorate would have preferred that the
country should be annexed to the Transvaal, and the circum~
stances of the country proposed to be annexed were such as to
necessitate a considerable expenditure by the Colony in excess
of the total revenue for years to come, which of coursa would
render annexation unpopular with many of the members of the
Colonial Legislature. As, however, the Cape Colony had some
interest in keeping the trade route to the interior open, as a great
majority of the inhabitants of Stellaland had shown a desire
to be annexed to the Colony in preference to being subject
to the direct control of Her Majesty’s Imperial Govern-
ment, and as the Colonial Government deened it to be their
duty to assist cordially in relieving Her Majesty’s Impe ial
Government as soon as possible of responsibilities undertaken
partly in Colonial interests, annexation not only of Bechuanaland
but of the couniry westward was made a question of Ministeriil
policy. The means by which annexation was to be effected
might under the circumstances have b:en safely left to the
discretion of tke Coloniil Government as representing the
Colonial taxpayer, who was about to take upon himself the
burthen of annexation. To the Cape Ministry it appeared that
the best way to secure annexation would be to effect a peaceful
settlement of the difficulties in Stellaland and in the Barolong
country. An Imperial officer of great juldgment like Mr.
RoopEs appears to have taken the same view, and instead of
giving way to the somewhat prevalent war fever he met the
difficulty in Stellaland Like a wise statesman by conciliation. In
the Barolong country there was ample land fur all purposes.
To restore a tribe of no great ferce of character and possessing
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little energy to a large country which they never fully occupied,
and never properly worked, as Mr, MACKENZzIE seems to have
been directed to do by bis Letter of Instructions, would have met
with no favour in any quarter. If, on the other hand, it had
been thought sufficient to provide for the wants of the natives
generally, there would have remained a large tract for the
occupation of white persons, whose tettlement would be of value
10 the Colony generally by developing its resources and opening
up trade, while the settlers would contribute something to the
expenses of government. To give up the bulk of the country
to natives who did not require it would be unfair to the Colony.
If that were done the natives would get the benefit of an expen-
sive form of government, of police protection, of educational
grants and other advantages, without giving any adequate
return by way of revenue or development. As the land would
by annexation become the property of the Queen in Her Colonial
Government, and as the cost of government would for the future
be defrayed by the Colony, it was assuredly not unfair to request
that the Colonial Ministry should be allowed before annexation
to effect a peaceful settlement of the land question in a manner
just to the Colony as well as to the natives. Their intention
was to provide for the natives land far in excess of their require-
ments, to respect the rights, if any, of white men who had settled
in the country, and to dispose of the residue according to law or as
Parliament might decide. A.ccordingly the Colonial Government
requested the permission of Her Majesty’s Imperial Govern-
ment to some of their number proceeding to the Protectorate
with a view to endeavouring to make a peaceful arrangement.
They urged strongly the risk of danger to the peace of South
Africa by the prosecution of warlike operati ms for the purpose
of driving out a few white settlers—who claimed a right to the
land occupied by them—and restoring at that late period MoNT-
8104’8 people to land not only of much greater extent than that
required by them but which there was ground for thinking the
tribe had lost in warfare. They pointed out the great expendi-
ture likely to be incurred in military operations which were really
unnecessary. They warned Her Majesty’s Imperial Government
that the clearing of all white men indiscriminately out of Land
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Groshen would necessitate the retention in the country of a larger
armed force, and that the fear of camplicafions and of incurring
mijlitary expenditure greater than the resources of the Colony
could bear would render doubtful the passage through Parliament
of .any proposal to annex the territory. His. Excellency Sir
H. Rosinsox thought differently, and expressed his views
strongly. In his telegraphic despatch to Lord DErny, d.ted
October 17th, 1884, His FExcellency fell into an error in
thivking “a change seems to have come over Ministers in
the last week.” The position of Ministers all through was
quite consistent. The * recent encroachments * referred ¢ in their
Minute of September 23rd, 1884, were not the occupation -of
furms by MosHETTE's volunteers in Tiand Goshen: a question
described by Mr. RHODES of an interview with Mr. JoUBERT
a8 “ a small matter” (a). The encroachments referred to were
such as German annexation and the pro posed annexation of Land
Gashen by the Transvaal Goverament under its proclamation.
The Cape Ministry expressed the opinion that in view of
territorial encroachments by other Powers British authority
should be asserted -and the Convention of London maintained,
but they never hinted that the maintenance of British authority
in South Africa required the presence of a large armed force at
the expense of the Imperial Exchequer to drive out a few
mercenaries who had settled in Liand Goshen on the strength of
a treaty of peace, and a few other persons—excellent settlers—
who had expended their all in the bona fide purchase of land
acquired under that freaty. But it was impnssible to resist a
determination which began to show itself- in many quarters to
awaken ¢ the sleeping sword of war” in South Africa. A
mischievous and unfounded suggestion was industriously propa-
ga'ed by Interested politicians to the effect that the Dutch
population of South Africa were disloyal. Meetings were held
at which ¢ Rule Britanniv” was sung with great fervounr,
especially by gentlemen whose names will be found to be tot
unconnected with the receipt of some of the vast expenditure on
war now rapidly going on. .Amid Joud protestations of loyalty to

(a) Blue-book [C. 4213], page 114,
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the Queen—for which there was no necessity in a Colony where
English and Dutch are devoted to their Sovereign—the warning
voice of Her Majesty’s Ministersin the Cape Colony was notheeded.
The advice of the Responsible Ministry of the Cape Colony, who
represent the views of the majority of the constitue cies of the
Colony and who are responsible for the well-beirg of Her
Majesty’s faithful subjects in that portion of her dominions, was
disregarded by Her Majesty’s Imperial Governmerst in favour of
the platform statements of Opposition orators. The view taken
by. the Colonial Mipistry wil be seen by reference to their
Mionte to His Excellency Sir H. RoBinson, dated October
13th, 1884, wh-rein they state that the Convention of London
baving been upheld the situation was restored to the condition in
which it existed on July 26th, when they laid before IIer Majesty’s
Imperial Government the conditions upon which they were willing
to propose to Parliament to annex the Protectorate, They add«d
that ¢ in the interests of the Ewmpire as well as of the T'ependency
Ministers are of opinion that questions intimately affecting the
future welfare of Her Majesty’s subjects residing in the Culony
can be best settled by the Ministry and Parlisment of the Colony.
In accordance witk: this opinion, and with an earne:t desire to
avert bloodshed and avoid the creation of race bitterness and
natiopal jealousies, Ministers desire that the nassent of Her
Majesty’s Government sheuld be obtained to such members of
the Colonial Ministry as may be determined upon procee ling to
the protected territory for the purpose of communicating with its
inhabitants and endeavouring tc restore order and effect a peace-
ful settlement without the intervention of avy armed force.
Ministers submit this proposal in the firm belief that their
adwances will be met in a friendly sprit not only by the inha-
bitants of the Protectorate but by the people of the neighbouring
States, and they decm it their duty to leave no effort untried
having for its object the prevention of a collision between sections
of the Furopean race in South Africa.” The intention of the Cape
Government was thereby clearly disclosed. Their intention was
to meet the Roode Grond people in a conciliatory manner, to
endeavour to arrive at a similar settlement fo that arrived at in
Stellaland -uoder similar ecircumstances by Ier Ma'esty’s
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Imperial Representative, and then to save the Imperial
Exchequer the expenditure of even one farthing by relieving
them of the burthen of the Protectorate for ever. Strangely
enou gh, an offer so favourable to the interests of the British
public was received at first rather cold'y. The view taken ty
the Imperial Government seems to have been that there was no
middle course hetween forcible expulsion of all white men in
Barolong territory and abandonment «f the Protectorate, while
the Cape Ministry—looking to the probabilities of anmexation
and the titles claimed by white settlers in the country—thought
it would be wiser to give ample land to the natives, to avoid
ill-feeling and complications amongst the whites by recogni.ing
rights to land which certainly had some foundation, to compel
all other settlers to leave, and then to annex the territory.

The divergence in views was stated to be as follows by the
Cape Ministry in a Minute to His Excellency the Governor on
October 17th, 1884 :— His Excellency is of opinion that there
can be no satisfactory settlement arrived at without resort to
arms, while Ministers are of opinion that British authority can
be upheld and Colonial rights secured by permitting them to
take the course they have proposed towards a peaceful solution
of this difficult question.” It will be for the public to judge
whether the subsequent correspondence between His Excellency
the Governor as representative of Her Majesty’s Imperial
Government and the Cape Ministry showed any desire to be
guided by the Responsible Advisers of the Crown in the Cape
Colony, or any wish to promote harmony of action. Lord
DERrBY certainly stated that Her Majesty’s Government
attached much importance to working in harmony with the
Colonial Government, but the warnings of the latter continued
to be unheeded. Finally, on October 31st, 1884, Her Majesty’s
Imperial Government while expressing their pleasure at
the intervention of the Colonial Government decided—
against the advice of the Colonial Government—that military
preparations were to be proceeded with although active opera-
tions were not to be commenced whilst Ministers were endeavour-
ing to effect a peaceful settlement. The decision so arrived at
meant nothing more and nothing less than an expensive military
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expedition to Bechuanaland under 2 .ay circumstances. Receipt
of the news that Majer-Gieneral Si'» CHARLES WARREN had lefi
England with a large Military Sitaff was quite enough to causs
noisy opposition from speculat.ors to any settlemeat effected by
the Cape Ministry, to induce the false cry to be raised ¢ Let
us not have another RoBR&TS fiasco,” and to destroy the chances
of peaceful annexation. The Cape Ministry were placed by the
action of the Home Government in a difficult position, but so
anxious were they to secure annexation as the only true mode of
sett'ement that they determined to proceed to Bechumana'and in
the hope of effecting a settlement. They wished to have their
hands free, but conditions were imposed upon them which may
be gathered from Lord DERBY’S telegraphic despatc' received on
October 23rd. “ Her Majesty’s Government approve of their
( Ministers) m1king an attempt if they will be prepared on their
settlement being approved to azcept responsibility of control over
MANEOROANE and MONTSIOA’S country. Any agreement they
make of course must be subject to approval of Her Myj:s'y’s
Government, and it will be essential that all whitc men leave
MonTs10A’s location except such as Her Majesty’s Government
on recommend 1ti n of Hizh Commis-ioner may spacially grant
permission to remain, and that ample lan1 shall be secur.d te
MoxTsroa’s people. Before any farms muy be granted to white
mep, if any land is so granted, fair rent to b paid to MoNTSIO0A.”
Tn reply the Cape Ministers stated: As set forth ia Sir H.
RoBinsoN's telegram to Lord DERBY of Octobar 24th, 1884, that
they were prepared  to proceed to Protectorate a1d end:avour to
make best arrangements possib'e, consisteat with just recogaition
of the rights and claims of all parties, the terms to be subje.t to
approval of Her Majesty’s Government after consideration of
their report. Ministers add that Parliament has rot aithorized
them to ac2ept respousibility for control of cou1try, consequ ntly,
they are not in a position to accept conditions la'd down ia
message, dut they think that if their mission be successful they will
be able to submit proposals for government of country pending
annezxation which will be satisfactory to Her Majesty’s Government”’
On October 30th, 1834, Lord DERBY finally stated that he was

glad Ministers should intervene, and added, ¢ Your definition of
E
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