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PREFACE 

This study has grown from the work which I did on the 

FitzPatrick Papers over fifteen years ago. At that time, I sorted 

and classified the large collection which is in the possession of 

Sir Percy FitzPatrick's daughter, Mrs Cecily Niven, at Amanzi, 

Uitenhage. This reduced a disorderly stack of bundles, haphaz~rdly 

stored in eleven trunks, to an ordered arrangement and made the 

collection more accessible. 

Since then, several historians have consulted the Papers. 

Their writings further stimulated the wish, then sparked-off 

by familiarity with his private papers, to investigate and interpret 

FitzPatrick's political career, for none of them seemed to have 

grasped the ' essence of his personality or of his politics. Such 

shortcomings are understandable on the part of those who, concen. 

trating on larger issues, delved into the Fi~zPatrick collection. 

There is a vast amount of material which needs to be digested. 

It is for this reason also that this study deals only with the 

period 1895 - 1906 and thus concentrates on the years before 

FitzPatrick burst into public politics. 

The Amanzi collection comprises the great bulk of FitzPatrick's 

private and business correspondence. SomeWhat surprisingly in view 

of the care which was taken in collecting and storing the papers, 

there are gaps. Frequently, FitzPatrick did not keep copies of 

his letters. Most noticeably, one of his Letter Books for this 

period, doubtless containing much of interest, is missing. It was 

forwarded to him from Johannesburg while he was convalescing in 

Europe in 1904(1) and was then, presumably, mislaid. It has been 

possible to fill some of these gaps from the material which was in 

the possession of Rand Mines Ltd and stored at the Corner House 

in Johannesburg. Other useful sources were the Milner Papers at 

Oxford and the Colonial Office Confidential Print, housed in the 

Public Record Office in London. Contemporary newspapers contain 

very few clues to the behind-the-scenes political activity in 

which FitzPatrick was largely engaged at this time. 

The assistance of the numerous persons who, in various ways, 

helped in the preparation of this study is gratefully acknowledged. 

The staffs of the following institutions met inquiries with 

patience and courtesy and, in several instances, went out of their 

1. Cox to FitzPatrick, 6th April 1904. RM FIT LIB VI. 



way to meet special requests: The library of the University of 

Natal in Durban; the State Library in Pretoria (the director 

kindly agreed to the loan of microfilms, without which it would 

have been impossible to consult many of the contemporary news

papers); the South African Public Library, Cape Town; the Rand 

Mines library in Johannesburg; the Institute of Historical R~search , 

the library of the British Museum and the Public Record Office in 

London; and the Bodleian and Rhodes House Libraries in Oxford. 

Research in England was made possible through the generosity of 

the Council of the University of Natal. Mr and Mrs J.P. ~ckie 

Niven gave hospitality, encouragement and confidence. 

Mrs Lynne Norris complacently encountered last-ainute snags 

when engaged in the final typing and uncomplainingly agreed to 

many niggling alterations. 
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In particular, my thanks are due to my 8upervisor, Professor 

J.W. Horton. While his careful scrutiny of my manuscript inereased 

anxiety, it made his criticism all the more valuable. My colleague t 

Mr W.R. Guest read the final typescript and 80 assisted in proof~ 

reading. 

In conformity with the regulations of the University of Natal, 

I hereby state unambiguously that what follows is my own original 

work, unless specifically indicated to the contrary in the text. 

DURBAN, 

November 1973. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years,considerable attention has been paid to the 

period which preceeded and immediately followed the outbreak of 

the Anglo-Boer War in 1899. 

Reasons for this interest are not difficult to disoover. 

In Britain's imperial history, the events which led to the Boer 

ultimatum of October 10th appear as the climax to the crisis in 

which Britain found herself in the late nineteenth century. The 

world-wide security which she had enjoyed was coming to an end 

as she began to feel the commercial competition of continental 

rivals. Faced with rising protective tariffs in Europe and 

America, she showed renewed interest in her Empire and in those 

parts of the world which, although not part of her formal empire, 

had been dominated by British traders. But, even there, Britain 

found herself under threat, for her continental rivals sought 

commercial gain or strategic advantage or national prestige in 

securing for themselves and extending footholds in parts of the 

world which had not been formally annexed or occupied. Apart 
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from producing reaction in the Foreign Office, this had the effect 

of focussing interest on the formal Eapire. Could Britain compen

sate for the loss of continental markets by developing those of her 

colonies? Could she rely upon her s elf-governing dependencies to 

assist in the task of defending her world interests? Such questions 

raised others regarding eolonial autonomy - that makeshift policy 

forged in mid-century in the face of settler agitation: was the 

end-result to be national independence, or WaS it to be imperial 

federation? Inextricable was also the question of Britain's 

commercial policy. Unlike her imperial policy, this had come to 

be based upon the almost-biblical orthodoxy of Free Trade. Could 

or should she respond to acts of rivals with retaliatory tariffs 

and, if she did SOt how would the colonies(which were already 

geared to pursue commercial policies which catered for their own 

economic interest) be induced to follow suit? 

Simultaneous with these developments which affected Britain's 

global strategy and stimulated concern about the Empire, her position 

in Africa was challenged by indigenous movements. British interests 
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in Egypt appeared to be threatened by Mahdism with the result 

that it became necessary to intervene along the upper reaches 

of the Nile. In South Africa - the other strategic point of the 

African continent - her position appeared to be threatened by 

Afrikanerism. Throughout the nineteenth century, she had maintained 

her hold by means of giving way to colonial demands for self

government, even when this involved concession to colonial 

susceptibilities regarding colour. Dutch colonial hostility in 

the Cape was tempered by the recognition of the independence of 

the inland trekker republics, which could act as a safety-valve, 

draining off Dutch extremists to the north. This arrangement 

produced in the Cape Colony a workable, if somewhat precarious, 

arrangement in the era of responsible government. The Dutch 
L. 

enjoyed a numerical majority and were becomin (with the exte sion 

of popular education, improved ~ommunications, and~growing 

professional class) involved in grass-root polit~cs for the first 

time. By the 1880s they: had formed the Afr.ikaner Bond, which9 ·as 

the only cohesive political organisation in the Cape after the 

death of the Separatist movement, stood poised to e~pLoit any sign 

of weakness. But Hofmeyr, the Bond's leader, tolerated a succe.s-- --- ---
sion of Eng].i!h-speaking Prime Ministers until Rhodes's involve·-

ment in the Jameson Raidftbruptly ended such co-operatio~. ~n 

1898 W.P. Schreiner, parliamentary leader of the Afrikaner Bond, 

then became Prime Minister. Br~tain's position in the Cape 

Colony thus appeare~ to be seriousll threatened. 

While these developments were occurring in the Cape Colony, 

events elsewhere in southern Africa aleo seemed to be getting out 

of control. The discovery of gold on the Witwatersrand and the 

development of ' the deep-levels in the .early 1890s completely .... 
altered the situation in which the inland Republics were in abject 

economic dependence upon the British coastal colonies. By 1894 . 
the Sou~h African _Republic had opened an inde end~nt _rail link to 

the sea ~t L03en~0 Marques. In such an advantageous and dominant 

position, it seemed that the Transvaal could dictate terms to the 

rest of South Africa. A link-up with the Orange Free State seemed 

imminent. Thereafter, it would only be a matter of time before 

the British coastal colonies were drawn into the orbit of 

republicanism. The result would be a United States of South Africa. 

Like the United States of America, this could not be relied upon 



to fall in with ~ritain's economic policies or with her strategic 

requirements. 
Looked at from these points of view, events in South Africa 

were crucial to the Empire and also t o South Africa. They were 

crucial to the Empire because it seemed that this republican 

movement had to be curbed. Like Ireland, it put the whole 
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imperial system on trial. The strategic importance of the harbours 

of the Cape and Natal made it all the more urgent that issues should 

be squarely confronted and dealt with. 

From the point of view of Southern Africa, the matter was 

perhaps of even greater significance. British policy-makers do 

not appear to have viewed the evolution of South African 

republicanism (or of "Africanderism") as being necessarily, or 

even probably, Dutch-orientated.(1) This was because, taking the 

larger view and drawing parallels with north America, they 

anticipated rapid economic development which would produce massiye 

immigration and the swampi ng of the Dut ch or Boer population. How

ever, although the matter may not have been viewed in such race

terms by theorists in the Colonial Office, thi·s was certainly not 
----

the view which was taken by most persons who lived in Southern 

Africa: to them the struggle for the Empire and against republicanism 

was identical to the struggle for olitical supremacy of the 

British population over the Dutch or Boer 0~u1ation The fact 

that Britain attempted to wrest power f rom the hands of Dutch 

leaders in the Republics made this conclusion obvious. Yet, the 

introduction of responsible government in the Transvaal Colony in 

1906 and in the Orange River Colony in 1907, followed by the 

elections,saw the pre-war Boer leaders returned to power. This 

meant that the British or English-speaki~ ele~ents __ in South _ 

Africa were not left in a position of political predominance. It 

is, therefore, with justification that this period is seen as being 

of vital importance as far as the future politics of the Union of 

South Africa was concerned. After 1907 Eng~ish-speaking South 

~ricans had to engage in politics defensively and at great dis

a~~antage against Dutch or Afrikaner party steamrollers, led by 

persons who were utterly dedicated to the business of politics. 

All these aspects have received the attention which they 

10 See Selborne's memorandum o~ 30th March 1896. Quoted by R. Robinson, 
J._ Gallagher and A. Denny Africa and the Victorians. The Official 
Mind of Imperialism, London, 1961, pp. 434-7. 



deserve. The imperial problem in the pre-war period has been 

sharply defined by Professor. Robinson and Gallagher.(2) The 

effect, as far as the Empire was concerned, of the failure of 

Britain's attempt to impose her will on South Africa has been 

analysed by Dr Hyam in his study of Elgin and Churchill at the 

ColonialOffice.(3) The further consequencea (both for the 

Empire and for S,outh . Africa), have been examined by Professor 
(4) 

Mansergh in his study entitled The Price of Magnanimitl· 

This focus upon imperial aspects has been accompanied by 

several detailed and scholarly studies of developments in South 

Africa and their link with imperial policy. Professor Marais, 

for example, in studying the fall of Kruger's republic,(5) is 

drawn into considering the parts which were played in precipitating 

war by Chamberlain as Colonial Secretary after 1895, by his 

Colonial Office advisers and by Sir Alfred Milner, High Commis

sioner in South Africa after May 1897. Under Marais' supervision 

or encouragement, specialised treatment was given to the South 

African League(6) and to the Witwatersrand Council of Education.(7) 

More recently, Marais' pioneering work had been supplemented by 

a detailed study of the behaviour of the Uit1anders under the 

conditions of pre-war stress.(8) 

Professor le May, who accepted and simplified Marais' inter

pretation of pre-war events, moved into the post-war period, 

concerning himself with the battle for political supremacy in the 

Transvaal whi'ch, in his view, was finally decided in the Het Vo1lt 

victory of 1907.(9) Here again, this pioneering work haa been 

followed by in-depth s~udies of Milner and his post-war 

2. Robinson, Gallagher and Denny, Ope cit. 

3. R. Hyam Elgin and Churchill at the Colonial Office, 1905-8. The 
Watershed of the Empire-Commonwealth, London, 1968. 

4. N. Mansergh South Africa, 1906-61: The Price of Magnanimity, 
London, 1962. 

5. J.S. Marais The Fall of Kruger's Republic, Oxford, 1961. 

6. W.F. Bitensky The South African League - British Imperialist . 
Organisation in South Africa, M.A. Wits. 
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7. J.W. Horton The First Seventy Years, 1895-1965, Johannesburg, 1966. 

8. A.H. Jeeves The Rand Capitalists in Transvaal Politics, 1892-9. 
Ph.D. Queen's (Canada), 1970. 

9. G.H. le May British Supremacy in South Africa, Oxford, 1965. 



administration and of the political behaviour of the British 
(10) . , 

population of the Transvaal. The defeat of "Milnerism' was 

in part the story of Boer political revival and here Sir Keith 
(11) Hancock's biography of Smuts did much to dispel illusions and 

to reveal the young Smuts as the most outstanding South African 

politician of the age; a view which was confirmed and extended 

by Professor Garson's study of the establishment and organisation 

of Het Volk during 1904 and 1905.(12) 

A further study which enters such a well-trQd'en field might 

seem superfluous. Earlier studies have, however, suggested that 

a leading part waa played in these proceedings by FitzPatrick. 

In Marais' work he emerges as a figure of some importance and the 

link between Milner and the Uitlanders.(13) Two historians who 

have subsequently used the FitzPatrick Papers have discovered 
(14 ) . 

that FitzPatrick was seldom in the background. Although he 

was not publicly a prominent figure in Uitlander politics and 

although not the leader of the Transvaal Progressive Association 

following its formation at the end of 1904, his role has been 
Reform· Committee, he was 

Reform movement of 1895-6 
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greatly underrated. As a member of the 

one of the ring-le~ders of the abortive 

and in The Transv.aal from Wi thin became the Reformers' apolo~st.(15) 
In 1899 he was a leading figure in the ·Great Deal neg~tiations 

which ·figured so prominently in the sequence of events which . led 

to Britain's growing involvement in Transvaal affairs as the 

defender of Uitlander rights. During the war and in post-war 

Transvaal politics he was prominent as a close confidant of Milner 

and as a leading Progressive. 

This thesis, which concentrates on the period 1895 - 1906, 

seeks to determine precisely what role FitzPatrick played and 

this, it is hoped, will make some contribution towards a better 

10. A.A. Mawby,The Political behaviour of the British population of 
the Transvaal, 1902-7, Ph.D. Wits, 1969. 

11. K. Hancock Smuts. The Sanguine Years, Cambridge, 1962. 

12. N.G. Garson Het Volk. The Botha-Smuts party in the Transvaal, 
1904-11. Historical ·Journal IX, No.1 (1966). 

13. See Marais, Ope cit., p. 263. 

14. Jeeves, Ope cit., Mawby, Ope cit. 

15. J.P. FitzPatrick The Transvaal from Within, London 1899. 
(Sections were printed privately in 1897). 



understanding of the period as a whole. Furthermore, although 
. (16) 

FitzPatrick has engaged the attention of two biographers and 

was himself the author of memoirs,(17) published posthumously, no 

documented study of his political career has been made. His most 

recent biographer considers that "he was never a politician in 
(18) 

the sense that it was the be-all and end-all of his existence". '.' . 
This view contradicts the opinion of Professor Wallis who, although 

limited by considerations of space, devoted considerable attention 

to FitzPatrick's political interests. A detailed study of his 

political career during this period will make possible a realistic 

assessment of his calibre as a politician. 
FitzPatrick and the other British South African pol~ticians 

of his day lived at a time when the future of. the Empire was 

undetermined. Consequently, there was confusion about matters 

such as colonial autonomy or where the "imperial factor" should 
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be admitted and where it should not. This confusion might account 

for the puzzling fact that, whereas his recent biography is 

entitled The Firat South African, the historian of the Uitlander 

movement refers to him as a "blustering impe~i·alist". (19) The 

period 1895 - 1906 was a period during which contemporary confusion 

on this score must have been at its height, for it was during 

this period that the "imperial factor" was more assertive than at 

any other time. It begins with the Jameson Raid and, inclu·.ding 

the war and Milner's post-war administration, ends with the 

withdrawal of the "imperial factor" in the introduction of the 

1906 constitution to the Transvaal. FitzPatrick's response to 

the dilemma in which such events placed him as a South African 

by birth, is clearly worth investigating. 

The son of Justice James Colman FitzPatrick (1816-1880), 

James Percy FitzPatrick was born at King William's Town on 24th 

July 1862.(20) He attended school first in England at St Gregory's 

16. J.P.R. Wallis Fitz. The Story of Sir PerCY FitzPatrick, London, 1955. 
A.P. Cartwright The First South African. Life and times of 
Sir Percy FitzPatrick, Cape Town, 1971. 

17. J.P. FitzPatrick (ed. G.H. Wilson) South African Memor}es, 
London, 1932. 

18. Cartwright The First South African, p. 144. 

19. A.H. JeevesThe Rand Capitalist and the Coming of the South 
African War, 1896-9, p. 14. 

20. For details of FitzPatrick's life, see Wallis, Ope cit., and 
Cartwright, The First South African. 



College, Downside Abbe, and then at St Aidan's College, Grahams

town. His scholastic career was unspectacular. Nor did the 

Catholic upbringing leave an impression unless it was the cause 

of the agnosticism which he professed for the remainder of his 

life. After failing to gain admission to the South African 

College in Cape Town, where he intended to stud, law, he entered 

the employment of the Standard Bank in 1880. After four years 

in what he afterwards referred to as "the cage", he resigned and 

went to seek his fortune at the eastern-Transvaal goldfields. 

After trying his ·hand at various tasks, he beca.e a transportrider 

and, by mid-1885, was plying between Lorenco Marques and Barberton. 

This colourful period of his life, which formed the basis of his 
(21) 

famous book Jock of the Bushveld, came to a sudden end in 

September 1887 when he lost his team of oxen through drought. He 

then found employment in the Barberton offices of Graumann and 

Cohen, a partnership which owned extensive interests in the eastern 

Transvaal. 
It was during the Barberton period that FitsPatrick first 
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became involved in politics. One of his responsibilities vas the 

management of the Barberton Herald, a daily newspaper which vas 

owned by' his firm. His interest in the paper soon became more 

than a businessman's concern for a shaky business undertaking, 

for he formed a close friendship with its editor, R.J. Pakeman.(22) 

This forthright journalist was later t o play a prominent part in 

Rand politics. He was already looking beyond th. ·.: parochial lim ts 

of Barberton and the fortune-seeking of its inhabitants and had 

become a forceful critic of Transvaal maladministration and~ 

champion of the unenfranchised Uitlanders. In addition to his 

consultations with Pakeman, FitsPatrick also frequently supplied 
(23) the newspaper with copy: his gift for writing had already 

21. Published in 1907, Jock of the Bushveld was written between 
1904 and 1906. 

22. Pakeman was deputy editor of the Star during the Jameson Raid 
crisis and editor, 1896-7. In 1899 he became editor of the 
Transvaal Leader, but .. signed in 1902. In 1904 he published a 
pamphlet entitled Political Letters from the transvaal which 
contained a trenchant attack upon the Milner administration and 
the mining capitalista. He was editor of the short-lived Daily 
Express in 1905 and died of cancer in 1906. 

23. Cartwright, The First South African, p. 42. 



marked him out with particular clarity in the saall unsophisticated 

mining community. 
At Barberton he was also associated with the attempt which 

was made to establish a political organisation among the Uitlander 

population. In September 1888 a political association was formed, 

the prime movers being FitzPatrick's close friend, N.H. (nNaphtt) 

Cohen(24) and J.M. Buckland,(25) both of whom (like FitzPatrick) 
, 

were later to move to Johannesburg and to achieve prominence 

there. The organisation was founded at Barberton, where a council 

of twenty members was to represent the town and surrounding areas. 

It was hoped that similar ·committees would be organised at 

Potchefstroom, Klerksdorp, Malmani and the Zoutpansberg towns 

and that they would all then elect representatives to a "Grand ' 

Council" in Pretoria.(26) The movement lost momentum with the 

steady decline of the Barberton, Lydenburg and Pilgrim's Rest 

goldfields and the Witwatersrand economic crisis of 1889/90. 

The strategy which underlay it was, however, to become that of 

the Witwatersrand Uitlander movement which reached its climax in 

1895. 
This strategy, FitzPatrick explained, was not to overthrow 

the Transvaal government, but to embarrass it and, utilising this 

embarrassment, to force it to act: 

" ••• With the alien population having their own elected 
council meeting under the nose of the Government, they 
would find that ~ policy of conciliat ion would pay them 
better than ~he one of boastini) hostility which they 
have so long pursued. I am sure that the meetings of the 
Council would cause great uneasiness and induce them to 
adopt a better tone to the class. represented by an informal 
but powerful organisation which - though its policy be 
one of peaceful and respectful agitation - might, at a 
moment's notice, be changed by an ill-advised or obnoxious 
move on the part of the Government to an actively hostile 
body. Then the system which had been built up and arranged 
lawful courses~iiJ,would serve equally well for others. 

24. Cohen afterwards practiced as an attorney in Johannesburg as 
partner in the firm Naph Cohen, Yates and Marais. A prominent 
member of the Johannesburg jewish co.munity, he was a vice
president of the Transvaal branch of the South African League. 

25. Buckland was Chairman of the Rand Club, 1894-1902 and 1903-32. 
A member of the Reform Committee 1895/6. 

26. FitzPatrick to H. Graumann, 11th September 1888. Q8 CIAO I. 

8 



I do not for an instant believe that the most obnoxious 
laws they could enact could drive. the digging population 
to violence but I do think the Goyernment would have a 
constant fear of such a result and would look on the Political 
Association as a standing menace - almost - at any rate, as 
something which they have no right to object to, which they 
have not the strength to crush and which, on(!h, whole, it 
would be wiser to conciliate than to crush". 7 

Apart from this . quotation providing an essential clue to 

Uitlander politics before the end of 1895, it also reveals Fitz

Patrick's own grasp of political strategy. 
In May 1889 FitzPatrick was transferred to Johannesburg. 

His arrival there just preceded the great crisis which resulted 

from the discovery that at the deeper levels the gold reefs 

entered a pyritic zone and, in the crash which followed, he lost 

all his SaYings.(28) The firm for which he worked was also badly 

hit, with the result that he also lost his employment. Hoping 
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to restore his fortunes, he returned to Barberton. I n July he 

escorted W. Verwey and G.A. A. Middelberg, the top Netherlands 

Railway officials, to the Komati Poort,(29) through which the new 

Delagoa Bay line was to pass. Through Verwey he was able to obtain 

a sub-concession to erect stores and hotels within a ten-mile limit 

of the Crocodile Poort. Difficulties, however, soon arose. First, 

his concession was challenged by G. PaUling(30) and then, while 

FitzPatrick was defending his claims, he learnt that the hotel 

licences for the area had been awarded t o another speculator.(31) 

Although he was successful in an appeal to the Courts, his hopes 

were dashed when the Netherlands Railway Company temporarily 
(32) . 

suspended its operations. He was again penniless; but had 

received a lesson of some value in that he had gained first-hand 

experience of the Transyaal government's concessions policy and 

27. !ill. 
28. By 1888 he had saved about £2,000 which he then invested. (To 

Harrington, 14 April 1888. :.Q8 CIAO I). In later years he 
claimed that he lost a fortune of about £60,000 in the 1890 
crash (Cartwright, The First South African, p. 45), but this 
is unlikely in view of the above evidence of his financial 
position two years earlier. 

29. FitzPatrick to Graumann, 18th July 1890. Q2 A/LB XVI. 

30. Fit.Patrick to 
Noyember 1890. 

31. Ibid. 

the Mining CommiSSioner, Barberton, 12th 
Q2 A/LB XVI. 

32. FitzPatrick to McIntosh, 8th January 1891. Q2 AILS XVI. 



of the vagaries of its officials. 
FitzPatrick was rescued from these serious difficulties by 

an offer to conduct Alfred Beit to Mashonaland.(33) Such was 

the impression which he made upon Beit that. on his return, he 

was offered a position in the offices of H. Eckstein. the 

Johannesburg firm which managed the extensive Witwatersrand 

holdings of Wernher Beit and Co. 

When FitzPatrick entered Ecksteins- in 1892, he vas already 

experienced, in business administration, though possibly not in 

the exacting and careful methods which were followed at the Corner 

House. (34) Equally important, he had learnt self-reliance in 

the bushveld and had first-hand' experi~nc. of the Transvaal 

government's officious inefficiency. His abilities as a writer, 

not merely of sparkling pen-sketches but of criSp paragraphs 

which sifted essentials, had been revealed in his business letters 

to Graumann, (35) in his contributions to the Barberton Herald and 

also in his first publication, Through Mashonaland with Pick and 
(36) Pen, which was published soon after his return from the north. 

Furthermore, a South African by birth (unlike most of the other 

Eckstein employees(3?», he possessed many contacts with Boer 

and popular non-capitalist elements, either through personal 

friendships which had been formed in the egalitarian eastern 

33. For FitzPatrick's own account of this expedition, see Through 
Mashonaland with Pick and Pen, Johannesburg, 1892. 

34. P.R. Emden, Randlords, London, 1935. A.P. Carwright, !h! 
Corner House, London, 1965. 

35. Many of his letters to Graumann and Cohen are contained in 
his letter book. Q8 CIAO. 
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36. Through Mashonaland with Pick and Pen was published in Johannes
burg in 1892. It consists of a series of letters, previously 
published in the Star and the Cape Argus, which describe the 
Beit and Randolph~rchill expeditions to Mashonaland. 

37. The fira, Eckstein and Co., (originally a partnership of Hermann 
Eckstein and J.B. Taylor), was, apart from Taylor and FitzPatrick, 
staffed exclusively by non-South Africans. Eckstein and his 
brother, Friedrich (1857-1930) were Germans; Lionel Phillips vas 
a British emigrant as was R. Schumacher; L.J. Reyersbach was a 
German who worked in the offices of Wernher Beit and Co. in 
London before transferring to Kimberley in 1894; G. Rouliot 
was a Frenchman. 



(38) ( Transvaal goldrush community, or through his marriage his 

wife was a member of a TransTaal family and was related to the 
(39) prominent Meintjies family in Pretoria ). His abilities were 

soon recognised and he was singled out as an assistant to J.B. 

Taylor, Hermann Eckstein's partner. Like FitzPatrick, Taylor was 

South African-born. He had assumed the duties of managing the 

partnership's many Pretoria interests and of handling its delicate 
(40) 

relations with the Transvaal gOTernment. 

FitzPatrick became associated with Witwatersrand goldmining 

at a very crucial and challenging stage. for it was at this time 
(41) 

that the cyanide process greatly increased yields. To this 

new confidence was added the excitement of deep-leTel mining, a 
(42) 

development which was pioneered by Eckstein and Co. 

While these spectacular happenings were transf orming the 

mining industry, significant changes were also occurring within , 

the Corner House itself. Hermann Eckstein lett Johannesburg in 

1892 to join Wernher Beit and Co. in London., where he died soon 

afterwards. J.B. Taylor, the other founder-partner, decided to 

retire to England in 1894. On their departure', the name of the 

firm was altered to H. Eckstein and Co •• the partners being 

11 

38. Among those whose association with FitzPatrick dated back to 
Barberton days were R.J. Pakeman, N.H. Cohen. J.M. Buckland and 
A. Wools-Sampson. Cartwright (The First South African, p. 55) 
states that he "was on triendly terms" with A. Nellmapuis, 
Schalk Burger, A. Erasmus and E. Lippert. In the absence of 
any evidence, this statement may be as inaccurate as is Cartwright's 
contention that FitzPatrick spoke "the Taal" (p. 55 ibid.) In 
fact, though FitzPatrick understood Dutch, he was no~uent ' in 
the language; see FitzPatrick to Wernher, 15th November 1897. 
Q2 AlLB XVII. ' ' , 

39. In 1889 FitzPatrick married Lillian Cubitt, the daughter of John 
Cubitt, a Transvaal pioneer who was killed while on Commando 
during the war against Sekhukhuni in 1880. ' His wife's mother 
was a member of the family of J. Meintjies, the Transvaal official. 
whose son E.P.A. Meintjies became a prominent Pretoria miller and 
land-developer ' and member of the Second Volksraad. FitzPatrick's 
Sister, Cecile, was married to Dr Hans Sauer (1857-1939), the 
physician and mining director. 

40. Cartwright. The Corner Rouse, pp. 139 et seg. 

41. The Mac A~thur-Forres~ cyanide process, first demonstrated in 
1890, ' pushed up the recoTery rate from 75~ to over~. See 
!!!!., pp. 97 and 102. 

42. L. Phillips, Some Reainiscence., p. 116. 
involved in deep-level mining through the 
Limited in 1893 of which he waa the first 
The First South African, ' p. 55. 

FitzPatrick was directly 
flotation of Rand Mines 
Secretary. Cartwright, 



Friedrich Eckstein, Lionel Phillips and Georges Rouliot. As 

far as FitzPatrick vas concerned, these changes meant rapid 

promotion to a position ,of managerial responsibility. Having 

been Taylor's assistant, he nov took over much of Taylor's 

Pretoria vork.(43) This increase in authority did not mean that 

he inherited Taylor's position as the main contact with the 

Pretoria authorities, for he continued to live in Johannesburg. 

He vas, futhermore, a junior in the firm's hierarchical structure 
, (44) 

and vas younger than the three partners. 
Apart from a speech at a debate organised by the National 

Union,(45) FitzPatrick's only political statement at this time 

was a letter to the editor of the Times in October 1893.(46) It 

vas sparked off by events in Mashonaland and by rumours that the 

British government vould intervene and iapose conditions following 

the destruction of Matabele pover by the Chartered Company's 

forces. He argued that it vas not merely the "prestige of the 

white man" that 'vas at s t ake. The prestige of Britain was involved 

and the position of British elements in South Africa was being 

threatened. 

" 0 all of British deso.ntH ' he wrote. ttKalt 
So~th Africa does net uicken to 'Rule Britannia l • ~t 
eceives you at a distance is that the half vhich does 

1S e alkin and writin half. Those of us of British 
blood may spend lifetimes in nursing and tending the 
tne e cate grovth of ~tual unaerstanding and bon accord, 
only to lind it blighted by the events of tvelve years ago 
or the threatenings of today. 

T~ose ot Dutch descent 'have no fund of generous help 
i the past, of blood ties, or of historic memories on 
which to drav vhen the British lovernment makes its heavy 
ca Is ~on good temper and forbearance. It is not right 
that we, who are British born, should have to choose between 
the man who shares the house with us and the man who puts 
us ttl. 
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He co~d!d_by u~gin.LBritain to keep out of South Africa's 

affairs if there was no wish to assist the British colonists there' 

"do not hamper ..!.nd paralyse us. Our stock fought their own battles 

43. Cartwright, The Corner House, p. 142. 

44. Eckstein was born in 1857, Rouliot in ' 1861 and Phillips in 
1855. (FitzPatrick vas born in 1862). ' , 

45. Cartwright,'The First South African, p. 62. 

46. Q2 A/LB XVI. 



13 

in the past and we muat fi..sht ours today". He was giving expression 
, (47) 

to what was a very prevalent post-Majuba view. More interesting 

is that fact that at this early stage,- before he had become engaged 

in active politics, he had in his own mind ~fined the South 

African problem and postulated as its solution, not the encourage

ment of a militant British imperialism, but~he ler~ntation ~f a 

political movement among British South Africans which would ensure 

~the future of a British South Africa. 

One of the major problems belore the war - and one which 
[ -

FitzPatrick was to be deeply involved in - was the~r.ation of 

an effective Uitlander political organisation. This was difficult 

to achieve- partly ~ec~. the Uitlanders w.re excluded from the 

franchise and so removed from the normal ,processes of Transvaal 

politics. (4&) Even th s not been so, it would have been very 

d1fficult to create a representative Uitlander organisation, for 

the average Uitlander was non-political; an adventurer and a 

temporary resident. Ther e was no demonstrable common interest 

which could overshadow their many differences. Furthermore, th • 
... - -
wealthy capitalists who, as the successful adv'enturers, were the 

obvious leaders and who were most aflect.d by the economic 

grievances such as the dynamite monopoly and the liquor and 

railway concessions, were the most unlikely to provide a lead. 

Success marked them off from the rest and, because their interests 

were in goldmining, they vere greatly concerned with the maintenance 

of political and economic stability and therefore sought redress 

by negotiation rather than by untrustworthy popular agitation. 

47. When in the Pretoria jail, for example, h. recorded in similar 
vein: "Your country tr.ats you worse than any Moth.r Country. 
She leaves you to fight your own battles, she ignor~syou when 
you are in trouble, .she only worrie. about you when you are 
successful and ,when she can r.ap what you have ·sown •••• " 
FitzPatrick's Diary, 189~. , ,AIM III. Se. also, The Transvaal 
from Within, p. 44: "Th. abandonment VAS complet., without 
Bcruple, without sha ••••• th. care and forethought which would 
be lavish.d on a favourite horse or dog on changing masters 
was deni.d to British subjects by the British governmentV. 

48. In 1890 the Transvaal franchise law was altered so that immigrants 
could be .nfranchised only alt.r 14 years residence, provided 
that they were 40 years old. At the same time, a Second VolkB
raad vas created., to deal with specified III&tters such as the 
mining industr~,subject to ratification by the First Volkaraad. 
Immigrants , could . vo~e for r.pr.sentatives on this body, upOn 
naturalisation, aft.r two years residence in the Transvaal. 
MaraiS, Ope cit., p. 53. 



It is not surprising, therefore, that the Nat~onal Union, 

estabiished in 1892, did not receiv'e any real support or that its 
-- (49) 

leaders were persons who were not wealthy mining magnates. 

B~ause its effectiveness was limited by its inability to unite 

the Uitlanders and also by the very small area in which it could 

manoeuvre, its aain hope - like that of the Political Association 

which had been- formed in Barberton in 1888 - was to capitalise 

on the Transvaal government's possible embarrassment. 
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In the absence of an effective Uitlander movement, Tragsvaal 

politics during the years 1890-5 continued to be the monopoly of 

Transvaal burghers. The mining interests, distrusting the National 

Union or doubting its effectiveness, placed more faith in the 

Chamber of Mines which had been founded in 1889.(50) The effective

ness of this organisation as a pressure group was, however, greatly 

limited by the absence of solidarity among its capitalist members. 

Some of these divisions were doubtless the result of personal 

disagreements in a small and highly-competitive community but, 

even where cordial relationships existed at a social level, there 

were differences of interest which made it unllkely that the 

capitalists would act together. By the early 1890s, the gold

mining industry was dominated by ten major groups.(51) By their 

nature, these groups were in competition with each other and this 

competition could be increased by a difference of interest between 

49. The leaders of the Transvaal National Union were J. Tudhop8, 
C. Leonard, E.P. Solomon and J.H. Hamilton (the editor of the 
2l!£). In 1894 the~xecutive consisted of Tudhope, J. Hay, 
Hamilton, W. Hosken, W.H. Rogers, R.A. Bettington and W. St 
J. Carr (C.O.879/56). Hay and Bettington were both members 
of the Stock Exc~ange but neither were prosinent capitalists. 
The great majority were, therefore, either business or 
professional men. 

50. For details of the establishment of the Chamber of Mines and 
its early history se. D.A • . Etheridge The Earij History of the 
Chamber of Mines. 1887-1897. M.A. Wits, 1949. 

51. These were The Corner House group (H. Eckstein & Co.), the 
Consolidated Gold Fields group, the Barnatos group (afterwards 
the Johannesburg Consolidated Invest.ent Company), the J.B. 
Robinson Group, S. Neumann & Co., the Albugroup (afterwards 
the Gener~l Mining croup), A. Goerz (In 1897 A. Goerz & Co., 
afterwards the Union Corporation), the Anglo-French group (Farrar 
Brothers). the Lew~s and Ma~ks group (the African and European 
Investment Co.pany) 'and the A. Bailey group (S.A. Townships). 
See Emden, Ope cit., p. 207. 



(52) 
the older outcrop mines and the new deep levels, and also 

(53) 
by possible conflicts between shareholders. 

On the question of reform it was particularly difficult to 

obtain unanimity. While it might be argued that the policies of 

15 

the Kruger government inflated costs, it was difficult to produce 

statistical proof. Business instincts, futhermore, dictated 

competition with the .object of obtaining particular advantages for 

individual companies by means of independent action upon govern

ment officials who might, at a price, be prepared to grant exemp

tions or to ignore infractions. Most significantly, the conces

sions policy, which was the basic cause of the major mining 

grievances, was something in which many of the capitalists possessed 

a vested interest.(54) It is not surprising, therefore, that the 

Chamber ~f Mines was so unsuccessful in its attempts at obtaining 

reform. Although there might at times b. the appearance of 

solidarity due to understanding between representatives of the 

larger mining houses, such agre •• ents were at all times extremely 

brittle and were politically usel.s., .erely making it easier for 

the smaller concerns to for.e profitable links' ,with the government. 

In the absence of real Uitlander participation, Transvaal politics 

was able to drift along · at a placid and rather unreal pace. This 

does not mean that no developments of any significance took place. 

On the contrary, the period saw the growth of the "Progressive 

Party" in the Volksraads.(55) This organisation, led by a group 

of educated young burghers including Ewart Esselen, Lucas Meyer, 

Carl Jeppe and R.K. Loveday, cha.pioned the cause of reform. 

While many Uitlanders expected much by way of actual reform from 

these Progressives, who, then and later, received support from 

52. The well-kno~ expoaition of this argument is given by G. 
Blainey: Lost Causes of the Jameson Raid, Economic History 
Review, 1965. While the writer does not accept Blainey's general 
conclusions regarding the R,form movement, it is nevertheless 
true that there was a difference of interest and that this was 
a general cause of disunity. 

53. A. Goerz, for example, represented the Deutsche 'Bank and although 
A. Goers & Co. was registered in London in 1897, its shareholders 
were mostly Geraan. 

54. Lewis and Marks, for example, held the valuable Liquor .oncess10n~ 
Even Ecksteins held concessions - as, for example, the Pretoria 
light and water concessions and the cement concession. ' 

55. See C.T. Gordon'The Growth of Boer opposition to Kruger, 1890-5, 
Cape Town, 1970. 



Uitlander capitalists~56) such hopes were unrealistic for, while 

there might be a significant number of burghers who did not 
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approve of Kruger or his government and while it was true that 

there were many who were opposed to many of its unenlightened 

policies, when it came to the question of the Uitlander franchise, 

support dwindled.(57) To maintain respectability with burgher 

voters, care was in fact taken to dissociate from any Uitlander 

slum. (58) 

The predominant characteristics of Uitlander politics during 

the early 1890s were thus a lack of unity, a lack of hope and a 

lack of interest. The futility of political action was clearly 

demonstrated by the Volksraad's arrogant rejection of the Uitlander 

petition which prayed for the extension of the franchise.(59) The 

question therefore arises as to why it was that, during ,the second 

half of 1895, the position changed so drastically and finally 

culminated in the crisis of December? 

One reason for the birth of hope was that the expectation of 

assistance from Britain increased. At the end of June 1895 

Salisbury became Prime Minister and Chamberlain Colonial Secretary. 
, (60) 

This was to give colonial policy a new sense of direction. 

Chamberlain's deliberate choice of the Colonial Office se,emed 

particularly significant to Transvaal observers because he had 

already declared his interest in the Empire and his determination 

to augment Britain's imperialmi.sion.(61) 

Another possible explanation for the growth of interest in 

politics was that Transvaal affairs were being caught up in 

strong outside currents. The official opening of the Lorenco 
Marques railway in July was the culmination of longstanding Trans

vaal ambitio~for it was the basis of hope for real independence. 

Such ambitions were of particular concern to the Cape Colony which 

until then enjoyed a vital advantage in ,the Transyaal markets. 

Furthermore, Rhodes's view of th, problem was affect.d by the 

56. See, for eXample, D. Rhoodie, Conspirators in Conflict, Cape 
Town, 1967, p. 23. 

57. Gordon, op~ oit., p. 161. 

58. ~. 

59. Gordon, Ope cit., p. 157; Marais, ' op. cit.; p. 59. 

60. Robin.on, 'Gallagher and Denny, Ope cit., p. 339. 

61. ~., pp. 395 et .eg. 



failure to uncover either in Mashonaland or Matabeleland any 

i i i of a "dominant north".(62) Such justification for h s v s on 
developments seemed to dictate a need for more positive action 

and hence help to explain Rhodes's growing involvement in Trans

vaal affairs. In June, Alfred Beit visited Johannesburg and 

spoke to both Phillips (president of the Chamber of Mines) and 

Charles Leonard (then Chairman of the National Union) about 

certain "suggestions" of Rhodes'e - presumably involving the idea 

of an uprising, assisted by an armed detachment on the Transvaal 

border.(63) 
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But, while it is convincing to argue that events in the 

Transvaal were dictated by such outside influencee, this tends to 

obscure developments of equal significance which were taking place 

within the Transvaal itself. , ' ~ 
The first of these was that, by 1895, it had become obvious 

that the life expectancy of the Witwatersrand goldfields was far 

greater than had hitherto been estimated. In part this was due to 

the successful application of the cyanide extraction process but 

it owed more to the discovery that the reef continued at deeper 

levels.(64) The developm.nt of the deep-level ·mines was itself 

an indication of this confidence in the future, for unprecedenced 

amounts were invested in their development, the first results being 

expected from the Geldenhuis Deep at the end of September 1895.(65) 

The realisation that the goldfields were not (like those at 

Barberton) a temporary phenomenon meant that the Uitlander problem 

could not be expected to disappear in time. As far as the Uit

landers themselves were concerned, this meant that they were forced 

to think of themselves as long-term residents in the Transvaal and 

so to reassess their view of thie prospect. 

The second significant development was the visit of Sir Henry 

Loch to the Transvaal in June 1894. This did at least as much to 

62. Lockhart & Woodhouse, op. cit., pp. 292 et seg. 

63. Rhoodie, op. cit., p. 22. 

64. For details of the development of the deep-level mines, see 
Hatch & Chalmers, The Gold Mines ' of the Rand. 

65. Ibid., p. 109. Blainey (op. cit.) arguee that the association 
of the Capitalists with the reform plot was the direct result 
of their association ' wi th deep-level mining. He· does not explain 
why, if this were so, it wae that Phillips became involved before 
results from the Geldenhuis Deep were available. 



excite Uitlander expectations as did Chamberlain's appointment a 

year later. Not only was this the 'first occasion on which the 

British government openly registered its concern about. an Uitlander 

grievance; when in Pretoria, Loch went out of his way to consult 

Uitlander leaders and to make suggestions to them. He asked 

Phillips what the military resources of Johannesburg vere and 

whether the town could hold out for six days.(66) In accordance 

with the suggestion, Phillips resolved to persuade the other 

companies to establish a "secret fund" and to "possess themselves 

of a few rifles etc!,.(67) This interest in the military position 

was again seen in the visit of Major R. White to the TranSvaal 
(68) _ 

in April 1895 to assess the military position there. 

Phillips's motive was only Partly the ' military one of 

providing Johannesburg with some means to fend off any attacks in 

the event of "some complication with England" (and particularly an 

anticipated crisis over Swaziland(69». He also saw the political 

possibilities. "If the spending of mone,. does not bring reform," 

he wrote,(70) "the ·only alternative is force, and that will come 

in time. The Boer, hovever, knows the upshot as well as ve do, 
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and that is why I think the country is ripe for a change of policy". 

This was particularly so, he believed, because "the Government 

has had a fright and knows that the first shot unjustly fired by 

the burghers vould mean English-intervention and the loss of the 

independence of the Republie •••• ,,(71) 

It is clear, therefore, that the idea that a revolution was 

inevitable vas commonly held during 1894.(72) Phillips himself 

66. Phillips to Wernher, 1st Juiy1894. .c.O.477/1 (Transvaal Govern
ment Green Book No.2 of 1896). Phillips later wrote: "It was 
this incident (Loch's visit and suggestion) coupled with the 
challenge which was thrown out about this time by a member of 
the Raad, that if Uitlanders wanted an,. rights they must fight 
for them, which von me over t.o the ' side of open revolt". L. 
Phillips, From Inside johannesburg, The Nineteenth Century, 1897 
(reprinted in The Star, 28th August 1897). 

67. Phillips to Beit, 12th August 1894. Transvaal Government 
Green Book No. 2 of 1896. 

68. The diary of R. White. ~., p. 6 et seq. 

69. Phillips to Beit. 15th June 1894. Ibid.,p.5. 

70. Phillips to Beit, 12th August 1894. ~ •• p. 5. 
71. Phillips to Wernher, 7th July 1894. Ibid.,p. 4. 

72. See, for example, also Lockhart & Woodhouse, Ope cit., po 292. 
They argue that Hammond . convinced Rhodes toWards the end of 1894, 
that a revolt on the Rand vas i"AV~+D~'-



had at that stage already seen the possibilities of the armament 

of Johannesburg as a threat which would supplement the demands of 

the Chamber of Mines and of the Progressives in the Volksraads. 
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What happened during 1895 was a decision of the leading capitalists 

(and particularly of Phillips himself) to support the demand for 

the franchise(73) and to do this in association with the National 

Union. This co-ordination of effort was the result of the intrusion 

of Rhodes and Beit. Before the middle of 1895 Phillips had made . 

no approach to Rhodes, despite the urgings of Birkenruth and Frank 

Rhodes, the Consolidated Gold Fields directors, that he should do 

so.(74) In June, however, Beit, having discussed South African 

problems in person with Rhodes in Cape Town, visited Johannesburg 

and spoke to both Phillips and Leonard about the "suggestion of 
Mr Rhodes".(75) 

Rhodes's intervention may have been the outcome of his wish 

to influence or control a movement which was already afoot, fearing 

that reform in the Transvaal- either as the result of a successful 

overthrow of the government or as the result of the threat of 

rebellion - might increase Transvaal isolationism.(76) The addition 

73. In June 1894 Phillips had written (to Beit, 16th June 1894, Ibid., 
p. 2): ·" ••• 1 have no desire for political rights and believeas 
a whole, that the community is not ambitious in this respect". 

74. In June 1894 Phillips had asked Beit whethe~ he should consult 
Rhodes, as he was ·being urged to do by Birkenruth and F. Rhodes 
(Phillips to Beit, 10th June 1896. Ibid.~ p. 1). Beit instructed 
him not to do this (see Phillips to~t, 15th June 1896. ~., p.5) 

75. Rhoodie, Ope cit., p. 22. · 

76. See Garrett to his Sister, 1st January 1896. BM ADD 45929. 
Letters from E. Garrett: 

tI ••• a Revolution on the Rand has been planned very carefully; 
not to reannex to England but to establish a Government whioh 
would take the South African view towards England. The way the 
gold is working out~ the .Transvaal is the key to South Africa for 
fifty years to come, unless such bonanzas turn up in Rhodesia as 
are not going to tUrn up. With Hollander and German influences 
supreme over Boer tools in the Transvaal and the Transvaal 
dominating all the rest of South Africa as so many poor relations, 
how can we get a South African union except on anti-English lines, 
with the gradual loss of these colonies to the Empire? which 
would be the signal for the loss of the rest. 

The men on the Rand were getting strong enough to make the 
Republic such a factor as we wish but . they are such money-grabbers 
and some of 'em don't want a Republic friendly to England •••• 

Kruger and Co. saw it com~ng and ••• ~haf] to give the franchise 
would be to give without a blow the means of getting all that they 
would rather fight to refuse. So the only hope was Armed Bluff 



of Jameson and his armed force on the Transvaal border, poised 

to invade vhen Johannesburg rebelle-d, vas one means vhereby he 

could hope to influence events. The anticipated arbitration by 

the High Commissioner, Sir Hercules Robinson, was another. 
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The motives and intentions of Rhodes may be matter for debate. 

Those of Phillips and Leonard, who now formed the core (together 

with Hamilton, the editor of the ~ and Hammond and Frank Rhodes 

of the Gold Fields) of the Reform Committee, are more easily 

discernable. Leonard was concerned with reform (and particularly 

franchise reform) as an end in itself. Phillips, whose interests 

were in mining, was primarily concerned vith obtaining the redress 

of mining grievances and viewed the alliance vith the constitutional 

reformers as a means towards this end. 

The culmination of the reform plot vas to be a public meeting 

in Johannesburg on December 17th at which the Transvaal government 

would be presented with an ultimatum. In preparation for this, 

quantities of rifles were smuggled in and on November 20th Phillips, 

when opening the nev Chamber of Mines building, positively allied 

the mining industry with the constitution agitation. "All we want 

in this country", he declared, uis purity of administration and an 

equitable share and voice in its affairs".(77) Due to doubts about 

Rhodes's intentions and about Johannesburg's preparedness for action, 

the meeting was postponed on December 26th to January 6th. Instead, 

while Leonard and Hamilton probed the position in Cape Town, a 

and that must mean the chance of armed rebellion and that 
rebellion must succeed at once and so Dutch South Africa find 
itself quietly'taking the fait accompli (which was not to be 
the Union Jack, remember. You will recall my entreating them 
up at the Rand - Hamilton and Leonard - to keep sound on that, 
for I understand ~he Dutch character). 

Well, the arms had to be got in and all was ready except the 
temper of the men. When!h!i was all right, the Rand was to 
rise and establish itself at Pretoria and, of course, as you 
now see, the Chartered Company force (the best fighters in South 
Africa) were to meet at various point~ from the border and put 
-the thing through - not as Chartered of course - but as English 
colonists taking sides in a civil war. If done properly, there 
would and could be no bloodshed w~rth speaking of •••• 

England then goes in as Umpire, carefully snubs any Union 
Jack vaverers and the true Republic of the Transvaal begins by 
summoning a conference to get first steps in a federation of 
the colonies and republics under own flags". 

77. The Star, 21s~ November 1895. The Star's comment waa headed 
"The Capitalists' Conversion". 
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manifesto was issued by the National Union, signed by Charles 

Leonard. It detailed the grievances of the Uitlanders and concluded 

with ten demands, including "an equitable franchise law", equality 

of the Dutch and English languages, independent Courts of Justice, 

an efficient civil service with the principle of responsibility 
(78) 

to the legislature and free trade in ,South African products. 

The postponement of the meeting, the decision to consult ' 

Rhodes and the instruction that Jameson should wait did not, as 

is commonly stated, postpone action. The publication of the 

manifesto was clearly seen as being the signal for the Uitlander 

community to embark upon open preparations in support of the demands 

which had been made. On ,the day following the publication of the 

manifesto, Sir J. de Wet, the British Agent, visited Johannesburg 

for the purpose of warning the leaders there against continUing.(79) 

Despite this intervention, meetings were held on the 28th to 

organise armed detachments which could assist in the "defence" of 
(80) Johannesburg. Such acts indicated clearly that the reform plot 

had not been "postponed" but that demands and preparations had in 

fact been made which committed the reformers to action. 

A notable feature about the Johannesburg agitation of late 

December 1895 was the appearance of popular solidarity which was 

achieved, this being all the more surprising in view of the 

disunity which had been so evident previously. On December 30th 

the §.1!.!: announced that "yesterday and today the fusion of all 

parties was proceeding at a magic pace" and drew attention, in 

particular, to the fact that the Manifesto had been approved "by 

influential Germans to a man", even Langermann (J.B. Robinson's 

representative) having declared to Kruger that there would be no 

retreat because Johannesburg stood,"one and indivisible".(81) 

Even the Standard and Diggers News, the government-subsidised 

newspaper,had to admit that the Reform Committee had "moderates" 

as members,(82) an opinion which was more than confirmed when on 

78. ~., 27th December 1895. 

79. C.8164 Correspondence relating to the retirement of Sir J. de 
~, 1896. ' 

80. As, for ~xample, the meeting of Australians on the 28th, at which 
it was decided to form an "Australian Corps" (From Manifesto to 
Trial, p. 163) and t~e meeti~g of the Mercantile Association on 
the same day at which it was resolved ' to form a corps for the 
"protection of life". (~., pp. 17 t 85, 93). 

81. The Star, 30th December 1895. 

82. Standard and Diggers News, 31st December 1895. 



(8,) 
January ,rd a list of members was published in the ~. 
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How was this unity - or, this a'ppearance of solidarity - so 

essential to the reform plot, achieTed? One answer is that 

representation on the Reform Committee was widened when in November 
(84) . 

George Farrar was admitted to its secrets. Apart from beLng a 

member of an independent mining group, (85) he possessed the 
, (86) 
reputation of being in touch with mineworkers. In mid-

December, when the DeTelopment Syndicate Account vas opened, to 

handle the Reform Committee's f~nds, FitzPatrick was one of the four 

directors, indicating that it was at this stage that he was brought 

into the proCeedings.(87) Such additions helped to extend the 

Reform Committee's respectability and influence. 

A more important factor in the production of unity was that 

this small committee succeeded in bringing about a situation in 

which many persons were caught up in the mainstream of events 

without their being aware of what was really afoot. By the end 

of December, when the Nat ional Union's manifesto was released, arms 

had already been imported to the Transvaal and Jameson was poised 

to march (he possessed an undated letter signed by Frank Rhodes, 

Leonard, Phillips, Hammond and Farrar inviting him to come to the 

assistance of the inhabitants of JOhannesburg).{88) Furth.rmore, 

the secret co-ordinating Reform Committee was expanded into a 

public body only after the news ,of Jameson's invasion had been 

received. (89) By then, the situation had already reached a crisis. 

Another explanation is that what was achieved was not so much 

Uitlander unanimity but merely its appearance. This illusion was 

the result of three factors. In the first place, the Reform 

Committee possessed a Taluable ally in Hamilton. the editor of the 

~. During his absence in Cape Town at the vi~al Raid period, 
(90) . \ the acting-editor was Pakeman. These contact\proVided the 

83. The ~, ,rd January 1896~ 

84. Rhoodi •• op., cit., p. 40. 

85. Farrar, a partner in Farrar Brothers, held extensive interests in 
the Anglo-French group of Companies and in the East Rand Pro
prietary Mines Ltd. 

86. See Rhoodie, Ope cit., p. 40. 

87. C.0.477/1 Transvaal Green Book 
88. Rhoodie, Ope cit., p. '9~ 
89. According to Rhoodie (OPe cit., 

expanded on ,1st December 1895. 
90. From Manifesto to Trial, p. 85. 

No. 2 of 1896, p. 74. 

I 

p. 66), the Reform Committee was 



assurance of support from Johannesburg's most influential news-
. (91) 

paper. The Johannesburg Times, despite its gavernment subsidy, 

carried the Reform Committee's advertisements,(9
2

) so that only 
(93) 

the Standard · and Diggers News stood out in opposition. In the 

second place, the disunity of the Chamber of Mines waa discounted 

by the fact that no attempt was made to use this ,body, even though 

it was one of the few representative organisations on the Rand. 

Phillips's speech in November gave the appearance of mining 
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unity and obscured the fact that some of the prominent capitalists, 
i 
notably the "German party" of which Albu and ·Goerz were members, 

were sympathetic to the Transvaal government.(94 ) The position of 

other leading capitalists such ·as Barnato, Sammy Marks, Neumann 

and J.B. Robinson was, at best, one of neutrality.(95) 

The third means by which the illusion of solidarity was 

achieved was a deliberate use of patriotic orgaBisations. Meetings 

of Australians, (96) Scandinavians, (97) American.~98) Irish~99) 
and Germans(100) were held on December 28th and 29th. On the 30th 

. (101) R. Curr1e convened a meeting of Natalians and the Caledonian 

Society(102) met on the 31st. The Old Barbetonian Association, 

which FitzPatrick addressed on December 18th~103) was used 

in similar fashion. The purpose of the meetings which were held 

91. Gordon, Ope cit., pp. 88-9. 

92. From Manifesto to Trial, p. 87. 

93. ~., p. 190. 

94. Rhoodie, Ope cit., p. 67. 

95. Although ~arnato and Neumann both helf aloof from the Reform 
Committee, they each contributed £5,OOO ' to its funds. See Cash 
Book of the Reform Committee, ADD ·41653. Robinson's position-
was ambiguous because his manager, Langermann, was a member of 
the Reform Committee. Also, the Johannesburg Times, which he 
owned, did not actively oppose the movement. 

96. From Manifesto to Trial, p. 104. 

97. ~., p. 89. 

98. Standard and Diggers News, 1st January 1896. C.0.879/45 505, 
Further Correspondence re S.A. Republic, p. 39. 

99. From Manifesto to Trial, p. 104. 

100. ~., p. 17. 

101. ~., p. 161. 

102. Standard and ' Diggers News, 1st January 1896. 

103. See below, p. 25. 



after the publication of the Manifesto was ostensibly to organise 

volunteer corps(104) but their political significance was that 

they lent weight to the demands of the manifesto because they 

created the appearance of popular support while at the same time 

mobilising the population for a possible resort to arms. 

The success of this strategy was immediate. On December 30th, 

the Monday following the publication of the Manifesto, Eugene 

Marais, the editor of the progressive Dutch newspaper, Land en 

~, travelled to Johannesburg with A. Malan (son-in-law of 

Piet Joubert) at the request of General Joubert and conversed with 

Leonard and Bai1ey.( 105) On the following day, having consulted 

the Executive Council in Pretoria, he was deputed by the Transvaal 

government to establish whether the reformers were willing to meet 

a Commission appointed by the Government. At the same time Kruger 

announced that he was willing to consider grievances which were 
. (106) raJ.sed in a "proper manner". On the same day Kruger assured 

(107) " 
a Progressive deputation that all would get the franchise. 
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The Reform Committee was able to issue a oonfident ultimatum that, 

if no satisfactory reply to the demands which had been made in the 

National Union manifesto had been received within twenty-four hours, 

the British government would be approached "for the purpose of 

establishing our rights and averting internal strife".(108) 

These were the carefully-laid plans which were disturbed by 

Jameson's invasion of the Transvaal on December 29th. 

FitzPatrick could not have chosen to enter " politics at a more 

stirring time. His was to be a baptism of fire. 

104. The formation of ' the Australian Corps, ' the Washington Corps, 
the Scotch ,Corps, the Scottish Brigade, the Irish Brigade and 
the ' Natal Horse. See From Manifesto to TriaLpp. 163, 118, 
162, 121, 104, 161. 

105. From Manifesto to Trial, p. 103. 

106. Government proclamation, 31st December 1895. The Star, 31st 
December 1896. ' 

107. Gordon, Ope cit., p. 169. 

108. c.8063 Jameson Raid, 1896, p. 74. Resolution by the Reform 
Committee, 31st December 1895. Rhoodie (op. cit;, p. 71) 
appears to mistake this ultimatum for an appeal to the High 
Commissioner. 



CHAPTER II 

UITLANDER POLITICS 

i) The Transyaal from within, December 1895 - Mal 1896. 

FitzPatrick was not involved in the early stages of the 

Reform moyement which reached its climax on December 26th 1895 

with the publication·of the National Union's manifesto.(1) By 

the time he was informed of the plot early in December, plans 
(2) 

had already reached an advanced stage. Thereafter, he became 

Secretary of the Reform Committee. 
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One of the first signs of his inyolyement in the Reform plot 

was a speech which he made at an Old Barbertoni&n dinner on December 

18th. On this occasion, he obviously took his cue from Phillips, 

who, two days later at the opening of the new Chamber of Mines 

building, was to associate the mining industry openly with the 

constitution agitation.(3) FitzPatrick made the same threat when, 

speaking after F. Watkins (the member of the Second Volksraad 

for Barberton), he stated that, if there was "no hope of redress 

by peaceful means", the Uitlanders would be forced to resort to 

"the supreme arbitrament of force". Their aim, he declared 

ambiguously, was not to "maintainft the Republic but to tlestablish 

it and to secure their rights as ~en".(4) Because the Uitlanders 

had not stood up for their rights but had tried to ."conciliate 

the Boer and to trust to time", the position had now been reached 

when the Transvaal government, "dominated by a pityless autocrat", 

had very nearly succeeded in its aim of crushing the mining 

industry in order to "drive the accursed Uitlander back the way 
he came". Although none would "by word or deed imperil the 

independence of the Republic", he declared, neither would they 

"turn their backs upon the great traditions of their race". While 

they honoured the Queen as the "symbol of an enlightened, pure and 

1. For details of the Refora movement, see Rhoodie Ope cit •• pp. 14-". 
2. FitzPatrick afterwards told his wife that he became aware of 

the plans "early i~ December". (FitzPatrick to his wite, 10th 
January 1896. AIL 1/6). 

3~ The §!!£, 21st Noyember 1895. 

4. Speech at the Old Barbertonians Dinner, 18th December 1895. 
Q6 PRe 



patriotic government", they had "not one atom ot respect" for 

Kruger, . who for years had "deliberately broken every sacred 

pledge". If a~one should "raise the cry of 'race', he would 

say: the curse of Cain be upon him for a murderer. If such a 
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day should come, which God forbid, he knew that the comradeship 

of dear old Barberton, which had brought them together that night, 

would be a tie which . not one among them would neglect". 

This speech, Fit.Patrick's first major foray into politics,(5) 

had obviously been carefully prepared. But, judging by the 

frequent interruptions for applause, it fitted the occasion. He 

later remarked that, after it, people frequently recognised him 

and stopped him in the street to ask hi~ advice during the 
(6) 

ensuing Raid crisis. 

On December 29th, following the organisation of detachments 

of volunteers for ' the "defence" of Johannesburg, (7) FitzPatrick 

was confident that Kruger would capitulate to the Uitlander 

demands, rather than risk an attack upon Johannesburg. It had 

been one of Phillips's basic assumptions that "the first shot 

unjustly fired by the burghers would mean Eng1ish intervention 

and the loss of the independence of the RepUblic".(8) 

The optimi •• of the Reformers is illustrated by the following 

extract from a letter which FitzPatrick wrote to his wife on the 

29th: 

" ••• during the last two days the factions which have 
been created to split our party up have shown great signs 
of joining us and, if we can bring about a complete union 
and present a united front, I think that we can hope for a 
great deal. The President is as obdurate as a man can be 
but there is tremendous pressure now being brought to bear 
on him to make him give in to us ••• we have a heap of men 
of moderate views who are doing all they can to bring about 
some peaceful and satisfactory settlement. The Rissiks, 
Loveday, Watkins, Jeppe, Piet Joubert even, Lukas Meyer and 
scores of others. It is only a question of breaking down 

5. He had previously taken part in a debate organised by the 
National Union. Cartwright, The First South African, p. 62. 

6. FitzPatrick to his wife, 29th December 1895. AIL 1/2. 

7. From Manifesto to Trial, pp. 17, 85, 93, 163. 

8. Phillips to Wernher, 7th July 1894. C.O.477/1, p. 4. 



Paul's iron will and he must be more than hUTa, if he 
resists the pressure that is on him now •••• " 9 

It was at this point, howeTer, that the plans of the Reform 

Committee were disrupted by Jameson's inTasion of the Transvaal, 

news of which reached Johannesburg on the afternoon of the 30th. 

27 

It is possible that one of the undiscoverable reasons for Jameson's 

precipitate action was the fear that the Reformers were succeeding 

and that, if they did so without a rebellion which could be the 

pretext for Jameson's invasion and the High Commissioner's 

arbitration, Cape interests (or British interests or Rhodes's 

interests) would be ignored.(10) This certainly was FitzPatrick's 

view at the time. "It is quite clear", he declared, "that Jameson 

(and no doubt Rhodes prompting him) feared that we were going to 

get all that we wanted by peaceful means and that the Republic 

would be made stronger than ever by our being taken in as full 

citizens. This would have ruined their scheme of course, so they 

forced our hands".(11) 

But, if it was Jameson's intention to assist the reformers 

or to influence the outcome of the agitation, the fact was that 

the opposite was the result. 

Improvising hastily, the Reform Committee immediately issued 

a statement denying all responsibility for Jameson's act.(12) 

Arrangements were then made for the defence of the town. Arms were 

issued to volunteers but care was taken to indicate by means of a 

prominently displayed vierkleur that this did not mean complicity 

with Jameson. On the following day (January 1st), they discovered 

their weakness when a deputation from Johanne.burg .et the CommiSsion 

which the government appointed for the purpose of hearing their 

complaints. (13) On this occasion, the Johannesburg leaders must 

9. FitzPatrick to his vife, 29th December, 1895. AIL 1/2. 

10. Harris, for example, had warned Rhodes of this possibility in 
November. See Rhoodie, Ope cit., p. 47. According to Fitz
Patrick, the Reform Committee had infor.ed Rhodes "some days 
before Jameson started" that "there see.ed every likelihood of 
our getting the reforms by peaceful agitation". FitzPatrick to 
his wife, 10th January 1896. AIL 1/6. 

11. FitzPatrick to his vife, 10th January 1896. AIL 1/6. Se. also 
The Transvaal from Within, p. 149. See also Phillips, Som. 
Reminiscences, p.156. According to Phillips, Rhodes was-afra1d 
that Phillips would not "play second fiddle". 

12. From Manifesto to Trial, p. 18. 

13. Government Proclamation, 31st December 1895. ~,31st Dec.mber 
1895. 



have been informed of the governme~t's intention to attack 

Jameson's column because, instead of pressing their own demands, 

they attempted to persuade the commission to allow Jameson to 

reach Johannesburg unmolested. The four members of the deputation 

(Phillips, Bailey, Auret and Langermann) undertook to guarantee 

with their lives that, if this happened, Jameson and his followers 
(14) 

would leave the country again peacefully. After the 

deputation's return to Johannesburg, the Reform Committee issued 

a notice in which it stressed that the interests of Jameson were 

paramount and that any "ill-advised or aggressive step" would 

"grievously complicate" the situation. (1~) In the evening, it was 

announced that the government had accepted the offer of the High 

Commissioner to mediate and that "pending his arrival, no hostile 

steps would be taken against Johannesburg, provided that Johannes-
. (16) 

burg took no hostile steps aga1nst the government". 

FitzPatrick apparently believed that there was still some 
. (17) 

chance of Rob1nson's being able to "settle matters quietly". 

However, Jameson's defeat and capture on .January 2nd destroyed 

any remaining hopes of success. In rounding up Jameson, Kruger 

demonstrated that he was prepared to run the risk of firing upon 

British subjects and it now seemed likely that he would dare to 
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(18) attack Johannesburg. Acutely embarrassed by Jameson's invasion, 

Britain was in no position to intervene. Because the reform 

strategy had depended to such a degree upon "bluff", Johannesburg 

did not possess the military strength to engage in actual 

14. From Manifesto to Trial, p. 255. 

15. c.o.879/45 Further Correspondence re S.A.R., p. 42. 

16. Transvaal from Within, p. 158. 

17. FitzPatrick to his wife, 1st January 1896. A/L 1/3. In The 
Transvaal from Within he explained that, at this stage, the 
reformers confidently expected Jameson's arrival because they 
did not believe that the Transvalers could muster a military 
force powerful enough to stop him. Ope cit., p. 200. 

18. See, for example, Reform Committee to Prime Minister, Natal, 
31st December 1895, C.0.879/45; Further Correspondence. re 
S.A.R. , 1896, p. 27. "We have absolute information that large 
numbers of Boers are commandeered to attack Johannesburg at 
once and are authorized by the Commandant-General to shoot at 
sight all who are concerned in the present agitation". 



hostilities. (19) Furthermore, by the time Robinson reached 

Pretoria on the evening of January 4th,(20) the position had 

been greatly compromised by the actions of the British Agent, 
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Sir Jacobus de Wet. He received a deputation from the Reform 

Committee on January 2nd and, so far from offering any encourage

ment, he offered only to attempt to persuade the Transvaal govern

ment not to invest Johannesburg in return for the guarantee that 

Johannesburg would "keep qUl.et and commit no act of hostility". (21) 

On January 6th Robinson conferred with Kruger, the Executive 

and the Transvaal judges. Kruger was ad~mant. Johannesburg must 

lay down its arms unconditionally within twenty-four hours before 

he would discuss Uitlander grievances. Nor would he give any 

indication as to what steps would be taken once this disarmament 
(22) had taken place. De iet then met the Reform Committee on the 

following morning. According to him, the reformers were "completely 

confused and paralysed with fear" and he had no difficulty in 

persuading them to capitulate. (23) H. and Sir Sydney Shippard, 

the Administrator of Bechuanaland, then addressed a large crowd 

from the balcony of the Rand Club and urged the populace to lay 

down its arms. A weighty consideration in producing compliance 

with this request was the suggestion which was telegraphed by the 

High Commissioner to de Wet(24) and communicated by him to the 

Reform Committee (he subsequently denied this(25» that the lives 

19. See, for example, The Transvaal from Within, p. 166. tlJohannes
burg had neither arms nor ammunition ••• commensurate with the 
requirements of severe fighting, even for a single day". De 
1det, in fact, used such military arguments when on December 28th 
he attempted to dissuade the reformers from proceeding. C8164, 
Correspondence relating to the retirement of Sir J. de Wet, p. 6. 
According to Phillips, the reformers possessed only 1,200 rifles 
(Webber Ope cit., p. 83). 

20. Rhoodie, Ope cit., p. 86. 

21. H.M. Agent to the High CommiSSioner, 3rd January . 1896. C.8063, 
Jameson Raid, p. 131. C.0.879/45 Further Correspondence re S.A.R., 
p. 110. 

22. British Agent to Reform Committee, 6th January 1896. Transvaal 
Green Book No. 1 of 1896, p. 25. 

23. de Wet to Chamberlain, 21st October 1896. C.0.879/46. Affairs 
of the Transvaal RepUblic, p. 377. 

24. High Commissioner to de Wet, 7th January 1896. From Manifesto 
to Trial, p. 256. 

25. de Wet to Chamberlain, 21st October 1896. C.0.879/46. 



· (26) 
of Jameson and the prisoners were "practically in thel.r hands". 

On January 7th the Reform Committee ' then issued a general notice 

(signed by FitzPatrick) calling upon those in arms to surrender 

their weapons(27) and, on the following day, the Republican police 

reoccupied the town. 
Kruger now capitalised on his advantage and, within a few 

days, as Robinson later protested, "the position was completely 
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(28) changed". As soon as he received news that the Reform Committee 

had agreed to disarm, the High Commissioner called on the President 

and laid before him the contents of Chamberlain's telegram of 

January 4th in which the , British government's views regarding 

Uitlander grievances were made known. (29) This attempt at focussing 

attention on the basic factors which had produced the agitation was, 

however, swept aside as new and more urgent issues replaced them. 

On January 9th the Transvaal government extended the limit of the 

ultimatum to 6 p.m. on the following day(30) and, during that night, 

the arrest of the members of the Reform Committee began. It· soon 

became known, also, that the Transvaal government had captured 

evidence which implicated both the Reform Committee and the British 

South Africa Company in the Jameson Raid. In such circumstances, 

as Robinson later explained, it was no longer realistic to press 

the claims of Johannesburg. (31) 

Most of the leading reformers had been arrested by the 10th.(32) 

One of FitzPatrick's biographers suggests that he went into hiding 

because he was responsible for the destruction of the records of 

the Reform Committee.(33) His own explanation was that he feared 

that "complications between England and the Transvaal would make 

26. From Manifesto to Trial, p. 256. 

27. Ibid., p. 90. 

28. Rosmead to Chamberlain, 20th November 1896. C.0.879/46. 
Affairs of the Transvaal Republic, p. 362. 

29. Ibid. 

30. Rhoodie, Ope cit., p. 89. 

31. Rosmead to Chamberlain, 20th November 1896. C.0.879/46. 
Affairs of the Transvaal Republic, p. 362. 

32. From Manifesto to Trial, pp. 52-3. 

33. Cartwright, The First South African, p. 69. No evidence is 
presented in support of this suggestion. FitzPatrick,in fact, 
afterwards stated that he had hidden the records in a disused 
shaft of the Ferreira Mine. The White Bait Dinner, A/MSS. 



the position of any political prisoner very unpleasant". 
(34) 

V/hatever the reason, he gave himself up after nine days of 

concealment, having been assured that the members of the Reform 

Committee vould receive moderate sentences(35) and that he vo~ld 
(36) 

not be included vith the ringleaders as he vas "only a clerk". 
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Contrary to these expectations, FitzPatrick found, after his 

arrest, that he vas banded vith the four leading plotters (Phillips, 

Frank Rhodes, Hammond and Farrar). Like them, he vas refused bail 

when the other prisoners vere released(37) and was confined in 

the Pretoria jail until February 17th, after vhich the five vere 

held under guard in a private house. During the preliminary 

enquiry, vhich vas held between February 3rd and March 17th, the 

prisoners learnt that the gOTernment vas in possession of the 

letter, signed by the four leaders and Leonard, which invited 

Jameson to march to the aid of JOhannesbUrg.(38) Major Whites's 

despatch box, which contained copies of telegrams which Jameson 

had received, was also in government hands. (39) with such evidence 

against them, the accused decided to plead guilty. FitzPatrick 

thus became separated from the four leaders who . had signed the 

letter, for they pleaded guilty to the charge of high treason 

while he, like the remaining accused, pleaded guilty to the lesser 

charge of gekweste majesteit. Both FitzPatrick and Phillips 

afterwards maintained that one -of the reasons why they reached 

t his decision vas that they were told by the State Attorney that 

they would be treated leniently if they pleaded guilty. (40) 

During the trial, hovever, it soon became clear that no 

lenience would be shown: the leaders were sentenced to death and 

34. FitzPatrick to his wife, 10th January 1896. AIL 1/6. 

35. FitzPatrick to his wife, 14th January 1896. AIL 1/9. 
36. FitzPatrick to his vife, 17th January 1896. AIL 1/10. 
" 

37. Rhoodie, Ope cit., p. 94. 

38. From Manifesto to Trial, p. 251. White was induced to swear 
that the document, found on his person, vas a true copy of 
the original. 

39. Ibid., p. 249. 

40. Phillips, Some Reminiscences, 
Within, p. 237. 

p. 166; The Transvaal from 



the others (including FitzPatrick) to two years imprisonment 

and a fine of £2,000 (or a further year's imprisonment), followed 
(41) . by banishment for three years. Dur1ng the next few weeks, 

while all the prisoners were held in the Pretoria jail, pressures 
B . t . (42) 

were brought to bear upon the Transvaal government by r1 a1n 

and by the South African League(43) (newly-formed in the post

Jameson raid excitement to champion the imperial cause in southern 
(44) 

Africa). In the Transvaal, large bribes were paid and 

Barnato threatened to close his mines.(45) After the prisoners 
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had signed a petition asking for mitigation, most were then 

persuaded to submit personal pleas, suggesting alternative sentences, 
(46) 

so that the government could exercise "clemency". 

FitzPatrick and ten others refused to make the second appeal 

with the result that, when the first commutations were announced 

and the majority of the prisoners were either released or had their 

sentences reduced to five months, he was one of four whose sentences 
(47) were merely commuted to twelve months imprisonment. Finally, 

following further representations and continued agitation through-
(48) out southern Africa, on May 30th, all the prisoners were 

released, (with the exception of the four who had been sentenced 

to death and Karri Davies and Wools-Sampson, who had refused to 

sign anything). On release, they were all required to declare on 

oath that they would not "directly or indirectly, interfere in 

the internal or external politics of the South African Republic" 

41. From Manifesto to Trial, pp. 269 et seg. 

42. See, for example, Chamberlain to Robinson, 26th March and 27th 
April 1896. C.0.879/45 Further Correspondence re S.A. Republic, 
pp. 263 and 303. 

43. Bitensky, Ope cit., pp. 22 et seg. 

44. S. Joel paid a large bribe to F. Eloff, Kruger's son-in-law (see 
E. Garrett to A. Garrett, 2nd September 1896. ADD 45929 E. Garrett 
letters). Beit, Farrar and Phillips were estimated to have paid 
out £20,000 in bribes to "big people l1 (Greene to Milner, 13th 
May 1897. "Confidential" C.0.879/56 Secret Papers re S.A. 
Republic, p. 9Z). 

45. Emden, Ope cit., p. 144. 

46. FitzPatrick's Diary; entry for 14th May 1896. AIM III. Fitz
Patrick to Rose Innes, 25th May 1896. Rose Innes Papers. 

47. Rhoodie, Ope cit., p. 103. 

48. Ibid. 



during the next three years. 
(49) 

On June 11th it was announced . that the four leaders would be 

release.d on payment of fines of £25,000 each and on condition that 

they would not engage in political activity for a period of 

fifteen years.(50) 

Such was the humiliating end of the Reform aovement. 

In the absence of private letters written by .the leading 
. (51) 

reformers during this period, it is difficult to make an 

assessment of the part which FitzPatrick played. The fact that 

he was only admitted to the Reform Committee late and as secretary, 

suggests that his role was peripheral and that his tasks were 

mostly of an executive nature. 

In his capacity as Secretary, FitzPatrick was one of the four 

directors of the "Development Syndicate", formed in mid-December 

to control the finances of the Reform Committee.(52) He was also 

one of the twenty-two who signed the ultimatum which was sent to 

the Transvaal government on December 30th, allowing it twenty

four hours to accede to the demands which were contained in the 

National Union manifesto.(53) Thereafter, he ~ppears to have 

signed most of the Reform Committee's notices and correspondence, 

working under pressure with hardly a break in makeshift offices in 

the Gold Field's building.(54) For example, he inserted the 

advertisement which the Reform Committee placed in the Star on 

December 31st (following the receipt of news of Jameson) in 

which it declared its adherence to the programme of the National 
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Union and its determination to preserve the Republic's independence.(55) 

At midnight, he dispatched a paniok7 tele!f~a whioh reque_ted 

49. c.0.879/45 Secret Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 167. 

50. Rhoodie, Ope cit., p. 104. 

51. The letters of J. Hays Hallllond may throw some light on these 
obscure events. Microfilms of his Private Letter Books, 1893-9 
are in the Rhodes House Library, Oxford. (Micr. Afr. 368-70). 

52. From Manifesto to Trial, pp. 123, 128. The other members were 
Phillips, F. Rhodes and Hallllond. 

53. C.8063 Jameson Raid
l 

1896, p. 74. C.0.879/45 Further 
Correspondence re S •• Republic, 1896, p. 228. 

54. FitzPatrick to his wife, 1st January 1896. AIL 1/3. 
55. ~, 31st December 1896. 



the Prime Minister of Natal to intervene in order to preyent a 
(56) rumoured attack upon Johannesburg. . On the following day, he, 

together with Phillips, Farrar and Haamond telegraphed the High 

Commissioner on behalf of the inhabitants of Johannesburg, 

invoking "immediate assistance to prevent civil war" in view of 

the "massing of Boers".(57) Later in the day, he sent another 

telegram in his capacity as Secretary, informing the High 

Commissioner that the Reform Co.lDlllittee then had "absolute information" 
(58) 

that an onslaught upon Johannesburg was being planned. On 

the followin$ day, after Phillips had attempted to establish the 

truth about the governaent's intentions, FitzPatrick signed a 

letter from the Reform Coamittee to the Commission which the 

government appointed to meet the Uitlander representatives. It 

requested co-operation in preventing an attack upon JohanneSbUrg.(59) 

After the collapse of the movement, he signed the Reform Committee's 

notice which called for the surrender of the rifles which had been 
issued. (60) 

In addition to performing these executive acts, however, it 

seems clear that FitzPatrick began to play a ~ore vital part. 

According to his brother-in-law, Hans Sauer, he was active in 

recruiting additional members of the Reform Committee, when the 

smaller secret committee was expanded.(61) Phillips afterwards 

described him as a member of the "inner council" of the Reform 
(62) . Committee, and this also suggests that FitzPatrick was not a 

mere recorder or "only a clerk".(63) During the crisis period he 

kept his head when many of thos, about him were seized by panic(64) 

56. C.O.879/45 Further Correspondence re S.A. Republic, 1896, p. 27. 

57. Reform Committee to the High Commissioner, 1st January 1896. 
!ill., p. 228. 

58. Secretary, Reform Committee to the High Commissioner, 1st 
January 1896. ~. 

59. From Manifesto to Trial, p. 97. 

60. ~., p. 90. 

61. Saue~ Ex Africa, p. 26. 

62. Phillips, Some Reminisoence., p. 157. 

63. FitzPatrick to his wife, 17th January 1896. AIL 1/10. 
64. See, for example his remark to hie wife (14th January 1896 AIL 

1/9): "It is very curious to Dote how well the well-balanc!d 
men have carried themselves and how the ill-balanced ones have 
wobbled". 



and this helped to enhance his reputation further. In fact, it 

was during the Jameson Raid period ~hat FitzPatrick began to 

emerge as a leader. 
His assumption of this position of leadership is illustrated 

by events in the Pretoria jail, before and after the trial. 

Despite his lower status in business circles (he vas Dot a partner 

in Eckstein and Co. and was not wealthy like most of the others), 

he played a prominent part in discussions on what strategy the 

defendants should emP10y.(65) After their reimprisonment following 

sentence, he became one of the most prominent members of the small 

group which endeavoured to preserve a united front, particularly 

on the question of refusing to respond to the suggestion that, in 

addition to the formal application for the review of their 

sentences, the prisoners should petition for clemency in order 

that the government could "show its magnanimity".(66) Lively 

debates took place on this subject and only eleven of the 

prisoners held out.(67) The other promiBent .e.ber of the clique 

was H.C. Hull, who was also to playa leading role in Transvaal 

politics. FitzPatrick also dared to urge the .four ringleaders to 

refuse to si"", until they obtained "some definite assurance as 
(68) to the punishment to be impo.ed" and in order to prevent 

Kruger from being "able to get at the four alone".(69) (This 
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earned him a haughty rebuke from Mrs Phillips for presuming to do 

this when he was a mere "understrapper" in her husband'. office;~ <?O» . 
After the suicide of GraYt he again took the lead .in opposing 

Phillips. Phillips summoned the prison superintendent when he 

heard that some of the prisoners, in their excitement, were 

threatening to "scsrag" Messu., the prison doctor who had failed 

to place Gray under proper treatm.nt. FitzPatrick insisted that 

it was quite unnecessary to involve the prison authorities. Pent-

up feelings then produced a flare-up in which both Phillips and 

65. See The Transvaal from Within, p. 234. 

66. FitzPatrick to Inne., 25th May 1896. Rose Inne. Pa~ers. See 
also, his diary for 13th, 14th, 15th and 17th May. AIM III. 

67. ~. 
68. Diary entry for 14th May 1896. AIM III. 

69. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 26th December 1904. ~LB v. 
70. ~. 



(71) 
Farrar "rounded on" FitzPatrick. Another clear indication 

of FitzPatrick's leading role is th~t in June, after all the 

prisoners had been released, it was he who wrote to thank Innes 

for his assistance during the trial.(7
2

) 

Imprisonment was a particularly humiliating experience for 

the members of the Reform Committee. They were persons who in 

the normal course of events would not have seen the inside of _a 

prison. Life in the overcrowded, insanitary and bru~al conditions 

understandably imposed great stresses. The behaviour of some 'of 

the reformers under these pressures lowered them in the esteem of 

those who managed to respond better and who criticised the former 

all the more severely for showing weakness. Conversely, Fitz

Patrick's determination and consistent good-humour won him respect. 

In this way, the reform movement established FitzPatrick's 

position in Uitlander circles. Jhile it ~id so, the experience 

left a lasting impression on FitzPatrick himself. It seemed to 

him that the reformers had been victims not so much of miscalculation 

as of misrepresentation and mischief. First, their plans had been 

disrupted by Jameson. Then they had been accused - both by the 

press and the Johannesburg populace - of deserting Jameson. There

after, the High Commissioner had failed them, having, so it seemed, 

duped them into laying down their arms through the suggestion that 

Jameson's life depended upon it. Once they had lost the initiative, 

they then became mere "pawns in the game,,(73) and, in this respect, 

what rankled most was the Transvaal government's apparent amusement 

at first persuading them to plead guilty and then imposing maximum 

sentences, followed by a humiliating demand that they should beg 

for mercy. They had finally secured reprieve only after the payment 

of SUbstantial fines and after they had given pledges which, it 

seemed, would make renewed political organisation impossible for 

at least three years. 

Angered and frustrated, he took up his pen and began the defence 

71. Diary entry for 16th May 1896. AIM III. 

72. FitzPatrick to Innes, 7th June 1896. Rose Innes Papers. 
Innes had attended the trial as observer on behalf of the 
British Government. On his return to the Cape, he had 
defended the Reformers, as best he could, both in the Cape 
House arid privately. (See FitzPatrick to Innes, 25th May 
1896. Rose Innes Papers). 

73. FitzPatrick's Diary; entry for 18th May 1896. AIM III. 



of the reform movement which was later to be published as part 

of The Transvaal from 'wi thin. (74) He may have begun : this work 

while in jail. (75) The major part, however, was written !a 
route to England, for, immediately after his release from prison 

at the end of May, he left the Transvaal for England. In 
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company with Phillips, he sailed from Durban because, like Ph~llipst 

he feared that he would be subpoenaed to appear before the Cape 

J ... . d (76) 
government's commission of enquiry into the ameson raJ. • 

After a c,cling holiday in the Lake District, he returned to South 

Africa with his family in November 1896. He finished work on the 

manuscript in Cape Town because he did not wish "to take a single 

line of compromising material into the Transvaal". (77) 
• The Transvaal from Within was not intended for publication. 

It was written for the information of FitzPatrick's family and 

friends, while also satisfying his personal urge to compile a 

record of the events in which he had played a part. He began by 

providing an historical background, tracing the emergence of the 

Transvaal state, the discovery of gold which led to the Uitlander 

influx and the subsequent growth of Uitlander grievance as the 

result of the Transvaal government's economic and franchise policies, 

its inefficiency and its corruption. Having set the scene, he went 

on to describe the growth of the Reform movement. According to him, 

the decision of the capitalists to enter politics in 1895 was taken 

after the Volksraad session of that year, when the Uitlander 

petition for the franchise .was rejected. They took this decision 

not merely as persons whose material interests depended upon 

mining profits but alao as individuals who were concerned with 

the future of the Transvaal. "It is no crime to be a Capitalist", 

he pleaded. (78) There were two things which had aroused unease 

when the plot was being hatched. The first was the role of Jameson. 

Anxieties about this had been overcome only after the assurance 

74. See below, pp. 149-150. 

75. See Wallis, Ope cit., p. 59. Confusion may have arisen because 
FitzPatrick kept a diary while in jail and parts of this were 
incorporated in The Transvaal from Within. 

76. Cartwright, The First South African, pp. 80-1. 

77. FitzPatrirk to Beit, 10th December 1896. Q3 A/LC. 

78. The Transvaal from Within, p. 120. 



had been given that Jameson's part w~s a subordinate one and 

that he would be called upon for aS$istance only if Johannesburg 
(79) 

were actually attacked. Th~ other cause of unease concerned 

the flag under which the reformers intended to carry out their 

plan. In this respect, FitzPatrick argued that agreement between 

the reformers had been possible only on the strict understanding 

that the independence of the Transvaal would not be challenged. 

Hany who supported the movement had no attachment to the Union 

Jack and therefore "to proclaim [Britis~ rule would be to defeat 
(80) 

the very objects they honestly had in view". 

FitzPatrick then detailed the attempts which had been made 

to prevent Jameson's raid and the alarm of the Reformers when it 

was learnt that he had acted unilaterally. "They realised that, 

even if he succeeded in reaching Johannesburg, he, b~ taking the 

initiative, seriously impaired the .justice of the Uitlanders' 
(81) 

cause - indeed, put them hopelessly in the wrong". The only 

possible course in these altered circumstances was for Johannesburg 

to prepare for "possible attack", to reiterate loyalty to the 

Republic and to appeal to the High Commissioner. Outright 

repudiation of Jameson was impossible because "Johannesburg 

people would never have listened to such a suggestion, nor could 

anyone have been found to make it".(82) 

The prospect of negotiation was then destroyed by the totally 

unexpected defeat of Jameson, it being thought impossible that the 

Transvalers could muster a force of sufficient strength to 

accomplish this, (83) quite apart from the belief that no Boer 

force would dare fire upon the advancing column. Once Jameson 

had been captured, it was obvious that the fate of the raiders 

depended upon the good behaviour of the reformers. 

The Transvaal government, acting from its position of 

strength, was then guilty of a series of subterfuges which involved 

the breaking of pledges. The first was the movement of armaments 

into strategic positions around Johannesburg, despite the agreement 

79. Ibid., p. 124. 

80. 1lli. , p. 127. 

81. Ibid. , p. 138. 

82. Th!.9.. , p. 141. 

83. Ibid. , p. 200. 



that all preparations were to cease, pending the High Commissioner's 

arrival. Then followed the arrest of the Reform Committee members 

after they had agreed to surrender and had undertaken to persuade 

those in arms to do the same. Another example of government 

chicanery was the application of Roman Dutch law at the trial, 

contrary to earlier assurances by the State Attorney - the result 

had been the degrading experience of jail life. 

Although FitzPatrick poured out his grievances with gusto, 

there is no reason to suppose that he was guilty of any deliberate 

distortion. The document vas not intended for p~blication and 

there is no reason why he should have wished to present anything 

other than an honest account of what happened in Johannesburg at 

this time. In his view the Reformers' defence ~ the truth. His 

denunciation of Transvaal maladministration and malfeasance, where 

he displayed bias, is understandable in the case of a person who 

had been their victim. 

FitzPatrick's first taste of politics could not have been 

more tempestuous. But, while it left him with a feeling of 

grievance and depression, he had gained immeasurably in experience~ 

not merely in terms of what he had himself gone through but also 

in terms of his contacts with others whp were also under stress. 

From this he emerged with added reputation. In 1895 he had been 

a junior employee of Ecksteins. He was now recognised as one of 

the leaders of the abortive Reform movement. Such recognition 

carried with it the expectation that he would coatinue to play 

a leading part in Uitlander affairs following his return to 

Johannesburg at the end of 1896. 
This was particularly true because he was not, like most 

of his colleagues on the Reform Committee, demoralised by' the 

fiasco. The Uitlander leaders had been hopelessly outmanoeuvred. 

Yet FitzPatrick's first taste of politics was one which he 

relished, for he had revealed during the Reform crisis a genuine 

flair for politics: an ability, through sensing the motives of 
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his antagonists and so anticipating their moves, to formulate 

strategy. Quite apart from the fact that there were great issues 

at stake in South Africa - no less that the reform of the Transvaal 

and the creation of a British South Africa through the activation 

of British South Africans - FitzPatrick was attracted to political 

activity because he responded to the excitement of plot and counter
plot. 



These facts made it unlikely that he would find it easy 

to remain inactive and so honour his pledge not to engage in 

politics until the middle of 1899. 

ii) The Industrial Commission and the Chamber of Mines, January 

1897 - February 1898. 
When FitzPatrick returned to the Transvaal at the end of 

1896, he found that, while the basic problems of politics remained, 

the Jameson Raid had greatly increased the difficulty of over

coming them. 
One effect of the Raid was to increase Kruger's prestige. 

In 1893 his election had been a near thing; he now cleverly 

exploited the situation to his own advantage and in 1898 was to 
(1 ) rout his opponents. From a military point of view, the Raid 

provided the juatification for a programme of armament: the 

expansion of the 8taataartillerie and the construction of a ring 

of forts around Pretoria. This helped to destroy any hope of 

reviving any strategy - such as that of the retorm movement -

which was based upon the belief that the Tranavaal government. 

could be frightened into reform by a th~eat of revolt.(2) 

Another base of Uitlander strategy before the Raid had been 

the creation of Uitlander solidarity. Such an objective now 

seemed completely unattainable. Apart from the fact that the 

reform leaders were muzzled, the Transvaal government had succeeded 

in driving a wedge between the capitalists and had foatered the 

creation of a splinter organisation, The Association of Mines of 

the South African Republic. The first president of this new 

organisation was Langermann, J.B. Robinson's representative, and 

its leading members were G. Albu, A. Goerz, A. Wagner and A. 
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Brakhan (the manager of Goerz & Co.)(3) Like the Germans, Robinson 

clearly saw the formation of the Association as a public dissociation 

from the Chamber of Mines, whose leaders had played such a prominent 

part in the reform plot. 

1. ~~rais, Ope cit., p. 202. 

2. As de Villiera t the Chief Justice of the Cape had observed to 
FitzPatrick: "Almost the worst thing about Jameson'e work is that 
it was the means of showing the weakness of Johannesburg which had 
formerly been a powerful and unknown factor','. Fi tzPa trick to 
Beit, 10th December 1896, Q2 A/LC. 

3. Etheridge, Ope cit., p. 125. Emden, Randlords, p. 334. 



A third base upon which hopes had rested during 1895 was 

the expectation of support from outside - "whether from "Rhodes or, 

more particularly, from Britain, the paramount power. This 

expectation had now been destroyed. While the fiasco of the 

Jameson raid produced an awareness in the Colonial Office that 

Britain's position in Southern Africa was now endangered by the 

threatened growth of a nationalist movement which would have the 
" (4) 

Transvaal as its nucleus, the British government was acutely 

conscious of the fact that her standing had been greatly damaged 

by the popular view that she had been associated with the Raid -
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an impression which an official enquiry and Jameson's trial did 

little to dispel. The result was certainly a strengthening of 

resolve as far as policy towards the Transvaal was concerned, but 

this did not produce a determination to bring about a confrontation 

with the Transvaal government on its Uitlander policies. Rather, 

Chamberlain concentrated upon two main objectives: the one was 

the diplomatic isolation of the South African Republic and 

particularly the exclusion of Germany from the southern African 

arena; the other was the demonstration, by means of challenging 

the Transvaal government on issues which might be considered 

relatively minor infringements of the London Convention (and there

fore issues on which Kruger was likely to give way), that British 

paramouncy in this region was undisputed. (5) As far as the 

eventual solution of the problem of Transvaal isolationism was 

concerned, the only possible answer was seen as being the acquisition 
(6) of Lorenco Marques. 

The subtleties of this policy and the reasons for its 

formulation were little understood in South Africa, least of all 

amongst the Uitlander population. Robinson's failure to exact 

any concessions from the Transvaal government during the Raid crisis 

was sufficient evidence that the British bulldog was toothless. 

As FitzPatrick later explained: "Mr Chamberlain himself - anything 

that has been said to the contrary notwithstanding - after the 

Jameson Raid and the consequent failure of the Reform movement 

was regarded as very far indeed from being a champion or trusted 

guardian of British subjects •••• At that time almost all were 

4. Robinson, Gallagher & Denny, Ope cit., pp. 434 et seg. 

5. As, for example, the Aliens Immigration Act (Marais, Ope cit. pp. 127 
and 149-50) and the Press Law of 1896 (~., p. 130). 

6. Robinson, Gallagher & Denny, Ope cit., p. 440. 



disgusted and disheartened; and as for the rest they were held 

together far more by the obstinate .clinging to their rights as 

British subjects and by the injustice which they suffered as 

men whose homeland was South Africa than by hope of help from 

any government in England'!. (7) 

At the beginning of 1896, when he was in hiding, FitzPatrick 

had analysed the prospects in southern Africa. 

" ••• the Transvaal government aims at getting rid of 
England's suzerain power and getting a port of its own and 
also owning the Delagoa Bay railway right down to the sea •••• 
The whole policy of England in South Africa has been to 
confederate the states and colonies, so she is not going 
to give the Transvaal complete independence and a port -
not likely! Now, when the Transvaal goTernment finds this 
out as they probably have done already, what will they say? 
Naturally, their answer will be: "You give us nothing! 
We will block your policy too. You can only attain your 
ends by war or by our giving such reforms in our constitution 
as will give your people in the state as much power as the 
old burghers. Therefore, we will keep the power in our 
own hands tighter than ever!" 

Then, as far as I can see, the only course open is for 
England to say: "We will give you fair time to put your 
affairs in order and to remedy the existing grievances as 
your present condition is a menace to the peace of South 
Africa and if you don't put things right of your own accord, 
we will put an army of occupation into the country and ~ 
you do i tl" 

I seem to see the grip of England slowly closing round 
this country. Slowly, but with the inevitableness of fate 
and I am sure that, horrible as Jameson's blunder was, the 
present row will result in good to the country at last".(8) 

As a long-term assessment of the position, this showed some 

insight. But at the beginning of 1897 FitzPatrick detected no 

signs that British policy-makers shared his reasoning. He was 

therefore particularly scornful of Chamberlain's diplomatic 

dexterity. In May, for example, he dismissed Kruger's climbdown 

on the Aliens' Law(9) as being insignificant. '~he President has 

climbed down", he observed, "because he saw that he had really 

not a sound position and the sympathy of Europe and South Africa 

on his side. That is all. If other questions arise in which he 

7. Lord Milner and His Work, p. 9. 

8. FitzPatrick to his wife, 14th January 1896. AIL 1/9. 
9. See Marais, Ope cit., p. 159. 
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is supported by a considerable section of outside opinion, he 

will not climb down so promptly - and on ~ matters not at 

all". (10) 

On the day after he wrote this observation, he expanded his 
(11) thoughts further, arguing that there were only three ways in 

which meaningful reform could be induced in the Transvaal. The 

first was by voluntary action on the part of the Transvaal govern

ment. The second was "by the exercise of force on the part of 

the British government". The third was by "the resources of 

diplomacy". With regard to the first, he argued that the Transvaal 

government neither contemplated reform nor had any "conception of 

\·,hat radical reform is". "The President and people are dead against 

any reforms except such as may be dictated by the most selfish and 

narrow considerations". The second possibility - that of British 

interference - could also be dismissed, for they had "been assured" 

that this would "never take place". This left the remaining 

possibility: diplomatic action, which might include control of 

Delagoa Bay, representations from France or Germany, or "the 

'crabbing' of loans" in order to destroy the Transvaal's credit. 

Eventually such diplomatic action would lead to confrontation but 

it was likely to be a long time before this was reached. "All 

this", he observed, "ilS only a round about way of saying ••• that 

there is a bad time before us". 

Despite his pessimism and the fact that his own position "las 

seriously restricted by the terms of his pledge, FitzPatrick was 

convinced that the struggle must be resumed, a conviction which 
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grew after he was able to examine the problems of the mining industry. 

"There was nothing for it", he afterwards explained, "but to begin 

allover again - to begin and to persevere upon sound lines~.(12) 
This choice was to a certain extent thrust upon him. For one thing, 

he was now - whether he liked it or not - recognised as being a 

leading Uitlander politician. (13) This was partly the result of 

the recognition of his talent and partly the outcome of the fact 

10. FitzPatrick to Beit, 7th May 1897. RM FIT LIB I. 

11. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 8th May 1897. RM FIT LIB I. 

12. The Transvaal from Within, p. 285. 

13. As, for example, the fact that on his visit to the Transvaal, 
Sir Henry de Villiers singled him out. See below, p. 47. 



that the Uitlander leaders of the pre-1896 era had quit. Charles 

Leonard, who had emerged as the most impressive politician before 

the Raid, was now in disgrace, having displayed damning cowardice 

in not standing trial with his comrades. He was in fact never to 
(14) A return to the scene. Hammond, the highly-respected merican 

m~n~ng engineer who had played a prominent part on the Reform 

Committee,(15) left South Africa rather than agree to the condition 

that he abstain from political activity for a period of fifteen 

years. Frank Rhodes had also left, choosing banishment rather J 

than submit to the conditions of his release. Ph~llips, the 

undoubted leader of the reform strategy, although he agreed to 

the fifteen-year condition of his release, left imm~diately for 

England and, even before the Transvaal government enforced his 

banishment at the end of 1897 after the publication of his article 

in the Nineteenth Century in defence of the Reform Committee,(~6) 
he had decided that no purpose would be served by his returning to 

( 17) the Transvaal. This meant that Farrar was the only one of the 

four "ringleaders" who had been sentenced to death who chose to 

remain in Johannesburg. Farrar's decision was itself a reflection 

of the fact that, to him, the pledge involved no major sacrifice, 

for he had not played a prominent part in the reform plot, having 

been admitted to its secrets at a late stage. (18) Apart from 
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14. FitzPatrick never forgave Leonard for his desertion (Leonard 
first produced a medical certificate to the effect that he was 
suffering from "congestion of the brain and nervous prostration" 
and, after a warrant had been issued for his arrest, he sailed 
for Europe on the Guelph. c.0.879/46. Affairs of the S.A. 
Republic, pp. 10-15). He refused an attempt at reconciliation 
by Leonard in England. See FitzPatrick to C. Leonard, 15th 
October 1896. AILe I. 

15. Hammond later provided several accounts of his experiences: The 
AutObiographY of John Hays Hammond, 1935; The Story of the 
Jameson Raid (by J.H. Hammond and L. Grahame) in The World Today 
XXI (March 1912) pp. 1932-46; The True Story of the Jameson 
Raid (as related to A. Ireland) in North American Review CCVII 
(Aug.-Sept. 1918) pp. 185-96 and 365- 76. Microfilms of his 
Letter Books for the period 1893-99 are in the Rhodes House 
Library, Oxford (Micr. Afr. 368-70). 

16. "From Inside the Transvaal - a Narrative of Facts". The 
Nineteenth Century, August 1897. 

17. T. Gutsche. No Ordinary Woman, p. 133. 

18. Rhoodie, op.cit., pp. 39-40. 



Farrar, (19) FitzPatrick was the only leading member of the Reform 

plot who remained to play a part in the reconsolidation of 

Uitlander politics. 
There were, of course, other leading personalities on the 

Hand who were to make their mark in politics, but they did not 

then possess the reputation that was FitzPatrick's on account of 

his role during the Raid period. Hull, for example, was still 

relatively unknown; J.W. Leonard's image had been damaged by his 

behaviour in Pretoria jail, (20) when he had not only irritated his 

fellow-prisoners with his pomposity but had also been one of those 

who had been prepared "to sign anything". During the next two 

years, those who were to establish new reputations and so step 

into the positions of leadership which had been vacated, were 

persons such as T.R. Dodd, W.J. Wybergh and J. Douglas Forster, 

tv-hen they were associated with the gro \'ith of the South African 

League. (21) In the meantime, FitzPatrick was one of the few 

persons who remained interested in problems of politics. 

Another reason why he continued to involve himself in 

political questions, while taking care not to give the government 

any pretext for banishing him from the Transvaal, was that he 
(22) 

was now placed in charge of ECkstein's Intelligence Department. 

In this capacity he took over what appears to have been the duty 

of Phillips before his departure: the management of the firm's 

dealings with the Transvaal government. His duties also included 

the compilation of regular reports to his superiors in London. 

These official letters he supplemented with priva~e letters to 

Lionel Phillips, to Alfred and Otto Beit and to Julius Wernher. 

They provide vivid insight into the problems which the gold-mining 

industry then faced, particularly in its dealings with the 
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19. Major E.A. Altham (Assistant Military Secretary in South Africa) 
described Farrar in February 1897 as "politically the leading 
man of the English section". (to the Director of Military 
Intelligence, 8th February 1897, C.0.879/56 Secret Papers re 
S.A. Republic, p.24). It is significant that in March, when 
de Villiers visited Johannesburg, he singled out FitzPatrick 
as a spokesman for the Uitlanders. See FitzPatrick to A. Beit, 
22nd March 1897. R.M. FIT LIB I. 

20. See, for example, FitzPatrick's diary, 11th May 1896. AIM III. 
21. See BitenskYt Ope cit. 

22. South Afrioa~ Memories, p. 15. 



Transvaal government. 
Eckstein and Co.'s dealings with the Transvaal government 

during this period may be described as "political" because they 

involved the relation of means to ends; they included direct 

negotiation with persons in power and the organisation of pressures 

which could be brought to bear upon them in order to induce them 

to act. They were "political" also because it is clear that 

FitzPatrick was encouraged by the British Agent in Pretoria. Greene 
(23) 

complained that Ecksteins had given up stru~gle as "hopeless" 

and at the beginning of February he saw FitzPatrick and urged him 
(24) 

to assist in recreating unity among the mining magnates. 

FitzPatrick could,. however, claim that his activities in this 

area were legitimate business activities and did not therefore 

infringe the terms of his pledge. 

A few weeks after FitzPatrick's return to Johannesburg, the 

Transvaal was thrown into a condition of excitement by Chief 

Justice Kotze's judgement in the case Brown vs Leyds. (25) This 

judgement, in asserting the "testing right" of the Courts, raised 

doubts as to the validity of all besluiten and ·vetten which 

conflicted with the grondwet. It was not surprising, then, that 

Kruger complained that "Kotze had behaved to him like another 

Jameson and worse than Jameson", (26) 
for it followed that a great 

deal of the Transvaal's legislation might be null and void. An 

important case in point were the Franchise Laws which conflicted 

with the grondwet's provision that the franchise could be obtained 

after only one year's residence. To escape the possible 

consequences of the Kotze judgement, the Volksraad (by besluitl) 

passed Law No. 1 of 1897 which empowered the President to dismiss 

any judge who claimed the "testing right". Faced with this threat 

to their independence, all five of the Transvaal judges sided with 

Kotze. 

23. Greene to Rosmead, 18th February 1897. C.0.879/56. Secret 
PaEers re S.A. ReEublic, p. 44. 

24. FitzPatrick to Beit, 1st February 1897. RM FIT L/B I. 
25. Marais, Ope cit., pp. 141-2. 

26. FitzPatrick to Beit, 22nd March 1897. RM FIT L/B I. 
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With Kruger and his Bench at loggerheads, there was a remote 

possibility that Kruger's embarrassment could be exploited. There 

vias an expectation that Sir Henry de Villiers, the Chief Justice 

of the Cape Colony, might be able to press home this advantage 

when he arrived in Pretoria to arbitrate. de Villiers, however, 

obtained no hint of constitutional reform from Kruger when he 
. . (27) 

persuaded the parties to the d1spute to reach a comprom~se. 

After his visit to Pretoria, de Villiers went out of his way to 

explain his actions in Johannesburg. FitzPatrick was present at 

a luncheon - organised by H.L. Sapte, the Gold Fields employee 

who had been on Sir Henry Loch's staff - at which de Villiers 

"was extremely frank". de Villiers had gone out of his way to 

get in touch with FitzPatrick(28) and they had a "very long talk" · 

in which they discussed not only the legal crisis but also Trans

vaal politics more generally. (29) 
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According to FitzPatrick's detailed account of this conversation, 

de Villiers tried to persuade Kruger to adopt a more conciliatory 

policy, but the President insisted: "They don't want reformsl 

They want my country and while I live I mean to prevent theml" In 

de Villiers's view, there was little prospect of improvement 

while Kruger lived (he did not think that "the old man could last 

much longer"). His advice was that the Uitlanders should get up 

a "reasonable, moderate petition signed by all parties asking for 

redress of one or two principal grievances". If this were done, 

they would either get what they asked for or "be made immensely 

strong by being refused altogether". 

This suggestion was not acted upon. The significance of 

FitzPatrick's talk with de Villiers was therefore that it confirmed 

his belief that no relief could be expected from K~uger. 

An unexpected opportunity to present the case of the m~n1ng 

industry occurred soon afterwards. On March 24th the government 

announced the appointment of a Commission of Inquiry into the 
.. • d t (30) I . S m1n~ng ~n us rye ts cha1rman was chalk Burger who, in 

Uitlander circle~had long been considered an opponent of Transvaal 

27. Marais, Ope cit., pp. 144-5. 

28. He had called at FitzPatrick's home while FitzPatrick was out. 
See FitzPatrick to A. Beit, 22nd March 1897. R •. M. FIT LIB I. 

29. Detailed in the above letter to Beit. 

30. Etheridge, Ope cit., p. 128. 
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t ff · . 1 (31) 
misgovernment. Its other members were five governmen 0 ~c~a s 

and, because only the state mining 'engineer was familiar with 

the technical problems of the industry, five additional advisory 

members were appointed, including representatives from the 

Chamber of Mines and the Association of Mines. (32) Contemporaries 

were very puzzled as to what the government's motives were and at 

least one historian has shared this puzzlement because, according 

to him, the Commission was "not appointed in response to any 

memorial". (33) It seems clear, however, that the appointment 0';[ 

the Commission resulted from a memorial which was submitted to 

the government on behalf of the "less wealthy portion of the 

industry" by S. Marks.(34 ) The position was such that many of the 

smaller mines would have to cea~e production if reforms were not 

introduced. (35) Following his interview with Kruger, who offered 

to reduce railway rates but refused to consider any tamperin~ with 

the dynamite monopoly, Marks suggested that all the magnates should 

petition for a major inquiry. 

Although FitzPatrick expected little from the Commission, he 

saw that the inquiry provided an opportunity for the industry to 

present its case. Concerted efforts were therefore made in the 

Corner House to prepare evidence. To ensure that spokesmen for 

the mines presented a consistent case~ approaches were made to both 

the Gold Fields company and also to members of the Association of 

31. These were J.S. (Koos) Smit (the Railway CommisSioner), Christiaan 
Joubert (The Minister of Mines), J.F. de Beer (First special 
judicial commissioner in Johannesburg), T. Hugo (Manager of the 
National Bank) and G. Schmidt-Dumont (Acting State Mine-Engineer). 

32. The advisory members were: J. Hay (representing the Chamber of 
Mines), G. Albu (Association of Mines), A. Brakhan and I. Brochan 
who were both members of the Association and J.M. Pierce, the 
~1anager of the Robinson Bank. 

33. Etheridge, Ope cit., p. 128. Marais states (op. cit., p. 1891 
that the , Government's motive was to prove that the mines "were 
alone responsible for the depression". 

34. Greene to Rosmead, 12th January 1897. C.0.879/56. Secret 
Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 13. 

35. This view was confirmed in a report on the Transvaal Goldfields 
by S. Evans. Ibid'., p. 13. According to Greene business v.a 
paralysed and unemployment growing on account of the depression 
in the mining industry. (Greene to Robinson, 29th April 1897, 
C.0.879/46, p. 601). 
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Mines. (36) Representatives of these other companies then attended 

a Rand Mines meeting at which figures were produced which proved 

the staggering proportion of mining costs which were absorbed by 

such items as native labour and food (according to ~vans, who 
C . . (37) 

prepared much of this evidence for presentation to the omm1ss10n, 

this was as high as 35%~38)) and railway charges. It was, observed 

FitzPatrick, "news to men like Barnato and Robinson that Labour 

forms so important an item and that Railway Carriage adds largely 
(39) to the cost of equipping a mine". In this way, it was attempted 

to present a consistent picture and also to guard against the 

danger that evidence would be devalued on the grounds that it 

came from "political agitators". Understandably, spokesmen for 

the mines concentrated on the three items which inflated costs 

and which lay within the government's ameliorative power: railway 

rates (especially with respect to coal); dynamite and the effect 

which the monopoly had upon the cost of this commodity; and native 

labour, of which the non-enforcement of the Liquor Law was but 

one aspect. 
(40) 

FitzPatrick appeared before the Commission on two successive 

days. In his opinion, he was called upon because the Commissioners 

were anxious to discredit the outspoken evidence of Rouliot who, 

in the absence of Phillips,had become the leading spokesman for 

Ecksteins. FitzPatrick's evidence would be more easily discredited 

"if it bordered in any way upon politics, because of the Reform 

business". (41) With this in mind, he was careful to "avoid any 

political colouring" and concentrated on purely economic questions. 

Like most observers, FitzPatrick was puzzled by these proceedings. 

He suspected the Commission's competence and aleo the Government's 

intentions. After his interview, he observed that although Burger 

had displayed a genuine interest in the mining problems and,although 

36. Greene to Rosmead, 16th January 1897. Ibid., p. 17. 

37. Marais, Ope cit., p. 187. S.(ltAfridi") ETans had arrived in 
the Transvaal in 1896 as the representative of Sir Edgar 
Vincent (the Governor of the Ottoman Bank). In 1898 he joined 
H. Eckstein and Co. and was to become a partner in 1902. 

38. Marais, OPt cit., p. 187. 

39. FitzPatrick to Beit, 7th May 1897. RM FIT LIB I. 
40. The Minin 

41. 

Re 
Published by 

of the Industrial 
hamber of Mines, 1897). 



Schmidt-Dumont had "seemed to be very fair", Smit, Joubert and 
o (42) 

de Beer had made no effort to conceal their hosti11ty. The 

only means whereby the findings and recommendation of the Commission 

could be influenced (apart from ensuring that reliable and 

consistent evidence was placed before it ) was to work through the 

unofficial members. Here, the Chamber of Mines representative, 

Hay, proved very unreliable. As FitzPatrick explained: "Hay, 
is Hay".(43 ) He had been elected President of the Chamber 

precisely because a neutral President, independent of the Corner 

House and also of the Gold Fields, was desired as Phillips's 

successor. (44) Albu was an unexpected ally, though a very timid 

one. His "conversion" occurred at the Rand Mines meeting, \'1hen 

the detailed breakdown of mining costs convinced him that he was 

"being robbed". (45) It was apparently through Albu that Irlilliam 

Hosken, the prominent Johannesburg bueinessmantwas summoned to 

give evidence which, .it was expected, would be prejudicial to the 
o (46) 

dynami;te monopoly, in which subJect he was "thoroughly versed". 
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\'1hen A. Philipp (the director of the dynamite company)was examined, 

Albu was given a list of questions which he was to put but he '''lost 

his head ll , showed his hand prematurely and gave Philipp chances of 

·evasion. (47) FitzPatrick attended the proceedings of the Commission 

himself on the days when the dynamite question was being investigated 

and, whenever he had the opportunity, attempted to bolster the 

unofficial members. "I must say, however", he comm.ented, "it was 

very disheartening to find that our men would not even answer the 

questions written out for them. Albu was not afraid of asking 

anything but he was posing and speechifying and doing gallery 

business all the time but the others were really afraid to press 

home until it became clear that the witness rPhilippj did not 
(48) command the sympathy of the Boer member:s". 

42. Ibid. 

43. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 7th June 1897. RM FIT LIB I. 

44. J. Hay (1847-1905) is one of the most obscure of the Rand 
magnates. He had arrived in Johannesburg in 1888 and became 
Chairman of the Stock Exchange in 1891. He was not apparently 
connected with any of the large mining houses. 

45. FitzPatrick to O. Beit, 7th May 1897. RM FIT LIB I. 

46. FitzPatrick to O. Beit, 31st May 1897. RM FIT LIB I. 

47. FitzPatrick to Wernher t 7th June 1897. RM FIT LIB I. 

48. lli!!. 



When the Commission's inquiry drew to a close, another 

tactic suggested itself. " This was "to induce the unofficial 

me~bers to act together and, in this way, either influence the 

Commission's recommendations or, failing this, submit a minority 

report. This proved to be very difficult, however, Albu 

declared that he did not wish to force the pace but believed "in 

getting in the thin end of the wedge" and would not listen to 

FitzPatrick's reasoning. (49) In fact, FitzPatrick observed 

51 

bitterly, the unofficial members of the Commission had "been 

selected, with some skill, so as to combine the maximum of appearance 
(50) 

of fair representation with the minimum of reality". 

A last possibility of influencing the Commission through 

the unofficial members was through the fact that Hay was President 

of the Chamber of Mines and its official representative on the 

Commission. It was put to him that the easiest and safest course 

for him would be "to fortify himself with a resolution, of the 

Chamber's executive, defining in writing what suggestions of reform 

they will accept as the irreducible minimum". (51) As Hay could 

not be trusted to adhere to such a directive under pressure, 

FitzPatrick proposed to "practically write his report for him" 

and to send him an official letter from the Chamber in which he 

would be informed that "if he signs anything else in conflict with 

this or modification of it, he will fail to represent the views 

of the Industry". (52) This attempt at controlling Hay failed 

miserably. Faced with this show of firmness, he chose to resign 

from the Commission and from the presidency. (53) 

FitzPatrick had not expected much from the Commission, 

regarding it primarily as a valuable opportunity for the industry 

to "state" its "case clearly". (54) This expectation was further 

diminished by his failure to win the wholehearted co-operation of 

the unofficial members. He was, therefore, surprised(55) at the 

49. Ibid. 

50. Ibid. 

51. lJ2ll. 
52. These demands were to include the cancellation of the dynamite 

monopoly, the expropriation of the railway company and a local 
board to control the liquor traffic. (Ibid.) 

53. Etheridge, Ope cit., p. 130. 

54. FitzPatrick to o. Beit, 7th May 1897. RM FIT LIB I. 

55. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 30th August 1897. Q2 AILB XVII. 



findings of the Commission's report, published at the end of 

July. The Commission found that, of the seventy-nine goldmines 

which were in production during 1896, only twenty-five had 

declared dividends. In order to alleviate the position, and 

especially the difficulties which faced the smaller mines, the 

Commission recommended that the cancellation of the dynamite 

monopoly should be c~nsidered, that import duties on foodstuff 

and all transit duties should be abolished, that railway rates 

should be reduced and that an Industrial Board (consisting of 

government nominees together with representatives of the mining 

industry and of the commercial community) should be established 

in order to control the liquor trade, the Pass laws and gold 

thefts. (56) 

Any optimism which was felt at the time of the publication 

of the Report was gradually whittled away in the weeks that 

followed. The Volksraad referred it to a sub-committee. While 

this committee endorsed t he recommendations of the Commission in 

general terms, (57) it altered them significantly. For example, 

in place of the cancellation of the dynamite monopoly, the 

Committee recommended (after Kruger's personal -intervention(5
8» 

that the Transvaal government should agree to waive its claim to 

five shillings per case oh all dynamite sold and that it should 

attempt to persuade the concessionaires to reduce their royalties 

by the same amount. Whereas the Commission had recommended the 

abolition of import duties on all imported foodstuff, the Volks

raad committee merely proposed the abolition of protective duties 

on butter, cheese, coffee, rice, sugar and cattle in favour of 

an ad valorem duty of 7~(59) (a recommendation which was adopted 

with the exception of the protecti •• duty on sugar). When the 

Volksraad made these alterations, furthermor., it took the 

opportunity to raise import duties on such commodities as alcohol, 

56. Report of the Industrial Commission, C.9345. Papers re 

52 

Complaints of the British subjects in the S.A. Republic, pp. 2-13. 

57. See, for example, J. Emrys Evans's views in his report on the 
Gold industry. C.9093, Report on Trade, Commerce and the 
Goldmining industry. Se. also The Standard and Diggers News, 
25th and 26th October 1897 which tabulated the recommendations 
of the two reports in order to "prove" their similarity. 

58. Marais, Ope cit., p. 193. 

59. Report of the Sub-Committee of the Volksraad, C.9345. Pa~ers 
re Complaints of the British Subjects in the S.A. RepubliC, pp. 14-21. 



(60) jams and empty bottles. Most important. the recommendation 

of the Commission regarding the appointment of a local B9ard was 

dismissed on the grounds that the committee considered that such 

matters should be dealt with by the Second Volksraad. The Committee 

suggested that a special corps of detectives should be created 

instead. (61) To meet the additional expenses and to make up for 

the loss of revenue Which would result from these concessions, the 
, (62) 

Government proposed to introduce a tax on dividends. 

A final attempt at bringing pressure ~o bear upon the govern

ment to implement the recommendation of the Commission was the 

convening of a mass metting in Johannesburg. Although FitzPatrick 

played a part in the preliminary stages of the organisation of 

this demonstration, (63) he declined to play a prominent part at 

the meeting itself, which was chaired by J.B. Robinson. This 

decision was obviously influenced by his fear that this might be 

interpreted as being "political activity", but he also explained 

to Wernher that it would be more effective if the Chamber of Mines 

leaders did not take the lead, so as to create the impression that 

the public meeting was proof of popular support for what the 

mining leaders had done.(64) For the same reason, N.J. Scholtz 

(a Director of the Robinson group of companies) represented the 

mining industry on the deputation which conveyed the resolutions 

of this meeting to the government in Pretoria~65) 

53 

The outcome of the many hours which had been spent on preparing 

evidence and on co-ordinating the efforts of mining and commercial 

interests in Johannesburg was very disappointing. Without hope of 

60. C.9093. Report on Trade, Commerce and the Goldminin! industry 
of the S.A. RepUblic. 

61. Report of the Volksraad sub-committee, C.9345,pp. 14-21. 

62. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 18th October 1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

63. The demonstration was planned at a preliminary meeting attended 
by representatives of the Sanitary Board, the Chamber of Commerce, 
the Mercantile Association, the Chamber of Mines and the 
Associa~ion of Mines. FitzPatrick was one of the Chamber of 
Mines representatives. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 10th September 
1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

64. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 10th September 1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

65. Ibid. The ' other members of the deputation were J.N. de Jongh 
~Lewis and Marks), E. Hancock (representing the Sanitary 
Board), Noble of the Mercantile Association and Pistorius of 
the Chamber of Commerce. 



d -" i (66) ttu .-
relief, manJ mines wer. forced to cease pro uot on. w 

have had a real good fight for our -r.eforms", observed FitzPatrick, 

"and if we have been eaten, ve alone in this place have not the 
(67) 

added bitternesa of disappointment because ve expected nothing". 

At FitzPatrick's suggeation, the Chaaber of Mines did not issue 

a formal protest. "If Schalk Burger's report carries no weight 
- (68) 

with the Raad", he observed, "our protests will carry noneV. 

Instead, it was the Chamber ofCo ... rce which took the initiative 

and, at its general meeting on October 21st. resolved to aak 

foreign consuls to make representations to the Tranavaal government. 

The effort bad, however, not been altogether vasted. For one 

thing, the public enquiry had publicised the genuine distress of 

the goldmining industry. The Chamber of Mines published the 
(70) 

entire proceedings and the Commission's report. Another out-

come of the Industrial Commission was a greater measure of co

operation between the magnates and this was t o lead to the 

reunification of the rival Chambera. At the beginning of September 

when the Dynamite Company offered to reduce its, royalties on the 
sale of dynamite by five shillings per case, (?1) FitzPatrick 

immediately approached the l.aders of the Asaociation "to get them 

into line".(72) He arrange a a joint aeeting of the Chamber and 

the Association to plan a common "strategy. It was intended that 

Rouliot (Preaident of the Chamber of: Mines after HaJ's resignation) 

vould take the chair at this joint .eeting but, aa he was away in 

Lorenco Marques, FitzPatrick thrttst aside the suggestion that he 

should preside and proposed Brakhan, one of -Goerz's representatives 

on the Association. "It seelled to ae a good thing", be explained, 
-, 

"to let the Association people figure for one. as agitators - to 
rob the Govern.ent of their unfailing reproaoh that this community 

is divided". If Brakhan did not "di. of fright at his audacity", 

he vould also be forced to appreciate the difference in quality 

66. Marais, Ope cit., p. 193. See also C.9093 Report on Trade, 
Commerce ~nd tbe Gold aining industry of the S.A. Republic. 

67. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 23rd October 1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

68. 1.!?ll. 

(69) 

69. Milner to Cbamberlaia, 28th October 1897, transmitting a report 
from -Greene. C.0.879/49 Further CorresROAdence re S.A. Republic, p.11 ; 

70. The Mining-Industry. , Evidence and Report of the Industrial 
Commission of Enguirj, 1897. 

71. Cartwright, Tbe Brnamite Company,p. 61. 

72. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 6th September 1897. Q2 AlLB XVIT. 



between a Chamber of Kines meeting and one of the Association, 
,,(73) At where it was Ita struggle to get five to form a quorum • 
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this meeting a joint statement was agreed to, supporting cancellation 

of the monopoly an'd declaring the mining industry's willingness to 
. (74) 

allow competition with European manufacturers. 

The failure of this move, together with that of the Industrial 

Commission to produce. meaningful relief for the mining industry, 

became known on October 16th when the Volksraad committee presented 

its report. The Association leaders who had played such a 

prominent part O.n the Burger COlUllission and who, as smaller 

producers,were most anxious to obtain relief, were the most dis

appointed. (75) In this way, Kruger lost the advantage which he 

had gained through the split in the mining industry which had been 

created earlier in the year with the formation of the .Association 

of Mines. The members of the Association had now learnt by their 

own experience that a united mining organisation was essential. 

Although there was thus a movement among the German members of the 

Association in favour of reunification, it was impossible without 

the support of Robinson, who had played such a.prominent part in 

the formation of the Association at the beginning of 1896. His 

motives are characteristically difficult to determine. His dis

affection with Kruger began before the appointment of the Industrial 

Commission. Early in February 1897 he and Barnato secured an 

interview with the President, Robinson having declared his intention 

in England of~ettlin~the Uitlander question. Kruger discussed 

matters such as education, the expropriation of the Railway Company, 

the possibility of reducing the price of dynamite, native labour 

problems and the suggestion that the two mining associations should 
(76) be fused. According to the Star, Robinson's real concern was 

to obtain a sensational report for his newspapers.(77) The result 

was the account which was subsequently released by Weinthal (then 

chief agent for Reuters ia the TransTaal and the Daily Telegraph's 

73. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 10th September 1897. Q2 A/LS XVII. 

74. llli. 
75. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 23rd October 1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

According to FitzPatrick, Brakhan and Brochan were particularly 
disappOinted. 

76. R. Casement to Rosmead, 13th February 1897, Lorenco Marques, 
C.O.879/46 Further Correspondence re S.A. Republic, p. 522. 

77. Robinson owaed both the Johannesburg Times and the Press. 



representative in Pretoria). It reported Kruger's reaction to 

Chamberlain's catalogue in the House of Commons of Uitlander 

grievances and his accusation that Kruger had repeatedly "broken 

his promises lt .(78) According to this report, a copy of the cable 

which co~tained details of Chamberlain's speech was handed to 

Kruger during the interview. He then began "roaring like a lion" 

and demanded to know , what promises he had broken. Chamberlain 

wanted neither laws nor reforms, declared Kruger: "He wants my 

country. He wants war. Well, he can have war! We are ready for 

him1,,(79) Kruger ended by declaring that, in view of Chamberlain's 

attitude, he could no longer consider the granting of reforms and 

the interview was then terminated. 

Precisely what the truth of this strange occurrence was is 

f i W i th 1 t t d t de Reuter h1'mse1f(80) dif icult to determ nee e n a pro es e 0 

that he had cabled the report of the intervi,ew at Kruger's own 

request and it was therefore "veT1 unfair of the old man to throw 

the blame on men., Whatever the truth concerning the interview 

itself and whatever the reasons for the publication of the report. 

the fact was that Robinson was greatly annoyed at Kruger's 

complaints. He was also, presumably, annoyed at his failure to 

obtain any further promises of concessions. Shortly afterwards, 

he sought an interview with Eckstein and discussed the possibilities 

f f · (81) 0 ' f th ' t hi h R bi d i o US10n. ne 0 e argu~en s w c 0 nson use n support 

of such a move was that Kruger had himself expressed the opinion 

that a new Chamber should be ' formed, but Kruger flatly denied 

having said this when challe~ged by Farrar. With Robinson exposed 

as a n'!P.~ ___ liar" and with most of ,the Association members 

reluctant to lose their position of prominence in a larger 
(82) organisation, nothing came of this move at this stage. 

After the publication of the V:Qlksraad committee's report on 

the Commissio~'s recomm.ndat10~s, R~binson let it be known through 

his lawyer, van Hulsteyn, that ' he "llas willing" to "take the lead 
. . (8;) ' , 
1n a movement for reform~. He proposed drawing up a manifesto 

78. Marais, Ope cit., p. 138. 

79. FitzPatrick to Vernher Beit "Co., 8th February ,,1897. RM FIT LIB I. 
80. Weinthal to de ,Reuter, 8th February 1897. C; .. '0.879/56 (532). 

Secret Pa~ers re the ,S.A. Reppblic, pp. 22-3. 

81. FitzPatrick to Veinher Beit &' Co., 8th February 1897. RM FIT LIB I. 

82. llM. '1;.. : 

83. FitzPatrick to 'Wernher, 23rd ,'Oqt.ober 1897. Q2 AILE XVTT , , 



and. a general campaign ~gai~t "Krilser and Krugerism". Fitz

P~trick told van Hulsteyn tha~t ~D; .• i. opinion, their priority 
,0 . : 

should be the , ru,1on of the "two Ch~mbers. Be then met Robinson 

.personally and '.pent an hour listening to his outpourings on "the 

doom of the Republic", 'tthe iniquity of Kr,uger" and the necessity 
l . , 

for' unity. The real purpose of 'R,ob'inson's approach, it seemed, 

was a proposal that the mining hOUses should provide Christiaan 

Joubert, th.' Mini~ter of Mines" with a waggon and a team of mules 

so that he could travel around the country working up opposition 

to Kruger during the pr.sid.ntial .lection. FitzPatrick rejected 

this suggestion on the grounds that Joubert was "such an old 

scoundrel that he would take the money and •• 11 us" but it was 

from this sugg.stion that the agr •••• nt arose to support the 
(84) 

candidatur. of Burger. 
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Finally, E. Brochan, who had b.en one of the unofficial me~bers 

of the Commission, mad. a p.rsonal app.al to FitzPatrick. Fitz

Patrick told him that there was no point in discussing fusion 

unless Brochan could bring Ita d.finite and unanimous proposal 

from his party". (85) At this stage he mad. go.od us. of the 

knowledge that Brakhan, the acting Chairman of the Association, 

had gone to Lorenco Marques with Leyds under the false pretence 

that he had been deputed to do so by the Association. When 

Brochan informed Robinson of this, Robinson immediately sent Brochan 

back with the instruction that terms of fusion should b.discussed 

without delay. Bis only condition at this stag. was "aimed at his 

enemy Sam Marks". It was that "no on. associated with a concession 

shall be .ligible for election to the executiTe".(86) FitzPatrick 

immediately approached Albu's representative, Leubeck, and 

negotiations began in earnest~ (87) Th. result was the decision to 

create a new united mining organisation, the Chamber of Mines of 

the South African Republic. As a concession to the .embers of the 

Association and the smaller companies, "class representation" was 

abolished and several m~mbers of the Association became members of 

the new Executive. (88) ,The first m.eting of the new Chamber took 

84. See below, p. 58. 

85. FitzPatrick to Wernh.r, 1st" Nov •• ber 1897. Q2 AlLB XVII. 
86. ng. 
87. ~. 

88. Etheridge, Ope cit., p. 124. 
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place earl,. in December in an atmosphere of "effusive friendliness". (89) 

A condition which Robinson had. insisted on before giving his 

final agreement to' fusion was that the Corner House should support 

him politicall,. and particularly his scheme to sponsor a candidate 

to oppose Kruger in the forthcoming presidential election. 

Although Wernher and Beit in London had some misgivings about 

this, (90) Rouliot and FitzPatrick ~greed because they believed 
. . (91) 

that it was the unavoidable price of Robinson's support for fUS10n 

and because FitzPatrick argued that it was important that they 

should continue ,to support Boers whose "professed aims are ••• in 

favour of the industry". Also, the example of the Corner House 

might be followed by the other mining houses, in which case some-
(92) 

thing more useful politically might result. 
Because FitzPatrick's involvement in the presidential election 

was the result of an attempt to humour Robinson, it was extremely 

half-hearted. I~ accordance with the agreement with Robinson, he 

and Scholtz of Robinson' s office interviewed both Burger and Piet 

Joubert and attempted to discover what their intentions were.(93) 

Neither was prepared to commit himself. Burge~ declared that he 

would not stand for 'election if Joubert was a candidate but sub

sequently resolved to stand regardless of Joubert's intentions 

after receiving a requisition signed by 7,000 voters.(94) Joubert 

insisted that he was waiting for God's will to become known to 

him. (95) In the end, both Joubert and Burger stood for election 

against Kruger and Joubert refused all offers to induce him to 

withdraw so as not to split the opposition vote.(96) 

Professor J.S. Marais wrongly implies(97) that FitzPatrick 

did not wish to s.~ Burger win the election. According to him, 

like the other "mapates" (lfho are unspecified), FitzPatrick argued 

89. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 4th December 1897. Q2 A/LB XVIII 

90. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 6th December 1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

91. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 8th November 1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. See 
also Marais, Ope cit., pp. 200-1. 

92. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 6th December 1897. 

93. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 8th November 1897. 

94. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 15th November 1897. 

Q2 A/LB XVII. 

Q2 A/LB XVII. 

AILe VII. 

95. FitzPatrick gave Wernher a detailed account of this interview. 
See FitzPatrick to Wernher, 15th November 1897 • . A/LC VII. 

96. Marais, Ope cit., p. 201. 

97. ~. 



that, as president, Burger "would be able to accomplish little 

in the teeth of obstruction trom Kruger; but if he were defeated 

by a narrow majority - ~hich is what they desired - he might lead 

an opposition in the v~lksraad strong enough to force Kruger to 

agree to 'reforms". In fact, FitzPatrick believed that, l"if Burger 

were to get in ••• there would certainly be a very great change, in 

policy as also in public feeling".(98) His half-hearted approach 

to the election was, therefore not the result of anxiety not to 

succeed but of a , belief that success was impossible. At one stage 

he observed that "if Joubert and Burger join forces there will be 

.a good fight and with the odds against Kruger". (99) Even before 
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Joubert's decision was known, he had, 
. (100) 

that l.t was "quite useless". In 

his emphatic belief that "Burger will 

however, reached the conclusion 

mid-December he again stated 

not get in, confident as his 
(101) 

people are and much as the meetings have gone against Kruger". 

FitzPatrick's motivation wast therefore, quite the opposite 

of what Marais supposes. Neither did he envisage Burger, having 

been narrowly defeated, as leading an opposition party. Rather, 

he believed that support for Burger was worthwhile because, even 

though Burger was expected to "fall into line again" in or dee to 

"keep his place in the Executive" once the election was over, (102) 

he could be expected to temain sympathetic to the mining industry 

if only because "he will know who helped him and will expect and 
want help again". (103) 

Another political development which occurred towards the end 

of 1897 was the so-called "Campbell plot". W.I. Campbell was' the 

president of the Caledonia~ SOCiety ,and in June 1897 had taken 
the lead in organiSing a jubilee banquet.(104) He was also 

98. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 13th December 1897. Q2 ~LB XVII. 

99. 

100. 

101. 

102. 

103. 

104. 

Marais is possibly confused by the fact that FitzPatrick 
believed that Joubert would "not be such a vast improvement 
on Kruger". (See FitzPatrick to Wernher, 23rd October 1897. 
Q2 AlLB XVII). 

FitzPatrick to Wernher t 23rd October 1897. Q2 ~LB XVII. 
FitzPatrick to Wernher, 8th November 1897. Q2 ~LB XVII. 
FitzPatrick to Wernher, 13th Deoember 1897. Q2 AlLB XVII. 
FitzPatrick to Wernher, 20th Deoember 1897. Q2 ~I!iJ XVII. 
FitzPatrick to Wernhef, ' .. :1,th December 1897. Q2 , ~lJ3 XVII. 
Greene to Milner, 18th June 
(Letters Received, 1897-8). 

1897, Milner Papers vol. 4. 



(105) 
rumoured to be a political agent of Rhodes's. Precisely 

what Campbell was up to is by no means clear but he was believed 
. (106) 

to be the leader of an armed secret soc1ety. One of this 

society's acts was to distribute a circular among the b~ghers 

which urged th.e adoption of the recommendations of the Industrial 

Commission. (107) 

According to one historian of the period, FitzPatrick was 
. (108) 

"in sympathy with Campbell's movement". The foundation of 

this statement appears to be a letter which Emrys Evans, the 

recent11.appointed British vice-consul in Johannesburg, wrote 

to the British Agent in Pretoria.(109) Evans told Greene that he 

believed that FitzPatrick and Campbell were "engineering some 

scheme". He then went on to give details of a dinner which he 

had attended at Campbell's invitation. The others present were 

FitzFatrick, Sir James Sivewright, Samuel ("Afridi") Evans, H. 

Solomon, Richard Currie, Chaplin (correspondent for the Times) and 

H.C. Boyd (correspondent of the London Telegraph). Sammy Marks 

arrived later. Despite the presence of Marks, whose contact with 

Kruger was believed to be fairly close, and th~t of Emrys Evans, 
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who waa a representative of the British government, the after-dinner 

conversation was dominated by FitzPatrick who attacked Sivewright 

"on his attitude and his action immediately after the Jameson Raid" 

and was "most indiscreet in his utterances". It is doubtful 

whether this can be taken as evidence that FitzPatrick, Marks and 

Sivewright were in sympathy with any schemes of Campbell's. Emrys 

Evans had only recently taken up his appointment in Johannesburg 

and it is likely that he misinterpreted the significance of the 

occasion. In tact, he went on to inform Greene that Campbell had 

told him that the purpose of the dinner was to give FitzPatrick the 

opportunity of attacking Sivewright and so establish "which side 

of the fence" he was then on. This seems to be a far more likely 

explanation, particularly in view of the fact that FitzPatrick 

105. Greene to Milner, 5th November 1897, "Very Confidential", 
C.O.879/56 Secret Pafera re S.A. Republic, p. 129. See 
also Bitensky, OPe c1 ., p. 14. 

106. See the secret report by F. Davis. C.O.879/56 Secret Papers 
re S.A. Republic, p. 128. 

107. Bitensky, Ope cit., p. 14. 

1.08. ~. 

109. J.E. Evans to Greene, 1st December 1897, "Private". Milner 
Papers, Vol. 4 (Letters Received, 1897-8). 



(110) had seen Greene recently. In his report to Milner on 

Campbell, written shortly after this interview, Greene made no 

mention whatsoever of FitzPatrick's being associated with 

C b 11 
(111) 

amp e • 
The ' position at the end of 1897 was difficult to assess. 

There appears to have been a fairly general feeling in Johannesburg 

and elsewhere that some progress had been made and that more could 

be expected. This was certainly the view of Greene, who reported 

to 14ilner that there was a possi bili ty "0 f something very like a 
(112) revolution taking place". Professor Marais is, however, 

wrong when he contends that FitzPatrick was among those "prophets" 
. (113) 

who shared this opt1mism. 

FitzPatrick believed that Kruger had lost a great deal of 

"the ground he made at the time of the Raid. He is less secure 

today than he has ever been in his life".(114) This was owing 

largely to the fact that the Industrial Commission's report had 
. (115) been a "stagger1ng blow". Furthermore, new divisions had 

appeared in the ranks of the Boers: most obviously, the emergence 

of Burger as an opponent of the Kruger regime ,who had won real 

popular support. "They hat. each other now (these Krugers, Jouberts 

and Burgers)", FitzPatrick observed with obvious satisfaction, 

"worse than they hate us".(116) In November he told Greene that, 

in his opinion, "the Boers are playing into our hands as fast as 

they can. The best thing we can do is sit still and give them 

all the rope they want. If we only leave them to go on as they 
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are going now, it will not be long before they han. themselves".(117) 

While there was obviously some cause for optimism, FitzPatrick 

was realist enough to assess the situation at greater depth. For 

110. See below, p. 63. 

111. Greene to Milner, 5th November 1897, "Very Confidential" 
C.0.879/56 Secret Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 129. 

112. Marais, Ope cit., p. 193. 

113. Ibid. 

114. FitzPatrick to vJernher, 23rd October 1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

115. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 13th December 1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

116. FitzPatrick to Beit, 10th January 1898. Q2 A/LB XVIII. 

117. Bitensky, Ope cit., p. 70. Marais, Ope cit., pp. 193-4. The 
full text of Greene's letter to Milner (5th November 1897) is 
in C.O.879/56 Secret Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 129. 



example, he did not share any prevailing optimism regarding the 

presidential election. With regard to the possibilities which 

might exist in the fact that divisions had emerged amongst the 

Boers, he saw that (with the possible exception of Burger) "any 

new party will be almost as bad as this present one as soon as 

they were securely in power. I am afraid that, in the present 

case, what is wanted is the surgeon~ knife and that a change of 
, (11&) 

diet, so to say, will be trifling with the case~. He may also 

have asked himself whether the reunification of the mining leaders 

was of any real political import. From the point of view of the 

industry itself, it was obviously an advantage to have a single 

Chamber once more, but from the point of view of Transvaal politics 

this merely recreated the pre-1895 situation, with all its weak-, 
nesses. Furthermore, the weakness of the mining industry s 

position was surely revealed in the Transvaal government's failure 

to implement the recommendations of the report, which FitzPatrick 

had described as a staggering blow. , This was most clearly shown 
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in the case of dynamite, where despite the Commission's recommendation 

of cancellation, the Volksraad Committee referred the matter to 

the Executive Council with the instruction that it should obtain 

legal opinion as to whether the Dyna~ite Company had acted in 

accordance with the conditions of its contract.(119) FitzPatrick 

did not expect cancellation because he believed that the monopolists 

would spare no effort "to persuade the Raad" and "that certain 

embarrassing assurances were given to the German government 

regarding the inviolability of the 'concession".(120) In December 

1897 Kruger restated his view thattne Dynamite concession was 
(121) , 

the "cornerston~" of the Republic , and this provided more than 

a clue as to what might ,1>'e expected~ FitzPat,rick does not, at 

this stage, appear to ha,ve Been much possibility of being able to 

destroy the Transvaa~'s credit. Thie may have been due to the 

fact that it was known that Lewis and Marks were prepar~d to 

, ,' .. 

I J 
! 

;~ , 

118. Fi tzPatric'i( to Werliher, 11th ' O~tober 1891. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

119. Marais. OPe ' cit., p. 192. 

120. Fi tzPatriek '~;to Phillips, 1~.th o.ctober 1897. Q2 A/.LB XVII. 

121. Gordon, 6p. cit,~ p. 56. 
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(122) 
negotiate a "further considerable loan" of two million pounds. 

Returning to the analysis of the chances of securing change 

which FitzPatrick had made in May 1897,(123) it was apparent that 

few, if any, of the conditions which he had then postulated had 

been met by the end of the year. A large question-mark still 

hung over Boer politics - both in respect of the chances of a . 

Progressive party actually securing power and also in respect of 

the chances of reform once this unlikely event had occurred. The 

"crabbing of loans" to destroy the republic's credit did not seem 

feasible at this stage. Representations from foreign governments 

(as had been invited following upon the publication of the. 

Industrial Commission's report) had produced no obvious harvest. 

There remained the third possibility which he had envisaged -

that of British interference. In December 1897, Chamberlain's 

famous suzerainty dispatch was delivered to the Transvaal govern

ment.(124) FitzPatrick may have detected in this an indication 

that the post-raid era of imperial meekness was coming to an end. 

This suspicion may have been strengthened by Greene during their 

discussion in November, when Greene singled him out to ask him 

why Britain had not been asked, like the French, German and Dutch 

governments, to bring pressure to bear upon the Transvaal to 

implement the recommendations of the Industrial Commission.(125) 

\vhatever the cause, the result was that in February, while he 

was on holiday in Cape Town with "three friends and political 
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. (126) 
assoc~ates", he made a di rect approach to the High Commissioner. 

122. Greene to Milner, 15th September 1897, "Secret". c.0.879/56 
Secret Fa ers re S.A Re ublic, p. 125. On September 30th 
Greene informed Milner C.O. 79/49, p. 7) that the Transvaal's 
credit stood at a mere £75,892 and that, in addition to the 
offer .of Lewis and Marks, "five other financial houses" had 
made offers. The latter were rejected by the government on 
grounds of suspicion. One of these offers may have come from 
Wernher Beit & Co. 

123. See above, p. 43. 

124. See Marais, Ope cit., p. 197. 

125. Greene to Milner, 5th November 1897. C.0.879/56 Secret Papers 
re S.A. Republic; p. 129. 

126. Lord Milner and his Work, p. 10. FitzPatrick did not specify 
who his associates were. One of them seems to have been S. 
Evans (see Greene to Milner, 14th March 1898 "Confidential" 
Milner Papers, 4.) ,. 



According to FitzPatrick, the meeting was not pre-arranged but 

arose out of discussions between the four Transvalers. "We 

considered it both unfair and unwise", he later recalled, "that 

British subjects should not be allowed to state their case for 

themselves to the highest representative of the Crovn •••• Hence 
. (127) 

I was deputed to make an effort to see Sl.r Alfred Milner". 

FitzPatrick was more than surprised at Milner's response, for 

he found that Milner was not only prepare-d to meet him but was 

eager to exohange views. They talked for an hour and then, after 

Milner had returned from a dinner engagement, met again at 10 -

o'clock and continued their discussion until 2 a.m. After cycling 

back to Muizenberg, he spent the -remainder of the night making 

notes so that he would have an accurate record of what had been 
'd (128) sal. • 

The meeting at Newlands occurred at a .ery crucial moment. 

At the beginning of February, shortly before, the news of Kruger's 

re-election had reached Cape Town. This, together with the 

dismissal of Kotze, the Chief Justice, forced Milner to rethink 

his position.(129) The result was his dispatc~ of February 23rd 

in which he was to urge upon Chamberlain the need for a more 

vigorous policy towards the Transvaal, (130) together with support 

for Kotze.(131) FitzPatrick's excitement on gaining this insight 

into the High Commissioner' .. -thoughts was very considerable. "The 

elaborate structure of our -imaginings had been brushed aside like 
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a house of cards; the very bedrock of things had been exposedll.(132) 

1-1ilner completely astouaded Fi tzPa trick because he declared his 

determination to settle the South African question by taking up 

the cause of reform in the Transvaal and pursuing it even if it 

meant war. He also suggested that FitzPatrick should expose himself 

to the risk of expulsion by engineering a public address in support 
of Kotze. (133) 

127. Lord Milner and his Work, p. 10. 

128. Ibid. 

129. Marais, Ope cit., p. 203. 

130. ~., p. 205. The significance of this in the overall 
perspective of Milner's South Africa policy is discussed in 
Chapter IV. 

131. See, for example, Milner to Selborne, 9th May 1898. Milner 
Papers, 6a. 

132. Lord Milner and his Work, p. 11. 

133. FitzPatrick to Beit, 4th March 18q8. O~ a/Tf'I 



On their return to the Transvaal, FitzPatrick and Samuel 

Evans called upon the British Agent~134) and Greene confirmed 

Hilner's assu;rances. When FitzPatrick asked him about the future 

administration "in the event of a row", Greene replied: "Oh, 

you need not fear! We shall make a clean s~eep of all those 

people. We see no difficulty about the future! When the Tommies 

get scattered about and the military bands play, they will soo. 

get to like it. As for those who won't like it - well, they will 

be taught that it is not so necessary for a Boer to be a good 

marksman and a citizen-soldier as it is to be a · good farmer". 

\Jhen FitzPatrick asked him how long the diplomatic build-up would 

take, Greene replied: "My dear fellow, in my opinion, it is time 

to act now. The account is so collosal that there is no sense in 

piling it up further. Some of the things we have against them 

would make your hair stand on end. Now is the time to act, while 

they are floundering in the mud. This is the very time to jump 

on them. You must remember that Kruger has a bit of luck at times 

and may just happen to flounder onto his feet instead of getting 

deeper in the mire! 

B£!. The people of 

makes action easier 

Kotze should appeal ~. "Brown should appeal 

the Rand should appeal to us~. It all 

and more justifiable". (135) 

Putting together the suzerainty dispatch, the interviews with 

t'lilner and Greene and Milner's consequent Graaff-Reinet speech, (136) 

FitzPatrick concluded that "Joe has got his teeth in and does not 

mean to let go".(137) 

This impression was, however, soon dispelled. Shortly after 

this interview had taken place, Milner received a directive from 

London which indicated that his advocacy of a hard-line policy was 

not supported. Selborne declared that Britain would still playa 
""to - ,,(138) d wa1 1ng game an Milner passed this directive on to Greene. 
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Greene, in turn, explained the position to FitzPatrick personally.(139) 

134. Greene to Milner, 4t"h March 1898, "Confidential". Milner Papers, 4. 

135. FitzPatrick to Beit, 4th March 1898. Q3 A/LC. 

136. See Marais, Ope cit., p. 

~ 37. FitzPatrick to Beit, 4th March 1898. Q3 A/LC. 

138. Le May, Ope cit., pp. 13-14. 

139. Greene to Milner, 25th March 1898, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 4. 



Instead of assisting the High Commission in launching a new 

diplomatic offensive, FitzFatrick was called upon to assist in 
(140) 

damping down the agitation of the South African League, 

which was planning a public demonstration in support of its 

apneal to the British govF:'rnment to "put an end to the pi'esent 
•• J. - • (141) 

menace" arising from the dl.smissal of Kotze. 

Because the line of policy which f'tilner had outlined in Cape 

To\oJn in February was abruptly cancelled in· March, it is easy to 

overestimate the importance of the Newlands interview. It was 

however the beginning of a personal relationship, based upon a 

remarkable mental affinity, which was to last for many years and 

tmich was to draw FitzPatrick into the pre-war manoeuvrings. But 

in March 1898, what he had learnt in Cape Town and Pretoria did 

not give any real cause for optimism. On the contrary, the 

knowledge that Chamberlain had summarily rejected Milner's plea 

for more positive action must have contributed to the gloom. 

Until t here was some positive indication of an actual change in 

British policy, there was nothing for it but to return to the less 

dramatic but equally tantalising problems of the Transvaal itself. 

iii) Smuts, March 1898 - February 1899. 

In March 1898, when FitzPatrick was forced to reassess 

political prospects in the Transvaal, they appeared very bleak. 
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The instruction to abandon the idea of appeal to Britain coincided 

with the news that the government was overcoming its financial 

difficulties by means of negotiating a loan of £2,500,000 throueh 

the Railway and Dynamite Companies. (1) This move, in thrusting 

aside the offers which had been made by the finance houses, promised 

to give Kruger the greatest possible degree of independence. In 

140. Bitensky, Ope cit.! p. 99. Apart from an appeal for financial 
assistance in October 1897 (J.D. Ferster to FitzPatrick, 8th 
October 1897, "Private and Confidential". B/A I), FitzPatrick 
did not .. have any connection with this organisation. Greene's 
appeal to FitzPatrick was therefore not to a member of the 
League itself but to one who could easily give the hint to 
its leaders. 

141. Report of S.A. League Congress, 26th F.ebruary 1898. C.O.879/49, 
p. 188. 

1. Greene to t-lilner, 9th March 1898, "Secret". C.0.879/56 Secret 
Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 34. 



addition,it suggested that all hope of inducing the government to 

cancel these concessions or to agree to expropriation would have 

to be abandoned. The mining depression which had commenced in 

late 1895 and which had given rise to the appointment of the 

Industrial Commission in 1897, continued unabated by any 

implementation of the Commission's recommendations. (2) The feeling 

of hopelessness was increased by the belief that the Uitlanders 

were "terrorised" into inactivity by a network of spies which 

operated in clubs, bars and hotels. 
(3) 

The mining depression and the absence of political prospects 

suggested that, if any advances were to be made, efforts should 

be concentrated once more on the specific complaints of the mining 

industry. Here the position also appeared more hopeless than at 
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the end of 1897. For one thing, the mining industry, following J.B. 

Robinson's strategy, had backed the loser in the presidential 

election. This would not improve relations with Kruger. In 

addition, Christiaan Joubert , the Minister of Mines, had been 

encouraged by the magnates to take "a very strong line against 

Kruger in the elections" (another of Robinson's suggestions). He 

had been a vital link between the mines and the government. Now, 

this channel was closed and Joubert vas likely to "have his wings 

clipped". (4) The reunification 'of the industry at the end 

of 1897 had been engineered in order to promote united action, but 

this held little promise. FitzPatrick had explained the problem 

to Milner in relation to the suggestion that the Chamber could 

support an address to Kotze.(5) This illustrated the fact that 

reunification did as much to expose the divisions within the 

industry as it did to overcome them. By May, in fact, Brakhan 

began to revert to his earlier role of government laCkey.(6) 

Immediately after his returnl from the Cape, FitzPatrick was 

involved in the preparation of the annual Rand Mines report.(7) 

2. Greene to Milner, 11th March 1898, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 4. 

3. The Star, 8th March 1898. See also Greene to Milner, 8th March 
1898. c.o.879/56 Secret Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 31. 

4. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 26th March 1898. Q2 A/LB XVIII. 

5. FitzPatrick to Beit, 4th March 1898. Q3 A/LC. 

6. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 23rd May 1898. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

7. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 4th March 1898. Q3 A/LC. 



It was presented by Eckstein on March 24th but it was written 
(8) 

almost entirely by Fi.tzPatrick. . Always on the lookout for an 

opportunity to lure the government into some kind of action, he 

took this chance too. He deliberately made the suggestion that 
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the shortage of African labourers should be alleviated by the employ

ment of 15,000 White miners. This, he explained, was intended to 

frighten the government into being more co-operative with regard 

to the mines' demands for assistance in the recruiting and control 

of African labour. (9) . He then went on to ~efer, in very strong 

terms, to the uncontrolled sale of liquor and its effects upon 

labour: 

"I do not hesitate to say th~t the liquor traffic carried 
on during the past year on these Fields would be a disgrace 
to .any country in the world. Managers have r epor ted until 
they are sick and tired of the subject and Direc t ors have 
represented the facts until from sheer weariness they have 
given it up: the papers have published complaints with the 
names of persons, hous es and localities, by whom and in 
whieh the trade was carried on openly, until their readers 
must have thought the matter stereotyped; but still it 
rages and it must be perfectly clear to anyone that the 
trade is carried on with the conniv,nce, and ' even with the 
assistance, of the authorities".{10) 

This open challenge could hardly be ignored. A Commission of 

inquiry; coneietiBg of the State Attorney and the Collector of 

Customs was appointed to investigate these charges and Eckstein 

was asked to substantiate them. I n the preparation of this evidence 

and in the formulation of the strategy which was followed, Fitz

Patrick again took the lead. While mine managers were asked to 

submit evidence which could then be consolidated in a comprehensive 
(11) 

document, he proposed in the Chamber of Mines that a direct 

approach be made to the Liquor Company. In accordance with this, 

he and J.G. Hamilton were appointed to meet two of the direetors 

of the Hatherley Distillery. The intention, FitzPatrick explained, 

was to place the Chamber's views clearly on record; to emphasise 

that the responsibility lay with the government; to obtain "some

thing in writing" from Marks "which it will be difficult for Marks 

8. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 28th March 1898. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

9. !£g. 
10. The Star, 24th March 1898. 

11. Eckstein to the State Attorney, 6th May 1898. RM FIT L/B II. 



privately to work against with Kruger", and to demonstrate · to 

the government the Industry's willingness to assist in achieving 
. (12) "a better state of things". These moves were then supplemented 

by memorials from the Chamber of Mines to the Volksraad, urging 

total prohibition and requesting the creation of a Local Board 

on the Reef to establish this.(13) In addition, Volksraad members 

were 10bbied.(14) FitzPatrick envisaged, as a last resort, the 

payment of compensation to the Liquor Company for losses which 

they might suffer through discontinuing the manufacture of liquor 

for the "kaffir trade". 

At the preliminary meeting between the Chamber of Mines 

representatives and those of the Liquor Company, FitzPatrick and 

Hamilton suggested the payment of an annual subsidy of £10,000 to 

the Company. (15) Although this offer was rejected, the Liquor 

representatives appeared to accept the principle of compensation. 

When the following meeting was held, however, Marks announced that 

"I don't want the Industry's money. I would not take a penny of 

it!" The Company was now prepared only to accept expropriation.(1~) 
Their real reason, according to FitzPatrick, was that they were 

holding out for a system whereby the trade would be controlled 

through a monopoly which they would hold. (17) 

While these negotiations were in progress, FitzPatrick 

prepared the lengthy statement (signed by F. Eckstein) for the 

State Attorney. It was accompanied by a voluminous enclosure 

which provided supporting evidence that the liquor law was not 

being adequately enforced. Eckstein's letter ended with an appeal 

for total prohibition. (18) One intention appears to have been to 

69 

12. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co" 23rd April 1898, Q2 AILB XVIII. 

13. "This may not mean much practically", FitzPatrick observed," but 
it marks a distinct advance among ourselves for ••• at the time 
of the Industrial Commission a gre.t many of our own party would 
not even suggest a local Board, feeling that the proposal would 
offend the Government". Ibid. 

14. Ibid. 

15. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 8th May 1898. Q2 AILB XVIII. 

16. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 21st May 1898. Q2 AILB XVIII. 

17. Ibid. 

18. Eckstein to the State Attorney (with enclosure). 6th May 1898, 
RM FIT LIB II. 



70 

induce the Company to accept, under threat of losing its trade . 
( 19) 

altogether, an offer of expropriation and, when this was refused, 
. (20) 

another offer of compensation. 
These manoeuvrings placed the Chamber of Mines representatives 

(FitzPatrick and Hamilton) in a strong position when, on May 28th, 

the Chamber and Liquor Company representatives met the State 

Attorney. On this occasion, the Chamber representatives were able 

to ally themselves with the government, ursing that the present 

system of prohibition, if properly applied, could meet their 

requirements. The Company's refusal of the Chamber's offers had 

provided them with a trump card. "This, of course, we reckoned on", 

observed FitzPatrick. "We knew that he [Mark~ would refuse it 

and that it would embarrass him".(21) The result was that Fitz

Patrick and Hamilton were able to lead the Stat e At torney into a 

discussion on how the law could be properly appli ed and so to 

broach again the idea of a Local Board on the Witwatersrand. 

Because FitzPatrick believed that Kruger would never agree to the 

creation of such a body, he proposed that a branch of the State 

Attorney's executive department should be established in Johannes- ' 

burg. It should consist of the Mining Commissioner, the First 

Criminal Landdrost and the Burgemeester. "He may then call it a 

Licensing Committee or whatever he likes, and in the end add a 
(22) 

couple of members of the Industry". 

On June 11th FitzPatrick wrote a private letter to J.C. Smuts, 

who had just replaced van Leeuwen as State Attorney. In it he 

outlined a scheme to control liquor sales. He emphasised that what 

was needed was the proper application and not the alteration of 

(23) 

the existing law. His proposals included a total prohibition on ' 

the manufacture or importation of "overproof" liquor; that all 

dealers in spirits be required to keep exact records of their sales; 

that licences be granted to houses and not to individuals; that a 

Special Court be constituted to deal with liquor cases and empowered 

to impose very severe penalties. Most important, he again urged 

the creation of a Local Board on the Witwatersrand to control 

19. FitzFatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 21st May 1898. Q2 A/LB XVIII. 
20. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 30th May 1898. Q2 A/LB XVIII. 
21. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 3rd October 1898. Q2 A/LB XVII. 
22. ~. 

23. FitzPatrick to Smuts, 11th June 1898, "Private". RM FIT L/B II. 



licensing and to supervise the operations of a special police 

force which would also deal with Pass Law and Gold Theft offences. 

This Board, he was careful to explain, would be a part of the 

State Attorney's department. 
This complex plan, which is an interesting example of Fitz-
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Patrick's stratagems, was an ingenious attempt to outflank the 

opposition of the Liquor Company with its vested interests and close 

contacts with Kruger~ This opposition was not long in asserting 

itself. On the 9th of June the First Volksraad rejected the 

proposal to est~blish a Local Board.(24) Although the Second 

Volksraad resolved to appoint a Commission to investigate, and 

although FitzPatrick considered this a "good Commission", (25) 

Kruger then intervened. He sent for Brakhan who, with his contacts 

with the Deutsche Bank had long been recognised as the weakest 

link in the Capitalist alliance. To Brakhan he proposed the appoint

ment of an "Advisory Board" (or "Special Council") which would 

consist of between three and five government officials and the same 

number of Chamber of Mines representatives. FitzPatrick viewed 

this move with the greatest suspicion. Not only was the deliberat~ 

approach to Brakhan seen as an attempt to create disunity amongst 

the magnates, but Kruger's proposal fell far short of FitzPatrick's. 

In his view, it was a "castrated version" because Kruger's Advisory 

Board would not have actual control over police operations and 

would therefore merely meddle in Reef affairs.(26) 

In this way, Kruger threw the mining front into disarray. 

Brakhan approached Sapte (of the Gold Fields) and Sapte summoned 

FitzPatrick, Hamilton (of Barnatos) and Dalrymple (of Farrar 

Brothers) to discuss the proposal. At this meetin~ Brakhan, 

"portentious" and "swollen nigh unto bursting", (27 explained the 

situation. FitzPatrick immediately protested that only the Chamber 

of Mines could negotiate with the government on behalf of the 

Industry and that it should continue to do so openly. He had little 

difficulty in persuading the others of the wisdom of this insistence 

and Brakhan was then prodded into agreeing to inform Kruger that he 

24. Greene to Milner, 14th June 1898. c.0.879/49 Further 
CorresEondence re S.A. ReEublic, pp. 507 et seg. 

25. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co. , 13th June 1898, Q2 A/LB XVIII. 

26. FitzPatrick to Eckstein, 20th July 1898. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

27. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 25th July 1898~ Q2 A/LB XVII. 



should make an official approach to the Chamber. To obviate 

any possibility of misunderstanding, FitzPatrick wrote a curt 

letter to Brakhan, urging upon him the need to keep t he executive 

of the Chamber fully informed. Should Brakhan not do this, 

P f f h Chamber.
(28) 

Fitz atrick added, he would himsel in orm t e 

In this way some appearance of solidarity was again created, 

but it had no significance, for when the memorials which asked 
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for the establishment of a local board to control the liquor trade 

was considered by the First Volksraad on September 12th, the request 

was rejected by fourteen votes to six. (M.V. Lombard justified 

his vote on the grounds that "it was one of the Native's instincts 

to drink" and he could "drink himself to death if he liked,,(29)). 

Marks at this stage still hoped to obtain a controlled sale of 

liquor in terms of which he would secure the agency. (30) What 

finally brought the matter to some conclusion was the canvassing 

of support by the Chamber of Mines from the Dutch Reformed Church.(3
1

) 

This resulted in a Volksraad besluit in November in favour of 

total prohibition. This decision did not include the creation of 

a local Board in Johannesburg and it deferred consideration of 

the proposal that control of the liquor trade should become the 

direct responsibility of the State Attorney. (32) 

Although this attempt to establish control of the Liquor 

trade (and, indirectly, of Labour) by means of the establishment 

of a Local Board had met with only moderate success, one unexpected 

and significant result was the establishment of FitzPatrick's link 

with Smuts. FitzPatrick was immediately impressed by the new 

State Attorney. He accepted that Smuts was genuinely desirous of 

bringing about reform although he remarked that the "young fellow" 

would "either lose his enthusiasm and succumb to the old man's 

influence, or he will bump up against the local 'wall of China' 

and smash himself". (33) It seemed, therefore, that Smuts's 

appointment created a new hope. 

28. FitzPatrick to Brakhan, 26th July 1898, "Confidential". 
RM FIT L/B III. 

29. C.9345 Pa ers re com laints of the British sub ects in the S.A. 
Republic, p. 2. Greene to Milner, 15th September 1 9 • C.O. 
879749 Further Correspondence re S.A. Republic, pp. 593 et seg. 

30. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 3rd September 1898. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

31. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 19th November 1898. Q2 A/LB XVIII. 

32. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 28th November 1898. A/LC VII. 

33. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 13th June 1898, "Private" 
Q2 A/LB XVIII. • 
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The personal relationship which had been established during 

the liquor negotiations was renewed in August. Their next meeting 

arose out of the proclamation of the Turffontein Estates as a 
(34) 

goldfield. This was done despite the fact that the owner's 

permission had not been sought, nor had any prospecting been 

done there (two stipulations of the Gold Law). (35) The land was 

owned by a company in which Rhodes, the Consolidated Gold Fields, 

Neumann and the Rand Mines held shares. Christiaan Joubert was 

immediately contacted (in a "low canteen"). He assured FitzPatrick 

that the farm could be deproclaimed if valid objections were raised, 

but FitzPatrick suspected that the real purpose behind the 

proclamation was to grant to the Turf Club (in which Bailey held 

interests) the mining rights of the land which it occupied. This 

could not be done before the farm as a whole had been proclaimed. 

Because FitzPatrick believed that is was "both useless and foolish 

to fight the government as long as there is an alternative", he 

suggested that the proclamation should not be opposed but that 
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the Corner House should attempt to secure as many rights as possible 

for the holding Company. In October, however, when the matter was . 

considered by the Executive CounCil, he decided to approach Smuts. 

Smuts promised to intercede and the result was that the proclamation 
was cancelled. (36) 

Smuts's action in sorting out the Turffontein business seemed 

to indicate that he possessed real influence with the government. 

"Smuts is very fair, when he has the facts", FitzPatrick 
wrote to Beit,(37) "very willing and very bright, but he 
has a heartbreaking task. He has certainly won the confidence 
of the President and some of the Executive and two amusing 
examples of his influence were given me by one who was 
present at a meeting. Once the President got excited and 
began to ramp when Smuts, who is very slender, cleanshaven 
and awfully boyish-looking, leaned forward and, putting his 
hand on the old man's knee, said very quietly: 'Gently, 
President, gently!' Kruger cooled down at once. In another 
case, the Executive members began to stray back into the 
history of a case to show why certain things should not have 
been allowed and, after a few minutes of this, he said quite 

34. Staatscourant, 10th August 1898. 

35. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 15th August 1898, "Private". 
Q2 AILB XVIII. 

36. FitzPatrick to A. Beit, 27th October 1898. Q2 AILB XVII. 

37. lli!!. 



respectfully: "Well, gentlemen, regrets and arguments will 
not help us. The position now is this •••• " and he recited 
it. And when one of them again began: "Yah, maar •••• ", he 
repeated steadily: "This is lli2:! the position!" And they 
all subsided and finished the business as he suggestedt" 

FitzPatrick was again convinced of Smuts's genuine interest in 

reform, although Smuts told him that the "liquor men and the 

harpies and the intermediaries" meant to "smash" him. (38) Another 

outcome of the Turffontein question was that, at Smuts's invitation, 

the two met for "a good hour's talk" at the Pretoria Club. Fitz

Patrick explained other difficulties which he was experiencing and 

Smuts then engaged in "some good straight talk" in which he 

contended that the Turffontein matter would have been cleared up 

much sooner if only FitzPatrick had not "nursed grudges for three 

months and attributed to us the worst possible motives". In the 

end, FitzPatrick agreed that, in future, he woul d "go to him at 

once and put our views straight to him". For his part, Smuts 

promised to "send at once for us when he wants an explanation or 

feels that we are not doing the right thing, in which case, we will 

tell him plainly whether we can or cannot do as he wishes; and, if . 
not, why not".(39) 

It is by no means certain that Smuts was genuine in posing as 

the friend and ally of the mining interests. His motive may have 

been to establish immediate access to information and, through 

winning the confidence of the capitalists (and of FitzPatrick in 

particular), to dampen their hostility to the government. Whether 

this latter possibility was his intention or not, it certainly was 

the result for, having accepted Smuts's assurances, FitzPatrick 

now thought that there was real hope of obtaining redress through 
Smuts. 

In accordance with the "compact" which they had entered into, 

FitzPatric~having obtained the go-ahead from Eckstein, made 

another approach to Smuts in November. He did 60 because he 

wished to discuss the longstanding bewaarplaatsen question(40) and 

also the government's proposed tax of 5% on mining profits. (41) 

At the same time, he envisaged an all-embracing settlement of all 

38. Ibid. 

39. Ibid. 

40. For details of 
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p. 20. 
the bewaarplaatsen question, see Maral.· s , OP Cl.°t . . , 

41. !Ei!!. , p. 228. 



the outstanding 

he proposed the 
(42) 

monopolies. 

grievances of the mining industry. In particular, 

cancellation of the Dynamite, Railway and Liquor 

As an inducement to the government to accept the 

suggestion that the bewaarplaatsen question should be settled by 

direct negotiation between the government and the companies 

concerned (so as to exclude "intriguers" and "blackmailers"), 
(43) 

FitzPatrick offered a loan of £2,500,000 on easy terms. 

This would also counteract the government's contention that it 

had been forced to impose the 5% tax on profits because the mines 
. (44) 

had opposed its attempts to ra~se loans. As compensation for 
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the loss of revenue due to the cancellation of the dynamite 

monopoly, he proposed a tax on sales. If these reforms were 

introduced "and all friction of material points removed", he 

suggested that it might then be possible "to achieve or promote 

some agreement on the political question" (i.e. the f ranchise).(45) 

He also envisaged as a possible outcome of such a settlement in 

the Transvaal "a kind of three-cornered, roundtable talk" at 

which the imperial government would be represented and at which 

such matters as suzerainty, and the treatment of "COOlies" and 
(46) . 

"Cape boys" in the Transvaal could be discussed, though it ~s 

not certain that he put this suggestion to Smuts on this occasion. 

Smuts may have been surprised at these grandiose suggestions 

but he appeared sympathetic. He began by claiming that he had, 

in fact, opposed the proposal to introduce th~ 5% tax in the 

Executive Council "but all the success he had was that it was only 

42. S.A. Memories, p. 162. 

43. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 3rd December 1898. Q2 AILB XVIII. 

44. See Rouliot's speech at the Chamber of Mines meeting on 21st 
November 1898. c.O.879/55 Further Correspondence re S.A. 
Republic, pp. 19 et seg. 

45. S.A. Memories, p. 162. It is not clear whether FitzPatrick's 
description of his meeting with Smuts, given here, refers to 
this meeting (for a discussion of this poi,nt, see below, Pp. 81 et seg). 
But that he clearly envisaged the loan as providing the opportunity 
for raising other questions is indicated by his letter to Wernher 
(25th November 1898, AILC VII) in which he explained that should 
Kruger "want to talk to us about money ••• we should have s~me ideas 
of the terms on which it could be done, the objects of the loan, 
the control of the spending, the security, the guarantees of 
good faith in the way of legislation and the limitation of 
taxation". 

46. Ibid., p. 167. 
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5% instead of 10% as at first proposed and that he had extricated 

pledges that it would 'never be increased'''. FitzPatrick again 

accepted Smuts's bona fides and was sceptical only about the 

assurance that the tax would not be increased. His experience 

had shown that the Transvaal government's pledges were not to be 

relied upon. As far as the bewaarplaatsen proposal was concerned, 

Smuts agreed in principle that the Government should get only a 

"moderate" price, to ·be fixed by valuators representing both 

parties, and undertook to put the proposal to Kruger. Be was less 

optimistic about the chances of obtaining the cancellation of the 

dynamite monopoly and of persuading Kruger to agree to a tax on 

dynamite sales as an alternative. "I'm afraid the dynamite people 

are too strong for us", he said. Kruger's mind was also "poisoned 

by the hangers-on who abuse the Capitalists". He suggested that 

the mineowners should offer the government a loan i n order to 

enable it to shake off the hold of the monopoli sts and middlemen.(47) 

The outcome of thi s meeting could hardly have given FitzPatrick 

much satisfaction. When Smuts placed the proposals regarding the 

cancellation of the dynamite monopoly and the offer of a loan to 

Kruger, he is supposed to have replied that "he was not going to 

be taught by a youth how to govern this country, that he was quite 
(48) 

independent of such offers and could get any amount of money". 

Kruger then attempted to rush through the Volksraad a proposal to 

prolong the dynamite monopoly for a further period of 15 years in 

return for a reduction in price of f ive shillings per case.(49) 

The Volksraad turned down the request but agreed to consider it 

at its February session. On receipt of this information, Chamberlain 

sent a telegram to Kruger, warning him that such an act would be 

construed a breach of the London Convention. At the same time, 

the Colonial Secretary urged the "leaders of the industry" to make 

a "firm protest" to the Transvaal government. (50) In accordance 

with this, FitzPatrick consulted E. Fraser, (51) the Acting British 

47. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 28th November 1898. AILC VII. 

48. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 3rd December 1898. Q2 AILB XVIII. 

49. Greene to Butler, 7th December 1898. C.0.879/55 Further 
Correspondence re S.A. Republic, p. 53. 

50. Marais, Ope cit., p. 244. 

51. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 30th January 1899, "Private". AILC VII. 
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Agent during Greene's leave, and then again discussed the matter 

with Smuts. After Smuts had not ruled out the possibility of 
. (52) 

cancellation, FitzPatrick put forward a new suggestion. It 

was that the Chamber of Mines would advance the government an 

amount of £600,000 which could be used to compensate the Company 

for the loss of its monopoly. On January 31st he was able to 

inform Smuts by letter that he had secured the agreement of the 
(53) 

leading finance houses to their being guarantors of the loan. 

On February 2nd a special meeting of the Chamber of Mines was 

convened at which a public announcement was made of the offer to 

the government. (54) 

From one point of view, FitzPatrick's success in obtaining 

unity in the Chamber in opposition to the proposal to renew the 

dynamite monopoly was a remarkable achievement. All the leading 

houses agreed to support the loan proposal. Even A. Goerz & Co. 

(repres·enting the Dresdner and Deutsche Banks), whose attitude 

had hitherto been "somewhat uncertain", (55) co-operated. Fitz

Patrick, however, does not appear to have attached any importance 

to this. Nor did he see hope in the prospect of a Progressive 

Volksraad majority after the 1899 election. 

"We know these Progressives only too well", he observed. · 
"We know that the Dynamite people were very busy among 
Volksraad members and we also know that they do not devote 
themselves to these gentlemen on account of their good 
looks •••• Who can possess an atom of faith after such 
unblushing ~xg~ples of ratting as that of Lucas Meyer (and 
Louis Botha~5 J) a year ago, Jacob van Wyk in the liquor 
debate a few months ago, and the scarcely less disgraceful 
running away of de la Rey and another - all lights of the 
'Progressive Party'~.(57) 

It is therefore surprising that he continued to have faith in Smuts, 

52. Fraser implied that this was his suggestion (Fraser to the High 
Commissioner, 28th January, quoted in Marais, Ope cit., p. 245). 
The idea was obviously discussed at the meeting between Fraser 
and FitzPatrick. 

53. FitzPatrick to Smuts, 31st January 1899, "Private". RM FIT LIB II. 

54. Fraser to the High Commissioner, 3rd February 1899. c.0.879/55 
Further Correspondence re S.A. Republic, p. 205; C.9317 Corres
pondence re Explosives Monopoly in the S.A. Republic, p. 6. 

55. Fraser to the High Commissioner, 3rd February 1899. C.0.879/55. 
56. This phrase in parenthesis was added by FitzPatrick to the copy 

of his letter. 

57. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 30th January 1899, "Private". AILC VII. 



who assured him of the growing influence of Reitz, who "in matters 

of principle and of importance like this Dynamite affair" could 
" " (58) . be counted upon absolutely • 

This continuing trust was demonstrated a w~ek later when the 
(59) government advertised for tenders for the bewaarplaatsen. 

This surprising move flatly contradicted the proposal which Fitz

Patrick had made to Smuts in November. Seeking elucidation, he 

called on Smuts and told him that the Chamber of Mines would not 

tender unless there was a clear understanding with the government 

that there was "no possibility of getting another tenderer . for the 

whole lot". (60) He also repeated his argument that the settlement 

of the bewaarplaatsen question "offered a good chance to remov.e 

one of the great causes of irritation and creating a quieter and 

better feeling". Out of this "spell of peace" would arise the 
(61) possibility of working towards reform. 
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Smuts's reply - after claiming time to investigate the matter -

was that the call for tenders "was not seriously meant". It was 

merely intended "to find out approximately what the companies would 

be prepared to offer".(62) Despite this further evidence of Smuts~s 
inability to influence government decisions (o~ possibly of his 

doubledealing), FitzPatrick wrote to him and assured him that he 

did not hold him responsible for what had happened. Smuts replied 

with a note, inviting FitzPatrick to spend an evening with him: 

"Don't be discouraged. I think the time has come to 
wind up old quart~l~ and what better chance than the 
Bewaarplaatsen?"t b3J 

FitzPatrick thereafter met Smuts again a few days later. 

Smuts then told him that Kruger was willing to withdraw the notice 

which called for tenders and to ask the Volksraad to approve in 

principle the course which FitzPatrick had suggested (sale by 

valuation to the surfaceholders), but that the government would 

then be free to accept any tender above this. (64) FitzPatrick 

would not agree. While, he said, he had confidence in Smuts and 

58. !..ill. 
59. Staatscourant, 5th February 1899. 

60. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 6th February 1899. Q2 AILB XVII. 
61 • .!E.ll. 
62. FitzPatrick to Smuts, 10th February 1899. RM FIT LIB II. 

63. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 20th February 1899. AILC VII. 

64. FitzPatrick to Wernher Bait & Co., 25th February 1899. Q2 A/LB XVIII. 



in "one or two others", he was not prepared to trust the government 

as a whole. He also explained again that his bewaarplaatsen 

proposals must be seen as part and parcel of a general settlement 

of all outstanding grievances; that apart from this, the mine

owners had no urgent interest in the bewaarplaatsen because they 

would be able to "buy more cheaply from the intriguing syndicate 

than we can hope to buy from the government", particularly as most 

of the bewaarplaatse~ could not be worked independently but would 
_ . (65) 

have to be acquired by the adjoining mine. 

Smuts undertook to speak to Kruger and met FitzPatrick again 

that afternoon. On this occasion he announced that Kruger had 

contended that it was impossible to do anything during the present 

session of the Volksraad and that the matter would have to stand 

over until May. (66) This FitzPatrick saw as an attempt to "lull 

us into inactivity" but, he observed, "we do not at the moment 

see what more we can do". 
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This then, was the position at the end of February 1899. In 

writing to Wernher at the end of the month, (67) FitzPatrick observed 

that it was ·"impossible to feel satisfied" about the dynalIjite and 

bewaarplaatsen questions. It was with difficulty that he was able 

to detect any reasons for optimism in the political situation. One 

cause for satisfaction was that a more competent editor was found 

for the Star(68) when W.F. Monypenny was appointed to the position. 

Also, FitzPatrick had played a leading role in the establishment 

of the Transvaal Leader, a morning paper which was established as 

a rival to the Standard and Diggers News. (69) 

But these gains did not counterbalance the losses of the past 

65 • .fill. 
66. Ibid. 

67. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 27th February 1899. A/LC VII. 

68. FitzPatrick had for some time been complaining about C.E. 
Finalson (see, for example, FitzPatrick to Phillips, 18th 
October 1897). W.F. Monypenny assumed the editorship early 
in 1899. 

69. See FitzPatrick to Wernher, 27th February 1899. A/LV VII. 
The Transvaal Leader commenced publication early in 1899 edited 
by R.J. P~keman. The capital of £40,000 was provided largely 
by Eckste1n & Co., but in 1902 the majority of shares were sold 
to the Cape Times. In 1902 FitzPatrick explained that the 
intention was to oppose the Standard and Disgers News (to E.T. 
Cooke, 28th July 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII). 
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twelve months. The failure to make any progress at all in the 

direction of reform had been amply .illustrated in the government's 

confident announcement in November of the new 5% tax on mining 

profits _ a measure which it knew would arouse the united opposition 

of the interested parties. Similarly, the proposal to renew the 

dynamite concession coolly discounted and dismissed the expected 

opposition of the magnates. It followed, therefore, that the 

attempt to pressurise the government into reform by means of 

industrial unity had been revealed for what .it was worth. Further

more, the proposed tax on mining profits appeared to represent 

the complete failure of the capitalists' attempt to destroy the 

Republic's credit and then to force concessions at the price of 

offering Idans.(70) Here, the Transvaal government had called 

their bluff and the bankrupcy of the move itself was revealed by 

FitzPatrick's failure to interest the government in the £2,500,000 

loan. 

It is a significant fact that the Transvaal government in this 

way provoked the capitalists at the very time that the South African 

League's agitation was getting under way. This again indicates its 

confidence in its ability to manage the magnates. One reason for 

this confidence was that, at the end of 1898, the Capitalists 

generally appeared more conciliatory. E. Evans, for example, 

reported from Johannesburg that there was now a general belief 

that "they can get what they want by means of bribing" and that 

they "dreaded" British occupation. In passing on this letter to 

Selborne, Greene commented that it was quite clear that the 

capitalists were "now fully in league with the Boer government". (71) 

Albu provided public evidence of this when, in an address to the 

shareholders of the Roodepoort United Main Reef Company, he argued 

that the government was "not as black as it is painted'!. (72) 

Another reason for the government's confidence may have been Smuts's 

70. Greene, for example, told Milner that the Transvaal government 
was convinced that "the exceedingly hostile attitude of nearly 
every financial house in Europe was entirely due to ••• a 
conspiracy arranged by the Johannesburg capitalists". Greene 
to Milner, "Secret", 15th July 1898. c.0.879/56 Secret Papers 
re S.A. Republic, p. 78. 

71. Greene to Selborne, 6th November 1898, "Confidential". C.0.879/56 
Secret Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 101. . 

72. C.0.879/49 Further Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 648. 



success in persuading FitzPatrick (whom Smuts recognised as the 

leading capitalist strategist(73)) that there was a real prospect 

of reform by negotiation. 

Yet a third reason for the Government's confidence may have 
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been that it recognised that there was no link between the capitalists 

and the South African League. (74) It was, for example, the view 

of "Matt" Spence (Lippert's agent who was believed to have very 

close contacts with the government) that the League's agitation 

was tolerated because the government knew that the League was 
, (75) 

strongly opposed to capitalist dom1nation. 

A remarkable feature of FitzPatrick's relationship with Smuts 

was, as we have see~ his faith in Smuts's genuineness. That Smuts 

sincerely desired reform he never doubted(76 ) (in fact the publication 

of the Smuts Papers have revealed that FitzPatrick was right(77)). 

But, at some stage during the many discussions which took place 

between November and the end of February, he obtained further 

insight into ~muts's thoughts. Exactly when this happened is in 

some doubt. In his reminiscences (written in the 1920s), he implies that 

the conversation too~ place during their November meeting. (78) 

However, FitzPatrick's reference to the fact that he had already 

seen Smuts on several previous occasions(79) and the statement that 

it took place in the afternoon, following discussions in the 

morning, (80) suggests that it occurred at their last meeting at 

73. See, for example, Smuts's statement as recorded by FitzPatrick, 
that he "knew perfectly well" that FitzPatrick was "at the back 
of it all". South African Memories, p. 169. 

74. See, for example, the report of Fraser (18th January 1899 to the 
High Commissioner, C.0.879/55 Further Correspondence re S.A. 
Republic, p. 179). According to him, the entire committee 
belonged to the "highly educated professional class" and financiers 
fought shy of it. The leaders were emphatically not "men in the 
political service of Capitalists". 

75. Greene to Graham, 28th October 1898. C.0.879/56 Secret Papers 
re S.A. Republic, p. 95. 

76. See, for example, his statement (written in 1899) that Smuts 
and, Reitz favoured franchise reform "but they are unfortunately 
ent1rely without influence over the President and his policy". 
The Transvaal from Within, p. 331. 

77. See, for example, Selections from the Smuts Papers, I pp. 147, 
181, 230, 168. 

78. South African Memories, p. 167. 

79. The Transvaal from Within, p. 166. 

80. !£g. 



the end of February. FitzPatrick's account of this last meeting 
. (81 ) . to Wernher Be~t and Company conta~ns no reference to it. The 

point is fortunately not crucial (except that, if it took place 

early in the proceedings, FitzPatrick's continued participation in 

the discussions with Smuts would be difficult to explain). What 

is important - not least because it was to affect his attitude to 

the ensuing "Great Deal" negotiations - was that, in a weak moment, 

Smuts revealed his inner thoughts. 

The occasion was FitzPatrick's explanation to. Smuts that he 

envisaged a settlement of the mining grievances as a prelude to 
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the settlement of the franchise question and then to a round-table 

discussion at which the imperial government would also be represented. 

When Smuts immediately dismissed this suggestion as being out of 

the question because it was "inconsistent with the dignity of an 

independent state", (82) FitzPatrick "let himself go" in urging 

him to reconsider. "Do you realise what it's leading to", he 

asked, "and what must i nevitably happen if we don't make a supreme 

effort to get a settlement; do you realise that it means war?" 

Smuts replied calmly that he knew what it meant and, when FitzPatrick 

incredulously enquired whether he seriously contemplated a war with 

the Empire, Smuts replied: 

" ••• You may take the cities and the mines, for we would 
not meet you there, but for six or seven years we shall be 
able to hold out in the mountains ••• and long before that 
there will be a change of opinion in England. Other things 
will crop up, they will become t ired and lose interest; 
there will be another general election and the Liberals 
will come into(~o~er •••• And this time we shall get all 
that we want". ~3) 

In his reminiscences, FitzPatrick declared that Smuts's state

ment was "a devastating end to my fine dreams". Henceforth, he 

felt that "nothing would come of" the talks and that "we must just 

go on as before with the dismal certainty of war before us".(84) 

His contemporary letters do not reveal any dramatic loss of faith 

before his final meeting with Smuts at the end of February. But 

81. FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 25th February 1899. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

82. South African Memories, p. 167. 

83. Ibid., p. 168. 

84. Ibid., p. 169. 



his vivid account of this conversation with Smuts has a ring of 

truth about it. Although he may have dramatised it (as, indee~ 
he compressed the series of meetings with Smuts into one crucial 

meeting and also dramatised it into a last-minute attempt to 

avert war), there is no reason to doubt the element of truth. If 

this is so, it is permissable to state that by the end of February 

1899 FitzPatrick's faith in Smuts had been badly shaken. Smuts 

had not been able to secure the measures which he had promised -

most obviously in the case of the bewaarplaatsen and the dynamite 

monopoly. This seemed to destroy any hope of his being able to 

sponsor any other major reforms. 

iv) The "Great Deal". February - March, 1899. 

A few days after FitzPatrick's final meeting with Smuts, events 

took a dramatic turn. On February 26th Lippert visited Johannesburg 

and sought out E. Birkenruth, the Consolidated Gold Fields director. 

He told him that he had decided to liquidate and leave the country 

and that, before doing so, he wished to repay his "debt of gratitude 

to the place" by "bringing about a better state of affairs as 

between the different sections of the community".(1) Both Fitz

Patrick and Rouliot, on hearing of this, thought it an "elaborate 

joke", (2) but on the following day Rouliot attended the meeting 

which Birkenruth convened to discuss Lippert's proposals. The others 

present were Birkenruth, Brakhan and Lippert himself. ~ 

Lippert then outlined a programme of reform which, he said, 

he had already discussed with Smuts, Reitz and Leyds. Should the 

capitalists be prepared to open negotiations on the basis suggested, 

the three officials would attempt to persuade Kruger to agree. Two 

overall conditions were that the programme must either be adopted 

or rejected as a whole and that the matter must be kept absolutely 

secret. Lippert's proposals were that the capitalists should agree 

to "the cessation of press agitation" both in the Transvaal and in 

Europe; that they should support the government on the "coolie 

questions" and that there should be "severance from the South African 

League". With regard to the coolie question, Lippert explained that 

1. Report of Proceedings (of the meeting on 13th March 1899). Q-PR. 

2. Ibid. See also Rouliot, Pierce, Brakhan and Birkenruth to the 
State Secretary, 14th April 1899. Reprinted in The Transvaal 
from Within, pp. 354 et seg. 



he envisaged a memorial to the Imperial government to the effect 

that they "were entirely at one with the government" and regarded 

it as a "matter of internal concern". With regard to the South 

African League, what was wanted was a public repudiation of the 

organisation. 
Lippert suggested that, in return for these concessions, the 

government should offer an "equitable arrangement" about dynamite; 

the appointment of a State Financier and State Auditor, "of 

European reputation", with a seat on the Executive; no new taxation 

on mining profits unless this were recommended by this new official 

after his appointment and the sale of the bewaarplaatsen at 

"moderate valuations" to the surface-holders. In addition, he 

suggested that burgher rights (including the franchise) should 

be granted after a period of five years residence in the Transvaal, 

subject to a property test. 

A final proposal was that the leading finance houses should 

assist the government in placing a loan, should this be required. 

According to FitzPatrick, these proposals were received with 

"inexpressible surprise".(3) The three capitalists who were 

present declared, however 1 that they were willing to open 

negotiations on this basis although Rouliot stated that he wished 

to consult his partners and this request was accepted after a 

"little demur,,~4)Lippert then returned to Pretoria and on Jvlarch 

1st announced that Kruger had been approached and "was viewing 

the matter favourably,,(5) and, at Lippert's request, cables were 

sent to the London offices of the Gold Fields Company, Wernher 

Beit and Co., and A. Goerz and Co. in order to establish whether 

there was support in London for the proposed negotiations. (6) 

It was at this stage that FitzPatrick intervened and took 

the lead. Two "catches" seemed to him to be immediately apparent. 

The first was that it was more than a little strange that the 

approach should have come via Lippert, whose vested interests were 

in the dynamite concession. This suggested that the move was a 

complicated attempt to save the monopoly in the face of the 

Chamber of Mines' offer at the beginning of February to provide 

3. Report of Proceedings, 13th March 1899. Q-PR. 

4. Ibid. 

5. Rouliot and others to the State Secretary, 14th April 1899. 
The Transvaal from Within, p. 355. 

6. Rouliot and others to the State Secretary, 27th March 1899. 
The Transvaal from Within, p. 345. 
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the government with the loan of £600,000 with which it could 

compensate the Company (a proposal which still hung in the air). 

The second ground for suspicion was that a major government 

objeotive appeared to be that of creating "estrangement between 

us and the imperial government".(?) These doubts existed quite 

apart from the fact that the proposals for reform did not include 

the reform of the High Court (which would provide a real guarantee 
(8) . 

of good faith). Was the move not merely another adept attempt 

at sowing disunity among the Uitlanders by means of appeal to the 

self-interest of capitalists? 

. FitzPatrick's first move was to approach Smuts in person in 

order to attempt to establish to what extent it was true that the 

proposals had official backing. He travelled to Pretoria on March 

3rd for this purpose. At their meeting Smuts told FitzPatrick 

that the Lippert proposals were "really the outcome" of his earlier 

suggestions. Smuts had considered the matter and it had occurred 

to him: "Why confine the settlement to the bewaarplaatsen only; 

why not make an effort to settle all outstanding questions?".(9) 

FitzPatrick then asked him why it was that Lippert was being used . 

as an intermediary when he was "so liable to be suspected". Smuts 

replied that he had himself put this to Lippert who had replied 

that "he would frankly discuss that aspect of the case" with the 

Johannesburg capitalists. When FitzPatrick revealed that Lippert 

had said that he was unable to discuss any proposals about 

dynamite; that he had explained that this would have to be dealt 

with direct with the government representatives, Smuts replied: 
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"Very well. That is all right. We can settle that amongst ourselves". 

According to FitzPatrick's account of the discussion which 

then followed, Smuts then first asked how the capitalists stood on 

the coolie question? 

"I told him frankly that, like all others living in 
South Africa, we did not like the Coolies and at heart we 
could sympathise with the Transvaal Government's action, 
but that they must not ask us (as Lippert had suggested) 
to petition the Imperial Government, thus favouring the 
action of the Transvaal Government as against the action 
of the Imperial Government~. 

7. Report of Proceedings, 13th March 1899. Q-PR. 

8. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 4th March 1899, "Private". Q2 A/LB XVII. 

9. The details of this meeting are obtained from FitzPatrick's 
letter to Wernher, 4th March 1899, "Private". Q2 A/LB XVII. 



It was unreasonable, FitzPatrick contended, for Smuts to expect 

this because "it might justly be regarded as an impertinent 

interference on our part" and because, even if the capitalists 

agreed to sponsor a petition, they would "most assuredly fail 

to get the general public to sign". They would, in fact, be 

exposed to ridicule on the grounds that this would be contrasted 

with their refusal to support the petitions of the South African 

League. Smuts appeared to concede that FitzPatrick's attitude 

was reasonable and stated that the matter was not really crucial 

because there was every likelihood of its being settled "in a 

friendly manner within a month or so". 

The discussion then touched upon bewaarplaatsen, on which 

subject Smuts assured FitzPatrick that the settlement would be 

by valuation and sale to the surface-holders. On taxation, he 

assured FitzPatrick that there would be no increase. As to the 

proposed appointment of a Finance Minister, he explained that the 

government would not consult the Johannesburg industrialists as 

this was "rather beneat~ the dignity of the government". However, 

he assured FitzPatrick that the appointment would be acceptable 

to them and hinted that John X. Merriman was being considered for 

the position, although Kruger was not in favour of the idea. 

The franchise question was then discussed at length. Here 

Smuts explained that the five-year franchise outlined by Lippert 

would be retrospective. Convinced that he had discovered a major 

loophole in the government's propos als (which he waS sure that 

Kruger and Leyds were also aware of), FitzPatrick asked how this 

five-year period would be determined. When Smuts replied that it 

would be determined from the date of naturalisation, FitzPatrick 

pointed out that this, in effect, meant that enfranchisement would 

only take place after the renunciation of British nationality. 

Furthermore, the proposal then meant that the general enfranchise

ment of the Uitlanders would not occur until five years after the 

passing of the new law. Smuts again conceded this point and agreed 

that a possible way out of the difficulty would be to take proof 

of residence for ten years instead of naturalisation. 

FitzPatrick then put some "pretty searching questions" to 

Smuts. In particular, he wanted to know why it was that both 
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Leyds and Kruger, who had for so long been regarded as the opponents 

of reform, had suddenly changed their minds. Smuts replied that 



Leyds had been convinced by his experience in Europe. Every

where he went he was met with hostility on account of the South 

African Republic's treatment of the mining industry. "You can 

believe me that Leyds is very genuine", Smuts said. "He wants 

to go and live in Europe and he wants his position to be a 

pleasant one". As far as Kruger was concerned, Smuts explained 

that he now realised that the future of the country depended upon 

making peace between the two sections and, as he was now aging, 

he wished to bring this about before his death or reti r ement. 

When FitzPatrick asked about the anticipated opposit i on of 

the other members of the Executive and of the Volksraad , Smuts 

replied: "Well, of course we have not told the Executive every

thing, far from it. The President promi.ses that he will support 

it and is confident he will get it through the Raad in secret 

session but we shall have to overwhelm the Raad with the magni tude 

of the proposal and get it through in that way. It must not 

leak out beforehand and be discussed". 

One last question on which FitzPatrick sought elucidation was 

why there was a need for urgency. Smuts's reply was that t he 

President was very old. It was "absolut~ly impossibl e" for him 

to keep a secret for more than a few days because he "forgets 
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the importance of it and begins to talk". If any of the "thousands 

of adventurers" who were "well-suited by the state of affai rs" 

got to hear about the proposals, there would then be "not the 

least chance of success". 

Smuts's replies were by no means convincing. His ver sion of 

the motivation of Leyds and Kruger was, to say the least , shallow. 

The statement that the Executive and the Volksraad could be 

convinced if taken by surprise, was equally incredi ble . FitzPatrick 

was more than sceptical. "I am positively certain" , he wrote to 

~Jernher on the day following the meeting, "that there i s not the 

remotest prospect of anything on those lines and Smut s's attitude 

convinced me that he has been spoofed by Kruger and Leyds" . 

"The whole thing is about as complicated and as puzzling 
as anything we have had and, if one is to venture at this 
stage upon a judgement, it would be that Smuts has told the 
t:uth and acted straight, that Leyds and Lippert , knowing 
h1S ideas, have seized the opportunity to work in a settle
ment of the Dynamite question and that the President is 
in with them". 

FitzPatrick's distrust of the government's motives was increased 

when he learnt from Rouliot two days later that Rouliot and 



Birkenruth had raised the question of establishing the independence 

of the High Court when their meeting with Lippert had taken place. 

Lippert had observed that this would "put the fat in the fire" and 

urged the capitalists not to make such a request because it would 

"spoil everything". FitzPatrick regarded this as being extremely 

significant because, immediately after seeing Smuts, he had 

argued that the cancellation of Law No. 1 of 1897 should be a 

first demand because it would be "a real test of their sincerity". 

His subsequent actions must, therefore, be seen as the result of 

his conviction that the government was not sincere in its offer. 

Although he was not sure what the government's intentions. were, 

he argued that "where hostility and duplicity are so ingrained as 

they are in Kruger, Leyds and Lippert, it is sufficient to know 

what they really want us to do to determine us to go and do the 

exact opposite". 

FitzPatrick's first act after seeing Smuts was to call on the 

British Agent in Pretoria. He told Greene about his discussion 

with Smuts and his impress ion that, while he believed Smuts to be 

genuine, he mistrusted the others and did not believe that the 
( 10)' 

Volksraad would ever accept the proposals. It is not clear 
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whether it was Greene's suggestion at this meeting that Chamberlain 

should be informed. As Greene mentioned in his secret letter to 

Milner, written on March 3rd, that Ecksteins had sent a confidential 

cable to Wernher Beit and Co. (in addition to the cable which 

merely contained details of the government's offer), it is possible 

that the idea was FitzPatrick's. In any event, Greene's letter 

does not indicate that any discussion took place but gives the 

impression that FitzPatrick merely informed him of what had 

happened and promised to keep him informed. The outcome of this 

was that Wernher went to see Selborne in London.(11) It was after 

this meeting that Wernher Beit and Co. indicated its belief that 

the negotiations should be proceeded with (this being also the view 
of the Colonial Office)~12) 

On March 9th Greene sent a message to FitzPatrick, with 

Samuel Evans acting as the intermediary. He wanted FitzPatrick 

10. Greene to Milner, 3rd March 1899, "Secret and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 13. 

11. Chamberlain to Milner, 10th March 1899. Secret telegram. 
Milner Papers, 13. 

12. This point is discussed in greater detail below, p. 121. 



to postpone his overseas leave in order to take charge of the 

negotiations on behalf of the Uitlanders. In Greene's opinion, 

FitzPatrick was the only person "able to undertake" this task. 

He also laid great stress upon the need for the Capitalists to 
(13) 

negotiate as representatives of the Uitlanders as a whole. 

FitzPatrick's next move was therefore, to insist that 

Birkenruth, Rouliot and Brakhan were in no sense representative 
. . (14) 

of the U1tlander community as a whole. Other leading 

Uitlanders should therefore be admitted to the secret negotiations. 

When on March 9th Smuts, Leyds and Reitz met the three oapitalists 

in Johannesburg to "discuss things finally", Rouliot insisted that 

this should be done. (15) The officials then "selected" H.F.E. 

Pistorius (the manager of E.W. Tarry & Co. and Chairman of the 

Johannesburg Chamber of Commerce) to "represent the Uitlander who 

desired the franchise,,(16) and J.M. Pierce (of the Robinson Bank) 
( 17) 

to represent "the typical Englishman". 

Rouliot then insisted that, if the franchise question was to 

be discussed, the Uitlander representation should be widened 

further with the admission of FitsPatrick. (FitzPatrick had 

discussed this move at a preliminary meeting with Brakhan, Rouliot 

and Birkenruth(18». Although Birkenruth supported Rouliot, and' 

Reitz and Smuts appeared sympathetic, Lippert flatly refused to 
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admit FitzPatrick because of his involvement in "the reform 

business". The unofficials then agreed to discuss "several points" 

generally, but argued that, "as no definite proposal regarding 

franchise could be submitted, no decision was arrived at". They 

stressed that, in their view, the meeting was only "a preliminary 

conversation with the object of exchanging views". Whatever was 

decided would have to be referred to the European financiers who 

held interests in the Transvaal and to the Uitlanders themselves.(19) 

13. Greene to Milner, 10th March 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 13. . 

14. There is no evidence to prove that FitzPatrick was directly 
responsible for this move. Rouliot made the demand at the 
meeting on March 9th. He clearly acted in close collaboration 
with FitzPatrick. 

15. Report of Proceedings, 13th March 1899. Q-PR. 

16. Ibid. 

17. ~. 

18. Ibid. 

19. Rouliot and others to the State Secretary, 27th March 1899. 
The Transvaal from Wi thin,. p. 345. 



In this way, the government negotiators were forced to reconsider 

their insistence that only the leading finance houses would be 

involved in the negotiations at the risk of weakening their own 

position; for the alternatiYe would be the revalation that their 

intention was not to promote a general settlement, but to create 

Uitlander disunity. The meeting on March 9th was thus halted 

without any finality being reached . On the 12th Lippert admitted 

his weakness by implication when he convened a further meeting 

and invited FitzPatrick to attend.(20) 

On the night of March 12th, immediately after receiving this 

invitation from Lippert, FitzPatrick paid a secret visit to the 

British Agent.(21) He told Greene that he still thought that 

Smuts and Reitz were genuine but that the sole aim of Leyds, Kruger 

and Lippert was to save the dynamite monopoly and to estrange the 

Uitlanders from the Imperial government. His s trategy, FitzPatrick 

said, would be to propose that settlement of the dynamite question 

be postponed until the other conditions had been fulfilled. This 

would surely have the effect of "breaking_up the whole negotiation". 

As far as t he meeting the next day was concerned, he would take 

his stand on a retrospective franchise and redistribution. He 

would also insist on an independent High Court. Should the govern

ment representatives refuse" to concede thes~he would withdraw from 

the meeting and ensure that "the subject was not handled by anyone 

else". 

FitzPatrick did not, in fact carry out these stated intentions 

on the following day . This may have been due to Greene's opinion 

that the negotiations should not be terminated, but there is no 

indication in his let~er that he impressed this upon FitzPatrick. 
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It is, however, probab1e that it was Greene's idea that FitzPatrick 

should attempt to concentrate upon the franchise question and then 

attempt to bring about a united Uitlander stand on this question.(22) 

The meeting on the 13th was attended by Pistorius, Pierce, 

Brakhan, Rouliot, Birkenruth, Lippert and FitzPatrick. Lippert 

began by announcing what he called "the definite proposals" of 

the government (which were "then cabled to London at his request) 

20. Rouliot and others to the State Secretary, 
lli!!., p. 355. 

14th April 1899. 

21. Greene to Milner, 13th March 1899. Secret telegram. Milner 
P'lpers, 13. 

22. This is discussed below, pp. 120 et •• g. 



and he then read out a declaration, which he suggested those 

present should sign "on behalf of themselves and of their European 

friends". The document contained proposals which provided for 

the appointment of a Financial Advisor, and to establish the 

Auditor General's responsibility to the Volksraad. It then 

declared that, before the appointment of this new official, no 

fresh taxation would be introduced . It detailed a proceedure' for 

the sale of thebewaarplaatsen mini.g rights by valuation to the 

surface-holders. With regard to dynamite, it promised an immediate 

reduction of five shillings per case and promised that the govern

ment would buyout the Dynamite Company on the expiry of the 

contract period. It then detailed proposals for the extension 
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of the franchise. Naturalisation would be granted "to all seeking 

it" after a period of two years residence in the Transvaal. Upon 

naturalisation, the right to vote in elections for the Second 

Volksraad would be admitted. Voting rights for the Firat Volksraad 

would follow after a further period of five years. The government 

would, however, reserve the right to "extend the period of 

naturalisation for the right of voting for the, election of a 

President". Also, it reserved the right to impose a "moderate" 

property qualification. As the passing of this law would involve 

twelve-months delay to enable it to be "submitted to the people" 

(when it would require a two-thirds ma4ority), it would not come 

into operatipn until 1900, but the government promised that it 

would then be applied retrospectively, which meant that in 1900 

full franchise rights would' be granted to all Uitlanders who had 

been naturalised fo r a period of two years and who could then 

prove residence in t he Transvaal for a period of nine years.(23) 

There then followed a declaration in which the signatories 

declared that these reforms "will be hailed by us with great 

satisfaction as removing all obstacles to a friendly and peaceful 

development of mutual understanding and co-operation". They were 

also to dissociate themselves from press agitation. Recognising 

that "many evils" result from "indiscriminate immigration of 

coloured races", and in return for the government's assurance', that 

23. Draft of Declaration to follow protocol embodying the resolutions 
agreed upon. The Transvaal from Within, pp. 358-9. 



it would do all in its power to "facilitate in other ways the 

supply of labour", they were to declare their support for the 

government's treatment of "coolies and other coloured races". 

Finally, they were to express their satisfaction with the "final 

settlement" of the dynamite question and support the placing of 

a loan in the European 

do so. The government 

settlement in whateTer 

markets, should the «overnment decide to 

was then to be permitted to publicise the 
(24) 

way it pleased. 

Having been admitted to the negotiations, FitzPatrick 

immediately took the lead. He began by seeking permission to 

infringe the terms of his pledge not to engage in politics for 

three years and, once this was given, declared his absolute 

refusal to sign the statement. He did so, he explained, not 

because he was necessarily opposed to the provisions which rela~ed 

to the franchise but because he was "not going to be a self

constituted representative of the Uitlander".(25 ) "You want me 

to sign •••• I will see you damned first". Lippert replied that 

he was empowered by the government to add to the number of 

representatives and asked who FitzPatrick had in mind. Fitz

Patrick replied that the leaders of the miners should be consulted 

and also Hosken, the outspoken Johannesburg businessman. Lippert 

protested that these men were "extremists". "Well, if you think 

so", FitzPatrick responded, "you should hear what they have to 
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say •••• I would in your place. I would 80 to the extreme extremist, 

anything short of an assassin and say: 'Look here. You must have 

some sort of ideas and aims. Come on; out with them and let me 

know what you want. Let us talk like men'." Lippert, however, 

"would not hear of it" and the meeting broke up. FitzPatrick was 

not afraid that the negotiations themselves would be broken off 

because Lippert's dynamite settlement was "still in the balance" 

and "we still had to cable our friends in London". (26) FitzPatrick 

then stated that he would consult Smuts about it and Lippert agreed. 

In this way, FitzPatrick had again succeeded in manoeuvring 

Lippert into a position in which he had to choose between breaking 

off the negotiations and widening the Uitlander representation in 

them. 

24. Ibid. 

25. Report of Proceedings, 13th March 1899. Q-PR. 

26. Ibid. 



FitzPatrick met Smuts later that morning. Smuts first 

contended that "on account of the rising of the Raad, it was 
(27) 

almost impossible to discuss the matter with other people". 

FitzPatrick insisted that he could see most of those he had in 

mind that afternoon, if Smuts would agree and would absolve him 

temporarily from his pledge and so permit him to address a secret 

meeting in Johannesburg. At the same time, he informed Smuts that, 

quite apart from his objections on the score of the franchise, he 

would not sign the statement because he was not prepared to 

repudiate the South African League publicly, nor was he willing 

to declare his support for the Transvaal government on the coolie 

question.(28) Despite this statement which must have made it 

clear to Smuts that there was now no longer any chance of obtaining 

unanimous agreement to Lippert's document, he agreed to allow 

FitzPatrick to convene the meeting. 

It is not known who were present at the meeting that evening 

at the Rand Club. (29) Hull (for whom FitzPatri'Ck had also obtained 

temporary absolution from the conditions of his pledge) opened the 

proceedings - somewhat unnecessarily in the 'circumstances - with 

a toast to the Queen. FitzPatrick then outlined to those present 

the recent happenings which had commenced with Lippert's visit 

to Johannesburg on February 26th. He then read the government's 

"final offer" and explained his reasons for refusing to sign it. 

The franchise offer (which FitzPatrick saw as fundamental to 

the whole question) was, he argued , meaningless in view of the 

fact that there was absolutely no chance of its being agreed to 
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by the Volksraad. Furthermore, Lippert had "in numerous instances 

betrayed the real motive" of the proposals (presumably, the retention 

of the dynamite concession for at least the remaining ten years of 

the original contract). He suggested that it might be worth 

considering accepting what was offered as a "first instalment" but 

27. Ibid. 

28. Ibid. 

29. The detailed accou~t of this meeting is a TSS of a record which 
was made by an unnamed shorthand-writer. Ibid. According to 
Greene, there were twenty-four persons pre~. Among them 
were the President and Secretary of the South African League 
(Wybergh and Dodd), the President of the Chamber of Mines 
(Rouliot) and the President of the Chamber of Commerce (Hosken) 
Greene to Milner, 15th March 1899, "Private", Milner Papers, 13. 



he made no secret of his belief that it should be rejected. To 

him the problem was how the proposals could be rejected so as to 

gain maximum advantage from them. The very fact that the offer 

had been made, he said, had "greatly strengthened" the Uitlander 

position because it admitted the need for reform even more 

explicitly than the Industrial Commission had done. 

The essence of FitzPatrick's suggestion was that a statement 

should be drawn up which would embody the minimum Uitlander demands. 

In particular, the question of the franchise must be investigated 

and an attempt made to define the conditions upon which settlement 

could be contemplated. Having done this, an appeal should be made 

to the High Commissioner. The "nature and conditions of the whole 

compromise" would then be explained to him. On this occasion, they 

would explain to both the Transvaal government representatives and 

those of ·· the Imperial gov~rnment that they could not be expected 

to side with either of the two, but that they "would welcome a 

settlement of the coolie question". This approach would certainly 

be rejected by the Transvaal government (Smuts's reaction to Fitz

Patrick's similar suggestion in February was evidence enough of 

this). "None of you believe they will acc,ept that solution", he 

declared. "Well, neither do I". The point was that this strategem 

would trap the Transvaal government into terminating the negotiations 

in such a way as to suggest that its proposals had never been sincere. 

This would enhance the Uitlander and also the Imperial case against 

the Transvaal. 

It is not clear whether FitzPatrick's recommendations were 

accepted by the meeting. Although there is a full report of Fitz

Patrick's speech, there is no record of the decisions that were 

taken. According to Greene (whose informant was Samuel Evans) 

several other speeches were made and, in spite of the general 

belief that the whole affair was a mere "spoof", it was resolved 

to continue the negotiations in order to "induce the government to 

show its hand". Nothing of a binding character would be decided 

without an appeal to "the people of the Rand" at a public meeting~(30) 
This might be interpreted as being a general instruction to Fitz

Patrick to continue. The meeting also elected a consultative 

30. Greene to Milner, 15th March 1899. Private telegram. Milner 
Papers, 13. 
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committee, headed by FitzPatrick. The other members were H.A. Rogers, 
(31) 

A. Bailey, Wybergh and Hosken. 
From FitzPatrick's point of view, the resolutions of the secret 

meeting were very satisfactory . Not only had he received what 

amounted to an endorsement of his actions; more important, he had 

succeeded once more in outmanoeuvring Lippert. Lippert had 

admitted FitzPatrick to the negotiations with great reluctance. 

He had then flatly refused FitzPatrick's insistence that other 
, 

"extremist" Uitlanders should be consulted. Lippert had then been 

outflanked by FitzPatrick's approach to Smuts and Smuts's agree

ment to allow him to address the meeting in Johannesburg. The 

very fact of being allowed to convene this meeting gave FitzPatrick 

the opportunity to claim that he - and not the government-selec~ed 

capitalists - was the true mouthpiece of Uitlander opinion. In 

presenting the details of the negotiations to the meeting in 

Johannesburg, FitzPatrick ensured that they were no longer "secret" 

and this, in turn, meant that it would no longer be possible for 

·the government to parade an agreement signed by the small original 

body of negotiators as a general settlement unless its provisions . 

were in fact generally approved of. In the final resort, too, the 

position now was that no settlement was possible without FitzPatrick's 

knowledge and approval (since he headed the new consultative 

committee which had been elected at the meeting). It is surprising 

tha t Smuts, who was no mean strategist, had so meekly allowed him 

to gain such an advantageous position. 

There are, unfortunately, very few clues as to what occurred 

behind the scenes during the ensuing ten days. That FitzPatrick 

wrote nothing during this period is hardly surprising. On March 

16th, in a lengthy speech, he outlined details of the scheme which 

he had been working upon whereby the leading finance house gave 

support to the Witwatersrand Council of Education in order to 

enable it to provide "an adequate system of elementary education 

for the Rand". (32) He was also, at this stage, consulted by 

Wybergh as to whether the second Uitlander petition should be 

31. Report of Mr. FitzPatrick's Speech at Johannesburg on 13th 
March, 1899. Milner Papers, 13. 

32. The Star, 17th March 1899. This report was later forwarded 
by Milner to Chamberlain and published in C.9345, Papers relating 
to the complaints of British subjects in the S.A. Republic, 
pp. 76-79. See below, pp. 118-9. 
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presented while the Great Deal negotiations were still in progress.(33) 

He attended a conference with the leaders of the South African 

League at which it was decided that the petition should be 
(34) 

presented as soon as possible. These activities must have 

engaged a great deal of FitzPatrick's time and attention • . Quite 

apart from these involvements, however, there appears to have been 

agreement that further action in Johannesburg should be postponed 

until news was obtained from London about the decisions of the 

London financiers who had been .asked to express their opinion on 

Lippert's proposals. 

The London meeting took place at Old Jewry on March 16th. 

It was attended by three representatives of the Consolidated Gold 

Fields Limited: Lord Harris (the Chairman), H.E.M. Davies and 

Sapte. Alfred Beit represented Wernher Beit and Company. Others 

present were J.B. Robinson, S. Neumann, G. Farrar, S. Joel and 

A.H. Marker (the lastnamed representing A. Goerz and Company).(35) 

At this meeting it was resolved that· those present were prepared 

to accept the dynamite proposal (expropriation of the Company on 

the termination of the period of its concessio~, together with an 

immediate reduction on five shillings in the price of dynamite) but 

on condition that a satisfactory settlement to the franchise 

question was reached. They did not define what, in their opinion, 

would constitute a "satisfactory" settlement but stated that it 

must be popularly endorsed by the "unenfranchised community".(36) 

The fact that this emphasis upon the franchise and the 

insistence upon popular approval dovetailed so exactly with what 

had occurred in Johannesburg might suggest that there was collusion. 

But this is not necessarily so. If FitzPatrick wrote to Beit on 

the subject, it is strange that no copies of such letters (or 

telegrams) survive. Nor was there any liaison via the British 

Agent in Pretoria, who merely kept the High ·Commissioner informed 

about what was happening. A more likely explanation for the 

common stand which had been made was that both FitzPatrick 

33. Greene to Milner, 17th March 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 13. 

34. Greene to Milner, 18th March 1899. Ibid. 

35. Precis of a meeting held on 16th March 1899. Milner Papers, 13. 

36. Ibid. See also Chamberlain to Milner, 20th March 1899. Secret 
telegram. Milner Papers, 13. 



and the London capitalists were falling in with a scheme which 

neither had devised. FitzPatrick's instinct had been, as we 

have seen, to terminate the Great Deal negotiations after his 

meeting with Smuts. It was Greene who apparently persuaded him 

to continue and who urged him to concentrate upon the franchise. 

If this is so, the London decision was influenced by the same 

considerations of imperial policy (Wernher had, for example, 

personally cons*lted Selborne). This question, involving the i. C 
relationship between the Colonial Office, the High ommission and 

the Uitlander leaders will be discussed in· the following chapter. 

It was not until March 24th that the Uitlander leaders who 

had been nominated by the government met to consider their final 

reply to the government's offers. FitzPatrick, who might have 

been entitled to attend by appealing to the fact that Lippert had 

invited him to attend the meeting on the morning of the 13th, 

chose to operate from outside it. He had prepared a memorandum 

on the franchise which gained the appearance of popular endorse

ment by virtue of the fact that it was also signed by H.C. Hull, 

W. Dalrymple, W.A. Martin, T. Mackenzie, R. St9re, J.G. Hamilton, 

T.J. Britten and H.R. Skinn.er. (37) The accompanying note addressed 

to Rouliot, Birkenruth, Bra khan , Pierce and Pistorius, stated 

simp17 that those who signed it begged to submit it "in response 

to the invitation from the Government ••• conveyed to us by Mr. E. 

Lippert". The memorandum stated that "it would be quite useless 

to approach the Uitlander population with the Government proposal 
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in its present form" because no consideration was given to "residence 

already completed". Quite apart from this technical point, it 

argued that the proposed alteration to the franchise law was a 

"practical impossibility" in view of the fact that the change 

would require the approval of two-thirds of the burghers. In the 

last Presidential election, despite the general interest, less 

than two-thirds had voted. In addition, it argued that the present 

oath of allegiance on natura11sation was "humiliating and unnecessary" 

and that the government's proposals required persons to give up 

their citizenship but did not offer immediate alternative rights 

but "a period of disqualification". There was no guarantee that 

the expected rights would not be legislated away (as had been done 

37. The memorandum, with accompanying letter are quoted verbatim 
in The Transvaal from Within, pp. 350 et seg. 

1 



in the past) when they were on the point of maturing. 

The memorandum suggested as an alternativ.e that the govern

ment restore the pre-1890 position. This would mean the abolition 

of the Secona Volksraad and the enfranchisement,upon naturalisation, 

of all Uitlanders who had resided i n the Transvaal for a period of 

five years. As a token of the government's bona fides it suggested 

a "moderate proposal" for redistribution. The -memorandum ended 

by stating that these suggestions were not intended for "public 

use" but were put forward in good faith as a basis for negotiation. 

FitzPatrick presented this memorandum to the meeting and he 

and Hull were then invited by Rouliot (who was in the Chair) to 
.. th di . (38) 
Jo~n e scuss~ons. 

The result of these deliberations was the drafting of the 

letter dated 27th March which presented the formal reply of Rouliot, 

Birkenruth, Brakhan, Pierce and Pistorius to the proposals.(39) 

After accepting the government's bewaarplaatsen proposals without 

demur, it agreed to the appointment of a financial a dviser and 

auditor and promised to support a government loan. As far as 

press agitation was concerned, the signatories declared that they 

were powerless to do anything about it beyond declaring that a 

satisfactory settlement had been reached and so discouraging further 

agitation. While they were willing to discourage and repudiate 

political organisations which aimed at promoting dissension, they 

would not do so in the " case of "legitimate representations". 

Regarding the Coolie Question~ they insi s t ed that this matter was 

governed by the London Convention a nd that it should therefore be 

discussed with the Imperial Government (a proposal which followed 

up FitzPatrick's suggestion at the Rand Club meeting on the 13th). 

They then declared their willingness to accept the "sacrifices" 

entailed in the government's dynamite offer, but insisted that 

they could go no further than recommend its acceptance to the 

Chamber of Mines. 

The letter then went on to deal with the franchise proposals, 

which it described as "the vital point upon which a permanent and 

peaceful settlement must hinge". Here the significant points in 

38. Fiddes to Milner, 28th March 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 13. 

39. Rouliot and others to the State Secretary, 27th March 1899. 
Quoted verbatim in The Transvaal from Within, pp. 355 et seg. 



the government proposals were simply noted. While those who 

signed the letter were "willing to accept and recommend the 

acceptance of any fair scheme", it would then have to be approved 

by the unenfranchised community. "For your guidance" (the words 

were carefully chosen) "we enclose an expression of opinion 

which has been furnished to us by some of the most prominent 

Uitlanders and places before you the views of a very large and 

influential section of the community". 

The letter ended with the plea that, in addition to the 

qu·estions which had been raised, the government should assist the 

industry in the recruitment of native labour and that the law 

prohibiting the sale of liquor should be "maintained and strictly 

enforced". While they had "every confidence in the probity and 

honour of the Judges of the S.A.R.", they wished to place on 

record their desire that the independence of the Bench should be 

established. 

It proved extremely difficult to obtain agreement on this 

reply. Brakhan proved the most troublesome. He first asked for 
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a day's delay, hoping (according to FitzPatrick) that the govern

ment would break off the negotiations on account of the presentation 

of the second Uitlander petition on the 24th. (40) When the others 

refused, Brakhan announced that he would not sign. Pistorius 

interceded for him on the following day after the others had told 

him that he would be ·exc1uded altogether if he persisted. Finally, 

after what FitzPatrick described as "ter r i fic manoeuvring", he 

W&s persuaded to sign but .on1y after FitzPatrick's franchise 

proposals had been excluded from the letter itself and merely 

referred to as "an expression of opinion which has been furnished 

to us".(41) Although there was an appearance of unanimity, some 

of those who signed were in "a piddling funk" and would break away 

at the first sign of weakness, particularly as FitzPatrick had 

"spoofed" the "majority" into signing.(42) 

There is no doubt that in FitzPatrick's view this letter 

brought the Great Deal negotiations to an end. The provisions that 

40. Fiddes to Milner, 28th March 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 13. 

41. ~ilner to Chamberlain, 5th April 1899, "Secret". Milner Papers, 13. 
hccording to Milner, Birkenruth had also jibbed at the franchise 
proposals. 

lr2. Fiddea to Milner, 28th March 1899, "Private and Confidential", 
Milner Papers, 13. 

a 



the dynamite proposal would have to be submitted to the Chamber 

of Mines and that any franchise settlement would have to be 

approved by the Uitlanders themselves flatly denied the govern

ment's request for secrecy in order to push the proposals through 

the Exeeutive and Volksraad. In any event, as FitzPatrick argued 

in the Memorandum, there seemed very little likelihood of the 

proposals themselves being accepted by a two-thirds majority of 

the burghers. Furthermore, the suggestion that the treatment of 

Indians in the Transvaal was an Imperial concern, was expected to 

produce immediate rejection. 
The final break occurred when the details of the negotiations 

were published in the London Times on April 3rd and, some days 

later, the full text of the letter of March 27th appeared in the 

Cape Times.(43) FitzPatrick later claimed that he was responsible 

for this.(44) To what extent this is true is not clear. In his 

memoirs he states that on March 28th, when he visited Pretoria 

and handed the letter to Reitz, he provided P.C. Falconer (the 

Pretoria correspondent of the Cape Times) with the money which he 

could use to bribe a Transvaal official. Once again, the detail 

with which FitzPatrick related this story suggests that it must 

have a good deal of truth in it but that the meeting with Falconer 

did not occur OD the 28th is suggested by the fact that he did not 

mention it to Greene that evening. 
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FitzPatrick visited the British Agent after dinner and stayed 

for about two hours, discussing matters with Greene and G.V. Fiddes, 

the Imperial Secretary in Cape Town, who was then visiting the 

Transvaal,at Milner's request,to investigate and report on the 

situation there.(45) The significance of this meeting will be 

discussed in the next chapter. The relevant point at this stage 

is that, on this 

importance that 

public property 

but argued that 

occasion, Greene argued that it was "of vital 

these negotiations should somehow or other become 
(46) at a very early date". FitzPatrick agreed 

there were "grave difficulties" (which are not 

43. Cape Times, April 6th 1899. 

44. South African Memories, pp. 175 et seg. 

45. Milner to Chamberlain, 27th March 1899, "Secret and Private". 
C.0.879/56 Secret Papers re affairs in South Africa, p. 21. 

46. Fiddes to Milner, 28th March 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 13. 



specified). If the government broke off the negotiations, then 

the details could be published. If . not, he suggested that the 

proposed dynamite settlement should be placed before the Chamber 

of Mines. There, someone "not in the know" was bound to protest 

at the sacrifice without knowing what was being offered by the 

government in return and the details could then be produced. If 

this failed, FitzPatrick suggested that "the circle of those in 
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the know" could be erilarged until "a bona fide indiscretion occurs". 

Whatever was done, he declared his wish not to be ·involved as he 

felt that "he had done his share". What was more, Smuts had "told 

him that he is morally certain that he [!itzPatric~ is at the 

bottom of everything". Should he be able to obtain proof of this, 

he would "put it into him for all he is worth".(47) 

On March 30th, "feeling utterly finished and -done-for" as the 

result of his exertions during this hectic period, FitzPatrick 

left Johannesburg for the Cape. He had also arranged with Greene 

to see Milner personally. In Cape Town he wrote a lengthy letter 
. (48) 

to Wernher, informing him of the posit~on. 

"Our position today is at its best", he declared. "We 
have been asked to suggest and negotiate and have done so 
and have taken up a position upon which it is impossible 
to improve. If we go on privately negotiating, we risk 
incurring suspicion and mistrust of the Uitlander population 
and must whittle away our excellent position as stated in 
the letter, for negotiation must mean giving way on both 
sides. It would be perhaps gOGd policy for us to concede 
something in public negotiations at a later stage, but in 
private and in the first stages, it would be madness". 

; 

He then explained tha t, in order to publicise the negotiations, at 

least fifteen copies of the correspondence with the government 

had been made and then distributed to "all who have a right to it". 

Enquiring journalists had been refused information but had been 

t old that "if they can get by hook or by crook the correspondence 

from the Government Side, they will be doing a service". Failing 

this, Rouliot would attempt to goad the Standard and Diggers News 

"into some outrageous attack". 

Even if it cannot be stated with certainty that FitzPatrick 

was personally responsible for the termination of the Great Deal 

47. This is confirmed by FitzPatrick's account of his meeting with 
Smuts, see South African Memories, p. 169. 

48. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 6th April 1899. Q3 A/LC. 



negotiations, he clearly was party to the strategem which made 

them public. On April 8th Reitz informed the signatories to the 

letter o£ March 27th that, in view of the publication of the 
. (49) 

proceedings, the government could not cont~nue. At this stage 

the government was doubtless pleased to find a pretext for doing 

thi s . Whether the motive had been to save the dynamite monopoly 

or t o drive a wedge into the Uitlander ranks by means of bribing 
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t I e leading mining houses with a bewaarplaatsen settlemeDt, or whether the 

intention was to relax British diplomatic pressures by means of 

inducing lea ding Uitlanders to repudiate British policy, it was 

surely obvious, by the t i me that the Uitlander reply of March 27th 

was handed over, that the government plan had not worked. The 

negotiations had already been enlarged so that they were no longer 

a secret deal between the government officials and three capitalists. 

They had become Uitlander representatives insofar as they had 

declared their unwillingness to settle without a popular mandate. 

Furthermore, the five gover nment-selected Uitlander representatives 

had signed, without public disagreement, a new declaration of 

Uitlander rights. The government now· stood self-condemned by the 

very fact that it had offered reforms, thereby admitting their 

need. That the negotiations were continued by the officials despite 

these setbacks may be accounted for by the hope that capitalist 

divisions would reassert themselves. But, before this could happen, 

th.e details had been made public. The myth of unity was therefore 

maintained. 

The government strategists had been outwitted. FitzPatrick 

grasped the situation at once and had been largely responsible for 

turning the tables. Milner admitted this when he told Chamberlain 

that, were it not for his three-year sentence, FitzPatrick would 

"probably soon become the recognised leader of the Uitlanders •••• 

Even in spite of all disabi lities, he had during the recent discus

sions succeeded to a remarkable extent".(50) 

That FitzPatrick's actions had been to some extent co-ordinated 

with British imperial policy is obvious. In order that an assessment 

can be made of the way in which this interaction took plac.e, a 

closer examination becomes necessary. 

49. Reitz to Rouliot and others, 8th April 1899. Quoted verbatim 
in The Transvaal from Within, pp. 351 ·et seq. 

50. Milner to Chamberlain, 5th April 1899, "Secret". Milner Papers, 13. 



CHAPTER III 

REFORM OR WAR? 

i) The Uitlanders and the High Commission, 1897 - April 1899. 

FitzPatrick was in close communication with the British Agent 

in Pretoria after his return to the Transvaal at the beginnin'g of 

1897. He called on Greene in February and it was at Greene's 

suggestion that he then attempted to bring about the reunification 

of the mining capitalists, (1) a move which failed at this stage 

because it needed the impetus of the Industrial Commission. J, 

Emrys ~vans, who was appointed British Vice Consul in Johannesburg 

in August, was in constant touch with the Uitlander leaders(2) 

and one of the reasons for his appointment was doubtless the 

establishment of a regular channel of communication. In November, 

Greene summoned FitzPatrick in order to consult him about whether 

the Capitalists required the British government to intercede on 
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their behalf with regard to the implementation of the recommendations 

of the Industrial Commission.(3) Thereafter, FitzPatrick had 

visited Greene twice in March 1898 - on the first occasion to 

discuss the position after his meeting with Milner in Cape Town 

and, on the second, to be informed that the British government had 

vetoed Milner's plan.(4) During the second half of 1898 and the 

first two months of 1899 Greene was in England on leave. After his 

return, during the Great Deal negotiations, FitzPatrick had kept . 

Greene informed of developments and an exchange of views had taken 

place - either direc ,tl,. or through the agenc,. of Samuel Evans. (5) 

In addition to this contact with the British Agent, FitzPatrick 

twice consulted the High Commissioner in Cape Town: in February 

1898 and again in April 1899, after the final Uitlander reply to 

the government's Great Deal negotiations had been handed to the 
State ~ecretary in Pretoria. 

1. FitzPatrick to Beit, 1st February 1897. RM FIT LIB I. 
2. See, for example, J.E. Evans to Milner, 10th Jul,. 1898. Milner 

Pa12ers, 9. According to Evans, he saw Samuel Evans "often". 
3. See above, p. 63. 
4. See above, pp. 65 and 66. 
5. See above, pp. 88 .t •• g. 



The question therefore arises as to the extent to which 

FitzPatrick's actions were in consequence of directives which he 

obtained from the High Commission. Before this can be established, 

it is necessary first to understand what Milner's intentions were 

and this, in turn, requires some account of his reliance upon 

Conyngham Greene. Greene took up his appointment as British 
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Agent in the South African Republic at the beginning of December 

1896. He was aple to draw upon six months experience by the time 

Milner took up his appointment in the following May. Understandably, 

Milner had great faith in his judgement, particularly as they had 

both been educated at the same Oxford College. 

On arrival in South Africa, therefore, and quite apart from 

any considerations of the official Colonial Office view, Milner 

accepted Greene'. assessment that something constructive could be 

achieved. Greene's opinion was related to his attempts during 
(6) 

February to bring about a united magnate front, to his assessment 

of the possibilities inherent in Kotze's split with Kruger,(7) to 

the appointment of the Industrial Commission and to the expectation 

that these would encourage the growth of a Boer opposition to 

Kruger. In July he told the new High Commissioner that things were 

"going well". Kruger's health was such that it was unlikely that 

he would live for much longer. A new generation would change the 

Volksraad. "Once we can leaven that Assembly, then indeed we 

shall begin to get the tide aturning".(8) In mid-August he did 

not "take a very gloomy view of the situation" (referring to the 

report of the Industrial Commission) because at this stage the 

government could not ignore the interests of the mining industry 

if it was to succeed in raising loans.(9) Kruger might threaten 

to shelve the report but "the Rand people have taken Kruger's 

measure sufficiently by this time to know that his promises are 

6. Greene to Rosmead, 18th February 1897, "Confidential" and 25th 
February 1897, "Confidential". C.0.879/56 Secret Papers re 
S.A. Republic, pp. 44 et seq and 53 et seq. 

7. See, for example, Greene to Milner, 18th June 1897, "Private". 
Milner Paper~, 4. Also Greene to Milner, 2nd July 1897, "Very 
Confidential. C.0.879/56 Secret Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 110. 

8. Greene to Milner, 18th July 1897, "Private". fvlilner Papers, 4. 
9. Greene to Milner, 13th Aup.:ust 1897, "Private and Confidential". 

Milner Papers, 4. 



valueless and that without a fait accompli in the way of reform, 

there is no use in throwing time and money away. For my own 

part, I think it much more likely that the Rand will frighten 

Kruger than that he will frighten them •••• ,,(10) Even after he 

had learnt that Lewis and Marks were negotiating to advance the 

government a loan, he observed that the only way in which Kruger's 

"obstinacy" could be broken down was "by the pressure of Boer and 

Uitlander alike". He did not think that such a development was 
. . bl (11) 1mposs1 e. 

Milner, taking his cue from Greene, was able to assure 

Ch~mbe~lain in August that significant developments were taking 

place in the Transvaal. Change was being slowly but surely 

produced by the Republic's financial embarrass"ment and by the "slow 

growth of opposition to the ruling oligarchy". Kruger's leading 

opponents such as Kotze and Burger - would obviously lean more 

and more on Uitlander support and this, in turn, would lead to the 

extension of the franchise and so to a permanent improvement. For 

this reason he did not think that the time was then ripe for the 

British government to "cut in".(12) 

This reference to the possibility of Britain's intervention 

reveals another aspect of the picture which Milner was building 

up of the Transvaal problem. This was his belief that the Trans

vaal government would respond to diplomatic pressures. The 

Executive Council's decision to rescind the Aliens Expulsion law 
, (13) 
at the beginning of May seemed a perfect example. Greene was 

certain that this decision was reached because the Transvaal 

government was aware that "should Her Majesty's Government ever 

be reduced to the extreme necessity of resorting to arms, they 

would place the issue beyond all doubt".(14) Two months later he 

repeated hi. belief that Kruger was "sufficiently well posted" to 

10. Greene to Milner, 20th August 1897, "Private". Milner Papers, 

11. Greene to Milner, 15th September 1897, "Secret". C.0.879/56. 
Secret Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 125. 

12. Milner to Chamberlain, 29th August 1897. Milner Papers, 6a 
Letter Books. 1822-8. 

13. Marais, Ope cit., p. 160. 

14. Greene to Milner, 13th May 1897, "Confidential". C.O.879/56 
Secret Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 98. 
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~now that "if we go to war, we must in the end succeed and he has 

given proof of this knowledge by his recent action in respect of 

the Aliens Law".(15) . 

Again Milner accepted Greene's assessment. At the beginning 

of August he wrote to Chamberlain and gave it as his opinion that 

"we shouiLd be very patient with them, very conciliatory" because 

the interests of the "reformers" in the Transvaal would best be 

served by this. But, he argued, this demonstration of tolerance 

must be backed by a show of strength in order to underline the 

fact that "there is a degree of harshness, whether to Uit1anders 

or Natives, which means war with England". Faced with such a 

certainty, "even the most violent of the reactionaries will shril'lk, 
(16) 

as they have shrunk already". 

This aspect of Milner's and Greene's reasoning is puzzling. 

In an historical perspective it seems almost incredible that they 

could have placed any reliance upon it when it contained obvious 

flaws. One such flaw was, for example, recognised by Greene him

self when, earlier in the year he reported on a secret approach 

which was made by Judge Jorrisen to certain Uitlander leaders. 

After those present had been sworn to secrecy, a scheme was out

lined in terms of which the Uitlanders would receive franchise 

rights on condition that those enfranchised renounced their 

nationality. Greene commented that a possible explanation for this 

might be an attempt to counter the pressures which were then being 

exerted in support of British demands about the Aliens Law. "If 
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the Government found that any considerable section of the population 

was disposed to accept the olive branch, they might reply to any 

pressure which Her Majesty's government might apply by formulating 

some alluring scheme for a new understanding".(17) Clearly, 

Greene saw that the Transvaal government would have room in which 

to manoeuvre if pressed on the franchise question. Another 

obvious flaw (and this Greene also pointed out) was that there was 

15. Greene to Milner, 7th July 1897, "Secret". C.0.879/56 Secret 
PaEers re S.A. ReEublic, p. 113. 

16. Milner to Chamberlain, 2nd August 1897. Milner Papers, 6a. 
Letter Books J 1827-8 • 

17. Greene to the Acting High Commissioner, 5th April 1897 
"Confidential". c.0.879/56 Secret PaEers re S.A. Rep~blic, 
p. 84. 



likely to be a limit to what the South African Republic would 

concede in t he face of pressures of this kind. The Volksraad, 

for example, might refuse to follow a presidential lead which 

proposed to enfranchise the Ui tlanders or pressed I'the claims of 

Johannesburg to the detriment of the Boer population". In such an 
(18) 

event, Kruger might be forced to go to war. 

Hilner appears to have been less aware of the weaknesses 

inherent in a policy of building up diplomatic pressures than was 

Greene. The only indication that he was at this stage conscious 
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of them was his argument to Chamberlain that a policy of determined 

action,which would present Kruger with the choice between accepting 

reform or the destruction of the Republic's independence by Britain's 

superior military might should he refuse, was "quite compatible .. lith 

1 ' f ' 1 ' t ' ,,( 1 9) Wh t h d t t h a po lCY 0 conCl la lon • a e oes no seem 0 ave 

considered was whether a conciliatory policy on the part of the 

Transvaal government would not make a diplomatic build-up difficult 

to create or maintain. 

One reason why Greene and Milner may have been so willing to 

accept and to continue to hold this assessment of Kruger and of 

the possibilities for change in the Transvaal was that, then and 

later, this was the advice which was given to them by persons whom 

they consulted amongst the Uitlander and the "progressive" elements. 

Almost without exception, Kruger's apponents appear to have believed 

that the, only certain way to success was via the threatened inter

vention of the paramount power. In February 1897, for example, 

Weinthal who was a well-informed newspaperman, gave it as his opinion 

that "things ought to be brought quickly and sharply to a crisis. 

I am convinced that when Oom Paul sees that business iO meant, he 
'II ' ,,(20) Wl glve way •••• Farrar said the same when he argued that 

diplomacy would have no effect unless backed by the show of strong 

force. The Boers would "probably 'bluff' up to the very last 

moment and are likely to appeal fo~ help to other foreign powers; 

but eventually it is probable th~t they will yield without fighting". (21) 

18. Greene to Milner, 7th July 1897, "Secret". Ibid., p. 113. 

19. Milner to Chamberlain, 9th July 1897. ~., p. 106. 

20. Weinthal to de Reuter, 8th February 1897. Ibid., p. 22. 

21. ~.A. Altham to the Director of Military Intelligence, 8th 
February 1897. Ibid., p. 24. 



FitzPatrick, as we have seen, held similar views. He had 

expressed the opinion that there were some matters on which the 
. (22) 

Transvaal government would not cl~mb down but at this stage 

he had not been explicit about the crucial issues on which Kruger 

was likely to refuse to yield. In the circumstances, the question 

was purely a theoretical one. At this theoretical level he saw 

the result of a diplomatic build-up as being that Britain would 

ultimately be forced to the realisation that she would have to put 

"an army of occupation into the country" in order to "put things 

right".(23) 

The question of Britain's intervention in southern Africa was 

a purely theoretical one during 1897 for two reasons. The one was 

that, as Milner expressed it, "we have no fleet, nor, for the 

moment, the slightest public interest in England". Without 

these he could not contemplate embarking upon an aggressive policy. 

The second reason was that he and Greene had both detected grounds 

for optimism in the Transvaal itself. This optimism, although 

severely battered by the fizzling out of the Industrial Commission, 

was sustained into 1898 by the expectation that Kruger would have 

a "close shave" in the presidential election.(24) The result of 

this combination of powerlessness and hope was the deliberate 

avoidance, apart from the Aliens Law demands, of confrontation 

with the Transvaal government. Thus, in August, Milner held back 

a dispatch from Chamberlain in which the Colonial Secretary 

presented the British government's view that the dynamite monopoly 

was a breach of the London Convention.(25) When, in December, 

Milner forwarded this dispatch to Greene together with the 

suzerainty dispatch, he was careful to express his wish that the 

two dispatches should not be presented at the same time. "That 

would look too much like a deliberate demonstration - 'piling it 

up' as we did in April last •••• That can't, I think, be done every 
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six months - not, at least, without seriously impairing the effect". (26) 

22. See above, p. 43. 

23. See above, p. 42. 

24. Milner to Greene, 11th February 1898, "Confidential". Milner 
Papers, 6a. 

25. Marais, OPe cit., p. 191. 
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Kruger's re-election and Kotze's removal certainly forced a 

reappraisal of the position, but they did not, as Marais would 
. . ,, (27) 

have it, change Milner's mood "from over-optimism to over-pess~m~sm • 
. 1 .. (28) . d d His private letters do not revea any pess1m1sm nor, ~n ee , 

did FitzPatrick record any sign of it during their long discussion 

at Newlands in February, shortly after the news from the Transvaal 

had reached .the Cape. On the contrary, Milner was bristling with 

ideas. He was rethinking his strategy a.nd -it is for this reason 

that FitzPatrick's record of this conversation is so interesting • 
. - (29) 

FitzPatrick wrote three accounts of the meet1ng. Reliance 

must be placed upon these alone, because the notes which he made 

immediately aftervards(30 ) cannot now be found. 

The first, a letter to Beit which was written soon after 

FitzPatrick's return to JohanneSbUrg,(31 ) contains few details 

about the discussions which took place on matters of general policy. 

FitzPatrick told Milner that he did not see the point of imperial 

protests such as had occurred over the Aliens Act because these 

did "no good to anyone and only irritate the Boers and make them 

more circumspect". "I begged of him to remember this: that every 

time the British government give Pretoria a prod, Pretoria passes 

it on to us and ••• our feeling is that, unless the British govern

ment is determined to see the whole thing settled, it is better no t 

to meddle but wait until they are so prepared. And when the day 

comes for the reckoning to be presented, it must not be settled 

by squaring the last item, which may only be a technical breach 

of the Convention, but the account must be settled in full from 

A to Z (the status of the Courts, the native policy, the franchise, 

redistribution of seats, language, customs, railways, Court of 

Appeal, etc.); settled once and forever so that we may have peace 

to follow our business and an end to all the South African turmoil 

and unrest". Milner ticked off each item with a nod and replied: 

26. Milner to Greene, 6th December 1898. Milner Papers, 6a. 

27. Marais, Ope cit., p. 205. 

28. As, for example, Milner to Greene, 11th March 1899. Milner Papers, 
6a. In this letter he argued that he did not view Kruger's re
election as a major setback because he had always envisaged change 
as occurring over "several years". 

29. Lord Milner and his Work; FitzPatrick to Beit, 4th March 1898. 
Q3 A/LC; and FitzPatrick to Milner, 22nd February 1905. A/LB VI. 

30. Lord Milner and his Work, p. 10. 

31. FitzPatrick to Beit. 4th March 1898. Q3 A/Le. 



"Yes, that's it. No one can foresee what little incident may 

provide the occasion for presenting the bill, but it is assuming 

very large proportions and, in the meantime, we just keep on 

adding items and accumulating evidence". Later in the discussion, 

when they were dealing with the question as to whether certain 

members of the Transvaal administration should be retained in a 

reformed administration, Milner exclaimed: " ••• it's absurd t~ 

discuss that. There is only one possible settlement - war. It 

has got to come". 
FitzPatrick's second account of the meeting gives a very 

different impression. It was part of his appreciation of Lord 

Milner, published early in 1925 in the Cape Times on the occasion 

of Milner's visit to South Africa.(32 ) The detail with which he 

here describes the discussion suggests that he then used the notes 

which he had compiled in 1898. According to this account, the 

franchise question was discussed "on its merits" and then in 

relation to the problem of establishing British suzerainty. 

Milner's reply was that: 

"It was not the word that mattered. The facts were 
still there without the word •••• Suzerainty or no Suzerainty, 
it would be impossible to tolerate arrangements with 
Germany which would give the latter a footing in the Trans
vaal for ends hostile to England and threatening the peace 
of South Africa •••• Suzerainty was not a provision hostile 
to the Transvaal's legitimate interests; it was a f3Sr ec-
tive reservation in the grant of independence •••• " 

FitzPatrick immediately pointed out that "this view was not shared 

by the Boers" and to this Milner replied that "once the causes of 

friction were removed, as they could be by sensible negotiation, 

there would be no more thought or talk of war and enemies". 

FitzPatrick then asked him whether this meant that the British 

subjects in the Transvaal should accept the franchise at the cost 

of forfeiting their "status and rights as British subjects?" 

Milner stated that the "goal at which he aimed was settlement by 

negotiation, by peaceful means •••• Therefore, if in the terms of 

settlement the franchise should be conceded upon reasonable terms 

he expected that we would avail ourselves of it". He then went 

on to press FitzPatrick to agree to give his pledge that, if he 

32. Reprinted as Lord Miiner and his Work. 

33. Ibid. 
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were successful, FitzPatrick would be "the first to go forward 

and claim the franchise and sign the oath of allegiance". 

The third reference by FitzPatrick to the meeting "under the 

oaktrees in the moonlight at Newlands" was in a letter which he 
. . (34) 

wrote to Milner in 1905, on the occasion of M11ner's ret1rement. 

"Have you forgotten or did you ever realise", he asked, "what it 

. meant to us?" He referred particularly to Hilner's question: 

"How will Johannesburg people face it?" (he did not state what 

"it" was). FitzPatrick replied: "You can rely on them; of course 

everybody kicks a bit in the dentist's chair, but •••• " And to 

this Milner replied: "You 'put them in the chair. I promise you 

I'll never let go till I have it out!" 

FitzPatrick's accounts a~pear contradictory. But this is 

not necessarily so when it is appreciated that there are three 

aspects to Milner's thoughts, for which he was using FitzPatrick 

as a sounding-board. 

The first - and this was a view which he had held consistently 

ever since his arrival i n South Africa in May 1897 ~ was that 

there was little to be hoped for from raising relatively minor 

issues with the Transvaal government under the London Convention. 

Such acts needled the Transvalers and kept the whole of southern 

Africa in a condition of excitement.(35) In this way, they helped 
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to destroy prospects for a peaceful settlement. Even before the 

Anglo-German Treaty of August 1898(36) established at the diplomatic 

level the fact of British paramouncy in southern Africa, Milner 

was questioning whether there was in fact an external threat of 

this nature from a foreign power. For these reasons, he disagreed 

with Chamberlain's (or the Colonial Office's) attempts to demonstrate 

British suzerainty by means of diplomatic action. Milner argued 

that, instead of the effect of British pressures being wasted through 

the overuse of threats on insignificant matters, a cumulative case 

should be prepared. This he later referred to as the "final bill"; 

at the beginning of 1898 he referred to it as a "pyramidal grievance 

••• slab upon slab, each beautifully polished". (37) Once this case 

34. FitzPatrick to Milner, 22nd February 1905. A/LB VI. 

35. See, for example, Milner to Greene, 11th February 1898 "Confiden
tial". Milner Papers, 6a. (He explained to Greene th;t he did 
not believe in "useless protesting"). 

36. See Robinson, Gallagher and Denny, op. cit., p. 

37. Milner to Greene, 11th March 1898, "Confidential". Milner Papers, 
6a. 



had been prepared, it should be presented to the Transvaal govern

ment (on "the great day of reckonirig,,(38)) and the demand for the 

redress of these grievances should then be supported to the hilt 

by Britain. There would then be one great crisis, used to maximum 

effect. In this aspect of his thinking, Milner was absolutely 

consistent. His major objective was to induce the British govern

ment to define its demands and then to present them. He was still 

pursuing it when war broke out in October 1899. 

The second aspect to Milner's thinking was that he believed 
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that it would be in Britain's interest to enfranchise the Uitlanders. 

In this respect he disagreed absolutely with the established view 

in the Colonial Office that a reformed Transvaal would pose a 

greater threat to Britain's position than did Kruger's Dutch 

Republic. This view also conflicted with the proposition, faith

fully adhered to by Chamberlain, that the key to t he South African 

problem lay in Lorenco Marques. The idea that the Uitlanders should 

settle for a reasonable franchise - even at the cost of losing 

their status as British subjects - was one that he expounded to 

FitzPatrick to the extent of extracting from him the promise that 

he would provide a lead in such circumstances and be the first to 

renounce his British citizenship and so qualify for the vote. 

Despite the obvious weaknesses in this line of thought Milner 

defended it staunchly. It was paradoxical that "the 6nly effective 

way of protecting our subjects is to help them to cease to be our 

subjects". (39) In May of 1899 he wrote to Sir Walter Hely

Hutchinson, the Governor of Natal, who had questioned the sound-

ness of the idea: " ••• 1 am not afraid that, if the Uitlanders are 

admitted to power by our aid and it is toute evidence that they 

would not have got it otherwise, that they will tUrn and rend us ••• 

•• In any case, I cannot see how a Transvaal which is either 

Anglicised or, like the Cape Colony, neutralised by an Anglo-Dutch 

fight on equal lines, can be a danger to us and the focus of 

disaffection in all our possessions which the Transvaal is today". (40 ) 

The enfranchisement of the Uitlanders was, of course, an essential 

38. 

39. 

40. 

llii· 
Milner to Chamberlain A 4th 
Papers, vol. I, p. 340. 
Milner to Hely-Hutchinson, 
Milner Papers, 6b. 

May 1899. Telegram. Headlam, Milner 

12th May 1899, liVery Confidential". 



part of any final bill of reckoning (it was one of the guarantees 

against relapse). But Milner did not view enfranchisement only 

as part of a general settlement; he saw it as a .ettlement itse~f., 

This point will be illustrated in relation to the Great Deal 

negotiations and the events which followed their breakdown. 

The third aspect of Milner's thinking concerned the need for 

war against the Transvaal. There were occasions when Milner felt 

that war was unavoidable, in the sense that what was needed in 

South Africa was the military occupation of the Transvaal lin order 
I 

that a new, reformed British state could be constructed there. 

(His observation to FitzPatrick that "there is only one possible 

settlement - war. It has got to come", is an example). But to 

argue that Milner set his sights on war and would be satisfied 

with nothing e1se(41) is a dangerous simplification. His reasoning 

on this point was extremely subtle. In the first place, war' 

entered his calculations because, as he argued to Chamberlain in 

February 1898, when the "final bill" was presented, it was of the 

utmost importance that this should be backed by an absolutely 
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genuine threat to the effect that the alternative was war. In the 

second place, Milner rationalised the use of force by arguing that, it 
in such a situation (the Transvaal having been presented with the 

choice between accepting the terms of an ultimatum and the alternative, 

war), the South African Republic refused to reform itself, then it 

f ollowed that war was, indeed, inevitable and the sooner it was 

fought, the better. In this connection, it must be pointed out 

that Milner believed that, if the Transvaal were forced to choose 

between reform and war, it was likely to choose the former. Thus, 

when Milner explained to Chamberlain that the only po •• ibilities 

in South Africa, were "retorm or War",(~2) he was ,.at1sl.atiag the •• as 
alternatives. 

Before the "reckoning" could be presented to the Transvaal 

government, it was necessary that Milner should be provided with 

justification in the form of an appeal by the Uit1anders. He 

envisaged the Kotze crisis as being used for this purpose and 

suggested that FitzPatrick should arrange a public address in 

41. As, for examp1e, does Ie May, Ope cit., pp. 12 et seg_ 

42. Milner to Chamberlain, 2nd February 1898. Headlalll, Milner 
Papers, vol. i, p. 222. 



support of Kotze. 
(43) FitzPatrick was careful to explain that 

his first loyalty was to his firm, 'of which he had now become a 

partner. (44) "Ecksteins are not political agents but a business 

firm desirous of pursuing their own business in a legitimate and 

unhampered fashion and politics only concern us where they touch 

our business". Furthermore, should he be found to have engaged 
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in politics despite his pledge, he was likely to be banished from 

the Transvaal and his firm "mercilessly treated".(45) Althougl:1. 

Milner promised to baek FitzPatrick in such an event, inferring 

that his expulsion from the Transvaal would itself become an 

incident which could be used to justify British intervention, 

FitzPatrick refused. The result was that, after his return to 

Johannesburg, instead of the public address, he established a fund 

in Kotze's honour, to which the leading finance houses contributed.(46) 

Shortly after this conversation took place, the South African 

League planned to take up Kotze's case and organise a public 

demonstration. (47) This would suggest that it was FitzPatrick 

who provoked the League to do this. However, FitzPatrick had no 
. (48) 

connection whatsoever w~th this organisation. Not only was 

the League distrusted by the Rand capitalists,(49) FitzPatrick was, 

of course, anxious to avoid overt political action and particularly 

association with its radical imperialism. Fur.thermore, the decision 

by the League to support Kotze was made while FitzPatrick was still 

43. FitzPatrick to Beit, 4th March 1898. Q3 A/LC. 

44. Cartwright, The First South African, p. 82. 

45. FitzPatrick to Beit, 4th March 1898. Q3 A/LC. 

46.~. The contributors were Ecksteins, Barnatos, The Consolidated 
Gold Fields, Farrar, Robinson and Sam Marks. 

47. Report of S.A. League Congress, 26th February 1898. C.0.879/49, 
p. 188. . 

48. Except that his friend,Naph Cohen, was a prominent member. See 
Bitensky, Ope cit., p. 51. 

49. See, for example, Fraser to the High Commissioner, 18th January 
1899, C.0.879/55. Further Correspondence re S.A. Republic, p. 179. 
Fraser's view was that the financiers fought shy of the League. 
Also, T.R. Dodd and P.A. Ogilvie (two prominent members of the 
League) to Greene, 30th October 1898, C.0.879/56 Secret Papers 
re S.A. Republic, p. 95. According to them the capitalists 
distrus;ed the movement because it was a "popular agitation". 
Wybergh s forced reSignation from the Consolidated Gold Fields 
following his election as President of the League in 1898 is t 

another case in point. Farrar was apparently in regular touch 
with the League (see Webber, Ope cit., pp 95 and 99-100) but 
Farrar was then in England. 



in Cape Town (on the 26th - FitzPatrick returned on the 28th of 

February). If, therefore, there was collusion between Milner 

and the South African League at this stage, it occurred via Greene 

and not through FitzPatrick. 
Milner's attempt to prod the British government into action 

at the beginning of 1898 met with no success at all. Se1borne 
a confidential 1etter.(50) replied to his "reform.or war"- letter in 
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He stressed that, while Britain's obj'ect was "the future confederation 

of South Africa under aegis of the Union Jack", the result would be 

more "durable and valuable" if this were achieved peacefully. The 

use of force could be contemplated only if it were clear that 

British confederation would be endangered by the refusal to do so. 

In such an event, it would also have to enjoy the "practically 

unanimous consent of the British in South Africa", the "moral 

assent" of as many Dutch "as possible", and the practically 

unanimous approval of the British pUb.lic. It was still a "waiting 

game", declared Se1borne. The only valid reason for going to war, 

as far as he could see, would be the refusal of ·the · Transvaa1 

government to annul or redress particular acts when asked to do 

so by the British government. 

As soon as he had arrived in England on leave, Greene visited 

the Colonial Office and secured an interview with Chamberlain. He 

reported to Milner that, although Graham and Se1borne favoured 

"action"-, Chamberlain had explained that a harder line in South 

Africa would not receive Opposition support or even that of a 

large number of !overnment M.P.s.(51) In November, Milner himself 

visited England. He too failed to persuade Chamberlain or the 

Cabinet to give wholehearted support to his strategy. During his 

return voyage to Cape Town, he declared his intention of advancing 

matters by his own actions, believing that he would "-have support 

when the time comes". (52) It seemed to him that it might be possible 

for him to bring about a situation of crisis in South Africa and 

that, once this had been done, the British government and public 

would respond to the crisis. In this way, he would be able to make 

real threats in support of demands upon the Transvaal government. 

50. Se1borne to Milner, 22nd March 1898, "Confidential". Milner 
Papers, 5. 

51. Greene to Milner, 22nd July 1898, "Private". Milner Papers, 5. 

52. Headlam, The Milner Papers, i, p. 302. 



It is a measure of his misjudgement that he did not foresee the 

many consequent complications which this decision implied. 

How did this new resolve affect Milner's Transvaal policy? 

One result was that he persuaded Chamberlain, prior to his 

departure from London, to challenge the Transvaal government's 

attempt to renew the dynamite monopoly as an infringement of ,the 

London Convention.(53) He also urged Fraser (Greene's temporary 

replacement in Pretoria) to suggest to the Chamber of Mines that 

it make a "strong but temperate protest" which should be made 

public.(54 ) On January 28th Fraser informed the Colonial Office 

that he had "arranged" for this to be done and that the Chamber 

would also offer the Government the loan of £600,000 with which 
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it could compensate the monopolists.(55) This statement of Fraser's 

is less than accurate. 'Nhat had in fact happened was that Fitz

Patrick had called upon Fraser and had informed him of the 

suggestion to offer the loan. This loan had not already been 

guaranteed, as Fraser cla imed, because it was only on the 31st 

that FitzPatrick was able to inform Smuts that the leading finance 
houses had agreed.(56) 

According to Marais, the decision to send the protest about 

the dynamite monopoly had "momentous consequences". 

"Chamberlain entered into an understanding with the 
mining magnates. Henceforward their leading spirits acted 
in close concert with him and his representatives. Milner 
and Greene were thus able to reconstitute the reform move
ment of pre-raid days on t~e Rand with some of the magnates 
taking a share in public." 57) 

This description of the situation is confusing. It does not state 

who the "leading spirits" were, nor does it make it clear precisely 

how they acted in "close concert" with Chamberlain. Also, as will 

be seen from the ensuing discussion of the Great Deal negotiations, 

the parallel with the Reform movement of 1895, with its closely

kni t action committee, is hardly an accurate description at this 
stage. 

What the Chamberlain telegram undoubtedly did was to provide 

FitzPatrick, at least, with a signal that the Colonial Office might 

53. See Marais, Ope cit., pp. 244-5; le May, Ope cit., pp. 16-7. 
54. Marais, Ope cit., p. 244. 

55. See above, Pp. 16-1. 
56. ~. 

57. Marais, Ope cit., p. 245. 
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be swinging onto the offensive. It is therefore significant that 

he apparently informed Fraser that there was no hope of cancellation 

"without an ultimatum" and added that the Chamber of Mines did "not 

at all expect" this to occur. Beyond kindling such a hope, it is 

difficult to see that the consultation with Fraser was at all 

significant. Fraser, in fact, due to his indiscreet criticisms 

of Milner and his "megalomania" had forfeited the confidence of 

both FitzPatrick and ' WYbergh.(58) , 

It was during this period, when the links between the 

Johannesburg leaders and the British Agent in Pretoria were at 

their weakest that three developments occurred which were to be 

of such importance to Milner and Greene after their return to 

South Africa at the end of February, 1899. The first was the 

drawing up of a petition to the Queen. As is well known, the 

incident which sparked off the South African League's concern was 

the shooting of Edgar by a Transvaal policeman.(59) On December 

24th the League called a meeting in Johannesburg. One of the 
. . (60) 

advert1sed purposes of the meeting, according to Wybergh, was 

to endorse a petition to the Queen which would pray for the protec

tion of British subjects in the Transvaal. Fraser, however, 

insisted that he did not anticipate a petition but only a verbal 
B (61) protest to the ritish Vice-Consul in Johannesburg. He then 

refused to accept the petition when it was, presented to him. 

Hybergh immediately demanded to know why Fraser had done this and 

was informed that the reason was that the contents of the petition 

had been pUblished.(62) He then immediately set about collecting 

signatures for a new petition with the intention of presenting it 

in accordance with Fraser's requirements. 

It is not certain that the originators of the petitions 

58. Greene to Milner, 9th March 1899, "Private". Milner Papers, 13. 

59 . See MaraiS, Ope cit., p. 237 et seg. 

60. Wybergh to Greene, 6th March 1899. C.9345 Papers re Complaints 
of the British subjects in the SeA. Republic, pp. 144-7. 

61. Fraser to the High Commissioner, 28th December 1898. ~.t 
pp. 113 et seg. 

62. Fraser to Wybergh, 10th January 1899. ~.t pp. 132-3. 
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· (63) 
(Fresumably Wybergh and Dodd) realised their political potent1al. 

FitzPatrick recalled that "not very many people realised at the 

d ,,(64) Th 1 time the importance of t~e change in proce ure • e c ever-

ness of the move was that it placed the British government in an 

awkward dilemma. If it ignored the 

British Uitlanders was likely to be 

in his opinion, be "the death-knell 

appeal, the loyalty of the 

affected and the result would, 

of the Empire in South Africa".(65) 

If, on the other hand, the pleas of the Uitlanders were responded 

to, Britain would become more involved in the Transvaal's affairs 

as the champion of Uitlander rights. It was political blackmail. 

There can be no doubt that Milner saw the possibilities and, after 

his return, contact with Wybergh was re-established through Greene. 

In this way he could hope to time the presentation of the second 

petition for maximum effect. 

The second event of importance to occur during Milner's absence 

was the Great Deal. The Transvaal government's offer was made on 
(66) . February 26th but, as we have seen, th1s was really the sequel 

to the discussions which FitzPatrick had been carrying on with 

Smuts for some time prior to this . FitzPatrick informed Greene of 

the government proposals on ~1arch 3rd. Thereafter; Nilner was in 

a position to influence the negotiations. 

The third development which Hilner was to exploit was the 

establishment of a fund to assist the ~itwatersrand Council of 

Education. According to Professor Horton, the Chamber of Mines 

decided to support the Council of Education after it "had received 

confidential assurances from t he British Colonial Office that it 

would receive the British Government's backing in its demands on 

the Republican Government". (67) While it is true that the Chamber 

of Mines formally agreed to support the scheme on March 16th (after 

63. Webber (op. cit., pp. 99-100) afterwards claimed that the idea of 
a Petition originated with Farrar in London. He arran~ed for 
Chamberlain to be asked in the House of Commons whethe; the 
British government intended to aid its subjects in the Transvaal. 
Chamberlain replied that no request for assistance had been 
received. Farrar thereupon urged the South African League (with 
which he was in constant touch) to draw up the Petition. 

64. The Transvaal from Within, p. 335. 

65. ~. 

66. See above, pp. 74 et seg. 

67. Horton, Ope cit., p. 11. 



the wishes of Greene or of Milner could have been made known), 

FitzPatrick had in fact been working on this scheme independently 

since September 1898. There is no suggestion in his letter~ that 

his interest was anything other than a genuine concern, kindled 

by another appeal for financial support .. from the Council of 
Education. (68) This induced him to approach Beit(69) and to 

canvass support from the wealthy Uitlanders for a more ambitious 

scheme "to provide a complete education system: free schools, 

poor schools, grammar schools and a college where anything up to 

B.A. and M.A. cquld be within reach". (70). Beit agreed to con

tribute £25,000 towards the £100,000 which, it was estimated, 

was needed to start the scheme. By February 1899, FitzPatrick had 

succeeded in securing other donations,(71) so that this first 

estimated capital outlay seemed assured. His appeal to the Chamber 

of Mines on March 16th was, therefore, supplementary to this and 

embraced a proposal that £15,000 a year would be provided by an 

annual levy on the companies which were represented in the Chamber. 

From the foregoing it is clear that the High Commission 

played no part at all in the initi ation of the first or the 

second petition, of the Great Deal negotiations, or of the 

Education proposal. Milner merely seized the opportunity which 

these offered after his return from overseas. His motive in 

encouraging the presentation of the second Uitlander petition was 

clearly to provide the pretext and the justification for Britain's 

intervention in the Transvaal's affairs. Once accepted, it would 

also draw Britain into further involvement. His motive in drawing 

Chamberlain's attention to the education scheme(72) was to counter

act the popular view (which Chamberlain shared(73» that the 
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68. Eckstein & Co. to Wernher Beit & Co., 15th January 1898. 
A/LB XVIII. Q!. JeeTes, The Rand Capitalists, p. 26. Be 
erroneously that FitzPatrick "suddenly" re.i.ed the issue 
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69. ~itzPatrick to Wernher, 12th bece.ber 1898. Q2 AILS XVII. (This 
refers to an earlier letter to Beit). 

70. FitzPatrick to S.J. Jennings, 26th September 1898. HI FIT LIB IV. 

71. For a list of donations, see Borton, Ope cit., Appeadix A. 
£65,000 had been contributed by March 16th. See!!!£ report, 
17th March 1899. 

72. Milner to Chuberlain, 22nd March 1899. C.0.879/55 Further 
Corre.pondence re S.A. Republic, p. 328. 

73. Robinson, Gallagher & Denny, Ope cit., p. 432. 



Randlords were motivated solely by self-interest in political 

matters. This might help to overcome hesitations about the wisdom 

of Britain championing the Uitlander cause. 
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The purpose of this attempt to bring about British pressure 

upon the Transvaal Republic was not to steer events in the direction 

of war but to supplement Milner's strategy in relation to the. Great 

Deal. Immediately upon hearing the details of the government offer 

(which FitzPatrick had communicated to Greene on Harch 3rd) , he 

telegraphed Greene: 

"My view, as you know, is to keep in the closest possible 
touch with the Uitlanders. If they ask our advice, we ought 
not to refuse to give it. The more they rely on us the 
better as, while they look to us, they will neither do any
thing rash, nor come to terms with the South African Repub
lican government behind our backs •••• I am all for the 
Uitlanders negotiating and coming to terms if they can. 
But I think they can afford to be stiff in the bargain, for 
it is evident that ••• the South African Republio'~)govern
ment begins to find its position intolerable".~7 

In his secret telegram to Chamberlain two days later, Milner gave 

it as his belief that the Transvaal government was "frightened" 

and was prepared to pay a substantial price to "get rid of" the 

South African League. The offer, he said, was a "good one" and 

should be discussed in a "friendly spirit". He suggested that the 

Uitlanders should insist upon the franchise and redistribution.(75) 

On March 8th he wrote to Selborne and expressed the opinion that 

the South African Republican government was "weakening". "This 

situation, if well managed, may result in some real reform for 

the Uitlanders as a body. The danger is that the big financial 

houses will think only of themselves ••• and give away the bulk of 

the Uitlander population and the Imperial government to boot".(76) 

He suggested that FitzPatrick, Beit and Wernher were "capable of 

taking the broader and more statesmanlike view. I think they will 

follow our advice if only we will give it and we ought to give it". 

Milner's telegrams to Chamberlain and Selborne produced a 

reply on March 10th. In it, Chamberlain agreed that the government 

74. Milner to Greene, 3rd March 1899, "Confidential". Milner Papers, 6b. 

75. Milner to Chamberlain, 5th March 1899. Secret Telegram. C.O. 
879/56. Secret Papers re affairs in S. Africa, pp. 11-12. 

76. Milner to Selborne, 8th March 1899. Milner Papers, 6b. 
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offer should be taken seriously. He suggested, however, that 

the Capitalists who had been approached must not give any under

takings on behalf of the Uitlanders as a body but should undertake 

only to "use their influence". As far as political reforms were 

concerned, he suggested that a "genuine municipality" for the Rand 
(77) 

should be insisted upon "before anything else". Milner agreed, 

with the reservation that, although he thought that a genuine 

municipality would be preferable, it would be much harder to 

obtain than the .franchise.(78) Milner then informed Greene of 

Chamberlain's views and suggested that the Uitlanders should 

either go for "complete control of their local affairs" (which 

the Transvaal government was extremely unlikely to grant) or a 

genuine measure of enfranchisement - he sugg •• ted a five-year 

retrocpective franchise and redistribution. The difficulty would 

be to communicate this advice to the Uitlanders; "I see more and 

more that, if anything is to be done, we need to be in closer 

touch with the Uitlanders . But, at present, othey have no really 

representative men aond those who do approa.ch us, like FitzPatrick, 

do so by fits and starts".(79) 

Greene's first opportunity to get in touch with FitzPatrick 

occurred on March 9th when Samuel Evans called to see him on 

FitzPatrick's behalf.(80) Greene told Evans of Milner's attitude 

and particularly his belief that the Uitlanders should come to 

terms, provided that satisfactory terms could be obtained. He also 

lai d stress on the need for the Capitalists to negotiate only as 

representatives of the Uitlanders generally and asked Evans to 

"implore" FitzPatrick to cancel his leave and lead the negotiations. 

If FitzPatrick were to succeed in brin,ins about a •• 'tle.ent, he 

would get credit for "the greatest thing in the way of conciliation 
ever recorded in this country".(81) 

77. Secretary of State to Milner, 10th 
Milner Pa~er8, 13. 

March 1899. Secret Telegram. 

78. Milner to Secretary of State, 11th March 1899. Secret and 
Confidential Telegram, ibid. 

79. Milner to Greene, 11th March 1899. !ill. 
80 . See above, p. 88. 
81. Greene to Milner, 10th March 1899. "Private and Confidential". 

Milner Pa~ers, 13. 
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At this stage, the effect of Greene's intervention was that, 

when on March 9th the Capitalists met the government representatives 

for the second time, Rouliot insisted that other Uitlanders (and 

' particularly FitzPatrick) should be admitted to the discussions 

and that any decisions regarding the franchise would have to be 
. (82) 

referred to the U1tlanders themselves. Thereafter, while 

the negotiations were suspended, pending Lippert's decision to 

bow to the demand that FitzPatrick be admitted to them, Greene 

and Milner were uncertain whether FitzPatrick would approach them 

again (as is revealed in the telegram which Milner sent to Greene 

on the 11th).(83) 

It was fortuitious that, on the day after Milner expressed 

this view to Greene, FitzPatrick called upon Greene in order to 

inform him about the negotiations.(84) At this stage, FitzPatrick 

had just received the invitation from Lippert to attend the meeting 

on the following day. FitzPatrick, as we have seen, declared his 

absolute distrust of the government negotiators (apart from Smuts) 

and his belief that their motive was to save the dynamite monopoly 

and to estrange the Uitlanders from the imperial government.(85) 
He also told Greene that he intended to bring the negotiations to 

an end, either by proposing the postponement of the dynamite 

question until the other conditions had been fulfilled, or by 

taking a stand on a retrospective franchise, redistribution, an 

improved jury system and an independent High Court. Although 

Greene did not provide a detailed account of his conversation 

with FitzPatrick, there is no doubt that he persuaded .him not to 

take such a strong line, to drop the insistence upon the High 

Court and to continue the negotiations by concentrating upon a 

five-year retrospective franchise such as Milner had suggested. 

In fact, Greene disagreed with FitzPatrick's view that the 

position was hopeless. 

On March 14th Milner telegraphed Greene, after receiving details 

of this meeting: 

82. See above, p.89. 

83. Milner to Greene, 11 th ~larch 1899. Milner Papers, 13. 

84. See above, p. 90. 

85. Greene to Milner, 13th March 1899. Milner Papers, 13. 



"I am glad FitzPatrick is keeping you informed. I think 
on your side to inform him of inc.reasingly defiant attitude 
of South African Republic's government to Her Majesty's 
government. I say this not to prejudice negotiations or 
al.ter attitude of Rand representatives (which, as described 
by FitzPatrick, seems thoroughly statesmanlike) but because 
it is a fact of importance bearing on situation which he 
ought to know. What he says of State Secretary and State 
Attorney agrees with my own impression. But I incline to 
believe that Leyds . is the real inspirer of the present 
policy and. if so, it is in my belief nothing more than a 
didge to divide Uitlanders t~g,ciallY in view of approaching 
presentation qf petitions". . . 

This telegram indicates that ~ilner had qualified his optimism but, 

although he expressed some doubts, he had certainly not lost faith 

in the negotiations. 

There then ensued, on March 13th, the meeting between the 

"Uitlander representatives" (including FitzPatrick) and Lippert. 

FitzPatrick, in accordance with his discussion with ' Greene the 

previous evening, focussed attention upon the franchise, refusing 

to sign the final settlement because he wanted it to be referred 

t t ti Uitl d t ' (87) Aft bt" S t t o a represen a ve an er mee ~ng. er 0 a~n~ng mu s s 

permission, he tben addressed the Uitlanders whom he had invited 

t o the Rand Club that evening. On this occasion, it will be 

remembered, he again fastened upon the franchise question, although 

he again expressed the view that, in his opinion, it was pointless 

to proceed and advised that the negotiations should be brought to 

an end by the Uitlanders insisting that the British government 

should be included in the •• (88) After this meeting. there then 

followed an interlude during which the results of the London 
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meeting were awaited. The Uitlander representatives then met again 

on the 24th to consider their final reply which was presented on 

the 27th. It included, as an accompanying memoranda, FitzPatrick's 

definition of the minimum franchise reform which would be recommended 

for acceptance to the Uitlanders at a public meeting.(89) 

While these events were taking place, there is no suggestion 

tha t FitzPatrick's actions were influenced by further contact with 

Greene. Samuel Evans provided Greene with an account of what had 

86. Milner to Greene, 14th March 1899. Milner Pa:eers. 13. 
87. See above, p. 92. 
88. See above, pp. 93 ...... 

89. See above, pp. 98-9. 
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occurred at the Rand Club dinner and Greene passed this on to 

Milner without comment.(90 ) On March 16th or 17th Evans again 

called on Greene with the report that the final reply to the 

government would be drafted after the London meeting had taken 

Place.(91) Greene again simply passed this information on to 

Hilner.(92) Milner's comment was that, thus far, the Rand 
o d t l' "k " (93) representatives appeared "thoroughly sens1ble an sta esman 1 e • 

Similarly, when the Rand representatives were drawing up their 

G k t MOl 0 f d (94) final reply, reene merely ep 1 ner 1n orme • 

That both Milner and Greene still hoped that 80mething would 

come of the negotiations is indicated by the fact that Greene was 

perturbed that the presentation of the petition at that time might 

prejudice the chances of success.(95) Wybergh had promised to 

"take no step at any time" without keeping the British Agent 

informed "and to limit all agitation to constitutional methods, 

provided only we play fair".(96) Greene asked Wybergh to consult 

FitzPatrick(97) and the result was a conference between the South 

African League Leaders and the "Rand representatives" at which it 

was agreed that the petition should be presented "as soon as 
obI" 0 d d tl f th t tOt' (98) Th 0 POSS1 e, 1n epen en y 0 e secre nego 1a 1ons. 1S 

decision appears to have resulted more from FitzPatrick's view that 

the negotiations were likely to be abortive than from any instruc

tion or suggestion of Greene or Milner. 

That Milner was at this stage still hoping for substantial 

concessions from the Transvaal government in the way of franchise 

90. Greene to Milner, 15th March 1899. Private Telegram. Milner 
Papers, 13. On March 18th Greene sent Milner a verbatim report 
of FitzPatrick's speech. (Greene to Milner, 18th March 1899, 
Milner Papers, 13. 

91. Greene to Milner, 17th March 1899. Cypher Telegram. Milner Papers,13. 

92. Ibid. 

93. Milner to Greene, 18th March 1899. Milner tapers, 13. 

94. Greene to Milner, 23rd March 1899. Telegram. Ibid. Greene to 
Milner, 27th March 1899, "Private and Confidential". Letter. llli. 

95. Greene to Milner, 17th March 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 13. 

96. Greene to Milner, 10th March 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Ibid~. 

97. Greene to Milner, 17th March 1899. Ibid. 

98. Greene to Milner, 18th March 1899. Ibid. 



reform is further indicated by the fact that, shortly before the 

Uitlander reply was handed to the Transvaal government, he sent 

Fiddes to investigate the position, believing that a"fresh reform 

movementll was in contemplation.(99) Two days later, he wrote a 

lengthy secret dispatch to Chamberlain in which he attempted to 

weigh up the posSibilities.(100) If it was true that this was 

"practically a revival of the Reform movement", then it was likely 

to persist and increase. "I don't quite know enough about the 

inner history of the recent negotiations to say who is the man 

responsible for the attitude of the mining industry, but the 

results up to date seem to indicate that there is some wise head 

or heads directing their action". With the magnates united in a 

demand for political reform, it would be difficult for the "money

seekers" to create disunity. It was unlikely that the Transvaal 

government would tolerate this agitation and the result was there

fore likely to be more and more appeals to Britain for intervention. 

"It is therefore with very divided feelings that I contemplate the 

likelihood of another organised agitation on the part of the 

Uitlanders. On the other hand, I cannot help rejoieing in it, for, 

without agitation, there will be no reform •••• " He then went on to 
argue that, in view of the political position in Johannesburg, it 

was imperative that the British government reply to' the petition, 

promising not only moral support but that it would "compel redress 

by force" if necessary. If this were done, the Transvaal govern

ment would be unlikely to act against the Uitlanders and the 

Uitlanders would be able to continue their agitation, without 

which there could be no hope of reform. Milner's main purpose was 

clearly to persuade Chamberlain to support the Uitlanders openly. 

In this way, diplomatic action would reinforce the internal Trans

vaal movement. 

Fiddes made contact with FitzPatrick soon after his arrival 
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in Pretoria. He was staying with the British Agent when FitzPatrick 

called after dinner on March 27th, after having handed the Uitlander 

reply to Reitz. Fiddes thought the reply a "wonderfully clever 

99. Milner to Chamberlain, 27th March 1899, "Secret and Private". 
c.0.879/56 Secret Papers relating to Affairs in S. Africa, 
pp. 21 et seg. ' 

100. Milner to Chamberlain, 29th March 1899, "Secret". Ibid. 



document". (101) After hearing its details, he told FitzPatrick 

that, in his opinion, an Uitlander organisation should be 

established to have a detailed programme of reforms "ready". 

Greene ("playing neck or nothing") ••• "told FitzPatrick 
plainly and at great length, hammering it in time after 
time, that, reading between the lines of the Secretary of 
State's speech,(102) he regarded it as a direct challenge 
to the Uitlanders"~ 
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FitzPatrick then enquired what more Chamberlain could possibly want 

than a petition signed by 22,000 people? "Precision", replied 

Greene. "A definite statement of the grievances you want redressed". 

Greene then went on to urge upon FitzPatrick the need to make the 

details of the negotiations public as soon as possible. FitzPatrick 

declared his unwillingness to have a hand in this himself because 

of his fear that the government would act against him for having 

broken his pledge not to engage in politics. "Mr Chamberlain can 

push this line too far", he told Greene. "He has now got an appeal 

from 22,000. If this isn't enough, he will never get another. We 

(the Capitalists) can make our peace easily enough with the govern

ment and we shall do it if this last effort isn't enough for Mr 

Chamberlain. Not I, for I will never have anything to do with the 

Transvaal government. But I shall never darken the doors of the 

British Agency again, and I shall clear out of the country. If 

you can't move J.W. Chamberlain on this, the game is up". (103) 

From this account, it would appear that FitzPatrick positively 

declined to play any further part in the proceedings. Three days 

later, he left the Transvaal for the Cape, where he discussed the 

position with Milner personally, immediately after his arrival on 

March 31st.(104) Milner told him that "so far, we had conduced 

the negotiations with 'consummate statesmanship'." He then asked 

what the Uitlanders proposed to do next. FitzPatrick replied that, 

in his opinion, the correspondence should be published, but that 

101. Fiddes to Milner, 28th March 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 13. 

102. Chamberlain's .~peech in the House of Commons on March 20th. 
See Bitensky, Ope cit., p. 73. 

103. Ibid. 

104. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 6th April 1899. A/LC. FitzPatrick 
stated that he saw Milner "last Friday". 
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neither he nor the others who were in the know could do this 

because they were bound to secrecy. Milner then replied that 

things had moved more rapidly than he had expected. Everything 

hinged upon the British government's reply to the position. This, 

in turn, depended very much upon the Press and he a~ked FitzPatrick 

to see to it that "the Press ••• get before the House or the public 

the mass of damning evidence that lies in the petitions". 

Chamberlain was most likely to make a statement to the effect 

that, while the British government appreciated the gravity of the 

' situation, it hoped that this would be realised by the South 

African Republic and that reforms would be introduced "withou~ 

direct pressure from H.M. government". 

On Monday, April 3rd, FitzPatrick again spoke to Milner. 

The High Commissioner urged him to return to the Transvaal, to 

keep the agitation alive and to attempt to hold the Uitlanders 

together "for a few months". This time, he sai d, he would utilise to 

"get the Imperial Government up to the mark in principle" and to 

prepare the "material" so that, "if it is necessary to act" he 

could do so "within twenty-four hours - swift and instant!" 

"Remember ••• if anything like terrorism or coercion or 
interference with free expressions of your views is attempted, 
there will be no reason to wait a moment longer. We should 
not allow that. If it comes to a delay, I look to you to 
hold them together, to have meetings indoors, which are legal, 
and to form opinion and hold it firm. Remember, it is the 
chance of a lifetime". 

FitzPatrick ended his account of this meeting with the significant 

statement that Milner was "quite confident that Kruger will climb 

down when the Imperial government show that they are in earnest ll
.(

105) 

On the day following this second meeting with FitzPatrick 

in Cape Town, Milner wrote another secret dispatch to Chamberlain.(106) 

He had now learnt more about the position in the Transvaal, he 

said, and was now able to report that attention had been focussed 

upon the franchise. In view of this, he argued, it would be 

IIdisconcerting and weakening" to attempt to change the platform 

to demand for a municipal government for Johannesburg. A five year 

105. Ibid. 

106. Milner to Chamberlain, 4th April 1899, "Secret". C.0.879/56 
Secret Papers relating to Affairs in S. Africa, pp. 40 et seg. 



retrospective franchise (such as had now been demanded) would 

result in the election to the Volksraad of Boers "of a more 

liberal type" and these would be "perhaps even more useful" than 

Uitlander members. 

"My own conviction is ••• that the Boer oligarchy will never 
agree to any reform at all worthy of the name, except under 
direct pressure from Her Majesty's government •••• I fail to see 
••• what is ever going to make it easier for us than it is 
today to tell the Transvaal government that it ~ reform, 
and to offer to act as mediators between it and its dis
contented subjects, with full determination not to allow 
such proffered mediation to be refused". 

Milner's conviction that diplomatic pressure, combined with 

the agitation which was occurring within the Transvaal, could now 

produce reform was reinforced by information which he received from 

Greene. After visiting Johannesburg, Greene wrote to Milner on 

Apri14th.( 107) He told him that the general opinion there was 

that a golden opportunity now existed. "If no action were now 

taken by Her Majesty's government, no similar combination of forces 

need again be anticipated". All those whom he had spoken to 

deprecated a resort to arms but were convinced that "a resolute 

response on the part of Her Majesty's government" would "avert 

that danger and result in a general 'climbdown' ••• all along the 

line". Greene's opinion was confirmed by FitzPatrick, who told 
( 108) Greene that Kruger was in a "funk" due to the combined 
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effects of Chamberlain's speech, the Uitlander reply and the public 

announcement of the fact that the second petition had been presented. 

FitzPatrick also told Wernher that "Kruger is in a corner and in 

as great a fright as he was in '95; worse, if anything". 

This opinion was based upon a short interview which he had 

with Smuts on March 28th (the day after the reply had been delivered 

to the government). FitzPatrick had called on Smuts because "if 

he has any grudge on account of the franchise proposals, he must 

have it out now and not nurse it for the fortnight of my hOliday".( 109) 

107. Greene to Milner, 4th April 1899, "Confidential". C.0.879/55 
Further Correspondence re S.A. Republic, p. 420. 

108. Greene to Milner, 30th March 1899. Ibid. 

109. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 6th April 1899. AILC VIII. 



He found Smuts "Tery subdued and tame". He told FitzPatrick 

that the government was preparing a scheme to give full burgher 

rights to all who could prove nine years residence in the Trans

vaal, without a naturalisation oath. Leyds had been instructed to 

go to London with the specific instruction to "talk things over 

with the Imperial Government". As he was leaving, FitzPatrick 

asked Smuts: "Why in the world don't you be perfec~ly frank and 

straightforward? Talk it over with the Imperial Government and 

the Uitlanders and settle !1! questions and let us live in peace. 

Give up playing to be a power!" Smuts replied that · this had been 

attempted "often" but that Chamberlain would "not allow a peaceful 

settlement. If it could be a success, we would do it today but 

failure would cost too dear". Smuts's altered attitude appears to 

have convinced FitzPatrick that his earlier assessment of the 

chances of reform had been incorrect and that there was now some 

hope of a climb-down if, as Milner envisaged, imperial pressures 

were brought to bear. 

In the light of this evidence, it is clear that both Fitz~ 

Patrick and Milner believed at the beginning of April 1899 that 

t here was real hope of reform in the Transvaal. There is no 

reason to believe that this belief was in any way altered by the 

publication, on April 6th, of the details of the Great Deal in the 

C T· (110) A F (111) a pe ~mes. On pril 19th, itzPatrick informed Wernher 
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that he had decided to extend his holiday by a further week because, 

if "things shape up a bit", he would then be in a position to cancel 

his leave. He also, following Milner's request, supplied newspaper 

correspondents with information about the Transvaal situation.(112) 

"The position is decidedly interesting", he said. "It looks as 

though we shall find a policy developed during the next few weeks 

or months which will settle the destinies of South Africa". In 

preparation for the adoption of a stronger line by the British 

government, Milner was considering the "minimum of reform which 

he would accept". This included, a five-year retrospective franchise, 

110. See above, p. 100. 

111. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 19th April 1899. AILC VIII. 

112. FitzPatrick particularly mentioned contact with the Daily 
News and the Daily Mail, through Garrett. See Ibid. 



redistribution and no delay between naturalisation and enfranchise-

t 
(113) 

men • 

ii) The Uitlander Council, April - June 1899. 

While in Cape Town, FitzPatrick (taking up the suggestion 

which Fiddes had made at their Pretoria meeting), suggested the 

formation of a new Uitlander organisation. His proposal was 

" ••• to hold a number of smaller meetings all along the 
reef and get them to appoint delegates. When this is done, 
hold meetings of Uitlanders at all the other centres, towns, 
in the Transvaal to approve the action in the negotiations 
so far and also appoint delegates and then to meet in 
Johannesburg: a sort of Uitlander Parliament and so give 
force and unity to the movement. This Congress should then 
put such questions to the Government as will force an answer 
"yes" or "no" or necessitate an evasion so palpable and 
disingenuous as to expose Kruger to the whole world!,.(1) 

This was to lead to the establishment of the Uitlander Council, an 

organisation which could respond, at a moment's notice, to 

suggestions from the High Commission. This, presumably, is what 

Marais had in mind when he wrote that the mining magnates "acted 

in close concert" with Milne~and his representatives.(2) But 

it occurred early in April 1899 and not, as he suggests, in 

January. Nor, as we have seen, was the liaison established with 

a view to manipulating Uitlander opinion with the intention of 

promoting war. To the contrary, the intention was to bring about 

a co-ordination of effort among the Uitlanders,and between the 

Uitlanders and the British government, so as to bring about a 

peaceful settlement. 
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FitzPatrick explained to Wernher(3) that it was very difficult 

to "keep in the closest touch with our people by telegraph", but 

that he had done all that he could to organise the Uitlander 

Council from Cape Town. There is no indication as to precisely 

how this was done. One possibility is that Fiddes broached the 

subject on his fact-finding visit to Johannesburg early in April. 

He contacted most of the Johannesburg leaders, including Eckstein, 

113. Ibid. 

1. Ibid. 

2. Marais, Ope cit., p. 245. 

3. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 19th April 1899. AILC VIII. 



Monypenny and Fakeman, and on the 7th had dinner with H.A. Rogers, 

C. Hullins, A. Bailey, H.C. Hull, A. Mackie-Niven and 'tl. Hosken. 

According to Fiddes' account of this dinner,(4) he urged them 

not to "go to sleep" and urged them to define what they would 

require in a "final settlement". But Fiddes did not mention that 

he had suggested the formation of a Council. 

While it is difficult to pinpoint exactly how FitzPatrick 

was attempting to arrange these" "smaller meetings all along the 

reef", it is also difficult to determine prec i sely what meetings 

were the result of his exertions. For example, a public meeting 

was arranged in the Amphitheatre on April 15th. Greene was alarmed 

about this, fearing that it would do more harm than good, (5) and 

Hilner asked who the organisers were.(6) Greene replied that 

Hull had informed him that the application for permission to hold 

t he meeting had been signed by "independent U1tlanders" and that 

t he agitation had "gone too far to be stopped ll .(7) Hull's 

involvement suggests that this meeting was arranged by him after 

he had received a message from FitzPatrick in Cape Town. If this 

is so, Greene's ignorance c~n be explained only if Milner left the 

arrangement of the meetings entirely to FitzPatrick and did not, 

for reasons of security, inform Greene. It was only on April 15th 

that he wrote to Greene and told him what he had in mind.(8) 

The "great point", he explained, was to keep future negotiations 

public and force the Transvaal government into "some definite 

position - yes or no - about the franchise". 

"The other thing is to get the Uitlanders - as they cannot 
have a mass-meeting - to express in any way they can, by a 
series of smaller meetings along the Rand, if they can be 
organised, their approval of the scheme of reform outlined 
in the memorandum •••• FitzPatrick is well alive to all this 
and quite understands that the interval between this and 
the time when the British government must give its answer 
to the petition, is a golden opportunity(9J and that the 

4. Fiddes to Milner, 7th April 1899; "Private". Milner PaEers, 

5. Greene to Milner, 8th April 1899. Cypher Telegram, Milner 
PaEera, 13. 

6. Milner to Greene, 10th April 1899. Ibid. 

7. Greene to Milner, 11th April. Ibid. In fact, permission to 
hold this meeting was refused. 

8. Milner to Greene, 15th April 1899. Milner .t-aEers, 6b. 

9. i.e. to extract concessions from the Transvaal government. 

131 

12. 



132 

tone of that answer will depend very much upon the amount 
of determination and energy which the Uitlanders can 
display during that interval. 

"There is no hurry if the pot boils hard all the time. 
Unfortunately, Fitz himself is muzzled till May 31st. I 
have warned him to be careful, as it would be a dreadful 
blow if they could legitimately attack him on the ground 
of his having broken the promise to abstain from politics 
for three years". 

. hO A °1 21 t (10) Greene replied to t ~s on pr~ s. He told J>1ilner 

that he had spoken to Samuel ~vans and had told him about the 

contents of I-1ilner' s letter. But, wrote Greene, "the scheme of 

meetings along the R8nd had already been decided upon". Once 

again, it is not c1e~r exactly what is referred to. 

I t does, however, seem logical to assume that both S. Evans 

a - d lull (both close associates of FitzPatrick) were involved in 

tr l e organisation of the meet ings, while FitzPatrick, anxious to 

av oid any suggestion of complicity, carefully concealed the part 

he ,,,as playing. whi le some dO ll.bt may exist in t he case of the 

Am phitheatre meeting on the 15th, this is not so in the case of 

t he meetings which were held at the various mines during the week, 

20th - 27th April. (11) At these, resolutions of a similar nature 

were passed, supporting the franchise memorandum as the "smallest 

acceptable measure of reform ff
• It is not clear why, at these 

meetings, delegates were not elected to the "Uitlander Parliament" 

as H'i. tzf'atrick and Milner envisaged. This may have been due to a 

desire to postpone the creation of the Uitlander Council until 

the pledges of Reformers expired at the end of May, or it may have 

resulted from Milner's opinion that there was "no hurry", in which 

case t hey may have intentionally kept the . Uitlander Couneil soheme 

in reserve, to be produced at a later stage when it could help to 

keep the "pot boiling". (12) 

Gnce this new moveme~t had been initiated, Milner wrote another 

lengthy secret despatch to Chamberlain.(13) He explained that the 

10. Greene to Milner, 21st April 1899, "Private". Milner Papers, 13. 

11. Meetings were held at ' the Village Main Reef Wolhuter Goch 
, ' " Spes Bona, Jubilee, Glen rtose Deep, New Heriot, Jumpers, Nourse 
Deep, Roodepoort, Jumpers Deep. See c.o.879/55 Further 
Correspondence re S.A. Republic, pp. 401, 422, 472. 

12. Ibid. 

13. Milner to Chamberlain, 19th April 1899, "Secret". C.O.879/56 
Secret Papers re Affairs in S. Africa, pp. 52 et seg. 



Uitlanders were continuing their agitation not because they 

believed that they would .ake an im~ression on the Transvaal 

government, but because they hoped to obtain sympathy in Britain 

and a favourable reply from the British government to their 

petition. The Transvaal government, alive to the danger of 

Britain taking up the case of the Uitlanders, was "soft-peddling". 

"The more I see of the present trend of affairs ••• and the 
more I reflect i on the future, the clearer it becomes to me 
that we should ' be making a serious and perhaps irretrievable 
mistake if we did not take the present opportunity of 
definitelY ranging ourselves on the side of the Uitlander 
reformers". 

Of course, he continued, "in offering intervention, we should be 

risking war". But this was a risk which Britain had run in 1897 

on the Aliens Law crisis. Unlike · the "risk of 1897", this was 

"a risk run once and for all, and, if we succeed, we shall get 
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rid of this nightmare for ever". He followed this with a telegram 

on May 4th in which he declared that "the enemy" was "frightened" 

and "wavering all along the line". "We shall get a ·really sub

stantial instalment of reform if British Government is firm". (14) 

On the same day he sent off his famous "helot dispatch" a strongly

worded indictment of the Transvaal, intended for publication in 

justification of the action which he hoped that the British 

government would take. (15) 

At this point, developments in South Africa were held in 

abeyance while the British government considered its position. 

On April 28th Chamberlain prepared a dispatch for consideration 

by the Cabinet. (1 .6) He did not accept Milner's assurance that 

Kruger was likely to give way to an ultimatum, but considered it 

"probable that we shall get an offensive reply and we shall then 

either have to go to war or to accept a humiliating check". A.J. 

Balfour was even more emphatic in rejecting Milner's arguments.(1.7) 

What was described as "reform", he observed in a perceptive 

document, was to the Boers a "transfer of nationality". Had any 

14. Milner to Chamberlain, 4th May 1899. Ibid., p. 51. 
15. Milner to Chamberlain, 4th May 1899. Telegram. Headlam, 

Milner Papers, Vol. I, pp. 349 et seg. 
16. C.A.B. 37/49, 28. 

17. Memorandum by A.J.B., 1st May 1899. C.A.B. 37/49, 29. 



nation ever forced such concessions out of another "at the point 

of a bayonet"? 
Such disagreements in England delayed the presentation of a 

reply to the Uitlander petition and, when the idea of a conference 

between Milner and Kruger was suggested, the British government 

eagerly snapped up the proposal as a possible outlet from its 

dilemma.(18) While ~here was this very understandable reluctance 

in Britain to s~are the optimism of Milner that the Transvaal 

government woul~ yield, if frightened, it is true nevertheless 

that Milner continued to hold it with surprising doggedness. He 

was reassured by a letter from Greene in which the British Agent 

reported that both Sammy Marks and Kotze were certain that Kruger 

would "give in all along the line, but only when a sufficient 

military force has been landed in the country to show the Boers 

that we mean business".(19) On May 8th he sent Chamberlain a 

secret telegram,(20) assuring him that the Transvaal government 

was prepared "to concede a good deal". In view of this, he 

suggested that the British government's reply should suggest a 

discussion between himself and the Transvaal government "with a 

view of arriving at such a programme of reforms as Uitlanders could 

be advised by H'.M.' s representative to accept". 

"If ••• we can only get into negotiations with them, we 
can compel them either to accept specific reforms which 
will be effective, or else show their invincible obstinacy 
by refusing them and so justify us i n taking stronger 
measures. I think, also, I can put the screw on their Cape 
friends, if we negotiate, to urge them to accept it, or to 
wash their hands of them, failing such acceptance". 

This suggestion that he should meet Kruger appeared in London 

to coincide with the proposal, sponsored by anti-war parties in 

South Africa, for a Conference.(21) But Milner's proposal was 

substantially different in that he wished the British government 
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to declare its policy regarding the Uitlanders before the conference 

18. See Marais, o:e. cit. , p. 273. 

19. Greene to Milner, 5th May 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Pa]2ers, 14. 

20. Milner to Chamberlain, 8th May 1899. c.o.879/56 Secret 
PaEers re Affairs in ·S. Africa, p. 56. 

21. See Marais, o:e. cit. , p. 273. 



took place,(22) so that he would be able to negotiate from a 

position of strength. Nevertheless, despite the fact that he 

sensed that he was losing the initiative, he did not abandon 

hope regarding the chances of reform. On May 15th he told 

Chamberlain that "the issue turns entirely ••• on our keeping up 

the impression ••• of serious determination ll .(23) On the 18t~ 
, he suggested that, pending his meeting with Kruger, the reply 

. (24) 
to the petition should be merely an express~on of "sympathy". 

He then explained what he intended to do at Bloemfontein. He 

,would insist upon a six-year retrospective franchise and at " 

least seven Volksraad members for the Rand. If this was not 
(25) 

agreed to, he would try for a municipal government. 

"We must ••• be reasonable " in our demands, and more than 
reasonable so that the Bond, in opposing us, may be put as 
much as possible in the wrong. I am willing to accept a 
great deal less for the Uitlanders than they may fai{16 
claim, but not something which is clearly illusory". 2 ) 

Milner broke off negotiations at Bloemfontein after Kruger 

had refused to consider a five-year retrospective franchise 

without a quid pro guo.(27) In view of the fact that he had not 

been able to negotiate with the backing of a statement from the 

British government in support of the Uitlanders, he was not 

perturbed. In fact, he had prepared for this eventuality by 

urging Selborne to arrange a 'tstrong show of material force" if 

he failed. This would "ensure a climbdown. It is 20 to 1". If 

not, it would be better to fight the Boers then than in five or 

ten years time.(28) This letter indicated a slight difference of 

tone. Earlier in it, he admitted doubt for the first time when 

he observed: "Now I don't want war but I begin to think it may 

22. See Milner to Chamberlain, 11th May 1899. Ibid., p. 56. 

23. Milner to Chamberlain, 15th May 1899. Ibid., p. 60. 

24. Milner to "Chamberlain, 18th May 1899. c.0.879/55 Further 
Correspondence re S.A. Republic, p. 507. 

25. Milner to Chamberlain, 22nd May 1899. c.0.879/56 Secret 
Papers, p. 61. 

26. Ibid., 25th May 1899. p. 69. 

27. See Marais, Ope Cit., p.283. 

28. Milner to Selborne, 17th May 1899. Milner Papers, 13. 

135 



136 

be the only way out". But these doubts were soon thrust aside 

when he received further reassurances from Pretoria that Kruger 

"will climb down in the end, but not until a demonstration, a 
. (29) 

concrete demonstration. not a mere dispatch, has been de11vered". 

Thus, when on June 6th, Chamberlain (again misunderstanding Milner's 

point of vies altogether) suggested that, if the British government 

was to deliver an ultimatum to the Transvaal, the franchise complaint 

was unsuitable ~ecause it was unsatisfactory as a casus belli,(3
0

) 

Hilner urged Chamberlain not to consider an ultimatum at present. 

"I think that, ·:Lf the President is sufficiently pushed, there is 

still a chance, though a small one, of his accepting my minimum~. 

Instead of some other ultimatum, he suggested a dispatch which 

supported Milner's stand and urged the enfranchisement of the 

Uitlanders. Otherwise, Britain would be "obliged to present a 

demand for specific internal retorms".(31) On June 14th, after 

the Bloemfontein conference had ended, he wrote to Greene and 

told him to contact Wybergh in order to instruct him to keep "cool 

and moderate" and not to increase demands pending further develop

ments.(32 ) 

Clearly, then, at least until the middle of June 1899, 

Nilner was thinking in terms of a peaceful solution to the South 

African problem which would come about as the result of Transvaal 

capitulation to British threats. One reason for this belief may 

have been that the Uitlander Council had not yet been launched. 

Also, he had at the outset stated his belief that he would require 

a few months to persuade the British government and public of the 

need to adopt a firm attitude towards the South African RepUblic. 

This he had not yet succeeded in doing. 

FitzPatrick, as we have seen, had been closely involved in 

the planning of the Uitlander Council while he was in Cape Town 

during April 1899. At the end of April he returned to Johannesburg 

to playa more direct role in its organisation. Because it was 

29. Greene to Milner, 9th June 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 15. 

30. Chamberlain to Milner, 7th June 1899. Secret Telegram. 
C.0.879/56 Secret Papers re S.A. Republic, p. 86. 

31. Milner to Chamberlain, 9th June 1899. Ibid., p. 87. 

32. Milner to Greene, 14th June 1899. Cypher telegram. Milner 
Papers, 15. 



feared that the Transvaal government would act against him on 
(33) the lightest suspicion? care was taken to keep his actions 

secret, so that it is now difficult to reconstruct his role with 

accuracy. Fortunately, after his return to Johannesburg during 

the last week of April, he wrote several letters(3
4

) to Walrond, 

Milner's Private Secretary, in which he gave some account of what 

he was doing. 
One of the first requirements was to get "rid of the committee 

of five", which had made the appearance of Uitlander unity so 

difficulty to maintain.(35) Precisely how this was done is not 

clear. Presumably, FitzPatrick meant tha.t the "Committee" had 

been dissolved automatically once the final reply had been drafted 

and the negotiations brought to a halt. Should there be a "need 

for further negotiating", Rouliot would "do it alone until we can 

come in with the Uitlander Parliament". (36) In fact, Rouliot 

saw Kruger a few days after FitzPatrick wrote this letter, the 

meeting occurring as the result of a request from Kruger.(37) 
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Rouliot assured Greene that he would refuse to act as a representative 

of the Uitlanders without a specific mandate, expecting to be offered 

a five-year retrospective franchise without redistribution, together 

with a "big bribe" in the shape of economic reforms.(38) Whatever 

the intention, the interview between Rouliot and Kruger lasted 

only ten minutes and ended in "complete failure" when Kruger 

announced that there would be no further negotiations but that he 

would submit unilateral proposals to the Volksraad.(39) 

Meanwhile, the Uitlander meetings along the Rand continued. 

FitzPatrick explained to Walrond that these had now "reached the 

33. The Republican government was suspicious but did not, apparently, 
possess evidence. See Bitensky, OPe cit., p. 77. She states 
that de Wet adYised Reitz, at the end of May, to "keep an eye" 
on FitzPatrick because he was "more closely connected" with the 
"peti tion and agi ta tioD •••• than one would think'). 

34. FitzPatrick to Walrond, 1st May 1899 (two letters), 8th May 
1899, and 19th Hay 1899. Hilner Papers, 12. 

35. FitzPatrick to Walrond, 1st Hay 1899. Hilner Papers, 12. 

36 • .!ill-
37 • .!ill-
38. Greene to Hilner, 3rd Hay 1899. Hilner Papers, 14. 

39. FitzPatrick to Stephens, 4th Hay 1899. Telegram. Hilner 
Papers, 14. 



point of nominating two delegates to a general conference". 

,iSoon , I believe, they rill suggest the calling of meetings 
at other centres and, when all the outside delegates - or 
sufficient - are appointed, there is to be a town meeting 
to nominate about 8 or 10 to represent the town population 
and then these (all together) will invite the eleven who 
were "selectt40~y the Government" and signed the franchise 
memorandum". 

The emphasis which was placed on the fact that the meetings 

were being convened in order to consider the Government's reform 

proposals made it difficult for the government to stop the agitation 

or halt the formation of the Uitlander Council which, it was 

inferred, was also a response to the government overture. Fitz

Patrick suggested that Uitlander courage would be considerably 

bolstered if the British government were to issue a stern warning, 

emphasising "the present position of the suzerain" and making it 

clear that, "in the event of war and any unarmed non-combatants 

being improperly used, such action will be regarded as contrary 

to the rules of civilised warfare ••• and publish.din proportion to 
. (41) the grav~ty of the offence". He also suggested that it might 

be useful for the Uitlander Council to invite representatives from 

the Orange Free State and the South African colonies to "meet us 

and hear our case". "They would not come, of course, but we could 

make a good plea for peace and justice and a permanent good under

standing with the Imperial Government in the letter of invitation 

which would be the devil and all to answer •••• " 

An indication of FitzPatrick's thinking at this time (and of 

its harmonisation with Milner's approach) is contained in the 

following extract from a letter to Walrond: 

"The point I have been rubbing in hard is: don't stipulate 
for retention of British citizenship, don't worry too much 
about proclaiming the two allegiances as inconsistent with 
each other, but go for the sound foundation. Get these 
people to go into matters fully and finally with the Imperial 
Government, remove their differences, make it practically 
impossible that there should ever be a war between the 
Transvaal and the Imperial Government and then we can swear 
allegiance, free of the haunting dread tha~ may ever 
have to foreswear ourselves or fight against our native land. 

"I keep on rubbing in the fact that the British possessions 

40. FitzPatrick to Walrond, 1st May 1899. Milner Papers, 12. 

41. ~. 



practically surround the Republics, with the effect (and the 
"options" over Portuguese territories complete the circle) 
that Britain is bound to protect 'them against outside foes. 
The settlement of differences then leaves this country with 
its independence and the best protection in the world. 
Under these circumstances, it would be an act of grace on 
the part of the Imperial Government to decree that any 
subject of the Z.A.R. shall, upon registration in the books 
of any consul or the recognised official in any British 
possession, be entitled to the privileges and protection 
accorded to British subjects (except while resident in the 
Z.A.R., when their status shall be governed by the rt¢~jionS 
between · the Z.A.R. and the Imperial Gov~rnment) •••• " 
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This involved idea was based upon the same logic as Milner's 

argument that the way forward was to assist the Uit1anders to "ceaae 

to be our subjects", provided that this was accompanied by their 

enfranchisement. FitzPatrick, possibly, differed from Milner in 

that he placed more emphasis upon the settlement of the outstanding 

differences between the two governments,(43) whereas Milner saw 

enfranchisement as a means towards the removal of such differences 

in the long term. 

Because FitzPatrick's and Milner's thinking was so similar, 

it follows that FitzPatrick shared Milner's optimism. At the 

beginning of May he told Wernher(44) that, with all the European 

journals unanimous in their condemnation, Kruger '''must climb down. 

It would be a certainty, but for the colossal ignorance of these 

people and their bitter hatred". Johann Rissik had told him 

that, if only franchise reforms were demanded, "there vi11 be no 

fighting". A week later he was less confident because he thought 

that Kruger would attempt to "undermine the Imperial Government's 

position by making very substantial concessions". But, he argued, 

if the British government insisted upon a "fair settlement", "the 

pressure on the Republic will be so universal and so strong that 

I cannot think they will refuse the easy alternative of a reasonable 
settlement". (45) 

" ••• Most believe that, in any war, the O.F.S. and Cape 
Boers will join toa man. The leaders know better, but 
some of them believe that any struggle would be a long one 

42 • .!ill. 
43. See also, FitzPatrick to Wernher, 1st May 1899. AILC VII. 

44. FitzPa~rick to Wernher, 8th May 1899. AILC VII. 

45. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 15th May 1899. AILe VII. 



and if commenced with a victory, would mean the winning 
of ~ny amount of sympathy and th~ wearing-ou~ of England's 
resolution. There are the further complicat10ns that the 
Kruger clique - who won't be the fighters - know that, 
with reform, their day is done - pickings and billets gone'~ . 

But, despite these doubts, he still had "a strong belief that the 

Imperial Government will quietly but with crushing force get them 

cornered and stripped of every ally, faced only by the firm 

moderate demand of the Imperial Government and the urgent advice 

of all their well-wishers to be reasonable and avert national 

extd.nction".(46) 

Like Milner, FitzPatrick did not see the Bloemfontein 

conference as a setback. On May 19th, when details of the proposal 

were known, he wrote a letter to Walrond which contained no hint 

of alarm.(47) He referred to a telegram which he had sent earlier, 

in which he had apparently urged that Chamberlain should make a 

firm statement,(48) and then went on to outline the difficulties 

which had been encountered in launching the "Ui tlanders ' Parlia

ment". Nor did the Bloemfontein proposal apparently bring about 

any change of policy in Johannesburg. On May 8th, before the 

Conference had been mooted, he informed Wernher that "there will 
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be no more meetings unless we have a big one in Johannesburg, so 

that for the next two weeks there will be a pause ll .(49) This 

indicates that there was no deliberate suspension or intensification 

of agitation in Johannesburg to coincide with the meeting between 

Milner and Kruger. Milner apparently toyed with the idea of 

inviting Uitlander representatives to Bloemfontein, where they 

could advise him, if necessary, but nothing came of it. (50) While 

46. !ill. 
47. FitzPatrick to Walrond, 19th May 1899. Milner Papers, 12. 

48. The reference was: "The statement last night in The House is 
excellent and there can be no misunderstanding now, if the 
conference comes off. I wired, not because it seeme~necessary, 
but because one cannot leave any point unguarded now ••• " .!.E.i,g. 

49. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 8th May 1899. AILC VII. 

50. British Vice ConSUl to Imperial Secretary, 31st May 1899. 
Cypher telegram. Milner Papers, 14. Evans stated that, as 
public meetings were prohibited in Johannesburg, Uitlander 
representatives could not be elected. He suggested the 
selection of FitzPatrick, Hosken, Niven, Bottomley Wybergh 
Quinn and Raitt. ' t 
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the Conference was in progress, FitzPatrick suggested!!! the 

vice-consul in Johannesburg that Milner should raise the question 

of restoring the representation of those Transvaal towns which 

had been disenfranchised after the war of 1880-1 because this 

would "improve the condition of all Uitlanders and make the reform 

movement more popular ll .(51) Otherwise, there is no evidence of 

liaison between the High Commissioner and the Uitlander leaders at 

this stage. FitzPatrick appeared to view the conference as an 

opportunity for Milner to define the demands which should be made 

upon the Transvaal government and was prepared to leave this to 

him. If the conference were to produce the "promise of merry 

sunshine", Uitlander agitation would grow prodigioUSly(52) and 

this, in turn, would increase the promise of victory. 

FitzPatrick was closely involved in the organisation of the 

"great meeting" which was held in Johannesburg on June 10th, five 

days after the termination of the Bleomfontein conference. The 

sequence of events would suggest that the Johannesburg meeting 

was delayed until the results of the conference were known and 

that the agitation was then immediately recommenced once failure 

had been reported. It is possible that the meeting (which launched 

the Uitlander Council) was delayed for this reason but there is no 

evidence in the FitzPatrick or the Milner Papers to prove this. 

It is known that the Johannesburg meeting had been contemplated 

for some time. It had been seen, from the outset, as the 

cUlmination of the series of meetings which had been organised 

along the Reef ever since April. No meeting had been convened in 

Johannesburg before the end of May because the reformers were to 

be released on June 1st from their three-year pledge not to engage 
in politics.(53) 

Even though their pledges had expired at the beginning of 

June, the leading reformers did not openly playa prominent part 

in the convening of the Johannesburg meeting. This may have been 
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51. Vice Consul to Imperial Secretary, 5th June 1899. Milner Papers, 
,14. 

52. FitzPatrick to Walrond, 19th May 1899. Milner Papers, 12. 

53. See Greene to Milner, 10th May 1899. Cypher telegram. Milner 
Papers, 14. Hull informed Greene that the new association 
would be formed'as soon as the reformers were free". 



because it was feared that the government would refuse to allow 

the meeting if they played too prominent a part. Another 

possibility was that they wished to retain an appearance of 

"moderation" in order to attract the maximum amount of Uitlander 

support. (54) Thus, the request was not signed by FitzPatrick, 

Hull or Hosken, who were the three reformers most active in 

politics. Those reformers who signed, such as van Hulsteyn, 

Mullins and Niven, were non-political moderates. In order to 

obviate government objections, the announced purpose of the 

meeting was merely to express views on the Bloemfontein Conference 

and acknowledge the efforts of the High Commissioner.(55) It was 

only at the . end of the meeting that Mackie-Niven (who was a close 

friend of FitzPatrick's(56» proposed the election of twenty-four 

delegates to meet those who had been elected at the earlier meetings 

and so form an "Uitlander Parliament".(57) 

One reason why FitzPatrick's part in the organisation of this 

meeting has been overlooked is that he was not present, having 

left Johannesburg for overseas shortly before it took place. Prior 

to leaving, however, he left a lengthy memorandum in which he 

outlined plans for the meeting and for the Uitlander Council 

itself.(58 ) He stressed that the resolutions should be carefully 

framed "for the sake of putting ourselves amply upon record in a 

lucid fashion". As far as proposals for a settlement were concerned, 

he suggested that a resolution should point out that neither the 

Franchise Memorandum nor Milner's Bloemfontein proposals went "as 

far as one could wish", but that both propositions were praise

worthy compromises dictated by the desire to bring about a peaceful 

54. As, for example, FitzPatrick had told Walrond (May 19th, Milner 
Papers, 12) that success would be "assured" if "we can get a 
lot of 100 well-known men to convene· the ••• meeting". 

55. The Star, 10th June 1899. 

56. Cartwright, The First South African, p. 113. 

57. The Star, 12th June 1899. The 24 were: J.G. Auret, R. Currie, 
H.L. Caldecott, W. St.J. Carr, D.E. Doveton, Dr. W. Davies, 
T.R. Dodd, W. Dalrymple, S. Evans, J.D. Foster, H.C. Hull, W. 
Hosken, C. Mullins, W.A. Martin, A. Mackie-NivenT. Mackensie 
~.J. Fullinger, J.W. Quinn, H.A. Rogers, A. Raitt, R. Shanks, ' 
L.P. Solomon, C.D. Webb and W. Wybergh. 

58. Memorandum. Endorsed "Private". ~une 1892]. AIL X. 



settlement in lithe peculiar circumstances of the country". An 

effort should also be made to show that it was not simply a 

Johannesburg question but a Transvaal question, in that several 

urban areas had been disenfranchised after the Transvaal war and 

that, "although this agitation for reform has been identifi ed 

with Johannesburg, it was commenced in Barberton ten or eleven 

years ago ll • That FitzP~trick did not unreservedly endorse 

Milner's Bloemfontein proposals is indicated by his suggestion 

that it might be advisable for the meeting (or for the Uitlander 

Council) to draw up a "declaration of rights".(50) At least, the 

pri nciple of "equal rights" (by which he meant that any franchise 

restrictions should, in future, apply to all classes and not 

merely to naturalised Uitlanders) should be established. This 

would "perhaps be a better way of indicating that we go further 

than Sir A. Milner does, than anything like a general declara tion 
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to t hat effectll. (60) Finally, he suggested that detailed sta tistics 

and diagrams should be produced which would clearly illustra te the 

present inbalance in Volksraad representation and the precise effect 

of Milner's proposals upon this. 

An interesting aspect of this memorandum is that it does not 

appea r to have been influenced by collusion with the High Commission. 

It was, of course, true that FitzPatrick had returned to t he 

Transvaal at the end of April after having discussed with Milner 

the need for establishing a new Uitlander movement as a part of 

Milner's overall strategy but, once this agreement had been reached, 

Milner apparently left FitzPatrick to his own devices. This is 

rather surprising in view of the fact that, as this memorandum 

indicates, FitzPatrick did not unreservedly accept Milner's 

Bloemfontein proposals. This is the more important because E'i tz

Patrick was the Uitlander leader in closest touch with the High 

Commissioner. The other leading Uitlanders were therefore likely 
(61) 

to favour even more extreme demands. This, in turn, was to 

59. This suggestion gave rise to the publication, on July 3rd, of the 
Uitlander "Reform Bill". See Bitensky, Ope cit., p. 118. See 
below, p. 151. 

60. The point regarding "equal rights" was made by J.W. ~uinn at 
the meeting. The Star, 12th June 1899. 

61. As, for example, Hosken, who FitzPatrick complained, vias "always 
onto the language question" and could not be induced to see that 
the franchise should be accepted even at the cost of the 
surrender of British nationality. FitzPatrick to Walrond 19th 
May 1899. Milner Papers, 12. ' 



greatly complicate Milner's position. In view of the obvious 

importance, from Milner's point of view, of his establishing and 

retaininf, some influence over Uitlander politics such as was 

provided by his link with FitzPatrick, it is also surprising that 

it was at this stage that FitzPatrick was sent to England. 

There can be no doubt that FitzPatrick's decision to leave 

Johannesburg at the beginning of June was at Milner's urging. It 

was true tha t he had for some time been intending to take his 

overseas leave and had postponed it on several occasions because 

of eve nts in the Transvaal. But, because he was so closely 

i nvolved in the organisation of the Uitlander Council, there were 

~any reasons why he should wish to remain in the Transvaal after 

t he expiry of his three-year pledge and so play an open part in 

Uitla nder politics at this very crucial stage. FitzPatrick later 

explained tha t he was "sent by Milner '! to England to bring out 

The Transvaal From Within.(62) There is no reason to doubt the 

validity of this statement. What must be explained is his sudden 

removal at this extremely crucial moment from Johannesburg, where 

h is presence wa s so important. 
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The most obvious explanation is that it was at this stage, 

after the failure of the Bloemfontein Conference, that Milner lost 

faith in his policy and now no longer hoped for reform in the 

Transvaal. This interpretation is extremely tempting, for there 

are many reasons why Milner should at last have reconsidered his 

strategy and reassessed the prospects of success. For one thing, 

there was the grand fallacy itself: Milner's belief that Kruger 

would capitulate to a show of force was based upon an extremely 

superficial a s sessment of Boer motivation. It ignored, as Balfour 

had observed, their nationalism. It also overlooked or under

estimated the nationalist fervour of Smuts, his reasoning regarding 

a resort to arms and his growing influence in the Transvaal 
. (63) 

execut~ve. Furthermore, the argument that Kruger would yield 

to diplomatic pressure dismissed as unimportant the numerous reports 

62 . Some Dates - Family and others. Odd MSS. 

03. On 25th May (Milner Papers, 14) Greene told Milner that Smuts 
was in daily correspondence with Hofmeyr and hoped to establish 
a united Republican ~outh Africa. 



which were being received to the effect that the Transvaal was 
. .. (64) 

importing armaments and prepar1ng to mob111se. 

Greene in Pretoria became more and more doubtful. At the 

be ginning 0 f May he informed r'lilner that the "present intention" 

of t h e Transvaa l government was to persevere in its "defiance,,(6
5

) 

and,on the eve of the Bloemfontein Confere nce, he gave it as his 

opinion t hat Kruger would attem pt to temporize. Whatever promises 

h e made, twelve months would be needed to s e cure constitutional 

a mendme n t s and this period could be used both in the Transvaal and 
. . (66) 

a broad to "hoodwink" Her Majesty's Governme n t. Greene, in 

fa ct, perceived that the position was extremely complex in view 

of the fact that the Transvaal government was not completely 

cornered but could still hope to dod~e out of its difficulties. 

I ndeed, wi th his acc u stomed " slim"_ess", Kru ger was showi n g himsel f 

well able to handle the crisis. At the beginning of Februa ry, 

when confronted with the ~rowing a gita tion of the South African 

LeaGu e , h e ha d inserted a notice in the Staatscourant which called 
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f' t d f th h f th b 1 t 
.. . 1 t ( 67 ) 

~o r e n ers or e purc ase 0 e ewa arp a a sen m1n1ng r13 1 s -

an obvious bait to lure profit-s eeking capita lists away from the 

a gita tion. Simultaneously, The S tandard an d Diggers News l a unche d 

a new anti-capitalist offensive with the intention of dislodging 

t h e wo r k ers fro m t h e Uitland er f ront.(68) The Gre a t Deal o f fer 

to selected mining representatives had also been a clever counter

move. Whe n t h is f a i l ed to drive a wedge between t h e Uitlanders, 

l, rug er t h e n i mmedia tely responded with a p ersonal visit to 
(69) 

J ohannesburg , wh ere h e made a most conciliat ory s peech. His 

i mmedia te intention, h e said, was to reduce t h e period of r esidence 

f or fr anchise quali fi ca tion by five years. In future, it c ould be 

r e du c ed still further. He would have done t h is sooner, he declared, 

had it not been for "trou bl emakers". Re gard ing the bewaarpla atsen, 

64 . See, for example, Greene to Milner, 11th May 1899 Secret. 
C.O. 8 79/56 Secret Papers re Affairs in S . Africa: p. 75. 

65. Greene to /valner, 11th Na y 1899 , " Priva te". C. O.879/56 Secret 
Papers Relating to Af f a irs in S. Africa, p. 88. 

66. Greene to Milner, 25th May 1899. Cypher telegram. Milner 
Papers, 14. 

67 . Fraser to the Hi gh Commissi oner, 11th February 1899, "Confidential". 
C. O. 879/55 Furth e r Corresponde nce re S .. Republic, p. 208. 

68 . Jeeves, OPe cit., p. 17 . 

; 9 . The Star, 1st April, 1899 . 



he declared his belief that preference should be given to the 

holders of surface rights. Regarding dynamite, he stated that, 

although he could not cancel the monopoly, the price could be 

reduced further in terms of the clause which stated that the 

Transvaal price should be fixed according to the ruling prices 

in t;urope. He ended by appealing for co-operation, "because then 

you strengthen my hands so that I can get these things passed by 
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t he Volksraad". Certainly, nothing could be hoped for, he declared, 

if the Uitlanders appealed to a "foreign power" by way of petitions. 

Such ploys were extremely effective. The Uitlander front 'vas 

more than brittle. The bewaarplaatsen offer was most tempting and 

Emrys Svans reported that it had practically "brought Ecksteins 
(70) 0 G·· d (71) to their knees". ne result was that, as reene aga~n perce~ve , 

the High Commissioner was being led into a situation in which he 

was forced to compete for the continued support of the Uitlanders. 

In the short term, this dictated the need for great firmness on 

Milner's part when dealing with Kruger in order to "impress" the 

Uitlanders.(72 ) In the long run, it was to mean that, because the 

High Commissioner still envisaged a settlement of the Transvaal 

problem via the enfranchisement of the Uitlanders, it was imperative 

that the imperial loyalties of the Uitlanders should not be unduly 

endangered. This meant that, as Uitlander demands increased (as 

they were to do after the breakdown of the Bloemfontein conference 

and the formation of the Uitlander Council), Milner's original 

strategy became increasingly facile. Sooner or later, he would be 

obliged to consider increasing his demands upon the Republican 

government, if only in order to satisfy the growing aspirations of 

the Uitlanders. The petitions had blackmailed the British govern

ment in this way. This had perhaps been obscured by the holding 

of the Bloemfontein conference but, once this had failed, the threat 

returned. Blackmailers soon realise their power and the Uitlanders 

were beginning to appreciate theirs. Milner's attempted build-up 

on the franchise question had, in fact, set in motion a new series 

of forces which were gathering their own momentum. 

70. E. Evans to Walrond, 19th April 1899, "Private". Milner Papers, 12. 

71. Greene to l-1ilner, 10th r.~ay 1899, "Private cypher" and 12th Hay 
1899, Private Letter. ~ilner Papers, 14. 

72. Ibid. 



Had Milner possessed greater insight into Transvaal affairs, 

or had he even possessed a deeper understanding of its politics, 

he might have anticipated this. Even though he was unable to draw 

upon personal knowledge of the Transvaal and its inhabitants, he 

was at least able to rely upon the advice of Greene. Greene's 

opinion was reinforced by that of Fiddes who, early in April, 

submitted his report on the Uitlanders.(73) He told Milner 

bluntly that he did not understand the Uitlanders. He divided. 

them into three categories. The first were the "loyalists" of 

1880-1. These now had no confidence or trust in Britain. The 

s econd consisted of the Capitalists. Their loyalty was more than 

s us pect and, if they found in three months time t hat "ours is not 

the winning side, they will make their peace with Kruger". The 

t hird category consisted of t he "general body!' of pro-English 

Ui tlanders . They were then handicapped because their leaders 

were muzzled until the end of May. Even discounting this, Fiddes 

a s ked, how could these be expected to follow a policy of 'unrest' 

when they would be given no positive promise tha t they would not 

be le f t in the lurch? 

Despite the many arguments t hat can be a dvanced as to why 

~i lne r should have lost faith in his policies immediately after 

Bl oe mfon tein, the fact is that he did not. On June 6th (the day 

a ft er the termination of the conference), he told Chamberlain tha t 

a n "ul timatum" would then be premature. "I think that, if the 

President is sufficiently pushed, t here is still a chance, though 

a small one, of his a dopti ng my minimum".(74 ) He suggested that 

Chamberlain should draft a des pa tc h which supported Milner's demand, 

with the t hreat that, if t he Transvaal government did not agree to 

enfra nchisement, the British government "would be obliged to present 

a de mand for s pecific internal reforms". On J une 14th, he wrote 

to Greene and instructed him to contact Wybergh a nd warn him that 

the Uitlanders must not alter t he i r pla tform or increase their 

demands pending further develo pments. Any excess, at that stage, 

would "check public opinion whi ch is steadily setting on our side".(75 ) 

73 . Fiddes to Milner, 7th April 1899, "Private". Milner PaEers, 12. 

74. Milner to Chamberlain, 9t h J une 1899. c. 0 .879/56 Secret 
PaEers re Affairs in S. Jl. fr i ca, p. 87. See above, p. 136. 

75. IvIilner to Greene, 14th June 1899. Cypher telegram. 11ilner 
PaEers, 15. 
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As this letter was written at about the exact time when 

Fi tzPatrick sailed for England and'; as the decision to send him 

there had been made some weeks preTiously, one is forced to conclude 

that Milner's motive was not to prepare the British public for the 

inevitability of war in South Africa but to encourage the steady 

build-up of public opinion in faTour of the adoption of a stronger 

line which, he believed could still bring about a peaceful solution. 

iii) Mission to London, July -October 1899. 

FitzPatrick arrived in England in July. Immediately on 

arrival he attended a dinner arranged by Alfred Beit in honour of 

Rhodes.(1) He then secured an interview with Selborne, Milner 

having proTided a letter of introduction. He told Selborne that 

Kruger would not yield an effective franchise until he "looked 

down the cannon's lIouth".(2) He reported that he was "working 

day and night ••• no theatres, no sprees, nothing but work".(3) 

This does not, it seems, refer to preparation of The Transvaal 

from Within for publication because his letter went on to give 

details of an interview with Moberly Bell, the editor of the 

Times, at which he turned the tables on Sir James SiTewright, 

who was attempting to promote the anti-Milner case. His energies 

appear to haTe been absorbed in making contact with newspaper 

editors and so influencing their Tiews. One positiTe result of 

the approach to Bell was the appearance of a letter to the editor 

in which FitzPatrick took Bell to task for suggesting that the 

expected offer of a seven-year retrospective franchise from Pretoria 

would secure Britain's objectives there.(4) FitzPatrick pointed 

out that a seTen-year franchise would exclude the great majority 

of Uitlanders who had arrived in the Transvaal only after the end 

of the 1890-2 depression. He also asked what the meaning of the 

phrase, "irreducible minimum" was. 

"The Uitlanders have undertaken to co-operate in assuring 
the success of a settlement upon the basis of the High 
Commissioner's minimum. They are willing to forfeit their 

1. The White Bait Dinner. A/MSS. 

2. Marais, Ope cit., p. 298. 

3. To an unknown addressee ~uly, 189iJ. RM FIT 1/3/3. 

4. Times, 20th July 1899. Bell's leading article had been published 
on July 18th. 



British rights if they are admitted in such numbers and 
on such conditions as to be able to exercise an appreciable 
influence on the Transvaal Government and to become a kind 
of security that the anti-British policy with its everlasting 
risks and threats of war will be abandoned for ever. They 
are giving up something which they value most highly in order 
to find the peaceful solution and they realise very well that 
it means entering upon a long and weary struggle against the 
forces of reaction. You cannot expect them to co-operate if 
you vary the conditions and make the struggle a hopeless 
one •••• ! suggest that, before judgement is passed, we be 
allowed to hear what Sir Alfred Milner and the Uitlanders' 
Council have to say". 

FitzPatrick's mission to England was supplemented by that of 

T.R. Dodd, the Secretary of the Transvaal branch of the South 

African League and one of the honorary secretaries of the Uitlander 

Council at its inception. (5) He was "one of the finest orators of 

the sub-continent,,(6) and, after July 25th, addressed a series of 

meetings under the auspices of the Imperial South African 

Association. Dodd had led an Uitlander deputation to Milner in 

Cape Town earlier in June, (7) and it is possible that Milner then 

suggested that he too should operate in Britain. There is no 

evidence, however, of any liaison between him and FitzPatrick at 

t his time. (8 ) 
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It is also possible that FitzPatrick was in contact with the 

Imperial South African Association, which at this time produced two 

pamphlets(9) of an informative nature on the South African situation. 

The first of these was released for publication early in July.(10) 

The precise date of FitzPatrick's arrival in England is not known 

but it is doubtful whether he had arrived in time to play any part 

in its preparation. 

Most of FitzPatrick's energies were absorbed in the preparation 

5. Greene to Milner, 21st June 1899. C.O.879/59 Further Correspondence 
re S.A. Republic, p. 201. 

6. Bitensky, Ope cit., p. 41. 

7. Times, 6th September 1899. 

8. In October FitzPatrick suggested that Dodd should be given 
financial assistance, (to Phillips, 10th October 1899. A/LC V). 

9. The Case for the British Subjects in the Transvaal and The Case 
against the Boer Republics. 

10. Times, 10th July 1899. 



of The Transvaal from Within for publication. This involved a 

considerable amount of labour because the type of the original 

work, printed for private circulation in 1897, had been broken 
(11) I up. Also, the work had to be made suitable for genera 

distribution by means of an historical introduction and brou~ht 

up to date with the addition of supplementary chapters. The 
. . (12) 

book was finally published at the beg1nn1ng of October. 

FitzPatrick later contended that he intentionally delayed 

the publication of The Transvaal from Within "until all hope of 
. ( 13) peace had d1sappeared". This is a curious assertion, for it 
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d f W;shed to do th;s.(14) It is if icult to see why he should have • • 
( 15) 

may have been said in later years that the book "caused the \-,ar" , 

but FitzPatrick would surely not have been able to anticipate the 

remarkable popularity of his book. In fact, after publication, he 
. (16) 

appeared genuinely surprised at the mount1ng sales. Apart 

from this, one of the reasons for his visit to England was to 

prepare the work for publication, the intention being that this 

would provide an informed account of Transvaal affairs and so 

influence public opinion in favour of the Uitlander cause. This 

being so, there was no need to delay publication but an urgency 

to publish as soon as possible. 

The statement that he "witheld publication ••• as long as there 
(17) 

was at least a hope of a peaceful settlement", also poses the 

question as to when it was that Milner's plan for a peaceful 

settlement by means of sabre-rattling was seen and admitted to be 

a failure. This topic, which demands an examination of the very 

11. Cartwright, The First South African, p. 101. 

12. It was reviewed in The Times on October 6th. 

13. The White Bait Dinner. A/MSS, p. 11. 

14. Emden (op. cit., p. 179) suggests that it was Wernher who urged 
delay, This is also the view of Wallis, (op. cit., p. 78). Both 
these opinions appear to be based on FitzPatrick's South African 
Memories, p. 112. 

15. The White Bait Dinner. A/MSS, p. 11. 

16. See, for example, FitzPatrick to Phillips, 10th October 1899. 
AILe V; FitzPatrick to Milner, 21st October 1899. Milner 
Papers, 17. 

17. The White Bait Dinner. A/MSS, p. 11. 



complex developments which took place in Pretoria, Cape Town and 

London during July, August, September and October, lies outside 

the scope of this thesis. One thing, however, is clear and this 

is that, as was the case with Milner's policy and aspirations up 

to June 1899, so it is true tha~ in the crucial three months 

that followed, he continued to have confidence in his strategy 

long after there was any hope of success. 

At the beginning of July Milner's strategy was dealt a major 

blow by the publication in Johannesburg by the newly-constituted 
. ." (18) I . 11 Uitlander Council of a "declaratl.on of r1.ghts • ron:lca y, 

this statement, which destroyed any real hope of a peaceful 

settlement which would be acceptable to the Uitlander leaders, was 

the direct result of the suggestion which FitzPatrick had made, 
( 19) 

prior to his departure for England. Had he remained in 

Johannesburg, he might have tempered these demands. As it was, 

the declaration completely rejected Milner's Bloemfontein proposals 

as inadequate. The Uitlanders, who were now stated on the basis 
(20) 

of a memorandum prepared by S. Evans, to constitute two-thirds 

of the population, could see no reason why they should not be 

enfranchised after "one or two years". Furthermore, an agreement 

on the franchise must be guaranteed by "an understanding between 

the imperial government and the government of the South African 

Republic". In addition, "knowing by experience the ways of the 

Transvaal government", the declaration demanded the immediate 

recognition of English as an official language, the independence 

of the High Court, the freedom of the Press, the disbanding of the 

forts which had been established "to intimidate" the Uitlanders, 

the abolition of all monopolies. The education system must be 

reorganised and the civil service remodelled, while all towns 
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with populations over one thousand persons must have municipal 

governments. This statement suggested that it would be virtually 

impossible to secure a settlement, such as Milner had envisaged, 

which held the prospect of future progress through the enfranchise

ment of the Uitlanders. Without a contact amongst the Uitlanders, 

18. Greene to Milner, 4th July 1899. C.0.879/59, p. 276. 

19. See above, p.1~2-3. 

20. c.0.879/59 Further Correspondence re S.A. Republic, p. 259. 
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Milner could do little else than ask Emrys Evans to attempt to 

maintain "moderation".(21) 

While Milner was losing the initiative among the Uitlanders 

and would, if he persisted in this policy, be confronted by the 

increasingly difficult problem of keeping pace with these demands, 

he had also raised the expectations of English-speaking South 

Afri cans everywhere and, during July, was beseiged with memoranda 
(22) 

from all parts of the country. 

From Pretoria, Greene offered Milner very little consolation. 

On July 21st he warned Milner that the Uitlander Council was 

"extremely radical" because t he workers representatives on it were 

"extremely difficult to control ll .(23) A week later, he expressed 

h d t d . th· t (24) his puzzlement as to what e was expecte 0 0 1n e C1rcums ances. 

At the beginning of August he tole Milner that there were no signs 

of any change of heart in the Volksraad, even though it was said 

to be II Progressive".(25) 

Milner gave some indication of reading the obvious signs. At 

the beginning of July, for example, after receiving news of the 

Uitlanders' declaration of rights, he told Chamberlain that the 

fr anchise question was diminishing in importance. "What men really 

want to know is whether Great Britain is going to prove herself 

in fact ••• the ' Paramount Power' in South Africa. (26) 

He apparently saw that, because enfranchisement of the Uitlanders 

was not the real objective but merely a means towards an eventual 

goal, in the circumstances of growing Uitlander demands, this would 

be more and more difficult to achieve. His response to this 

realisation was not, however, loss of confidence in the strategy 

which he had initiated. On July 10th he wrote to Sir Arthur Lawley 

and told him that it was "quite impossible to say yet whether we 

21. Milner to E. Evans, 21st July 1899. Milner Papers, 16. 

22. See C.0.879/59 Further Correspondence, pp 125 passim. 

23. Greene to I-HIner, 21st July 1899, "Private and Confidential". 
Milner Papers, 16. 

24. Greene to 11ilner, 28th July 1899, "Confidential". Ibid. 

25. Greene to Hilner, 4th August 1899,"Confidential". ~. 
26. Milner to Chamberlain, 5th July 1899. c.0.879/59 Further 

Correspondence re S.A. Republic, p. 226. 
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(27) 
are going to In " e Armageddon" or :not. On the 26th he told 

Chamberlain that he believed that the South African Republic 
(28) . 

would "yield further" if "pressure were kept up" (referrl.ng 

to the Transvaal government's offer of a seven-year retrospective 

franchise.(29)) On the following day he repeated his belief that 

"opinion is growing that the Transvaal Government and its sympathisers 

are still bluffing, and, if pressure is kept up, will yield further".(3
0

) 
~ 

At this stage, there appears to have been general agreement, 

both in London and in Cape Town, that Kruger was giving way under 

pressure . as Milner had predicted. At the beginning of August, for 

example, there appeared in the Fortnightly Review a well-informed 

article by "Diplomaticus" (presumably, the editor, W.L. Courtney) 

in which it was argued that Milner's South African policy stood on 

the verge of success. Like Chamberlain, Courtney saw Kruger's offer 

of a seven-year retrospective franchise as a real basis for 

settlement. (3 1 ) Ch b l' 1 b k d b S Ib d am er al.n was severe y re u eye orne an 

also by Milner, and the official reply of t he British government 

remained that the franchise question should be the subject of a 

joint enquiry.(32 ) Initiative thus remained with Milner, who 

hoped, through the joint enquiry, to establish precisely what· 

concessions the Transvaal government would make and what the effect 

of these would be. At the same time, the involvement of the High 

Commission would establish the fact of British paramouncy while 

providing some guarantee of good faith such as t he Uitlanders. were 

now demanding. In this way, Britain could still hope to pull off 

a satisfactory settlement. 

It seems incredible that it was only at this stage, after 

the idea of a joint enquiry had been established, that Milner began 

to ask whether franchise reform would in fact have any appreciable 

27. Milner to Lawley, 10th July 1899, "Confidential". Milner Papers, 6b. 

28 . Milner to Chamberlain, 26th July 1899. Milner Papers, 16. 

29. See Marais, Ope cit., p. 297. 
30. Milner .to Chamberlain, 27th July 1899. c.0.879/56 Secret 

Papers re ~ffairs in S. Africa, p. 153. 

31. Chamberlain to Milner, 18th July 1899. c.0.879/56 Secret 
Papers re Affairs in S. Africa, p. 143. 

32. See Marais, Ope cit., pp. 302 et seg. 



effect upon ,Transvaal politics. On August 2nd, he told Greene 

that what was needed in view of the joint enquiry was an "accurate 

criticism", based upon detailed information, of t he Transvaal 

(seven-year) proposals. "Our friends in Johannesburg ought to be 

collectin r, these". What was particularly needed was a precis e 

survey of one or two typical mines in order to establish precisely 

~ow many persons would be enfranchised according to different 

proposals.(33) Greene immediately informed Samuel Evans of Milner's 

wishes and Evans set about obtaining the information.(34) On 
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August 7th, even before he was able to refer to this detailed 

information, Milner told Chamberlain that he was becoming increasingly 

doubtful as to whether franchise reform would produce an Uitlander 

majority. In any scheme, "many Afrikaners and others", whose 

interests were on the side of the government would be enfranchised 

and, "besides, the Uitlanders are not a homogeneous bodyll.(35) 

Chamberlain's response(36) was to urge Milner not to drop the 

franchise demands. General support had now been obtained in Britain 

for this policy and new deman ds would mean having to "fight the 

whole battle of public opinion over again". 

Thus, when the Transvaal government made its final offer of a 

five-year retrospective franchise on August 19th, in return for the 

recognition of Transvaal independence(37) (a bargain which Milner 

had earlier envisaged as perfectly feasible), he had begun seriously 

to doubt whether an abannonment of British "suzerainty" could be 

traded for the enfranchi s ement of the Uitlanders. Greene, still 

bel ieving that the objective wa s to obtain reform, jumped at the 

su r::g~ estion when it was put to him by Smuts. (38) "Personally," he 

wrote, " I am so bewildered by the up and down tactics of the Home 

Government that I hardly know whether t hey wish me to work for a 

peaceful settlement ••• or for t~e other thing ll .(39) But he thought 

33. Milner to Greene, 2nd August 1899. Milner Papers, 16. 

34. Greene to Milner, 5th August 1899. !£i£. 
35. Milner to Chamberlain, 7th August 1899. Ibid. 

36. Chamberlain to ~'iilner, 8th August 1899. Ibid. 

37. See I\'Jarais, Ope cit., p. 308. 

38. Ibid. 

39. Greene to Milner, 16th August 1899. Milner Papers, 16. 



that the proposals were sincere and should be entertained as being 

liJ~ely to satisfy Uitlander expectations (it would give them 

something to "crow" about). It was, of course, possible t ;1c.t t 

Britain could improve upon t he offer, if she pers evered. Milner, 

who argued that Greene had go ne "much too far" in abandonins the 

principl e of a Joint Inquiry whic h alone could prove whether 

British objectives would or would not be achieve d by the new 

fran chi s e offer,(40) replied t hat the Secretary of State was 

~re~ar~ d to discuss the new proposal an ~ t ha t Chamberlain should 

be allo v/ed to "play the game" fro m London as it '.-Ias "so hard to 

know wha t they want at home 'l. ( 41 ) Greene remaine d convinced of 
. , (42) 

t he sincer~ ty of the Transvaal government soffer. 1,I/ha t 
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brought about a hardening of attitudes in t he Transvaal was the 

Lorenco Marques incident (in which munitions consigned to the 

Transvaal ha d been held up by the Portuguese(43 ) ) . This was followed 

by a debate in the Volkraad on the dynamite monopoly in which, for 

t Ile first time, Joubert really "stood up against Kruger". Rather 

t han allow the reference of the dynamite question to the High 
(44) 

Court and risk "exposure", Kruger preferred war. Greene's 

i nt erpretation of Smuts's motives and of Kruger's reasoning may 

have been at fault. Whether this was so or not, the fact was that, 

when on August 25th the Transvaal government announced that there 

was absolutely no chance of its altering the terms of the offer,(45 ) 

Greene had become convi nced t hat there was no longer any chance 

of anything coming from the negot i ations. Kruger preferred war to 

yielding either to the "Joubert party" or to a "peace policy". 

Th e only question then was, he said, whether the Boers would "go 

for us" before an ultimatum could be prepared and imperial troops 

mo ved to South Africa.(46) 

These facts lead one to the conclusion that, at the very moment 

40 . Eilner to Chamberlain, 15th August 1899. c.0.879/56 Secret 
Faners re Affairs in S. Africa, p. 202. 

41. Milner to Greene, 17th August 1899. Milner Papers, 16. 

42. See Greene to Milner, 25th August 1899, ~{lner Fapers, 16 and 
Greene to r-iilner, 28th Au gust 1899. Ibid\>,17. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46 . 

Harais, 

Greene 

Greene 

Greene 

°E· cit. , 

to Milner, 

to Milner, 

to Kilner, 

p. 316. 

28th AU /!-'lst 1899. Milner PaEers, 17. 

25th August 1899. Milner PaEers, 16. 

28th August 1899. Milner PaEers, 17. 



when the policy upon which Milner had embarked early in 1899 
began to produce some promise of success, he began to see its 

weaknesses. Until August of 1899 he apparently aimed to obtain 

a nd believed that there would be reform in the Transvaal. During 

AUGust, he was less confi dent. Was this because he perceived that 

his ideas had been wrong? They were unsound not because he was 

wr ong in his belief t hat the Transvaal would yield under pressure. 

(This was what in fact occurred when the final five-year offer was 

produced.) They were wrong because, in the final resort, franchi s e 

r e f orm did not really promise to secure Britain's objectives in 

southe rn Africa. This was so not only because t he Uitlanders could 

not necessarily be relied upon to remain loyal to Britain as 

l';ilner had at first anticipated, but also because the Transvaal 

gove rnment could hope to retain the initiative in the face of 

such pressures. 3mu t s, in fact, advocated reform in the Transvaal 

for reasons which were exact l y opposite to those of Milner: he 

wished to strengthen republican South Africa. Milner's 

r esponsibility for t he outbreak of the South African war would 

t hen lie, not in his hav i ng ruthlessly steered events in t his 

direction ever since February 1899, but in his having embarked upon 

a policy which contained so many imponderables. 

It was, then, after the weaknesses of his position had at 

l ast beco me obvious, tha t ~Hlner urged Chamberlai n to "bring 
matters to a head". (47) 

This analysis does not take t he attitude of Chamberlain into 

account. Nor does it delve into the complexities of diverse 
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opinion in the Colonial Office and in the British Cabinet. Clearly, 

atti tu des towards the South African problem differed according to 

political temperament a nd according to the amount of knowledge which 

different persons possessed about the Transvaal. The position was 

a lso greatly complicated by the fact that Milner's official dis

patches consistently argued the need for strong action in order to 

pers uade the British government to deal with what he attempted to 

portray as a crisis situation. He was little bothered by the fact 

that the subtleties of his private reasoning may not have been 

appreciated in the Colonial Office, in the Cabinet or by the British 

47. Milner to Chamberlain, 31st August 1899. Milner Papers, 17. 



public. His task, as he saw it, was to persuade Britain to bring 

rea l threats to bear on the Transvaal in order to induce reform 

t here. 
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The result was an exceedingly intricate pattern. Chamberlain, 

for example, appears finally to have grasped the elements of Milner's 

strategy . His hasty message of congratulation(48) when, in July, 

t he Transvaal's seven-year franchise offer was made, is an indication 

of t his. Selborne, on the other hand, adopted a perceptibly 

different approach. At th~ beginning of 1898, when Milner was 

concerned with the idea of working towards a crisis, Selborne had 

mis s ed the point when he argued that Britain would go to war only 

if to refuse to do so would endanger her position in southern 

Africa.(49) On July 27th, on the day after Milner had sent a 

telegram to Chamberlain informing him of his belief (after the 

Tr a nsvaal's seven-year franchise offer had been made) that Kruger 

would "yield further if pressure kept up", (50) Selborne wrote a 

lengthy confidential letter to Milner.(51) Again he appears to 

have been at cross-purposes. He told Milner that the British public 

would now accept a war on the franchise question and that the 

Cabinet was also "all right", although there were mugwumps in it. 

ite then referred to Chamberlain's "very unnecessary telegram of 

premature congratulation ••• during the tangent period" and commented: 

"That was a ghastly telegramme Greene sent just before 
t ha t about the Uitlanders being at the end of their tether 
etc. etc. I could not invent or sent an excuse for it. I 
wonder you did not put it in the fire. If Lord Salisbury 
had seen it I think ' that it would have destroyed Greene's 
reputation for ever, but I took care that it did not go to 
the Cabinet". 

Selborne, in fact, intent as he was upon persuading the British 

Cabinet of the need for war, appears to have believed to a far 

greater extent than either Milner or Chamberlain, that war itself 

was necessary. In addition, he saw that, once opinion in England 

48 . Chamberlain to Milner, 18th July 1899. C.0.879/56 Secret 
Pa pers re Affairs in S. Africa, p. 143. 

49 . Selborne to Hilner, 22nd March 1898, "Confidential". Milner 
Papers, 4. 

50. Milner to Chamberlain, 26th July 1899. Milner Papers, 16. 

51. Selborne to fiIilner, 27th July 1899, "Confidential". Milner 
Papers, 16. 



had laboriously been educated to the point of accepting war, an 

l ' k t . (52) opportunity existed which was not ~ ely 0 occur aga~n. 

All these different views on the South African situation 

be San to converge towards the end of August, 1899. This was 

brought about by the Transvaal government's "last offer". As 

we have seen, it forced Milner to reassess his own thinking and 

to arrive at the conclusion that the franchise was not the key to 

the problem. It forced Greene in Pretoria to conclude that there 

wa s no hope of a surrender by Kruger. In England it produced a 

corresponding reaction. On August 20th Landsdowne told Wolseley 

that Chamberlain had assured him only two days previously that the 

outlook in South Africa was "much improved". While he wished to 

"avoid relaxing the pressure, he saw no occasion for reinforce

ments".(53) On August 28th Chamberlain made a last appeal to 

Kruger, suggesting that he could still at the "eleventh hour" 

avert war with "moderate and reasonable reforms".(5
4

) On August 

29th Dodd asked for an interview with Chamberlain because he wished 

to establish whether or not there was likely to be a war. Chamber

lain1s comment was tl'1at Dodd's presence could be useful "in the 

interval which must elapse between the beginning of military 

preparations and the arrival of the force in South Africa" but, he 

added, Dodd must not be given t he hint that "we expect war". (55) 

This was the first admission by any of the parties concerned 

that there was likely to be a war in South Africa. There followed, 

at the beginning of September, the compilation of a memorandum on 

the military situation by Wolseley for presentation to the 

Cabinet.(56) He a~gued that, if hostilities were actually contem

plated, the War Office should be informed. Also, if waD was 
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52. As, for exampie, in October (To Milner, 7th October 1899, "Secret". 
Milner Papers, 17). He then expressed his dismay at Milner's hope 
that Steyn could intervene and persuade Kruger to climb down -
further. If so, he asked, "how will we get to the war point 
again?" 

53. Landsdowne to Wolseley, 20th August 1899. C.A.B. 37/50; 53. 

54. The Times, 29th August 1899. 

55. C.0.117/282. Notes by Gordon on an interview with Dodd. 

56. ~~emorandum by Wolseley, 5th September 1899. C.A.B. 37/46; 69. 



inevitable, he asked that it be staved off for five or six weeks 

so that military force could be assembled in Natal. On September 
to the Cabinet(57) in 6th, Chamberlain presented a memorandum 

which he gave a detailed account of the case against the South 

African Republic. Relations with the Transvaal had reached a 

"crucial stage"; the real issue in South Africa being the intention 

of the South African Republic to create a United States of South 

Africa under Dutch influence. It was vital, therefore, that 

Britain should now formulate precise demands.(5
8

) A draft dispatch 

which was drawn up after this Cabinet meeting attempted to do 

this.(59) It demanded agreement to a new convention which would 

explicitly recognise British suzerainty, the repeal of all legis

lation discriminatory against aliens introduced since 1881, full 
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municipal ri!l:hts fO,r all major towns, the removal of all · religious 

disabilities, the dismantling of the Johannesburg fort, the establish

ment of a Privy Council tribunal to decide future disputes and the 

granting of most-favoured-nation treatment for British trade. 

This last ultimatum (which was never delivered because it 

"las overtaken by the Transvaal's ultimatum 0 f Oc to ber 10th) 

provides a final illustration of the shortcomings of Milner's 

South African strategy. In the last resort, his plan required that 

the British government would accept his view that British interests 

in South Africa could be adequately safeguarded by means of an 

Uitlander enfranchisement. By September, circumstances had of 

course altered very considerably. British expectations had in

creased in proportion to what were interpreted as signs of Kruger's 

weakness. Doubts had also arisen as to the actual likelihood of 

franchise reform producing the desired effect. Nevertheless, it 

had been shown that events in Britain possessed their own momentum 

and it is extremely doubtful whether - even had Milner still 

believed in his franchise bargain - he would haTe be •• able 

57. C.A.B. 37/46; 70. 

58. Chamberlain suggested that the minimum should be: the explicit 
acceptance of British suzerainty, the establishment of a 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council to decide future dis
putes; a retrospective five~year franchise; full municipal 
rights for the mining districts; disarmament and indemnity for 
expenses which would be incurred, if these demands were refused 
Ibid. • 

59. 21st September 1899. C.A.B. 37/46; 72. 



to carry the British Cabinet with him once events had entered 

the new phase of war expectation, both in government circles and 

in public opinion. 
A last example of the extent to which Milner was out of touch 

with South African realities is provided by his opinion in late 

September that Steyn could be expected to persuade Kruger to 

yield.(60) This ' belief is partly excused by the fact that Milner 

may have been ignorant of the e~tent to which British demands had 

grown. But it reveals nonetheless an astonishing absence of 

insight into the minds of hie opponents. 

160 

A final comment, illustrating the complexities of the situation 

and 0 f Milne.r' s mind, is provided by Milner himse 1 f • A t the end 

of November 1899, he wrote a letter to Chamberlain in which he took 

exception to a report which had appeared in the Daily Chronicle, 

concerning a conversation which he had had with James Molteno on 

October 4th. "I took a very different view from Mr Molteno", 

Milner protested. 

"As regards war, should it come and its after-effects ••• 
he seemed to think that the war itself would be a comparatively 
small matter in view of the disproportion of power on the two 
sides. I, on the other hand, have always regarded war with 
the Republics as a very formidable war indeed, owing to the 
colossal armaments of the South African Republic. In view of 
these armaments, I could not but anticipate a terrible struggle, 
the last thing in the world which I, or any man, could look 
forward to otherwise than with the greatest solicitude •••• .,(61) 

These events, which culminated in the commencement of hostilities 

on October 11th, were not in any way influenced by FitzPatrick. He 

was not in direct touch with Milner, nor with the Colonial Office, 

although he may have been aware of Dodd's appro~ch at the end of 

August. Otherwise he vas a bystander, being occupied mostly with 

the publication of The Transvaal from ·Within and with family 
matters. (62) In September or October, he rented a house at 

Wimbledon, where, as he remarked, lie "might as well be at the North 
Pole".(63) 

60. 

61. 
Selborne to Milner, 7thOotober 1899, "Seoret". l!11!er 

Milner to Chamberlain, 30th November 1899. C.O.879/43 
Correspondence re Affairs in S. Africa, p. 238. 

His daughter, Cecily, vas born on November 19th. 

Cartwright, The First South African, p. 101. 

Papera, 17. 
Further 



He found time, however, to write two letters to the editor 

of the Times under the nom-de-plume, South African. The first, 

published on September 20th, defended Greene against insinuations 

of bad faith.(64) The Boers, he maintaine~were adept at ambiguity 

and the repudiation of agreements. He then gave examples of such 

"bad faith" on the part of the Transvaal government, ranging from 

the peace negotiations of 1881 to the Great Deal negotiations of 

1899. His second le~ter(65) replied to assertions by Sir William 

Harcourt. In the first place, FitzPatrick rejected Harcourt's 

claim that Kruger had not "persistently refused to redress 

grievances". To the contrary, Kruger had refused to accept the 

recommendations of the 1897 Industrial Commission and had not 

restored the High Court to its former status, despite his promises 

to Sir Henry de Villiers. He then dismissed Harcourt's claim that 

the London Convention was seen in 1881 to abandon suzerainty by 

claiming that Derby had refused to introduce such a definitive 

clause in 1884. In any event, the question of suzerainty was now 

purely an academic one. As General Joubert had observed in 1897, 

FitzPatrick insisted, the real question was: "We have got to see 

. who is going to be -the boss, the British or the Boer". 

64. The Times, 20th September 1899. 

65. The Times, 5th October 1899. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PLANN!NG A NEW SOUTH AFRICA, October 1899 - December 1900. 

The Transvaal from Within established FitzPatrick's reputation 

as an authority on South African affairs. The first edition of three 
(1) d 'th' thousand copies was sold out in fourty-eight hours an, w~ ~n a 

fortnight, it had run into four editions.(2) Copies were distributed 

to Members of Parliament(3) and, by October 21st, over 10,000 copies . 

had been sold.(4) 

The immediate popularity of the work is not difficult to 

explain. There were at the time very few authoritative works on 

the Transvaal and FitzPatrick's . was the first of a spate of books 

which were hurriedly published to meet the demand which was created 

by the sudden interest.(5) Of these, The Transvaal from Within 

was the only one which contained detailed information about conditions 

under the Kruger government. It thus supplemented the massive Blue 

Book which the government had issued in June 1899(6) as the most 

useful source of information. But the book was more than a dry 

record of facts. It was a personal record of the reform movement, 

the Jameson Raid, the reform trial and of the frustrations of 

Uitlander politics during the period 1896 - 1899. Written in a 

vivid, if straighforward, style, it could be read at a popular 

level. 

It is known that FitzPatrick had already been in contact with 

newspaper editors such as Moberly Bell of the Times, A. Harmsworth 
" () 

of the Daily Mail and E.T. Cook of the Daily News. 7 His growing 

1. Cartwright, The First South African, p. 99. 

2. FitzPatrick to Milner, 21st October 1899. Milner Papers, 17. 
Wallis, (op. cit., p. 78) states that the book first appeared in 
September and ran into five editions by mid-November. He presents 
no evidence in support of either statement. 

3. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 10th October 1899. A/LC V. 

4. FitzPatrick to Milner, 21st October 1899. Milner Papers, 17. 

5. Among other works which appeared shortly afterwards were: J. 
Bryce's Impressions of South Africa, Mrs "Lionel Phillips's Some 
South African Recollections and W.E.G. Fisher's The Transvaar-
and the Boers. 

6. C. 9345 Papers relating to the complaints of the British 
Subjects in the s.l. Republic, 1897-9. 

7. See FitzPatrick to Phillip., 10th October 1899. A/LO V. 



reputation as an authority on the subject and as a forceful 

writer, would have marked him out as a person to be consulted by 

other editors. According to F.E. Graham, however, both FitzPatrick 

and Dodd went out of their way to "buttonhole" editors.{S) One 

such ,was Strachey, the editor of the Spectator.(9) Dodd had also 

managed to see the Liberal leaders, Rosebery and Gr.,., "while they 

were still groping". At some stage during October (presumab1,., 

immediately after the commencement of hosti1ities(10», FitzPatrick 

moved from Wimbledon to London, where he was in closer touch with 

events. 
Unfortunately, few ' of the letters which FitzPatrick wrote at 

this time have survived, either in originals or copies, s~ it is 

difficult to make an accurate assessment of the part which he 

played in moulding British public opinion after the outbreak of 

war. Clearly, it is easy to exaggerate. This Balfour did when 

he told FitzPatrick: "You have done a thing that has never been 

done before. You have by means of a book completely altered the 

opinion of a nation in a crisis".(11) This assessment reflected 

the Cabinet's over-anxiety during 1899 to win public opinion to 

the need for war. It overlooked the fact that, once the nation was 

at war, a good deal of opinion would tend to rally to the govern

ment, particularl,. when, as was the case in South Africa, the final 

ultimatum carne from the enemy. It also underestimated the success 

of what had been achieved before war broke out: on September 24th, 

for example, a large anti-war meeting in Trafalgar Square was 

broken up by pro-war enthusiasts. (12) Yet, it is significant that 

Balfour's assessment of the influence of The Transvaal from \iithin 

was written before the events of "Black Week" put British prestige 

in the balance and evoked popular hysteria. Balfour's statement 

thus reflected the general feeling in Britain that a significant 

battle for public opinion had been fought and won during the last 

8. Graham to Milner, 1st November 1899. Milner Papers, 17. 

9. Cartwright, The First South African, p. 102. 

10. His letter dated October 10th was written at Wimbledon; one 
written on October 21st was written from London. 

11. FitzPatrick to Evans, 20th December 1899. RM FITL/B V. 

12. Knight, Ope cit., p. 465. 



four months of 1899(13) and that FitzPatrick had played a prominent 

part in the struggle. 
ff t 

(14) 
Apart from doing his best to assist the war e or, 

FitzPatrick's main concern, after war had broken out, was with the 

post-war settlement. Before the military setbacks of "Black Week" 

indicated that the war would drag on for some considerable time, 

it seemed that this was a question which required immediate 
. (15) 

attention. Thus, on October 21st, he wrote to Milner and told 

him he wished to be put in touch with Chamberlain. He had, he 

said, steered well clear of the Colonial Office, judging that 

Chamberlain "did not want to see any of us yet". H~ wished to 

suggest certain plans regarding immigration, irrigation and rail

ways which Ecksteins, with their vast capital and land resources, 

would be able to assist. "We ought to play the game of the 1820 

Settlers in both the O.F.S. and Transvaal", he contended, "and 

that needs explaining and pledges of assistance". He would . also 

see Rosebery and Grey, the Liberals, in order to "be independen'i; 

of the accident of Party changes". The outcome of this was a 

meeting between FitzPatrick and Chamberlain at some stage during 
November.(16) 

164 

Shortly after Milner had received this letter from FitzPatrick, 

he wrote and asked FitzPatrick to comment on his ideas on the post

war settlement. This letter was not provoked by FitzPatrick's 

letter of October 21st but resulted from the fact that, on November 

13. ~., p. 465 et seg. Price, (op. cit., pp. 77-8) suggests that 
this was largely an illusion as far as the working class was 
concerned. 

14. FitzPatrick was mainly concerned with raising tunds for the 
Imperial Light Horse, the formation of which he had discussed 
with A. Wools-Sampson in April or May, before leaving Cape Town 
(FitzPatrick to Evans, 20th December 1899. RM FIT LIB V). He 
then attempted to interest the War Office in plans for an Imperial 
Volunteer Reserve and in a scheme for shipping re.ounts to South 
Africa (To Milner, 23rd December 1899. Milner Papers, 17). He 
also assisted Lord Chesham in equipping the Imperial Yeomanry 
(To Evans, 20th December 1899. RM FIT LIB V). 

15. FitzPatrick to Milner, 21st October 1899. Milner Papers, 17. 

16. Eckstein, in a letter to FitzPatrick (20th December 1899. BIA I), 
referred to two letters of FitzPatrick's (one of 24th November 
and one of December 1st) in which he gave an account of this 
interview. Neither of these letters is among FitzPatrick'. 
papers. 



(17) 
10th, Selborne had written and asked Milner for his views. 

According to Se1borne, neither he nor Chamberlain had crystallised 

their ideas on the subject but they contemplated the annexation 

of both republics, the introduction of responsible government in 

each and no immediate attempt to force federation. 
( 18) 

In hurried fashion, Milner jotted down his thoughts. 

One thing, he said, was self-evident: "the ultimate end is a 

self-governing white community, supported by well-treated and 

justly-governed black labour from Cape Town to the Zambesi. There 

must be ~ flag, the Union Jack, but under it equality of races 

and languages. Given equality all round, English must prevail, 

though I do not think and do not wish that Dutch should altogether 

die out. I think, though all South Africa should be ~ Dominion 

with a common government dealing with Customs, railways and defence, 

perhaps also with native policy, a considerable amount of freedom 

should be left to the several states". 

"But though this is the ultimate end, it would be madness 
to attempt it at once, There must be an interval to allow 
the British population of the Transvaal to return and increase 
and the mess to be cleared up, before we can apply the 
principle of self-government to the Transvaal. During that 
interval, call it what you will, the Transvaal and possibly 
the O.F.S. also, must be administered by agents of H.M.'s 
government with a strong mounted police, composed, I hope, 
of born South Africans". 

He did not believe that there would be any great difficulty in 

financing this administration. Without the corruption of the Kruger 

administration and the cost of armaments which it had imposed, the 

Transvaal could meet it, together with the payment of interest on 

a loan to compensate "those who have been ruined in the struggle 

for freedom and prosperity". He could not foresee how long this 

period of unrepresentative government should last but was in favour 

of shortening it as much as possible. 

"As for the Boer himself, . provided I am once sure of 
having broken his political predominance, I should be for 
leaving him the greatest amount of individual freedom. 
First beaten, then fairly treated, and not too much worried 
on his own 'plaats' in his own conservative habits, I think 

17. Selborne to Milner, 10th November 1899, "Secret". Milner 
Papers, 17. 

18. Milner to FitzPatrick, 28th November 1899, "Very Confidential". 
B/A I. 



he will be peaceful enough. It is the interested and 
intriguing outsider who has stirred him up to all this 
mischief". 

FitzPatrick was concerned with the problem from the same 

point of view as Milner. Like him, he saw that it was of paramount 

importance to make use of the opportunity which would be offered 

by the conquest of the Boer republics to establish the foundations 

of a future British South Africa. If this were not done, the 

war would have been fought for nothing. It was a problem which 

was to engage almost all his attention during the ensuing ten 

years. It was also one which he had thought about before Milner 

sought his opinion on it. 

Almost immediately after hostilities had been commenced, 

Samuel Evans, FitzPatrick's colleague at Eckstein and Co., who 

had collaborated very closely in the organisation of the Uitlander 

Council and who shared FitzPatrick's interest in politics, wrote 
(19) 

from Cape Town and drew his attention to the question. From 

what he could gather at Government House, he thought that discussion 

would not take place in Cape Town at all but in London and that 

"the country would be governed by the military for some time". 

"I do not altogether like this", remarked Evans. "I 
agree as to a military government but I should like the 
formation of the new Civil Service to be started on the 
right lines with as little delay as ·possible. The tendency 
of the military is to do things without consulting any-
body excepting their own crowd, with the result that a 
lot of harpies get important posts where they do a lot of 
harm. This happened in Egypt •••• That is why I am so very 
keen that we should think now about the staffs of the 
Post Office, Telegraphs and Customs, etc •••• The great 
object, I take it, in the formation of the new Civil Service 
should be to remove such excrescences as .the Hollander and 
German officials. No pity should be shown in this respect. 
They should all go. Also, we should aim at getting as many 
as possible of our own people as head of Departments. I 
mean men like Wools Sampson, Doveton, Wybergh, Mullins, 
Anderson, Dodd, Emrys Evans, Forster etc.eto." 

In addition to this interest in the fundamental question of the 

future Transvaal administration, Evans saw that one of the key 

points was the system of representation in a future Transvaal 

representative government. He was disturbed at the possibility 

19. Evans to FitzPatrick, 3rd November 1899. B/A I. 
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that the Africans might be enfranchised as in the Cape Colony and, 

in order to ensure a British majority, he argued that a system of 
. . ,,(20) Al 

proportional representation was "absolutely essent~al • so, 

steps should be taken to ensure that the Leader would be able to 

recommence publication as soon as conditions permitted, so that 

after the war it could present an effective counterfoil to the 
. (21) 

anticipated opposition of a revived Standard and Diggers News. 

Evans then convened a meeting of the members of the Uitlander 

Council who were in Cape Town and corresponded with those who were 

in Natal~(22) The result was a full discussion of the question 

among the Uitlander refugees. Forster drew up a memorandum which 

served as the basis for discussion.(23) The feelings of the 

Uitlander Council (or the members who were in Cape Town) were then 

consolidated into a statement which Dalrymple took to England for 

FitzPatrick's infor_tion.(24) It concentrated upon such questions 

as were likely to be decided in England. In particular, it urged 

the complete eradication of republicanism "under any shape or form" 
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so that there would be no "rallying-point for anti-British propaganda". 

Federation was thought to be "absolutely premature at present". It 

would result "in the Cape Colony, with its large Boer population, 

hopelessly dominating the remainder of South Africa" and would 

therefore have to wait until "we know exactly how we stand with the 

electorate in the Transvaal", until Rhodesia had progressed sufficiently 

to become a "strong factor" and until the British population in the 

Transvaal had increased so that it had become the "recognised centre 

of gravity of South Africa". Until this occurred, the idea of 

Natal expansion must be resisted. This was particularly important 

because it was essential that the Transvaal obtain access to the 

sea through Swaziland and "control as great an extent of railway 

line as possible so as to make the best possible terms with the 

Cape Dutch when it comes to federation". Also, it was "essential 

20. Evans to FitzPatrick, 15th November 1899, "Private". B/A I. 

21.~. In fact, the Standard and Diggers News was not revived 
and, in 1902, the Leader was sold to the ·Cape Times. 

22. Evans to FitzPatrick, 22nd November 1899, "Private". B/A I. 

23. ~. 

24. Wybergh to FitzPatrick, 13th December 1899. B/A I. 



to have Natal thoroughly English". In a letter to FitzPatrick, 

\.,rybergh stressed the importance of making "a clean sweep in the 

Civil Service". 

"Besides its other iniquities, the Civil Service has 
always been utilised as a Dutch electoral committee •••• 
We must have a proper professional class of civil servants, 
who are not elected and have no concern with politics. 
Also, we want to destroy the power of the field cornets, 
who will otherwise ' be centres of sedition in the country 
districts. I am anxious to se. a number of local bodies 
formed, rather on the lines of County Councils but with, 
for the present, strictly limited powers. This might 
indeed be introduced at first as a temporary measure, 
which would enable us to gauge the feeling in the country 
and determine what amount of self-government it will be 
possible and safe to grant". 

Evans believed that Milner was "quite healthy" on most of 

these points. The Uitlander leaders in Cape Town were in a very 

good position to influence him. Eckstein, for example, was in 

regular contact and assisted Milner with administration.(25) 

Evans himself was employed by Milner shortly after this on a 

secret mission to Lorenco Marques, where he investigated the 

extent of the Transvaal traffic.(26) Hosken was soon to join the 

other Uitlander leaders in Cape Town, hoping to assist in the task 

of designing the new Transvaal.(27) 
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With Milner under constant surveillance, there was no cause 

for anxiety. The danger, as Evans had pointed out to FitzPatrick,(28) 

was that hasty or uninformed decisions would be made in London. 

It "las, therefore, essential that FitzPatrick remain there and 

endeavour to contact influential ,politicians and officials. In 

order to strengthen his position, he and Dodd were appointed 

official Uitlander Council delegates, "with full powers to act" 

on behalf of the organisation.(29) Milner agreed that FitzPatrick 

should stay where he was. Walrond wrote to Eckstein and informed 

25. See, for example, Eckstein to FitzPatrick, 12th December 1899 
and 20th December 1899. B/A I. 

26. See Milner to Chamberlain, 22nd December 1899. C.0.879/56 
Secret Papers re Affairs in S. Africa, p. 485; 'Milner to 
Chamberlain, 24th January 1900. Milner Papers, 27. , 

27. "1en of the Times, 1905. Biographical sketch of W. Hosken. 

28. Evans to FitzPatrick, 15th November 1899. B/A I. 

29. Ibid. 



him of this wiah.(30 ) 
FitzPatrick needed no reminding by either Evans or Milner 

of t he need to concentrate attention on 

act i vities of the "peace with dishonour'I 

provoked him to write an article for the 

the settlement. The 
(31) party had already 

. (32) 
FortnightlY Rev1ew. 

The war, he argued, had been inevitable. "It became inevitable as 

soon as it was clear that two ambitions, inconsistent with each 

other, were to be resolutely promoted". The one was British 

paramouncy and the other Boer dominion. Because Kruger and his 

government looked lIto something bey6nd defending the independence 

of his country", it was never the intention to agree to real 

r e form, which would mean the surrender of the "scheme of Boer 

dominion". Turning to the question of the post-war settlement, 

FitzPatrick observed that discussion of this topic might be left 

until Milner had raised it were it not for the fact that, in 

England, the suggestion was being made that the Republics should 

retain their identity, subject to a clearer definition of their 

relationship with Britain. 

"Knowing the hostility and the persistency of the Boer 
leaders," "FitzPatrick asked, "is it common sense to provide 
them with a rallying-ground for the disaffected from which 
to work mischief as occasion offers, for under the best 
conditions occasions must occur. Is there to be another 
legacy of trouble to be faced in years to come and under 
conditions which we cannot foresee, or are we to start with 
the 'clean slate'? A final settlement is not only con
sistent with generous treatment of the vanquished, it is 
the only wise and merciful course". 

This article is one of FitzPatrick's most clumsy pieces o"f 

prose. It lacked clarity and therefore lost impact. But it 

illustrates his concern with the question of the settlement. 

Since this article was published early in December, it must have 

been written in mid-November. He therefore anticipated the 

thinking and the wishes of Milner and Evans. 

An unexpected opportunity to influence the British government 

occurred shortly after FitzPatrick had received the communications 

30. ~. 

31. FitzPatrick to Milner, 23rd December 1899. Milner Papers, 17. 
32. "Some Notes on the Transvaal Question". The Fortnightl: 

Review, LXXII, December 1899. 
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from Cape Town which urged him to stay on in London. Strachey 
. (33) 

invited him to meet Balfour at a pr~vate dinner. On this 

occasion a lengthy discussion took place and Balfour assured 

FitzPatrick that "there would not be a vestige of independence 

left to the two states".(34)" Responsible government would be 

introduced "as soon as it could be done with safety, that is to 

say as soon as there was a certain loyal majority". In the interim, 

government would be conducted by "direct imperial authority". 

Balfour was not explicit as to whether it would be military or 

civil government but FitzPatrick inferred the latter. 

FitzPatrick urged that, during the interim period, the 

Imperial government should undertake public works on a large 

scale on the understanding that this expenditure would be met by 
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the future representative governments of the two territories. 

Balfour asked whether new mining area. were likely to be developed 

in order to justify such railway construction. FitzPatrick stressed 

that this was not the point. New lines should be built in the 

purely agricultural districts because, as had been the case in the 

Pietersburg district, there had been a marked influx of Uitlanders 

to the district following the construction of the railway there. 

"It is the invariable rule in South Africa that, as land rises in 

value, so it passes into the hands of the British ll
• As far as the 

future representat~ve government was concerned, FitzPatrick 

"impressed" upon Balfour that fta strongly-progressive policy and 

equal rights for all must mean the extinction of Boer dominance". 

Balfour was then questioned about the British government's 

intentions regarding the cost of the war. FitzPatrick argued 

that, if an "unbearable proportion" of the cost were placed upon 

the Transvaal, this might effect the political situation in that 

people would "wish to have Kruger back as the less expensive 

luxuryll. Also, if the burden were too great, public works \"/ould 

be delayed and this would mean that the essential large loyal 

popUlation would be delayed. Furthermore, it was a matter of 

important principle that the Empire as a whole should bear some 

of the cost. Otherwise, it would follow that imperial protection 

33. FitzPatrick afterwards wrote an account of this meeting entitled 
"A meeting with Mr Balfour". South African Memories, pp. 109 
et seg. 

34. FitzPatrick to Evans, 20th December 1899. RM FIT LIB V. 



was the right solely of British subjects who were able to pay for 

it. 
Towards the end of the .v.ning, th.ir conversation vas 

, ('5) interrupted by the news of Buller s repulse at Colenso. This 

made fUrth.r discussion of th.se political problema both impossible 
(,6) 

and irrel.vant. So, when FitzPatrick repli.d on Dec.mber 2,rd 

to Milner's .nquirJ as to his thoughts on the post-war settlement, 

he hardly m.ntioned the political qu.stions but d.alt with his 

att.mpts to assist in the formation and .quipping of a mounted 

infantry corps. Similarly, wh.n at the beginning of January he 

replied to Evans,('7) he observ.d that, "in the immortal phrase 

of Mrs Beaton's Cook.ry book", it was first nec.ssary to catch 

the hare. In anJ event, the effect of the military disasters had 

been a hardening of opinion about the -futur.sett1ement and there 

was now "no thought anywh.r. about anything short of compl.te 

conquest, subjugation in the most thorough sens., and absorption 

of the two republic.". Chamb.r1ain's assuranc.s on this point 

(given at FitzPatrick's int.rvi.w with him in Nov •• b.r), were thus 

reinforced. Sinc. his conv.rsations with Chamb.r1ain and Balfour, 

he had also spok.n to Wyndham at the War Office and Wyndham had 

also assured him that th.re was no int.ntion of loading the two 

republics with large war d.bts after th.ir surr.nd.r. 

FitzPatrick agreed with Evans's view regarding the surrender 

of territorJ to Natal. "That is simply rot and robb.ry", he wrote. 

nIt is .!!!!£ country. We have Ilade it, suff.r.d for it and will pay 

for it. Our aim must be to ke.p as .uch of it as we can 8Uster 

and only give away for our own .afety •••• " 

"If ve are firm, ve shall carry a lot of weight and ,.., 
idea is to k •• p the final sett1.m.nt off until w. are strong, 
at any rat. to give nothing away •••• W. have to run the Trans
vaal and it must be the premier state in the future. Giv.n 
tim. and favourable treatment, w. can make the Transvaal the 
security for imperial South Africa". 

There are few clues as to what FitzPatrick did betwe.n JanuarJ 

5th (wh.n he wrote this lett.r to Evans) and March 11th, when he 

and his family l.ft England for a holiday on the Riviera. What is 

'5. South African M •• ori.s, p. 12,. 

,6. fitzPatrick to Milner. 2,rd Dec •• ber 1899. Milner Papers, 17. 

'7. FitzPatrick to Evans, 5th JanuarJ 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 
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known lends no support whatsoever to the claim that he was at 

this tille the British government's "unofficial advisor" on South 

African affairs.(,8) One likely reason for his silence was that 
('9) he was suffering from recurring bouts of influenza. Despite 

his illness, he prepared an article for the Westminster Review 

entitled "Was the war necessary?" It added nothing to what he 

had already said on the subject in the rertnishtlY Review. 

Shortly before he left for the continent, he lunched with Chamber

lain and. his fallily and, after the Ileal, had a ~ong talk alone 
with him in his study.(40) Cha.berlain told hi. that he appreciated 

FitzPatrick's anxiety about the settlement. "It is quite natural, 

but you can believe lie, Mr FitzPatrick, that 1 should not remain 

in my present office for one lIinute if there were a suggestion (or 
< 

thought, or idea) of anything but out-and-out annexation of those 

two countries". He had not, and would not, given public expression 

to this because he "had been badly used in the past". He then 

invited FitzPatrick to contact hi. if, at any time, there was 

anything which he wished to "report or suggest". 

After his return froll France, he received "numberless requests 

to write about the settlement, the future and such things" but 

declined because he wished to reserve his efforts "for the time 

when the settlement would come under discussion and have be be 

decided upon".(41) He also met Conynghall Greene in London (he 

had been rewarded for his services in Pretoria with a K.e.B.) and 

was interested to learn that Greene was very emphatic in favouring 

the idea of removing the Capital froll Pretoria to Johannesburg. 

As he had also heard fro. Evans that Milner supported the move, 
he suspected that there was "support in higher quarters".(42) 

FitzPatrick told Eckstein, however, that Wernher, Beit and Phillips 

were all against it. It would be considered "offensiTe to the old 

inhabitants" and would be seen as an assertion of Uitlander (or 

even capitalist) supremacy. They also thought it unwise that the 

,8. Niven, Jock and Fitz, p. 49, Cartwright, The Firat South African, p.98. 
39. See FitzPatrick to Evans~ 20th December 1899. RM FIT LIB V 

and FitzPatrick to Evans, 5th January 1900, ibid. -
40. FitzPatrick to Eckstein, 10th March 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 

41. FitzPatrick to Eckstein, 26th May, 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 
42. Ibid. -



seat of government should b. in the chief industrial centre, 

where it would be ~xposed to local pr.ssures and influences. 
(43) 

"For m1 part", FitzPatrick declared, "I think we 
have got to do our best to g.t the countr1 s.ttled on 
British lines. To that end, w. have to get the balance 
right and an1 measur., provided it is legitimate, which 
tends to that end, is deserving of the most careful con
sideration. If the fact of Pretoria being retained as 
the capital should · soften the fall of the Boers, in the 
sense of giving them more political advantage or status 
than the1 would have if Johannesburg were the capital, 
or if making Johannesburg the capital would considerably 
increase the British element in the Transvaal, I think 
there is a ver1 weight1 reason for a change •••• lt is, 
however, well worth considering, if the seat of govern
ment carries with it a large English population, whether 
Pretoria should not b. pr.served as the s.at for the 
reason that two large English toWDS are better than one ..... " 

As usual, FitzPatrick saw the qu.stion in broad political terms 

and thought about it in a fundaaental wa1. 

During the first week of June, FitzPatrick made his major 

effort to influ.nce the crucial decisions which it seemed, 

following Roberts's occupation of Johannesburg at the end of May, 
were about to be mad.. He secur.d the co-operation of both the 

Tim.s and the Daill News in f.aturing articles which urged the 

termination of the independence of the two republics.(44) Strachey 

performed a similar service in the Sp.ctator.(45) These editors, 

FitzPatrick observed, w.r. now extremely helpful b.cause the1 
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had realised that th.r. was no wish to be "unreasonable or 

vindictiv ••••• 'Nev.r againl' has caught on well and given people 

the right view, which was oft.n discr.dit.d b1 b.ing called 

'vengeful'. But the1 can see that Milner r.ally m.ana thorough

ness and not 'v.ng.ance' and that it is the wise and merciful 

thing". Apart from this approach to the press, FitzPatrick also 

intended to mak. a final personal app.al to the leading politicians: 
Chamberlain, Balfour, Asquith, Ros.b.ry, Grey and Buxton.(46) He 

left no record as to wheth.r the approach to the Liberals met with 

any success. Balfour, how.ver, agre.d to see hi. a~ain and so 

43. Ibid. -
44. FitzPatrick to Eckstein, 1st Jun. 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 
45. Ibid. -
46 • .!ill. 



also did Chamberlain. 
At his interYiew with Chamberlain, FitzPatrick again found 

the Colonial Secretary most helpful.(47) Be promised that 

military rule would be terminated as soon as possible and that 

Milner, health permitting, would be giYen the power. But when 

the discussion then turned to the question of war debt, it was 

revealed that Chamberlain's attitude of lenience had altered 

considerably oyer the past few aonths. FitzPatrick had already 

admitted that the ex-republics should aake 80me contribution to 

the cost of the war(48) but was concerned that this should not 

be crippling. A condition should be that the British go.ernment 

guarantee the Transyaal goyernment's loans which would be needed 

to meet this payment, together with the cost of reconstruction 

and deyelopment. Chamberlain told FitzPatrick that nothing had 

been decided and that, while he wished to get as much as he could 

out of the Transvaal, he did not wish to hamper de.elopment there. 

He suggested a figure of £25,000,000 under imperial guarantee, 

extending OYer a period of tifty years. "I look at it this way", 

Chamberlain said. "You paid £'.500,000 to four million to Kruger 

and you could do it pretty comfortably and would ha.e continued 
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all right had the money been well-expended and had the administration 

been good. Now, I am not going to take less from you than Kruger 

did but I do propose to gi.e you the benefits of good adainistration. 

If we are worth our salt, we ought to save a million a year, and 

that can go in payment of interest".(49) In reply to FitzPatrick's 

questioning, Chamberlain agreed that these payments should be 

suspended during the period of military occupation. Be held out 

no hope at all of the British government's agreeing to guarantee 

further loans, such as FitzPatrick had envisaged for the purpose 

of undertaking public works. Clearly acting upon Beit's instruc

tions, FitzPatrick then urged upon Chamberlain the need to cheapen 

labour and mining costs, "so as to get a really permanent settle

ment", and particularly argued that dynaaite should not be taxed. 

47. FitzPatrick to Beit, 8th ·June 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 

48. See FitzPatrick to Evans, 5th January 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 

49. FitzPatrick to Beit, 8th June 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 



(50) 
If neceesary, a tax on mining profits would be preferable. 

Following this diecuesion with Chamberlain, FitzPatrick 

discussed the queetion of the war debt with the newspaper editors 

with whom he wae in contact. Here, as had been the case with 

Chamberlain, he found little by way of encouragement. Bell of the 

Times wae "reaeonable"; Cook ot the DailY Newe wae "all right"; 

Strachey ot the Spectator could be "relied upon", but the 

Harmsworths ot the DailY Mail, who had during the war been most 

consistent in their eupport of tirmness againet the Boer, now 

argued that "at leaet £4.0,000,000 should be borne by the Trans

vaal".(51) The dieagreement of the proprietore ot the Daill Hail, 

together with Chamberlain's attitude, euggested that it was going 

to be extremely difticult to win eupport in England tor leniency 

towards the capitaliste of the Transvaal. Already the war was 

being popularly interpreted ae having been unjustly undertaken 

for the benefit of the mining capitaliets(52) and the argument 

. which FitzPatrick relied upon ("that overloading will prevent the 

progrese of the country and indetinitely postpone the real settle-
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50. FitzPatrick's account ot thie meeting tallies very closely with 
Chamberlain'e account (to Milner, 18th June 1900, Milner Pa~ers, 
27). Chamberlain wrote: "I had a long convereation with Fitz
Patrick who ie just returning to South Atrica and found him very 
intereeting. He ie naturally anxioue that we should not kill 
the goose that lays the eggs by imposing too heavy taxation on 
the Tranevaal and the mining industry in the tirst instance. 
Without committing myself in any way, I told him, tirst, that 
although we might be .willing to arrange taxation eo as to make 
it more fair and above all to eecure the highest contribution 
from the most pro~itable undertakinge, yet I did not think it 
likely that there· would b. in the first instance any reduotion 
whatever in the aggregate revenue to be derived from the Trans
vaal. We ehould have to provide for the army of occupation and 
also tor a eubstantial inde.nity to cover the claims for compen
sation and eo.e kind of return towarde the expenees of the war. 

"In relation to the latter point, he eaid that everything 
must depend on the other expeneee, and eepecially on the cost 
of the army ot oocupation,but I let him know that the smallest 
sum that would satiety me would be £25 million for the Trans
vaal and 5 or 10 million -probably the former - for the O.F.S. 

"Public opinion in Britain will not be eatisfied unless the 
mines made a considerable contribution towards the cost of the 
war" • 

51. ~. 

52. See Knight, Ope cit., pp. 450 et seg. Price, Opt cit., pp. 
46 et sea. 



ment,,(53» had no obTious counter-appeal. There is no indication 

in FitzPatrick's letters that he foresaw this difficulty throuSh 

an understanding of British politics. 

At the beginning of June, FitzPatrick received a cable from 

EclBtein in which he was suddenly suaaoned to Cape Town.(54) The 

precise contents of this cable are not known but there can be 

little doubt that Eckstein sent ·it on Milner's behalf, in the same 

way as he had, in NOTember 1899, instructed FitzPatrick to remain 

in England at Milner's request.(55) This decision to recall him 

to South Africa was clearly not in consequence of a belief that he 

had now successfully accomplished his task in England: that of 

influencing the British gOTernaent's decisions regarding the future 

of South Africa. Although it is true · that he had established 

contacts with Balfour and Chamberlain, Chamberlain at least had 

indicated in his discussion on the war debt that he was not to be 

relied upon. Even had it been true that the unqualified support 

of these two members of the Cabinet had been obtained, it would 

not have followed that their views would have automatically swayed 

the ConserTative-Unionist gOTernment which was now, with the first 

stage of the war nearing coapletion, exposed to the increasingly 

effective opposition of the Liberals under Campbell-Bannerman. 

The reason for FitzPatrick's .~dd.n departure from London is 

to be found in South Africa. There, Milner vas finding himaelf 

the object of groving political unrest. Soae of this was the 

result of his difficulties in dealing with the Uitlander refugees 

who, in Natal and the Cape Colony, had watched with riSing 

expectations the ailitary adTaace into the republics during the 

first half of 1900. Most were understandably anxious to return 

to the north as soon as possible and the inconTeniences which they 
had suffered had shortened their tempers. As ve haTe seen in 

relation to FitzPatrick's exertions in England with regard to the 

settlement, the Uitlander CounCil's organisation continued in 

these refuge comaunities. In Cape Town, Saauel Evans, Dalryaple 

and Forster claimed to act as members of the Uitlander 'Council~(56) 

53. FitzPatrick to Beit, 8th June 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 
54. FitzPatrick to Eckstein, 1st June 1900. RM FIT L/B v. 
55. See aboTe, p». 168-9. 
56. See aboTe, p. 167. 
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In Natal, Hosken (before he travelled to Cape Town), Na}h Cohen, 

Mackie-Niven and Caldecott foraed a ' similar coterie.(57 Even 

before the war, Milner and Greene had ' experienced difficulty in 

controlling the Uitlander politicians. Now, they were getting 

out of hand once more. 
One reason for the unrest of the Uitlander refugees was the 

complaint that they were being needlessly prevented from returning 
(58) to their homes on the Reef. This produced resolutions not 

only from Uitlander Coamittees in Cape Town and Pietermaritzburg 

but also froa Port Elisabeth, East London and Grahamstown.(59) 

This agitation vas accompanied bJ tke prodigious growth of the 

Vigilance movement. Like the South African League, which it 

resembled and in aanJ ways replaced, the South African Vigilance 

Association was established to usecure British •• premacJ through

out South Africa" and to "make it certain that there shall be no 

doubt whatever in the future that the whole of South Africa shall 

be a portion of the dominions of the Queen".(60) Like the League 

the Association grew (in mid-1900) through the formation of local 

branches throughout the Cape and Natal. In all probablility, in 

most areas, it inherited the local organisation of the League. 

The Association began by publishing a series of "Vigilance Papers" 

which attacked the Kruger adainistration(61) and chaapioned the 

cause of annexation.(62) Its activities then culminated in a 

Vigilance Conference in Cape Town on August 30th. One object was 

to arrange for delegates to be sent to England, where they could 

hope to influence public opinion during the approaching general 
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57. See, for example, N.B. Cohen to HelJ Hutchinson, 16th March 1900. 
C.0.879/66, p. 127. Cohen enclosed a memorandua, outliDina fran
chise and other proposals which would secure "British supremacy 
in South Africa". This memorandum, doubtless the result of 
correspondence with Evans in Cape Town, had been seen by Niven 
and Caldecott. 

58. See Mawby, Ope cit., p. 38. 

59. C.0.879/70 FUrter correspondence re S.A. war, p. 270. 

60. Speech bJ Sir Gordon Sprigg; report of proceedings of the 
Vigilance Conference, 1900. 

61. As, for example, Paul Kruger and the Tranevaal judiciary, The 
anti-British crusade in South Africa and President Kruger';--
Retrogressive Policy. ' 

62. For euaple, SpeeCh by the Hon. J. Rose-Innes; "Neyer Again't 
Sir Alfred Milner's reply to Ministers' address; and SpeeCh t 
by Mr Advocate Wessels. 



election. (6,) Froa one point of viev, this aoveaent posed no 

threat to Milner. It vas .llied to his deteraination to bring 

a'bout a ·.llew British South Afric.. But it vould 'be inadaissable 

to assume that it - any aore than the South African League or the 

Uitlander Council - vas directly influenced by hia •. Its leading 

membere were Cape and Natal Loyaliste such ae ·Sprigg, Crewe, 

Garrett, J.gger and J.L. Hulett. Not one of the politici.na who 

were cloeely aeeociated with Milner - euch as S.auel EYane, Wybergh 

or Foreter - vae publicly .seociated with it. The three Uitlander 
. (64) 

Council aembere who .ttended the conference . vere not known 

Milner eympathieers and one, in fact T.R. Dodd, vas nov associated 

with the creation of Workers' org.nis.tiona.(65) So far from 

Milner being comforted by the emergence of thie new organisation, 

therefore, it is likely that he vieved it with eome anxiety. 

This grovth of political activity among the Uitlandere and 

the British loyaliets vas .ccompanied by the eaergence of nev 

rifts vhioh vere even aore alaraing. In Cape Tovn, for example, 

an Uitlander Refugee Committee had beeneetabliehed. This 

organisation provided a foretaete of vhat ·vas ehortly to occur 

in the Tranevaal vhen it took ite etand ae the chaapion of labour 

against exploitative c.pital. Supported by the Cape Town nevspaper, 

the South African Neve, it protested vigorously that the capitaliets 

vere about to sei.e the epoile of var. · This, it argued,(66) was 

clearly demonstrated in the appointment of S.auel Evans ae the new 

civil commiesioner in Joh.nnesburg, (67) despite his associatioD 

with Ecketein and Co.; b1 the selection of Wybergh as MiDing 

Commiesioner (hie connection vith the c.pitalists euppoaedly being 

"proved" by the fact that he h.d been eaployed by the Co.solidated 

Gold Fielde); and by the fact that P.G. Haatlton (of Barnatoa) vas 

the military administration's "financi.l .dvisor". The reeult of 

this capitalist kold over the Tr ...... l .dainistration, according 

to the Committee, vas the "free.ingout" of holders of claims who 

did not possess the same vast c.pit.l resources. They complained 

6,. Report of.Proceedinss of -the Visilance Conference, 1900. 

64. T.R. Dodd, J. Hall .nd J. Strong. 

65. Mawby. Ope cit., p. 237. 
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further that the Rents and Interest Comaission was packed with 

caPitaliats(68) and , that· the proclallation of August 25th which 

declared that licence moneys which had fallen into arrears during 

the war were to be paid. The Transvaal Gold Law aade no distinction 

according to whether clai .. were being worked or not and the result 

was that the "small un" would bear a greater burden than the large 

capitalist concerns and many would have to sell out as a result. 

This unrest was to lead to the convening of a rowdy protest meeting 
in C.pe Town in September.(69) 

From Milner's point of view, the most disturbing development 

during this period was his loss of support from some of the 

Transvaal leaders upon whom he most relied. No sooner had Samuel 

Evans, Wybergh and Monypenny (the editor of the 2!!£ who had been 

imported in the pre-war period to give the newspaper .ore punch) 

returned to the Transvaal than they began to adopt an independent 

line. They demanded, for example, the relloval of the seat ot 

government from Pretoria to Johannesburg. Milner was not opposed 

to the idea in principle but was ·alar.ed at the way in which Evans 

and MonypeBny declared their determination of forcing ' the removal 

"even if every member of the Cabinet were against it". Milner 

could ~govern without ·the Dutch" but he could not hope to "goyern 
without Johannesburg".(70) 

To these difficulties which resulted froa the agitation ot 

Transvalers IIUSt be added the problems of the Cape ColoD7. There, 

political tempers had also been shortened by the eyents of the war, 

the counter-lieasures which .had been undertaken against Cape rebels 

and by the resignation of Schreiner on June 13th.(71) Br mid

October, the position was to deteriorate further to the extent 
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68. Its meabers were Major Cochrane, ~ ailitary ' repreeentative, Major 
Goodwin (accused of representing Ecketeins), F.G. Hamilton (ot 
Barnatos), Brakhan (of Goer. & Co.), W. Saart Cof the Banking 
Corporation) and de Jongh (of Levis and Marks). 

69. Me.by, Ope cit., p. 40. 

70. FitzPatrick to Milner~ 4th July 1900. RM FIT L/B ' V. See 'also 
Milner to Chamberlain, 7th July 1900. C.0.879/63, p. 294. Milner 
explained that he was afraid that this would create "the worst 
possible iapression" that "an extre.e Uitlander clique was 
controlling our policy". 

71. See Walker, W.P. Schreiner, p. 118. 



that Milner took the dra.tic step of proroguing Parli .. ent and 

then goyerning without it. 
In view of the fact that .ost of the difficulties which were 

encountered fro. the returning Uitlanders occurred during and 

after July, the decision to summon FitzPatrick fro. London at the 

beginning of June doe. not appear to haye been pro.pted by these 

so much as b1 difficulties in the Cape. Shortly after FitzPatrick 

arriYed in Cape Town, Milner .. de this explicit when he told him 

that he wished him to re .. in in Cape ·Town "for so.e tille". When 

he went to the Transyaal; he said, he ·wanted a "good man" in 

Cape Town because, "although · the Transyaal will be the real centre 

of British power and it is · our business to make it .0, we mus' by 

no means neglect the Capen .(72) 
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While it .. y have bee. Milner'. aain intention to use Fitz

Patrick in the Cape Colon1, he arriYed ·at the yery time that 

Monypenn1 was causins anxiety in the Transyaal. His close 

friendship with Evans and earlier assooiation with Mon1pen~, made 

hill the obvious person to intercede. As Milner put it: "Look 

here; your work is to get these people in hand and sit OD themn .(73) 

FitzPatrick reluotantly agreed with Milner that "reasons of 

policy and expediency" made it ·unwise to contemplate ·moYing the 

administrative oapital to Johannesburg at that stage. He knew 

that his business superiors were opposed to the 80ye. While in 

England, he had considered the matter from the )oint of Yiew of 

creating "two English towns instead "of one".(?4 Now he conceded 

that, as the move would provoke "an1 amount of· criticisll" and 

showed "no clear advantage", it would be unwise to proyoke 

unnecessary opposition. He alBO argued, soaewhat unoonvincing11. 

that if the inconyenience and cost of "intaining Pretoria as the 

capital were too great, "it will be possible to re.ed1 .. tters in 

whole or in part", but it would ·be iapossible to "reyerse a decision 

in favour of Johannesburg IJbecause the re.edy would be as bad as 
the co.plaint, i.e. defeat!,,(?5) 

FitzPatrick met Mon1penny in Cape Town and a heated "discussion" 

72. fitzPatrick to Wernher, 4th Ju11 1900. RJI FI! L/B V. 

73. Ibid!. 

74. See above, p. 1?3. 

75. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 4th Ju11 1900. RM fiT L/B V. 



took place.(76) He then wrote at length to both Evans and 

Monypenny. In his letter to Evans·, (77) he argued that, at all 

costs, no obstacles mustbe ·placed in the path of Milner. "His 

purpose is our purpose, i.e. to ·· settle South Africa on hopes 

of abiding peace and security b1 anglicising it". · It was wise 
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to apply the maxim: "Where mistakes are possible, make the one 

that can be remedied rather than the one · that can't". Essentially, 

he argued, it was a question of politics. Here was a chance to 

anglicise or "neutralise" Pretoria. This might be essential in 

the future, if the "British party" did not sueceed in becoming 

strong enough to ignore such opposition. And, if it were then 

found to be a mistake, the reversal of the decision would be an 

admission of defeat and would "give the malcontents the strength 

and prestige of a win without in any wa1 conciliating them". "It 

would be a bad business", he added, Itif the job of anglicising 

Pretoria had to be taken in hand only at the last moment when 

we felt that the impendi ng grant of responsible government or 

elections showed us that we had taken a risk which we could not 

afford". To this argument regarding the future internal politics 

of the Transvaal lIlust beadded · tvo others. The one was that the 

removal to Johannesburg would create the impression (unwise in 

view of anticipated concern in England) that the Itcapitalist" 

wished to control the ne" government. The other was that it 

might prove necessary to unite the two new colonies, in which case 

the problems of angliciaation would be much bigger and the Capital 

question all the more important. 

FitzPatrick' e letter to Monypenn1·(78) added· little by way 

of fresh argullent. He rejected -Mon1penny's argu.ent that it 

would be preferable to concentrate the Britieh populatioD in the 

Transvaal rather than divide it into · two or more major British 

section. "I aa very positive that our defect ie concentratioD, 

our remedy diffusion", he wrote. He was not opposed to moving 

the capital because it was "altogether wrong". But to press for 

76. FitzPatrick referred to ~h~s meeting in his letter to Wernher 
(~.). explaining that he had moderated his letter to Evans 
"hoping to avoid an1thing like that · discussion with · Monypenny~. 

77. FitzPatrick to Evane, 10th July 1900 • . RM FIT LIB V. 

78. FitzPatrick to Monypenny, 16th July 1900. RN FIT LIB V. 



it at this .oment vould be to vaste Ueffort and powderl1 -because 

neither Roberts nQr Chamberlain vould agree to it. Milner would 

do nothing either, until he had looked into things on the spot. 

These letters vere folloved by another to Evans.(79) He 

disagreed vith Evans's assertion that both he and Milner vere 

overestimating the significance of the anti-oapitalist ory. _ 

"The danger is in E~gland, not in Cape Tow", he observed, 

referring to the opposition of the South African Nevs. It Evans 

vas right in his estimate that Johannesburg vould soon oontain 

500,000 people, then nothing could prevent the change being made 

in the future. If he were wrong, then the move vould have been 

a mistake. 
Due to FitzPatrick's intervention, this first political 

movement among the British Transvalers vas dampened.(80) It vas 
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a foretaste of things to come ill that,atter he had taken over 'the 

administration of the Transvaal; Milner vas to cal l uPQn Fitz

Patrick to play a similar role vhen confronted by a reneved 
agitation.(81) The decision to retain Pretoria as the adminis

trative centre of the Transvaal vas also to have an interesting 

political sequel as tar as FitzPatrick vas concerned for, betore 

the introduction ot responsible govern.ent in 1906, he vas ' to talc. 

upon himself the responsibility of uniting -the Transvaal English

speakers by means of an appeal to Pretoria.(82) 

On July 19th Milner stated that, "at i_ense pains, I think 

we have at last succeeded in getting representative bodies of 

Uitlanders ••• to vork together in framing a list from vhich ve can 

work when the time comes to let people return to the Transvaal".(83) 

This was no .ean achievement, considering the degree of excitement 

and ill-feeling which this question had aroused-. FitzPatrick's 

standing in Uitlander circles would suggest that he vould have 

been the obvious person to assist in containing this unrest in 

79. FitzPatrick to Evans, 18th July RM FIT L/B V. 

80. On July 18th (to Wernher, RN FIT L/B V), FitzPatriok intormed 
Wernher that Evans, Nonypenny and Davies had agreed to halt 
their agitation. 

81. See below; p. 200. 

82. See below, p. 275. 

83. Milner to the Military Governor, 19th July 1900. C.O.879/70, 
p. 125. 



the same vay a. h. had b •• n called ·upon to int.rT.n. with his 

friendain the Tran.Taal.There i., · how.Ter, no .ugg •• tion in 

his letter. that he did this, nor did Milner giTe aD1 detail. as 

to how the Uitland.r com.itt.e. had b •• n brought und.r control. 

After the que.tion of mOTing the capital to Johanne.burg had 

been r.luctantly .helT.d, FitzPatrick' ... in conc.rn wa. with . the 

war debt. Ther. va., h •• aid, a "ring of jackal. vaiting to feed 

on the carcaas" of the TransTaal.. In addition, th.r. were maD7 

who - .ith.r through ignorance or fooli.hne •• - ·v.re "Tiolentl,

pr.judic.d again*t 'capitali.tic Johann •• burg·... In a l.tter to 

Evan.(8~) h. d.tailed the force. which w.re at vork in England. 

In the Cap. Colon,- th.r. va. al.o ·both ignoranc. and ho.tility. 

Hely-Hutchinson had told hi. that, a. the mia •• had paid the Kruger 

gOTern •• nt four million. "quit. comfortabl,-u, at l.ait two millions 

would now b. aTailabl. for inter.st on d.bt. Recent arriTals from 

England were now .ugg •• ting that the TransT .. l could .a.ily carry 

a debt of betw •• n .ixty and one hundr.d million pounds' To make 

matter. wor •• , Hosken, carried avay with lo,-alist .nthusiasm, vas 

suggesting that Britain .hould not b. allowed "to pA'- one peDD1" 

towards the cost of the war. 

FitzPatrick wa. und.rstandably conTinc.d that the Transvaal 

would b. obliged to .. ke so •• contribution towards the co.t of the 

war. He vas conc.rn.d that this should ' be r.duc.d to a reasonable 

minimum. While in England, ·a. we haT. · •• en, h. had add.d the 

proviso that Britain .hould. in r.turn, assist the Tran.vaal in 

raising the loans which would b. nec ••• ary for undertaking public 

works and assi.ting i-igration. H. now wrote to Har •• worth(8,) 

and outlined hi. thoughts onc. aor.. Th. Tran.Taal. he .aid, would 

not shirk it. r.spon.ibiliti •• but must not b. crippl.d b.cause 

this would · ".k. it iapo •• ibl. for u. to bring about the r.al 

settle •• nt, i ••• anglici.ing the countr7". He th.n wrote to Evans, 

enolo.ing a COp7 of hi. l.tter to Haraaworth, and a.ked him to try 
to oontrol Ho.k.n.(86) . 

FitzPatrick then approach.d Miln.r. He kn.w that Milner 

8~. FitzPatrick to Evan., 20th July 1900. RM FIT L/B v. 
85. He refer. to this in hi. l.tter to Evans, 20th Jul,- 1900. 

RM FIT LIB V. 

86. Ibid. -



believed that the Transvaal could "bear" a 4ebt of thirty millions. 

Although he hiaeelfthought this reasonable, he arsued that the 

appearance of reasonableness would i •• ediate11 be lost "if we 

accept it glad11 or even silent11". Be therefore suggested less, 

"so as to leave aargin for co.pro.ise".(87) If, Ile arsued, the 

Transvaal's war debt was fixed as 20 aillions and, if the Transvaal 

and the Orange River Colon1 required a further twent1 .illions for 

public works, then the a.ount needed to undertake public works 

should be raised under i.perial guarantee. ,The interest would be 

paid out of Transvaal revenue. In addition, the British government 

would receive all revenue -obtained fro. the public works which 

were undertaken (railways, roads, irrigation works-and land .ettle

ments) until such ti.e as this a.ounted to 4~ on 20 millions.(88) 

In this wa1, the new oolonie. would be --certain of -raising the 

capi tal which the1 required for development and -Britain would al-so 

be assured of such annual repay.ents as could be aff.rded ~1 the •• 

Milner ,"ppeared to "like" this idea. For the .o.ent, -however, 

there waa nothing further that could be done about it. 

During this period, before Milner travelled north to take up 

the task of reconstructing the oonquered -territories, FitzPatrick 

met Milner on several occasions for disoussions. Apart from the 

meetings which took place short11 after FitzPatriok's arrival, he 

was summoned by Milner on Jul1 21st. A length1 discussion ensued 

on Chamberlain's s1l8gestion that co_issions of inquir1 should be 

appointed to aake reoo •• endations regarding the Tra.svaal ooncessions 

polioy, possible amendments to the Transvaal's law., native affairs 

and immigration and land settle.eAt.(89) FitzPatrick -argued that 

the Transvaal legal syste. should, as far as po •• ible, be retained. 

"Our complaint was always against the -s1ste. of adaiai*tratioa more 

than the laws". It would be preferable to disoover unworkable laws 

in practioe rather than fro. ".en unacquainted with the looal wants 

and experience". With regard to native affairs he wa.even more 
emphatic: "meddling fro. outside would be a calaait1".(90) 

87. ~. 

88. FitzPatrick to Evans, 8th August 1900. RM 'nT L/I V. Be eDlarged 
upon this idea in a letter to Karri DaVies, 5th September 1900. 
RH FIT LIB V. 

89. FitzPatrick to Wernher, .25th Ju11 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 

90. !lli. 



Milner agreed. The result vas that no coaaission vas 

appointed to investigate the lavsof the Transvaal. Likewise, 

the proposal for an inquirJ into native affairs vas shelved until 

1903 when, as Milner had suggested at this .eeting, the Commission 
(91) 

was composed of local .en and chaired by Sir ,Godfrey Lagden. 

As far as land settl •• ent vas concerned, here FitzPatrick and 

Milner were agreed on the need for urgency. As a result, the 

South African Lands Settle.ent Co • .tssien was appointed, under 

the chair .. nship of R.O. Arnold Forster,a Conservative M.P. It 

vas specifically instructed to in~uire into the possibility of 

settling soldiers in South Africa, should they desire to remain. 
(92) 

It submitted its report at the end of November 1900. After 

arguing that such settlement vas vital in the interest of British 

rule in Southern Africa, it contended that the proble. of "redressing 

the balance" and so swamping an 'estimated Boer population of about 

200,000 should not be difficult. It recoamended that surveys be 

undertaken to examine irrigation possibilities so that concentrated 

settle.ents of ex-service.en could be established. It also 

recomaended the establish.ent of a Land Board. fitzPatrick vas 

singled out as having given the Co.mtssion valuable assistance and 

evidence. This referred in particular to the fact that he had 

outlined to the Coaaission a sche.e whereby lands belonging to the 

Transvaal Consolidated Land Company (a subsidiary of Ecksteins) 

should be used for settle.ent.(93) Re suggested that there need 

be no paYllent for this land if it were selected on a "block and 

block syste.", because the Company would retain the .iDer&! rights 

and would benefit fro. the enhanced value of the unsettled blocka.(94) 

Chamberlain's othersugge.tion vaa -the appoint.ent of a 

Commission to investigate the Kruger govern.ent's concessions policy. 

91. On July 22nd he vrote to Cha.~erlain(C.0~879/63, Secret 
Correspondence re Affairs in S. Africa, p. 369) and told hia 
that he did not think that the British,goternment aAould appoint 
COllUlission. to inve.tigate Transvaal Laws and natiye affairs. 
The latter vould "stir a hornets ,nest". 

92. Cd. 626 and 627. Report of the Land Settle.ent Coa.tssion. 

93. ~., pp. 49-50 and 260. 

94. Chamberlain, on learning of this propo.al, argued against it 
because it vould involve a ".oral responeibility" to the Land 
Co.panj. Chamberlain to Milner, 19th October 1900. C.O.879/63, 
p. 358. 



(95) FitzPatriok al.o gave evidence before this oo .. i •• ion, vhioh 

vas chaired by Alfred Lyttelton. Hi. evidence conoentrated on 

the contention that the railvay and dybaaite conce.sions needlessly 

inflated aining co.ta. The Co.aission's report vas submitted in 

April, 1901. It recom.ended the total abolition of all the 

concesaions. 

At the beginning of August, FitzPatriok approached Milner at 

Samuel Evana's in.tigation and raised the question of the personnel 

of the tuture civil adainistration.(96) Milner told him that he 

vas experiencing great difficulty ·with the Colonial Offioe and; 
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with certain "notable exceptions", preferred ·to reply upon known 

material ·vhich vas available ·in South Africa. The High Commiasioner's 

position, FitzPatrick argued (once again defendin, Milner against 

the groving criticisa of Johannesburg) vaa very difficult in that 

he had to deal with the ailitaryand also with Chamberlain. There 

is no indication as to whether this pressure, exerted through 

FitzPatrick by the British Transvalers who -had returned to the 

Transvaal, had any direct influence upon Milner's.election of 

senior administrators. The e.phasis which ia comao~ly plaoed upon 

his imported kindergarten(97) obscures the faot that he appeared 

to go out of his way to appoint local persona to key poats. Thus, 

Richard Soloaon becaae Attorney General,Godfrey Lagden became 

Commissioner of Native Affairs, Rose-Innes became Chief Justice 

and Wybergh became Mining Coamissioner. It was ironioal that the 

appointment of suoh persona - a conce •• ion to local pressures _ 

vas to contribute greatly to Milner'. political diffioulties in 

the period that folloved, for several of them were to let him down 
badly. 

One of the most significant developments during this period 
vas the organisation of the Witwatersrand Labour As.ociation. 

FitzPatrick'. conneetion with the mining-industry and also his 

close .ssociation with Milaer in Cape TOWD would suggest that he 

vas involved. This i. not, however, true. The proposal to establish 

a central recruiting organisation vhioh would eli.inate competition 

95. Cd. 623, ' 1+ and 5. Report 
pp. 22-6. 

of the Transvaal Concessions Colllll1ssion, 

96. FitzPatrick to Evan., 8tll August 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 
97. As, for example, Niaocks, Mllner,~. 10unS Men. 



between the various mines and so enable a reduction in wages to 
take place, was first made in March 1900.(98) Later, after Fiddes 

had moved to Johannesburg and a Chamber of Mines had been re-
(99) 

established there, the Association was formed in Johannesburg. 

With W~bergh's approval, it was to control all recruitaent while 
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the government would exercise a degree of control b~ aeans of 

issuing licences and registering contracts. Simultaneously and 

independentl~, the Native Labour Guarantee Fund was establ~shed in 

Cape Town. For this, . Fit.Patrick on behalf of Ecksteins, provided 

a guarantee of £1,400.(100) The purpose of this tund was to enable 

preliminary work to b. undertaken. That FitzPatrick was not further 

implicated than this is indicated by a lett.r which he wrote to 
EYans at this time.(101) R.ferring to what had b.en done in Cape 

Town, he remarked: "I hop. that there is no sens. of rivalry •••• 

I have not been able to touch the Nativ. Labour qu.stion yet, so 

that I don't offer ·my own opinioll. at· all". H. was raising ·the 

subject with Evans, he explained,merelybecause he was anxious 

that Milner should not be confront.d b~ two, po •• ibl~ conflicting, 

sets of proposals. 

It was at this stag. in his career, wh.n he was pois.d to 

playa major role in the organisation of the new British South 

Africa, that his health began to det.riorat.. In England h. had 

suffered from a series of illnesse.. B~ October, after h. had 

been thr.e months in Cap. Town, he found that hi. h.alth and 

tremendous vitality had not r.turn.d. B. was, in fact, suffering 

from diab.t.s. The decision to t.ar him •• lf away fro. South Africa 

at this crucial .om.nt must have b.en a · v.r~ difficult on. for hia 

to make. There s •••• d no alt.rnative but to take a complete rest 

at Grind.lwald in Switzerland, followed b~ a visit to E~pt, 

accompanied by B.C. Bull and Dr 'tBill~" DaYies his ph~sioian and 

98. Me.orandum by Fidd.s, 17th love.ber · 1900~ C.0.879/70/663 
War in S. Africa, corr •• pond.nc., p. 159. 

99. A.N. Golding (S.cretarJ, Cha.ber of Mines) to Miln.r, 5th 
S.pt.mber 1900. ~., p. 157. 

100. Ibid • . Similar a.ount. w.re guarant.ed by Rand Mines and b~ 
the Consolidated Gold 1ields. Smaller guarant.es were 
promised by all the other major finance house •• 

101. FitzPatrick to Evans, 8th August 1900. RM FIT L/B V. 



friend who, like B.ll, had belonged to the lIa.e "kraal" all Fitz

Patrick when the Refor.erll were imprilloned in Pretoria. 

Before leaving for Europe, he performed one .ore tallk for 

Milner. Towardll the end of October, Milner wrote fro. Johannes

burg,(102) explaining that he was "perturbed at the growing unrest 

among the Uit1anderll in Cape !oWD, "who were champing at de1a1. 

over their return " to the Tranllvaa1. This was "giving a "wretched 

class of agitator, to sa1 nothing of the pro-Boer press, a 

ho1d ••• which "1 give us trouble afterwards". A aajor obstacle 

to the immediate return of these refugeee, Milner explained, was 

that the me.ber. of the irregular forces,who were .ti11 in arms, 

regarded it as their right to receive preferential treatment. He 

asked fitzPatrick to use his·inf1uence with the officer. of the 

irregular corps who. he knew, (103) and to induce the. to explain 

the position to their .en. The outco.e of this appeal was that 

FitzPatrick villi ted the Tranllvaal and, having learnt of the 

complaints of the irregu1arll, discussed them with both Roberts 
and Kitchener.(104) 

In Dece.ber, his health having failed aiain during his viait 

to the Transvaal, he sailed for Europe from Cape Town. 

102. Milner to FitzPatrick, 25th October 1900. B/A II. 

103. Aaong FitzPatrick's 8&nl close friends who served with "the 
colonial forces were A. WoollI-Sa.pllon, "Karrie" Davies, C. 
Mullins and H.A. Rogers. " 
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104. FitzPatrick to "Beit, 7th November 1900, "Private and Confiden- " 
tial". AlLC I. See al.o, Cartwright, The First South Afrio&J1 
p. 106 et seq. ' 



CHAPTER V 

TRANSVAAL POLITICS 

i) Chamber of Mines President, March 1902 - February 1903. 

FitzPatrick remained overseas during the whole of 1901. Few 

of the letters which he wrote during this period have survived and 

those that have provide no insight into his political thoughts. 

Nor is there any suggestion that he was in any way involved in 

politics either through his being consulted by his colleagues in 

South Africa or through writing for publication. In view of his 

earlier involvement and great interest in the subject, this is 

surprising. It is presumed that, instructed by his doctors, he 

enjoyed a comple~e break. 
As it happened, 1901 was a year during which South African 

politics hung fire. The vital work of reconstruction following 

Milner's assumption Of duties in Johannesburg at the end of 

November 1899 was held up by the protraction of the war during 

its guerilla phase. In such circumstances, it was impossible to 

proceed with the settlement of a large British population in the 

rural areas, the scheme which FitzPatrick had urged upon Milner, 

t he British government and the Forster Commission. Even the 

question of the siting of the Transvaal's capital which had 
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produced the minor political flare-up of 1899 was postponed because 

it was not until June 1902 that Milner took over the civil adminis

tration of Pretoria from the military. Frustrated in his recon

struction plans, a great deal of Milner's considerable energies 

were taken up in organising his civil service, preparing a 

municipal government for Johannesburg and in bringing the mines 

back into production. All three tasks proved tricky enough. The 

mines experienced unforeseen difficulty in obtaining African labour. 

Many of his new administrators proved incompetent. Some proved 

dishonest. Others provoked criticism because of their zeal and 

efficiency~1)The new Johannesburg municipality, although nominated 

by himself, proved to be no rubber stamp and soon became the mouth

piece for popular criticism of the administration. (.) Furthermore, 

it was not long before the municipal council was at loggerheads 

1. See Mawby, OPe cit., pp. 50 et seg. 

*. The political role of the Johannesburg Town CounCil, composed of 
nominees, after its establishment in May 1901 and elective after 
1903, invites investigation. 
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with the Chamber of Mines over the demand that the mines should 

be included in the municipal area and their properties rated. 
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Because Milner was faced with these many difficulties during 

1901, it was clear that the real work of reconstruction could not 

begin before 1902. FitzPatrick's return to Johannesburg in February 

thus coincided with the belated return of a certain amount of pre

war normality along the Reef. Indicative of this is the fact that 

the Star recommenced publication on January 2nd. Similarly, the 

Johannesburg Chamber of Commerce met for the first time later in 

the month.(2) 

It was to be expected that FitzPatrick should see Milner 

immediately after arriving in Johannesburg. Several lengthy 

discussions took place. At their first meeting, Milner told him 

that he did not think that it would be possible to proceed wi t h 

either representative government or federation for at least five 

years. This was because pre-war estimates of the Boer population 

had been proved faulty by the discovery that about 70 ers ons 

were then being held in concentration camps. To this number had 

to be added the Boers who were still in arms, the families who 

were hiding in the northern districts, the Dutch in the towns and 

the refugees in the Cape, Portuguese territories and Europe.(3) 

This meant that the total Boer population was well in excess of 

70,000 (the pre-war estimate). Although this discovery affecte~ . 
the political outlook for the Transvaal and for Southern Africa, 

Milner did not appear in the least perturbed. 

After dealing with such practical matters as land settlement 

and the appointments which Milner had made in the civil service 
c 

and the Johannesburg Municipal Council, Milner went out of his , 
wry to explain his decision to include the mines __ in the Johannesburg 

unicipal area. He had done this despite the opposition ~f the 

Chamber of Mines and of "the very people whose co-operation had been 

most valuable heretofore". He was clearly anxious lest this decision 

should earn him the enmity of the capitalists. FitzPatrick observed 

that, as Milner's attitude would be welcomed almost everywhere out

s~ de the Chamber of Mines, the position should be accepted because 

better terms would hot be obtained if they tried to oppose Milner 

2. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 44. 
3. FitzPatrick to Beit, 15th February 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 
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and then appealed to the public. 

FitzPatrick, in fact, was being singled out as the person • 
best able to manage the capitalists. Milner became more explicit 

when he then went on to suggest that FitzPatrick, in spite of his 

health, should take over the presidency of the Chamber of Mines. 

It was important, he said, that there "should bea man in the 
(4) 

chair who would 'wash well with the government'''. FitzPatrick 

told Milner that he favoured · Farrar for the position but Milner 

191 

brushed the suggestion aside. Farrar ha~ no intention.of settling 

in South Africa ·and could not be relied upon "to remain the whole 

time". Rouliot, who had occupied the presidency ever since 1898 

could not be re-elected because the Chamber's constitution imposed 

a limit of two successive terms. In Rouliot's case this proviso 

had been waived during the war but would now have to be re-enforced. 

Although FitzPatrick then agreed to accept the presidency, he 

insisted that he would do so only if there was support for his 

candidature in the Chamber: Eckstein's would not use "brute 

strength" to ensure his election. Milner replied: "Well ••• it 

is not my affair but you can understand now that I am making my 

arrangements on the assumption that you are to be the President 

of the Chamber". 

It would be incorrect to conclude that it was because of this 

intervention from Milner that FitzPatrick became ·President of the 

Chamber of Mines. As Milner himself pointed out, he had no influence 

at allover the Chamber. If Farrar were ruled out (apart from the 

feeling that he was an "absentee landlord", Farrar's election 

would also have meant that Dalrymple would be obliged to relinquish 

his position on the E:"ecutive) then FitzPatrick was surely an 

obvious choice. Milner therefore did little more than persuade 

FitzPatrick to agree to accept nomination. Nor is it necessary 

to look for any sinister motive: Milner's wish to have FitzPatrick 

in this key position was the logical outcome of their close under

standing and trust. Before the war, this had made FitzPatrick the 

obvious choice as the Uitlander leader wh6 could be relied upon 

to mould Uitlander opinion and direct agitation towards the fran

chise rather than towards the attainment of more selfish goals; 

during the war it had marked him out as the obvious person to 

4. FitzPatrick to Eckstein, 15th February 1902. Q2 AILB XVII. 



intercede with Milner's critics in Johannesburg. Now, when it 

was essential to maintain the unity of British people in the 

Transvaal, he was the obvious person to influence the capitalists. 

A fearless administrator, Milner would not allow ' his administration 

to be dictated by the interests of the Randlords. Hobson-type 

criticism in England made him even more sensitive to the 

insinuation that he showed undue favour to the mineowners. He 

was, in fact, determined to impose new taxes ' on mining profits, 

together with new controls over their labour. FitzPatrick must 

persuade the "gold bugs" to take a "larger view". 

Shortly before FitzPatrick's election to the Chamber of 

Mines Presidency in March, Milner paid eloquent public tribute 

to FitzPatrick, whom he referred to as "my friend Fitz". Doubtless, 

one of his intentions was to support FitzPatrick's candidature but 

he also spoke about the need to maintain British unity. The 

occasion was the Imperi~l Light Horse dinner which was held to 

commemorate the relief of Ladysmith. To FitzPatrick's embarrass

ment, Milner related how he had met FitzPatrick at Newlands in 

February 1898. He had then been convinced, he said, of the self

less imperial loyalties of the Uitlanders. He did not doubt that 

this would continue. "If we should · ever have differences of 

opinion .in the future", he declared, "you will always remember 

that we are labouring in the same cause and to the same end and 

that our differences will be from honest convictions. But they 

must not go to the length of dividing us and I am sure they never 

will". (5) This was a direct appeal to the MuniCipal Council and 

the Chamber of Mines to settle their differences. It was also more 

than an indication of the reliance which he placed upon FitzPatrick 
to control the Transvaal "Britishers". 

Immediately after his election as president of the Chamber 

of Mines, FitzPatrick had "another long talk" with Milner.(6) 

Milner repeated his determination to include the mines in the 

municipal area and to rate their property. He expected opposition 

from some ·but expected the support of "the great bulk of the 

community, including the wealthy firms who have some sense of 

public duty and who follow a broader and wiser policy". His 

5. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 2nd March 1902. A/LB I. 

6. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 7th March 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII • 
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attitude was merely one of "benevolent neutrality" and he wished 

to "maintain the gOTernment in the position of arbiter". If the 

capitalists were uneasy about the hostility of the Municipal 

Council, they should themselves playa more active part in municipal 

affairs. 
The result of this appeal to FitzPatrick was that the Chamber 

of Mines merely passed ,. "formal resolution of regret,,(7) and, at 

the beginning of March, Milner could inform Chamberlain that the 

Chamber had completely abandoned its opposition to the Municipal 

Council. "It is an iaportant success for the government to have 

carried the principle without a fight", he observed.(S) Thereafter, 

Milner appointed a joint commission under the chairmanship of ' 

Duncan. FitzPatrick was one of the two Chamber of Mines represen

tatives on the commission which in its report, submitted in November, 

accepted the compromise that rates would be paid on residential 

land. The principle of incorporation in the mUBicipality had not 

been an issue before the commission, thus it merely 

made recommendations concerning special provisions to safeguard 

the interests of the mines.(9) 

Although FitzPatrick had managed to manipulate the Chamber of 

Mines on this municipality question, the capitalists were becoming 

increasingly uneasy about Milner's apparent hostility (or, at best, 

indifference) towards them. Wybergh's mismanagement of the depart

ment of Mines, together with his "knack ,of antagonising people", (10) 

appeared to confirm this view. By July, FitzPatrick was complaining 

that Wybergh was "mulish, obstinate and hostile".(11) Despite a direct 

appeal, he refused to consult the Chamber before plunging into 

provocative action. Milner, though concerned about Wybergh's 

conduct, continued to tolerate him and it was not until the end of 

1903 that the Commissioner of Mines was "retired".(12) 

7. On 12th February, see ,Star, 13th February 1902. 

8. Milner ,to Chamberlain, 7th March ' 1902, "Confidential". C.0.879/74 
Affairs in S. Africa - Secret, p. 60. 

9. C.0.S79/76,- 693. War i 'n S. Africa ••• , p. 109. 

10. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 7th March 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. Wybergh 
had introduced a new system of claim transfers and insisted on 
the vigorous enforcement of the old law which required govern
ment approval of all buildings, dumps, etc. on the mines. 

11. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 16th July 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

12. See Mawby, Ope cit., p.108. 
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A further illustration of Milner's attitude and of the 

difficulty in which it placed FitzPatrick is provided by ~r's 
decision to impose a tax of 10% on mining profits. Although 

- (13) 
Milner had contemplated the measure for some time, there is 

no suggestion that he discussed ~t with FitzPatrick before it was 

announced on June 15th. In fact, in writing to Wernher, Fitz-
(14) 

Patrick referred to the "unexpectedness" of the tax. ( The 

announcement came at a time when the sharemarket had slumed and 
, --

the mines were complaining about labour shortages. Wybergh's new 

proclamation regarding the registration of mining rights was al~ 
creating excitement.(1 5) Hardly surprising, therefore, that the 

proclamation was greeted with an outburst of indignation. Even 

the eader "screallled hysterically" while "would-be politicians 
( 16) 

saw an opening fOr demagogue work','. 

Faced with the almost impossible task of persuading the 

capitalists to agree to this tax"FitzPatrick could only argue 

that it was hopeless to oppose it. Opposition would be "useless 

and merely irritating", he said. (17) He urged the Chamber of 
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Mines to bow to the inevitable but to insist that the Transvaal 

government provide an immediate indication of how it proposed to 

provide the mines with relief. The result was a Chamber of Mines 

deputation to the GOTernor, at which Milner offered conciliation 

in the form of the repeal of Wybergh's mining regulations(18) and 

promised relief in the form of a substantial reduction in the price 

of dynamite.(1 9) This concession, FitzPatrick believed, would 'more 

than compensate for the profits tax.(20) Fastening on an issue 

which he could hope to use as a popular counterfoil to the tax, 

he then deliberately raised the dynamite question in the Chamber 

of Mines, without warning Milner beforehand.(21) He then discussed 

13. See Milner to Chamberlain, 21st April 1902. Cd. 1163 Further 
Correspondence re Affairs in S. Africa, p. 122. 

14. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 5th July 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

15. Mawby, OPe cit., p. 52. 

16. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 5th July 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

17. ~. , 

18. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 53. 

19. The Star, 18th June 1902. 

20. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 5th July 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 
21. Ibid. 



the question with Milner on two occasions and exacted the promise 

from him that he would consult the Industry in good time before 

taking any action. 
It required considerable skill to survive in so precarious a 

situation. The imposition of the tax on profits rekindled protests 

against M!!nerts insistence that arrears on claim licences had to 

be paid. FitzPatrick was particularly alarmed at this government 

measure and pointed out to Milner that th.e mines had suffered 

considerable losses during the war and that they would not be 

compensated for them. "Is it not a fact", he asked, "that you 

have ruled the companies out of all compensation for the simple 

reason that the amount will be so big that you simply cannot pay 

it and you do not at all dispute the strength of their claims?" 
.~ 

Milner replied that this was true but the companies "must look 

for their compensation to the improved conditions and better 
(22) government of the country". It was absolutely essential to 
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balance the budget and this could Dot be done ·without the revenue 

f;om licence arears. FitzPatrick argued that, in the circumstances, 

it was unwise to resort to such a device to balance the budget 

because it gave a false impression of the Transvaal's resources. 

This, in turn, vould increase expectations regarding the Transvaal's 

ability to bear the burden of a war debt. Again Milner would not 

budge. If only the Johannesburgers would "keep quiet and not arouse 

hostility or attract attention", he said, it might be possible for 

him to continue to divert attention in England from the war debt. 

The hint was thinly-veiled: if the capitalists refused to co-operate, 

they would be saddled with additional burdens. 

Milner's intransigence placed a great strain upon FitzPatrick, 

caught as he was between the Governor and his critics. ,To t~e 

complaints about arrear licences vere added fears regarding a new 

Gold Law which would provide for the sale of mining rights in 

bewaarplaatsen: 

surface-

future. This, in turn, produced concern about the 

would the new administration agree that the holders of 

rights possessed a claim to preferential treat.en;;(24 By December, 

He spoke his mind in what FitzPatrick's good humour had worn thin. 

22. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 16th July 1902. Q2 AILB XVII. 

23. ~. 
24. Ibid. 



I 

I 
I 

• 

196 

't d f h'" (25) Milner described as "a rather excl. e way or l.m. It was 

only then that Milner agreed to allow certain concessions in the 

application of the new profits tax, allowing the mining companies 

to claim a rebate on the amount which had been spent on the 
(26) 

protection of their properties during the war. 

The mounting unease of the Johannesburg capitalists must be 

seen against the backdrop of the political agitation which occurred -in mid-1902. In part, this was·the result of a feeling that, as 

the administration was expanded, Milner was favouring imported 
- - -- (27) 

officials at the expense of the franavaal Britons. In view 

of the experience with Wybergh and Forater, this bias was 

understandable but Milner's critics gave him no quarter. Apart 

from filling positions which local men coveted, many imported 

civil servants gave further offence by their overbearing attitudes. 

Another reason for Johannesburg feeling against Milner was that ------ - --
he continued to stall on the question 'of whether Johannesburg_ or 

Pretoria should be the future ca ital. Although Loveday announced 

in February that the decision had gone in favour of Pretoria,(28) 

it was not until September that Milner finally overcame his doubts 

and even then he hesitated about making the decision pUblic.(29) 

Furthermore, the eagerly-awaited post-war boom which would enable . 
businessmen to reooup · the losses which they had suffered during 

the war years, had Dot materiali8ed ~(~0) 
During June, thes. criticisms found expression in the biting 

editorials of Pake.an. Althou,h the Leader, of which he was the 

editor, was owned by a company in which Ecksteins retained an 

interest(31) and although this newspaper had been revived in June 

25. Milner to Duncan, 29th December 1902. ' Milner Papers, 34. 

26. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 16th .July 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

27. MawbYt Ope cit., p. 50 et seq. 

28. Ibid., p. 48. 

29. Milner to Chamberlain, 27th September 1902. C.0.879/76. 
War in S. Africa, p. 390. 

30. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 54. 

31. FitzPatrick to Cook, . 18th July 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. The Trans
vaal Leader was started by Ecksteina at the beginning of 1899 
but was sold to the Cape Times in 1902, Ecksteins losing central 
control but retaining an interest. 



because of the need for a "reliable" morning paper, Pakeman 

displayed a rugged independenee. His refusal to dampen his 

criticisms of the government vas to cost him the editorship later 
(32) t' in the year. One of Pake .. n's suggestions vas the forma ~on 

of a political association and, at the beginning of July, this 

suggestion vas taken up by J. Dale Lace, vho convened a meeting 
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in Johannesburg for this purpose. By mid.July, another organisation 

vith similar objectives - the ,South African Association - had been 

Proposed (33) by Harry Solomon, the Johanne,sburg s,tockbroker ,who 
. ( 4) 

harboured a grudge against the Corner House. 3 

It vas in these circumstances that two other i.sues began to 

engage attention. The one was the proposal which was now 

canvassed for the introduction of Chinese labour to ease the 

shortage on the m'ines and so enable them to achieve ... ximum 

output. (35) The other vas the question of the war debt.(36) 

Shortly after the signing of the Peace of Vereeniging, Chamberlain 

announced that the Transvaal would be required to raise a loan of 

thirty-five millions to extinguish outstanding republican debts 

and to undertake new public works. In addition, the two ex

Republics vould be required to make a contribution towards the cost 

of the var. He did not specify the amount of this contribution 

but on July 29th he announced that he expected a ,"large contribution", 

and he told Beit in private that he thought £100,000,000 would not 

be unreasonable. (37) , 

FitzPatrick had, during 1900, devoted a good deal of thought 

to the problem of the war debt. When news of Chamberlain's 

statement reached him, he took the opportunity, when responding to 

the toast to the mining industry at a banquet on June 7th, to 

repeat his proposal that, if the var debt were fixed at £35 million, 

the tvo colonies shou'ld jointly raise a loan of this amount. Any 

surplus after the interest had been met from revenue deriTed from 

the public works would then be reckoned as interest on a war debt.(38 ) 

32. Mawb1t Ope cit., p. 256. 

33. Ibid., p. 59. 

34. See FitzPatrick to Wernher Beit & Co., 26th April 1902. Q2 A/LB 
XVIII. 

35. See below, p. 227 et .eg. 
36. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 75 ,et .eq. 

37. FitzPatrick to Wernhtr, ' 16th July 1902., ~2 A/LB XVII. 
38. The ~t 9th June 1902. 



He added, however, the additional proviso that the war debt itself 

should "be regarded as a trust to us ••• and be used ••• for the 

settlement of all South Africa".G39) When he learnt from Beit 

of the £100,000,000 proposal, FitzPatrick immediately raised the 

question with both Milner and Duncan, the Transvaal Treasurer. 
(40) 

They were both "astonished and dismayed". 

Milner dealt with the situation very deftly. When the 

Chamber of Mines deputation, headed by FitzPatrick, met him on 

June 16th to protest against the 10% tax on profits, he seized 

upon the opportunity to make a policy statement. He assured the 

deputation of his regret that certain decisions had been made 

hurriedly and without ' consultation and assured them that this 
(41) would not occur again. He would proceed towards representative 

government as soon as circumstances allowed. FitzPatrick, before 

reporting this to the Chamber of Mines on June 19th, showed Milner 

a copy of the statement which he had prepared, reporting Millner's 

views. Milner made several corrections and added the comment: 

"I think the most important thing is to convey ,to the 
people that they will be consulted and not have things 
sprung upon them and that, if this has happened in one or 
two instances in the past, it has been due to hurry and 
our extreme anxiety to have the house ready for the ipm~tes, 
not to any desire to act without consulting people".(!f.2) 

According to Dr Mawby, this note indicates that Milner intended the 

statement "for II much wider audience than the Chamber".(43) This 

is not self-evident, for Milner may have been anxious about the 

accuracy of the statement even if it were inten.ed primarily for 

the Chamber of Mines. His real intention is irrelevant, the fact 

being that the statement did receive maximum newspaper publicity. 

It was seized upon by both the ~ and the Leader as being the 

first clear statement of policy which Milner had made.(44) 

Milner's second move to allay public opinion was to announce 

39. FitzPatrick to Bait, 15th June 1902. AILB I. 
40. lill· 
41. Mawby, °E· cit., p. 53. 
42. Milner to Fi tzPa trick" 19th June 1902. BIA II. 
43. Mawby, °E· cit., p. 53. 
44. Ibid. 
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(45) 
at the end of July that he was to introduce a Legislative Council. 

Although he did not release details of the new constitution or 

reveal whom he intended appointing until September, he told the 

Chamber of Mines deputation on June 19th that he intended to have 

four Dutch representatives and four British in a Legislative 

Council of seventeen. The Dutch representatives would be Botha, 

de la Rey, Cronje and Johann Rissik. FitzPatrick and Farrar 

would represent the British, together with "a suitable man from 

outside Johannesburg" and another who would "represent the same 
(46) 

element as the municipal bodies represent". In this way, 

Milner hoped to give substance to his promises regarding 

consultation. 
The third move which Milner made to counter the political 

agitation was to -invite Chamberlain to visit South Africa.(47) 

There can be no doubt that one of Milner's motives in doing this 

was to convince Chamberlain that his expectations regarding the 

war debt were too high. Milner had with some difficulty persuaded 

the Colonial Secretary that a 10% tax on .profits was the maximum 

that the mines could bear. (48) .He was equally convinced that an 
-- -

exorbitant war debt would delay, if not inhibit, the recovery of 
i ----

the Transvaal economy and therefore delay the influx of British - -
settlers. But, apart from this obvious reaSQn for inviting 

Chamberlain to view the position for himself, there was the 

additional advantage that the invitation put the whole question of 

the war debt into cold storage until Chamberlain arrived in January 

of the following year. 

These moves had the effect of considerably lessening the 

momentum of the political agitation which was becoming crystallised 

in the formation of the Transvaal Political Association and the 

45. Milner to Chamberlain, 24th July 1902. C.0.879/74. Telegrams, 
p. 327. 

46. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 5th July 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. It is 
not clear whether this conversation took place at the meeting 
with the deputation or during ·a private discussion. 

47. Milner to Chamberiain, 10th June 1902, "Private and Personal". 
C.A.B. 37/61, 109. 

48. See, for example, Milner to Chamberlain, '28th February 1902. 
C.0.879/74 Affairs in S. Africa, Secret, p. 57. 



(49) South African Association. Thus, when the ' Transvaal Political 

Association's provisional coamittee announced that it intended t o 

convene the first public meeting of, the Association on August 23rd, 

several of the Committee member s had second thoughts. FitzPatrick 

was active in persuading his acquaintances to ' wash their hands of 

the movement. He had been elected to the provisional committee 

of the Transvaal Political Association during his absence in 

Lorenco Marques early is July but had resigned immediately on 

hearing of it. (50) Now, when the Association was attempting to 

launch itself, he was probably instru.ental in persuading six of 

the provisional committee members to resign.(51) He then mustered 

"the great bulk" of the colonial ex-serTicemen, who threatened in 

a public statement to swamp the meeting.(52) Armed with this 

threat, he managed to persuade the organisers to cancel the 
(53) meeting at the last minute. "It would probably have ended in 

a compiete smash for Lace and his crowd", he told Wernher, "but 

it could not have done other than bring the place into disrepute. 

Such a spectacle would have done us infinite ' harm and have brought 

joy to the heart of the Bond and t he Boers •••• The lesson to Lace 

and his crowd and to Pakeman is a pretty severe one, as they are 

covered with ridicule and perhaps the experience will do them and 

others good •••• ,,(54) A new committee was then elected to control 

the Association and FitzPatrick was the first to be elected - a 

recognition of the extent to which he nad been responsible for the 

defeat of Milner's critics. (55) 

While FitzPatrick was anxious to stop this "manufactured 

agitation" agaiBst Milner, he was not willing to drop the matter 

of the war debt, in which the Home government and not Milner was 

the object of criticism. At the beginning of Septea_er, Milner 

provided FitzPatrick with a copy of his estimates for the years 

1903 - 5.(56) These provided for the payment of interest on a 

49. See above, p.197. 

50. The Star, 20th A.ugust 1902. 

51. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 61. 

52. The ~, 20th and 21st August 1902. 

53. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 23rd August 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 
54. ~. , 

55. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 62. 

56. Milner to FitzPatrick, 5th September 1902. B/A II. 
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loan of g30 million and forecast annual surpluses of between 

£100,000 and £850;000.(57) it is not clear what Milner's motive 

was in doing this. It may have been to reassure FitzPatrick that 

no additional taxation was contemplated, or it may have been that 

he was anxious to be assured of · the backing of "reasonable men" 

for his proposals. FitzPatrick, however, was clearly concerned 

lest the estimated surpluses should be interpreted to mean that 

the Transvaal could afford a si~ble war debt. As a result, the 

Chamber of Mines approved a detailed statement on the subject which 

had, presumably, been drawn up b~ FitzPatrick.(58) ' It stated 
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that, quite apart from the Transvaal's iDabilit~ to increase its 

revenue at present, the suggestion that it should make a contribution 

towards the cost of the war involved important "constitutional 

principles". The mines were particularly concerned because, in 

terms of the peace treaty, farms were to be exempted from any 

taxation to meet a war debt. The Chamber of Mines therefore called 

upon the British government to sake a definite announcement of its 

intentions and to fix upon a "reasonable sum". Whatever the amount 

fixed upon, the Transvaal should not be required to make any pay

ment for at least five ~ears. Two 'weeks later, the Johannesburg 

Chamber of Trade made ver~ similar ·demands.(59) 

On November 17th the Times devoted a full page to all. article 

by FitzPatrick.(60) It was republished as a pamphlet by the 

Imperial South African Association.(61) Allowing for postal dela~st 
this article must have been written at about the same time as the 

Chamber of Mines' statement. FitzPatrick urged that the question 

should now be finalised so as to end the uncertainties which had 

57. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 15th September 1902. Q2 A/LB VII. 

58. Secretary, Chamber of Mines to Milner, 1st October 1902. 
C.0.879/78 Aff.irsin S. Africa, pp. 127 et seg. 

59. Johannesburg Chamber of Trade to Milner, 16th October 1902. 
~., p. 227. A connection between this organisation and 
FitzPatrick is suggested by the fact that its Chairman, W.D. 
Daniels was to pla~ a prominent part in the public meeting 
of 17th January 1903. 

60. The Ti.es,17th November 1902. 

61. Taxation and the War Debt in the Transvaal b~ Sir J.P. FitzBatrink. 
The pamphlet included two other letters, the one b~ "B", reprinted 
from the Westminster Gazette and the other b~ "Africanus", re
printed from the Times. There is no evidence to suggest that 
FitzPatrick was the author of these additions. 



such adverse effect upon the share market. He then questioned 

whether it was right to ask the two ex-republics to contribute 

towards the cost of the war. Essentially, it had been fought 

because Britain had been determined to uphold her treaty rights 

and protect her subjects. Therefore, the war had been an imperial 

affair and, as such, the Empire as a whole should bear the cost ·of 

it. The Transvaal should net be expected to make more than a 

pro rata contribution: "We agree to pay as much as we can afford 

to pay ••• and in this spirit we seek to secure a · ca1m, sympathetiC, 

wise and far-sighted judlement of the position". The precise 

amount should be fixed so that it admitted this principle while 

not arresting the development of the country and arousing such 

hostility as would force the postponement of the "day when se1f

government can safely be given". A sense of grievance would be 

eagerly exploited by those who 'tsti11 cherished Mr Kruger's policy 

and aspirations", FitzPatrick warned, and it would then be "idle 

to rely for prolonged delay" upon responsible leaders of opinion, 

for "their places would quickly be taken by others who would share 

the more popular view". 
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FitzPatrick then went on to examine the Transvaal's revenue 

and pointed out that the tax ·of 1Q% ·on mining profits was double 

that levied by the Kruger government. The mines also bore a 

disproportionate share of the tax burden through the payment of 

high import duties on capital equipment. The only other possible 

source of revenue was the sale of mining rights, a measure which 

would be very unpopular. It must also be remembered that the 

Transvaal's White population was small and that a public debt of 

£25 millions would amount to more than £100 per person (as compared 

with £64 per head in New Zealand and £13 in Canada). 

The mission of the British community in the Transvaal, declared 

FitzPatrick, was to make it absolutely impossible for the Boers to 

evade co-operation or dodge the authority of the High Commissioner. 

It was perfectly "natural" that there should be a political division 

between the British and the Dutch. This was so because this racial 

division vas also the divi.ion between Liberal and Conservative, 

between progressive and reactionary, between the industrial and 

the farming communities and between town and country. The fact 

that these divisions coincided in South Africa with the racial 

division created "endless opportunities for mischief-makers and 



schemers ll • The only way in which the situation- could be remedied 

was through the establishment of the political ascendancy of the 

British elements in Southern Africa·. This, in turn, r.quired a 

concerted plan to promote British settle.ent through the purchasing 

of land and the construction of irrigation works -and railways. 

If the Transvaal's war debt were used · for this p.rpo •• , the demand 

for a contribution would. be satisfied, while resent •• uts in the 

Transvaal would be minimised and the B~itish community there would 

be assisted in its mission. 

HaVing made these state.ents,FitzPatrick. prepared for 

Chamberlain's visit. On January 17th a meeting was convened in 

the Town Council Chamber by W. St John Carr, the deputy chairman 

of the Council. It vas attended by representatives of the Town 

Council, the Cha.ber of Mines, the Chamber of Commerce, the 
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Chamber of Trade, the Stock Exchange, the Law SOCiety, the 

Witwatersrand United Trades Council, the Mine Managers' Association 

and the Transvaal Miners' Association.(62) As a gathering represen

tative of all shades of opinion among the TransTaal Britons, it was 

impressive. Carr explained that he had convened the meeting at 

the request of seTeral persons. That FitzPatrick was the moving 

spirit behind it is indicated by the fact that he was the first 

to speak .• 

A prepared statement was then approved by the meeting (proposed 

by W.L. Daniels and Albu). It expressed approval of the principle 

that the colony should make a voluntary contribution of thirty 

million pounds to the cost of the war. This was to be paid in 

three annual instalments of ten millions. - The first instalment 

was to be paid in January 1904 and the necessary loan would be 

guaranteed jointly ·by a comprehensive list of companies which 

included Ecksteins, S. Neumann, Barnat08, the Consolidated Gold 

Fields, Albus, Goerz and Co., Farrar Brothers and Bailey.(63) In 

addition to offering this war loan, the meeting declared its approTal 

of an additional loan of forty million pounds, under Imperial 

62. Cd. 1552 Papers re Finances of the Transvaal and O.R.C., pp. 
19 et seg. 

The others vere Dunkelsbuhler, Lewis and Marks F. Cohen 
Consolidated, The Bank of Africa, Transvaal Goidfields, J. 
Friedlander, Symons and Moses, the Compagnie Francaise, The 
National Bank, the Natal Bank and the Johannesburg Consolidat d 
Investment Company. 
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guarantee, which amount would be used to extinguish the liabilities 
(64) 

of the Colony and to undertake new capital works. A deputation, 

consisting of the chair.an ·or president of each of the bodies 

represented at the aeeting, together with another representative 

from each, was then deputed to convey these decisions to Chamberlain. 

FitzPatrick, as president of the Chamber of Mines,was a member of 

the deputation. 
The deputa~ion, chaired by Carr, met Chamberlain on the 19th. 

Carr began by handing Chamberlain a copy of the resolution which, 

he explained, had received the unanimous support of the represen

tative meeting.(65 ) FitzPatrick then explained that the figure 

of forty aillions for the first loan under imperial guarantee 

should not be taken as final and Chamberlain replied to the effect 

that, after discussions with Milner, he believed that £35,000,000 

would be sufficient.(66) Chamberlain then expressed his satisfaction 

that the additional offer of the £30,000,000 war contribution had 

been made and his belief that it would "produce the best possible 

feeling in the mother country". On January 21st FitzPatrick then 

wrote a formal letter to Milner on behalf of H. Eckstein and Co.(67) 

In it, he detailed the agreement which had been reached. 

It is not possible to piece together an exact record of the 

informal negotiations and behind-the-scene manoeuvrings which 

produced this agreement. This is unfortunate because it is obvious 

that FitzPatrick played a large part in the proceedings. He 

addressed the meeting on the 17th as the spokesman for the guaran-

tors of the first ten-million-pound instalment of the war contribution. 

This would suggeat that ·he had himself canvassed the proposal and 

obtained the guarantees, thus succeeding once more in inducing the 

leading capitalists (with the exception of Robinson) to act in 

unison. If this is so, it must be explained why he then adopted 

64. Cd. 1552 Paper. re Finances of the Transvaal and O.R.C., p. 21. 

65. Four had voted against the proposal but had subsequently been 
instructed by their organisations to support it. Ibid., p. 22. 

66. FitzPatrick afterwards claimed (to Evans, 19th June 1904. A/LB 
IV) that Chamberlain had agreed to £40,000,000. He blamed 
Milner for allowing Chamberlain to "cut it down". 

67. H. Eckstein & Co. to Milner; 21st January 1903. Cd. 1895 
Further Correspondenoe re Transvaal ~nd O.R.C., pp. 1-3. 



a different approach to that which he had followed since 1900 

and which he had publicised in the Times article in November 1902. 

Instead of arguing, as he had done previously, that Britain should 

receive war debt payments in · the form of the revenue which would 

be derived from public works, he now accepted the principle of a 

£30 million war debt. Instead of insisting, as he had done in 

his Times article., that the money should be s~ent on settlement 

schemes, he now accepted that there should be no strings attached. 
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The likeliest eXplanation for this. oh~nge is . tha~ FitzPatrick 

had become convinced that Chamberlain would insist upon the payment 

of a war contribution and that he ·would demand a considerable sum. 

In an account of these negotiations which he wrote in the following 

year, (68) he stated that "he @hamberlairu produced and relied 

upon his own strong point, i.e. England believes you can do it. 

If you refuse, it will be the death-blow to Imperialism. It will 

make such action as England took in coming to your assistance, 

impossible in the future, for they will all say - every man of 

every party - that you could pay your share but you wouldn't". In 

the face of such intransigence, the offer of £30,000,000 may be 

seen as an attempt to tempt Chamberlain to accept what was freely 

offered rather than press for more. It is significant that 

FitzPatrick afterwards claimed that he "alone fought the sum 

down to thirty million".(69) This would suggest that there was 

general agreement that a larger sum might be paid (he mentioned 

Farrar and Beit as being prepared to pay fifty million). In this 

case, FitzPatrick's acceptance of the principle of a definite war 

contribution might have been a response to a proposal to make an 

over-generous demonstration of imperial loyalty, Another possibility 

is that the offer was made with the intention of postponement and 

even of repudiation. Indeed, the first instalment was put off in 

the offer itself, until the beginning of 1904. By the end of 1903 

Milner was arguing that the first payment would have to be post

poned; at the end of 1904 a further delay was sanctioned and, in 

July 1905, Lyttelton announced that the matter would be left over 

until representative government had been introduced. The war debt 

was, of course, finally cancelled by the Liberals in 1906. (70) 

68. FitzPatrick to Evans, 19th June 1904. A/LB IV. 

69. Ibid. 

70. Memorandum on the War Contribution by Mr Just, 19th February 
1906. C.0.879/92, 819. 
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Milner made the point to FitzPatrick when he said: "If we can't 

pay they would never force us, but we must not make the tragic 

mistake of refusing to try". (71) A further possibility is that the 

offer was · made with the intent of repudiating it. Only four months 

after agreeing to the war debt during Chamberlain's visit, Farrar was 

proposing to protest against it in the Legislative Council.(72 ) 

FitzPatrick's reaction to Farrar's proposal,(73) however, discounts 

the possibility that he contemplated a breach of faith. 

The accusation was soon made that Chamberlain, during his 

visit to Johannesburg, had struck a bargain with the Capitalists. 

In return for the proffered war contribution, he is supposed to 

have agreed to the mineovners' demand for Chinese labour. This 

accusation is so obviously devoid of foundation that it hardly 

needs to be notieed. For one thing, Chamberlain stated explicitly 

in public on January 17th that he vas not prepared to agree to the 

proposal which, he said, had not been put to him by a representative 

body. He recognised that "the majority of opinion was opposed to 

it". The proposal would not even be considered unless Britain 

received a clear indication that it was the wish of the majority 

in the Transvaal.(74) Furthermore, it is quite incorrect to view 

the war debt offer as an unqualified victory for Chamberlain. To 

the contrary, it was FitzPatrick and the Johannesburg leaders who 

succeeded in lowering Chamberlain's demands. If further proof 

regarding Chamberlain's disinterestedness is needed, it may be 

found in the fact that FitzPatrick, as president of the Chamber 

of Mines, was still opposed to the introduction of Chinese labour. (75) 

No deal with Chamberlain could have been arranged without his 

knowledge or support. 

FitzPatrick's term of office expired at the end of February 

1903, when he was succeeded by Farrar. As the first post-war 

president of the Chamber, he had taken on a most exacting task as 

71. See FitzPatrick to Evans, 19th June 1904. AILB IV. 

72. ~. 

73. ~. 

74. C.0.879/82 (734) Chinese Labour in the Transvaal. 

75. Mawby, OPe cit., p. 93. The Chinese labour question, and 
FitzPatrick's part in the debate, is discussed more fully 
below, pp.229 et seg. 
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far as the minin~1-industry was concerned. It is, however, fair 
\ti . 

to say that to him~r·the problems of the lnJ.nes were subordinate to 

the greater political issues which were at stake. It was often 

'impossible to distinguish between the interests of the gold 

industry and those ofJhe colony as a whole: the recovery of the 
~ (1, 

Transvaal obviously d~~ended absolutely on the recovery of the 

mines. However, there were certain issues .(such as Chinese labour) 
," ~ 

where the coincidence of interests was not sa obvious. In such 

cases, FitzPatrick did not respond with the reflexes of a mining 

magnate. In fact, he had assumed the presidency with the intention 

of ensuring that Milner would not be subjected to undue ' oppositi on . 

His success in controlling the capitalists and in uniting the 

British Transvalers was demonstrated on three occasions: the 

resolution of the municipality dispute, the frustration of the 

Political Associ~tion and the war debt negotiations. 

This success is testimony to FitzPatrick's abilities and to 

the fact of his leadership. The award of a knighthood in November 

1903 was merely a recognition of this. One reason why the Transvaal 

British were to fall into disarray in the years that followed was 

that FitzPatrick was to find himself, for reasons of he~lth, unabl e 

to continue to play this role. 

This is not to suggest that FitzPatrick was a blind and 

trusting Milnerphile. There were times when he could and did 

disagree with Milner's policies - as, for example, when he contended 

that Milner was overburdening the goldmining industry with taxes. 

The reason for the close association between them was that they 

shared the same overall view of the South African problem. Their 

concern about British unity was one aspect of this. But Transvaal 

British politics was only one factor in Transvaal politics and, 

taking a wider view whic~ embraced the further objective of a 

British South African federation, this was merely part of the 

pattern of South African politics. Like Milner, FitzPatrick 

never lost sight of this and, despite his many commitments as 

president of the Chamber of Mines, he devoted a great deal of time 

to matters of general policy. , 

For example, when the Boer leaders were discussing peace terms 

at Vereeniging during April and May 1902, he was concerned lest 

there should be a sell-out by Kitchener. He immediately asked Sam 

Marks in Pretoria to urge the Boer leaders to deal with Milner and 
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not Kitchener. Marks should suggest that Milner would, in future, 
(76) 

be on the spot to fulfil any promises, while Kitchener would not. 
. (77) (78) ( 

He then wrote to Rosebery and also to E.T. Cook the 

editor of the Liberal Daily News with whom he had struck up an 

acquaintance when, during 1899 and 1900, he had been in England 

attempting to influence the British Press). He was, he wrote, 

completely in the dark about the peace negotiation but had heard 

rumours to the effect that the Boers would fight hard for three 

conditions: a definite date for the restoration of self-government, 

equality of languages and an amnesty for Cape rebels. 

is the same old fight, the same old points, the 
r Dargain' again ••• once more we have to put 

not if we don t want that shor~- ghted 
s 1nacy of the oers __ to preserve ••• the foundations upon 

liey hope . to u rear the structure of their great 
sc erne in the future. Reitz's letter a year ago, advising 
s~ende.Llest the ox.f.ei L.their influence a the 
national idea, should be a warning. It is not sentiment but 
"Ciogge of a pracfl.Cil poTicy tEat tnttru • 

FitzPatrick then drew up a statement 79 which protested - ------- - . vigorously against any peace settlement which included a guarantee 

of self-government within a definite period, equality of the two 

languages or an amnesty for the Cape rebels. He obtained the 

signatures of "a fair number of those who took an interest in the 
(80) . 

future", and presented it to Milner. The High Commissioner, 

with whom FitzPatrick had had no contact at all during these 

proceedings, (81) said that the letter was "most welcome", particularly 

because it was unsolicited, (82) and cabled it to the Colonial Office 

in London. This exercise was of no real importance because it did 

not in any way affect the Peace terms, except that FitzPatrick's 

76. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 5th June 1902. A/LC VII, Wernher, 15. 

77. FitzPatrick refers to this in his letter to Cook. No copy of 
the letter is among his papers. 

78. See FitzPatrick to Cook, 24th April 1902. A/LB I. 

79. FitzPatrick et al to Milner, 5th May 1902. A/LB I. 

80. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 10th May 1902. A/LB I. Among the party 
who signed were Hull, E.P. Solomon, Carr, Hosken, Monypenny, 
Greenlees and Dale Lace. 

81. Milner had been away in Cape Town. 

82. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 10th May 1902. A/LB I. 



representations supported the efforts vhich Milner was making to 

prevent the concessions vhich Kitchener seemed prepared to make. 

In view of FitzPatrick's concern about the self-government, 

language and amnesty questions, it is interesting that he thought 

the final settlement "excellent".(83) Although he still had 

reservations about Kitchener's "reckless promises", he was relieved 

that no definite date vas set for the restoration of self-govern

ment (it was to be granted "as soon as circumstances permitted"). 

Similarly, although Dutch was to be used in Cou~ts and could be 

taught in schools, if parents wished; there vas no recognition of ' 

language equality. The Cape rebels received no amnesty . in the 

Treaty. FitzPatrick's concern about these items had been the 

result of the realisation that they vere of the utmost political 

importance. The ·stipulation of a precise date for self-government 

in the Transvaal could mean disaster if this vere done before a 

British majority was assured. The disenfranchisement of the Cape 

rebels could swing the political balance away from the Afrikaner 

Bond. The language question was important because, as he saw it: 

The explanation for FitzPatrick's satisfaction with the final peace 

terms was, therefore, his belief that the points of fundamental 

political importance had been gained. 

Another interesting sidelight was his meeting in June with 

the Boer leaders, Botha, de la Rey and Lucas Meyer. (85) This 

arose from a suggestion of Sam Marks that these three, who had 

209 

been responsible for the "preservation of the Mines", should be 

rewarded. He proposed to lend them each from five to seven thousand 

pounds, interest free, and enquired of FitzPatrick whether the 

leading firms in Johannesburg would like to contribute. FitzPatrick 

immediately informed Milner, who saw the possibilities of using 

such a proposal to dissuade the Boer leaders from going to Europe, 

83. FitzPatrick to Cook, 12th July 1902. A/LB I. 

84. FitzPatrick to Cook, 24th April 1902. A/LB I. 

85. For FitzPatrick's account of these proceedings, see FitzPatrick 
to Wernher, 5th June 1902. A/LC VII, Wernher, 15. 
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where they hoped to raise funds. "They would be sure to raise up 

a lot of feeling and be made the excuse for anti-British 

demonstration on the Continent", said Milner. (86) He asked 

FitzPatrick to do what he could to dissuade them. 

FitzPatrick and Marks spent over three hours attempting to 

steer the conversation in the direction of their proposal, not 

wishing to make a direct appeal - "that would have aroused 

suspicion and simply confirmed them in their intentions". Fitz

Patrick urged them, if they required more funds, to look to the 

tax-payers of the Transvaal. Botha replied that their main 

concern was to honour commandeering notes, which amounted to about 

£1,500,000. De la Rey added that, if war losses were considered, 

then one hundred million pounds would be "merely a drop in the 

bucket". When Fit~Patrick pointed out that, in terms of the 

settlement which they had agreed to, they would be treated as 

British subjects for purposes of compensation, Botha replied: 

"What could we do? We had to accept what they put before us". 

210 

Hardly a promising beginning. Botha then produced another argument 

which was even more difficult to counter: the delegates at Vereeniging , 

he said, had been persuaded to agree to the terms only on condition 

that Botha, de la Rey and de Wet should go to Europe and raise funds . 

Kitchener, when told of this, had agreed that they were quite free 

to do this "if they liked". 

Marks, more in hope than with conviction, suggested that the 

Boers would never "raise anything worth mentioning" on the 

Continent: they would do better if they were to approach England 

again, should they find themselves in need of more help. Fitz-

Patrick felt obliged to disagree with Marks's contention that 

such an appeal to England might be successful: "The Home public 

are fully-taxed", he said. "They know that the burghers are not 

at all taxed". There ensued what FitzPatrick described as "a very 

heavy silence". "Do you mean", asked Botha, "that there is no prospect 

of further help and that our people must starve?" No, FitzPatrick 

replied, but help must be sought from the Transvaal taxpayers (and 

principally from the mines) and even then Botha must "give up the 

idea of talking in millions". 

86. Ibid. 



"What you have got to do is bring the two people together, 
make them interested in each other and gradually get them 
to be friends. Then you will be able to convince them of 
the needs of your people and, if we all go together as one 
man to the British government and say, "some of our people 
are starving, let us tax ourselves for half a million to 
help them", no Government would refuse it or could refuse 
it and, if that is not enough, we shall go again for another 
half-million and so on •••• " 

(FitzPatrick explained to Wernher that he envisaged such amounts 

as being deducted from the war contribution.>(87) 

On the following day, FitzPatrick explained his attitude to 

Marks, who contended that "it would be cheap and wise for England 

to find even £20,000,000 to restore prosperity and render (the 

Boers] contented subjects". (88) Stressing that this was his 

personal view and that he had not discussed it with Milner, Fitz

Patrick contended that "this would merely teach the Boer that 'he 

could have war with limited liability". 

"They have to learn the lesson that the war which they 
made, like all wars, brings with it a fearful punishment. 
They must remember for ever that they deliberately went 
into it and their leaders equally deliberately refused to 
accept the advice given to them in 1900, preferring the 
ruination of the people and that these leaders should be 
made to feel, as far as constant reminders and the attitude 
of their people towards them can make them feel, that they 
are responsible for the continuance of the war ••• and that 
their duty is to give all their endeavours to the salvation 
of their people in the settlement of the country and that 
any help that they may get from England or from the British 
population of the Transvaal is something to be devoutly 
thankful for •••• " 

According to FitzPatrick, the three Boer leaders took his 

straight-talking "very seriously and, on the whole, very well". 

'But, the truth of the matter was that,although he was at this time ------- -
so confident that he was operating from a position of strength, he 
• 
had very few cards to play. This w~well illustrated by Botha's 

co~cluding~emark (which, FitzPatrick admitted, made him feel 

"very uneasy"). Kitchener, Botha said, had promised them many 

things, not realising that it would not be possible for Milner to 

"do everything just as he said". But the promises had been made 

and this meant that, as "our people are not very clever and 

87. Ibid. 

88 • .!ill. 

211 



I 
I 
I 
\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

I 

educated ••• it is not easy to get them to make allovances". 

The threat vhich underlay this remark suggests that Botha 

sensed that he had at least shared the honours with FitzPatrick 

at this first encounter betveen the tvo politicians vhose rivalry 

vas so crucial because they represented opposing ambitions for 

South Africa. 

ii) The Transvaal Legislative Council and the Inter-Colonial 

Council, March - November 190,. 

During his visit to the Transvaal and Orange River c~lonies 

at the beginning of 1903, Chamberlain did more than bring about 

an agreement with the capitalist leaders on the war debt: he 

worked out with Milner a co.prehenaive plan to provide for the 
- -- --

government of the tvo colonies during the period which would 

precede the introduction of self-government and the creation of 

a British South African federation. Their objective vas to 

provide for the maximum degree of popular involvement in govern

ment as the maintenance of British authority would allow. One 

result was the decision to establish elected municipal councils 

in the major urban centres. (1) Another was the fina1isation of 

the details of the new Legislative Council. Milner had announced 

his intention of creating such a body in the previous September.(2) 

At that time he had envisaged eight nominated members in a council 

of seventeen. (3) This vas now altered to a Legislative Council of 

thirty members, fourteen of whom would be nominated. Chamberlain 

also agreed to Milner's proposals regarding the actual persons who 

would be nominated. These included FitzPatrick and Farrar (to 

represent the mines), Harry Solomon (vho would represent the 

"discontented"), de la Rey, Botha and Smuts (to represent the 

"bitterenders"), A. Cronje and another, to be named by him (to 

represent the "handsuppers"), T. Everard (a Transvaal British 

1. Chamberlain's notes of Conversations with Milner during January 
1903. C.0.879/90 Affairs in S. Africa, pp. 21 et seg. According 
to Cox (to FitzPatrick, 6th May 1904. RM FIT LIB VI), Chamberlain 
had insisted on the introduction of an elected Johannesburg 
municipality "without delay"; Milner had favoured elections over 
a period of three years. 

2. Government Notice, 23rd September 1902. 

3. See above, p. 199. 
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farmer "of the best class") and Hosken (to repreeent the shop

keepers). The additional vacanciee would be filled from a list 

which included Loveday, Woole-Sampson, van Hulsteyn, J.W.S. 

Langermann, Strange, S. Marks, E.l. Bourke and a representative 

of the "working men". 
(4) 

There can be no doubt that Chamberlain and Milner were 

anxious to obtain a Legislative Council which would be as 

representative as was possible of all shades of opinion, relying 

on their official majority when it came to questions which Milner 

regarded as crucial. This intention .was to some extent de~eat~d 

by the refusal of Botha, Smuts and de la Rey to associate them

selves with the new Council but Milner was not at the time 

particularly perturbed, for he substituted four other prominent 

Boers: J.C. Brink (a 1anddrost from the north-western Transvaal), 

Z.J. de Vi1liers (a former burghermaster of Johannesburg), P. Roux 

(a former field-cornet and among the last Boers to surrender) and 

H.P.F. Janse van Rensburg (a former member of the Vo1ksraad and 

a member of a "rich and influential"" Boer family). As Milner 

pointed out to Chamberlain, (5) this meant that, of the five Boer 

representatives, only Cronje was a National Scout; the others 

were of a "neutral type". The final list of members also included 

A.S. Raitt as representative of the working class and H.C. Hull, 

who had not been on Milner's original list. Hull was considered 

suitable because he was "quite independent". Also, although "very 

intimate with the Boers" and fluent in Dutch, he was "thoroughly 

1 1 " (6) oya • 

The new constitution, supported by this impressive list of 

popular representatives, would it was hoped, give Milner the 

respite during which British political supremacy could be established 

in the Transvaal. Although federation would have to wait until this 

had been accomplished, Milner was anxious to lay the foundations. 

During 1902 he had toyed with and discussed with FitzPatrick the 

idea of establishing the nucleus of a federation by means of 

uniting the two ex-republics with the Eastern Province of the Cape 

4. Chamberlain's notes. C.O.879/90 Affairs in S. Africa, pp. 21 
et seg. 

5. Milner to Chamberlain, 12th April 1903. C.0.879/81 Further 
Correspondence re Affairs in S. Africa, p. 63. 

6. !.£g. 
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(7) Colony and Kimberley_ A part of the scheme was the expropriation 

of the B.S.A. Company and it was for this reason that Beit visited 

the Transvaal in AUgust/September.(8) Milner also seems to have 

envisaged the acquisition of Delagoa Bay.(9) (FitzPatrick's visit 

to Lorenco Marques in July appears to have been in this connec

tion.)(10) Such an arrangement, Milner pointed out, would force 

Natal's hand and the result would be that the Transvaal would 
(11) 

enjoy a dominant position and control three ports. This 

rather complex plan came to nothing - hardly surprising in view 

of the fact that it involved altering the status of Rhodesia, the 

Eastern Province and Lorenco Marques. 

During his discussions with Chamberlain, Milner proposed that 

a preliminary move towards federation should be the pooling of the 

railway systems of the two ex-republics, together with the immediate 

establishment of a council on which the two colonies would be 

represented. This would mean that the Transvaal and Orange River 

colonies would be, in effect, federated at once and that they 

would speak "with one voice" when the whole of southern Africa 

was federated in the future. (12) The fact that the two colonies 

would jointly raise the loan of £35,000,000 was an argument in 
( 13) favour of such an arrangement. The establishment of the 

Inter-Colonial Council was not at once proceeded with, however. 

Instead, in March, a Railway Extension Conference was held in 

Johannesburg, to consider what new railways should receive priority 

in the two Colonies. The government representatives were Milner, 

Girouard (the Commissioner of Railways), the Lieutenant-Governors 

of the Transvaal and the Orange River colonies. Duncan represented 

7. FitzPatrick to Beit, 5th April 1902. A/LB I. 

8. Ibid. 

9. In his letter to Beit (~.), FitzPatrick merely referred to 
the inclusion of "the port Mr Rhodes proposed". It is presumed 
that this refers to De1agoa Bay. 

10. See Wallis, Ope cit., p. 98. 

11. FitzPatrick to Beit, 5th April 1902. A/LB I. 

12. Chamberlain's notes, January 1903. C.O.879/90, pp. 21 et seg. 
13. Memorandum by Milner, 16th February 1903. C.0.879/79. 

South African Affairs, pp. 161 et seg. 

" 
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the Transvaal Railway Board and H. Wilson that of the Orange Free 

State. In addition, there were four nominated members from each 

215 I 

of the colonies, those representing the Transvaal being FitzPatrick, 
( 14) 

S. Marks, Johann Rissik and p. Roux. 
Immediately after the Railway conference, a further conference 

was held at Bloemfontein, the intention being to lay other 

foundations for a . future ,South African federation. Although the 

main purpose was to bring about a customs union, it was agreed 

that the native question and alien immigration would also be 

discussed by the representatives of the four South, African colonies 

and Rhodesia, the Protectorates being represented by the High 

Commissioner in the Chair. (15) The Transvaal, like the other 

colonies, was represented by two officials (Lagden and Duncan) and 

three nominees, Farrar, Hosken and N.J. Breytenbach. Farrar, as 
(16) we shall see, was to use the occasion to promote the importation 

of Chinese labour to the Transvaal. 

Milner was convinced that the Inter-Colonial Council must be 

established as soon as possible after the Railway Conference. At 

the end of April he told Chamberlain that the conference had been 

successful, particularly because the two colonies had displayed a 

willingness to work together for the first time. It was vital that 

the next step should be taken while there was no public opposition 

to the move and before the new legislatures of the two colonies 

began to regard auch matters as their business. (17) The result was 

the establishment of the Inter-Colonial Council by Order-in-Council 

on May 20th. It consisted of the High Commissioner as President, 

the Lieutenant-Governors of the two colbnies, the Inspector-General 

of the South African Constabulary, two further officials nominated 

by each of the colonies, two nominees of the Secretary of State 

and two representatives elected by each of the colonial Legislative 

Councils. After the Transvaal Legislative Council had met, Fitz

Patrick and Loveday were elected to represent the Transvaal. (18) 

14. Cd. 1552 Papers re Finance of the Transvaal and O.R.C., p. 49. 

15. Milner to Onslow, 13th March 1903. C.O.879/79 South African 
Affairs, p. 159. 

16. See below, p. 231. 

17. Milner to Chamberlain, 25th April 1903, "Confidential". C.0.879/81 
Further Correspondence re Affairs in S. Africa, p. 121. 

18. L.C. Minutes, 17th June 1903 • 

. . 
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It can be seen that, with the exception of the Bloemfontein 

Customs Conference, FitzPatrick was associated with everyone of 

these institutions which, during 1903, launched the Transvaal into 

its next political phase. This chapter seeks to determine the 

exact role which he played at the Railvay Extension Conference 

and subsequently as member of the Transvaal Legislative Council 

and of the Inter-Colonial Council. 
It is easier to explain FitzPatrick's selection as a Transvaal 

representative at the Railway Extension Conference held in Johannes
(19) 

burg between March 3rd and 6th, than is the selection of Sam Marks. 

As early as December 1899 FitzPatrick had argued that railway 
. ,(20) 

construct~on was a key to South Africa s future. New lines 

should not be built simply in order to link new mining areas to 

the existing systems; they should be used to open up agricultural 

districts and so promote the infiltration of British elements into 

the rural areas. Understandably, in March 1903, FitzPatrick still 

viewed the matter in the same broader perspective. 

There were certain railway lines about which there was little 

disagreement. During the war, for example, tbe military had begun 

the construction of a new link between Springs and the Machadodorp

Ermelo line at a point near Ermelo in order to relieve pressure on 

the main line between the Reef and Delagoa Bay.(21) Similarly, 

there was agreement that the work which had been commenced in the 

Free State on the "Grain Line" which would link Bloemfontein with 

Ficksburg and, via Bethlehem, with Harrismith should be proceeded 

with as fast as possible. The "Coal Line" linking Johannesburg 

and Vereeniging vas another priority (although FitzPatrick thought 
. (22) 
~t an extravagance. ) The conference also recognised the need 

for a new line which would link Pretoria or Krugersdorp with 

Rustenburg, with the possibility of further extending this to 

reach the Marico district in the north-eastern Transvaal. The 

19. Marks's selection is probably accounted for by his interest in 
coal, particularly the Vereeniging deposits. 

20. See above, p. 170. 

21. Minutes of a Conference ••• to discuss new Railway Extension, Cd. 
1552 Papers Relating to the Finances of the Transvaal and 
O.R.C., pp. 49 et seg. 

22. FitzPatrick to Evans, 19th June 1904. A/LB IV. 
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proposal which produced the greatest amount of disagreement and 

discussion concerned the construction of a line between Harrismith 

~nd Johannesburg, to create a new link with the Natal system and 

Durban. There were two possibilities: either the line could be 

constructed via Bethlehem and Heilbron or via the Wilge River 

valley. FitzPatrick, in particular, championed the Wilge River 

route because, he argued, it was not only more suitable because 

the gradient was easier; as important, the Wilge River valley 

was well-watered and suited to intensive i~rigation farming.(23) 

The construction of this railway would, therefore, lead to a 
. . (24) 

po11t1cally-important British settlement there. 

One of the interesting features of the Railway Extension 

Conference vas the leading part which FitzPatrick played in its 

proceedings. When, for example, the conference met for the second 

time on March 4th, it was FitzPatrick vho attempteQ to crystallise 

the discussion by proposing that the proceedure should. be adopted 

of grading the different proposals according to whether the expense 

of construction should be met by the government or by private .enter-
(25) 0 prise or whether they could be deferred. n the last day of 

the conference, he proposed a motion to the effect that, when lines 

were constructed by private enterprise, the government should retain 

control of the construction costs and tariffs, and that it should 
. (26) also have the right of expropriat10n. He then placed a statement 

on record which, he said, would "give the public a fair idea of the 

whole position". This statement explained that, in view of the 

inadequacy of the available funds, there was no alternative but 

to encourage the construction of nonpriority lines by private 

enterprise. There was also a limit to what could be expected from 

private enterprise and this would mean that, in respect of railway 

development, the two colonies would remain "in a position inferior 

to that of Rhodesia, Cape Colony and Natal".(27) FitzPatrick also 

23. It was also of interest that at the end of 1902, he had bought 
the farm "Buckland Downs" in the Harrismith area, which meant . 
that he had a personal interest in the development of the area. 

24. See FitzPatrick to Farrar, 29th May 1904, "Strictly Private". 
AILB III. 

25. Minutes, Cd. 1552, p. 59. 

26. Ibid., p. 65. 

27. ~., p. 66. 



I 
\ 

drew attention to the danger of the Railways competing for unskilled 

native labour with the Mines and urged that recruitment should be 

confined to tribes such as the Swazis and the Zulus, so that there 

would be no competition among the Shangaans and other Low Veld 

tribes.(28) At the close of the conference, it was FitzPatrick 

who acted as spokesman for the members in moving a vote of 

appreciation of the way in which Milner had handled it. 

A likely explanation for the prominent role which FitzPatrick 

played is that, as a close confidant of Milner, he may have been 

deputed by the High Commissioner to make these proposals. While 

this is probably true, his prominence is also an indication of 

his genuine interest in the subjects under discussion, of his 

ability to keep to the point and counteract the tendency which 

such discussions 'have to wander, and of the general consensus that 

his opinion was important. 

The Inter-Colonial Council was the sequel to the Railway 

conference. FitzPatrick's part in its proceedings will be con

sidered before an examination is made of his role on the Transvaal 

Legislative Council. This means that the chronological sequence 

is lost: The Legislative Council met for the first time in Pretoria 

on May 20th, FitzPatrick was elected a member of the Inter-Colonial 

Council on June 17th, and the latter Council then met in Johannesburg 

on July 2nd. This rearrangement however is done in the interests of 

continuity, because a great deal of the discussion in the Inter

Colonial Council concerned Railways. 

Milner opened the proceedings of the first session by outlining 

the constitution and duties of the Inter-Colonial Council.(29) In 

particular, the Council would have to approve the Railway Budget. 

He then announced that, although the members were nominees, they 

were "the servants of the Public" and the press should · therefore 

be admitted. When business began on the following day, Lawley 

uaeutenant-Governor of the Transvaal), dealt at length with com

plaints that had been .ade about Girouard's management of the 

Railways. The other Transvaal representative., FitzPatrick, Rissik 

and Loveday, then launched a vigorous attack. 

Mawby suggests that this criticism originated in the 

28. Ibid., p. 55. 
29. I.C.C. Minutes of Public Sessions, 2nd July 1903. 
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"unpopularity" of the Inter-Colonial Council, in the feeling 

that the Council "seemed to be another barrier set between the 

population and the railway administration", and in the abnormally 

high rates which were being Charged.(30) As far as FitzPatrick 

was concerned, he was not motivated by any hostility towards the 

Council itself but was gravely concerned about three things. The 

first was that the Railway Budget showed a drop of over £300,000 

2,19 

in net earnings.(31) The second was that he regarded the Johannes

burg-Vereeniging line, which had been three-quarters completed by 

the time the Railway Extension Conference had been asked to approve 

it (and which Girouard particularly favoured), as unnecessary.(3
2

) 

The third was that he believed that Girouard's office had been 

guilty of gross "blunders" and mismanagement and suspected. that 

Girouard himself 'was guilty of "worse things". Certain suggestions 

had been made to Karri Davies in connection with his tender to 

supply sleepers; he was believed to have taken bribes when 

awarding the Middelburg coal contracts and Pauling, the railway 

contractor, "made no bones about it at all". (33) 

On July 7th, the Council elected a new Railway Committee to 

manage the C.S.A.R. system. It consisted of Girouard, H.F. Wilson 

(the acting-lieutenant-governor of the Free State), Duncan, T. 

Brain (one of the unofficial O.R.C. representatives) and Loveday. 

Both Rissik and FitzPatrick were proposed as members, but both 

declined - FitzPatrick because he intended leaving for overseas 

shortly. (34) FitzPatrick and Loveday then moved that this Committee 

be instructed to investigate the Accounting Department of , the 

C.S.A.R. "in public session". Duncan added that it should also 

enquire into the statistics of Girouard's department. As a counter

move, Girouard proposed that the Railway Committee should merely 

consider the various complaints that had been made. This was then 

put to the vote and, after an equal division, Milner used his 

casting vote in favour of Girouard's proposal. (35) The Commissioner 

of Railways had been reprieved but only because Milner was afraid 

30. Mawby, Ope cit., pp. 143-4. 

31. For FitzPatrick's speech on the Railway Estimates, see Leader, 
8th July 1903. 

32. FitzPatrick to Evans, 19th June 1904. A/LB IV. 

33. FitzPatrick to Beit, 1st June 1904. A/LB IV. 

34. I.C.C. Minutes, 7th July 1903. 

35. Ibid. 



that exposures about him would damage the entire administration. 

Apart from attending what vere described as the "public 

meetings" of the Inter-Colonial Council, FitzPatrick was also 

present at its confidential executive sessions. One question 

which engaged a considerable amount of attention at these was 

the shortage of unskilled labour. On July 7th Sir Richard 

Solomon, the Attorney-General of the Transvaal, proposed that, as 

it was "undesirable" to introduce legislation to provide for the 

importation of coloured labour during the present session of the 

Legislative Council, every effort must be made to recruit labour 
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in South Africa but that this must not interfere with the 

activities of the Witwatersrand Native Labour Association.(3
6) 

FitzPatrick moved that this matter should be discussed at the 

Council's public 'session and this was carried by eight votes to 

six, the division providing no clue as to why there should have 

been a difference of oPinion.(37) At the public session, Fitz

Patrick then moved an amendment to the effect that the Railway 

Committee be instructed to acce pt tenders for constructi on subject 

to the conditions that White labour should be used as far as was 

possible, that not more than 10,000 natives should be employed on 

railway construction at any time, that further supplies must be 

drawn from outside South Africa under contracts which prevented 

such labourers from remaining in South Africa, and that no 

contracts for the importation of labour should be entered into 

until the colonial governments had passed the legislation necessary 

to enforce their conditions.(38) After a lengthy discussion, 

Solomon agreed to withdraw his motion in favour of FitzPatrick's, 

as amended by the omission of the last provision. The implications 

of this debate will be discussed when Fitz-Patrick's attitude 

towards the Chinese Labour question is discussed. (39) 

While the Inter-Colonial Council was meeting in Johannesburg, 

the Transvaal Legislative Council was in session in Pretoria. The 

proceedings had been opened on May 20th by Lawley, who stressed 

36. I.C.C. Minutes of Confidential Sessions, 7th July 1903. 

37. Lawley, Duncan, Nicholson, Blackwood, MacFarlane, Brain and 
Rensburg supported FitzPatrick. Wilson Browne Girouard 
R' 'k L ' , , ~ss~ and oveday supported Solomon. 

38. I.C.C. Minutes, Confidential, 7th July 1903. 

39. See below, p. 233. 

van 



that the Legislative Council was a "temporary expedient; adapted 

to meet the peculiar exigencies of the time". It was intended 

to pave the way towards a democratic system which could not be 

introduced at once because popular elections would at that time 
. (40) 

give rise to bitterness and racial strife. One of the most 

important and contentious items dealt with by the Council was 

the Municipal Corporations Ordinance, which provided for the 

creation of new municipal bodies. It was ac~ompanied by the 

Municipal Elections, Draft Ordinance w~ich proposed to enfranchise 

both Whites and "every coloured person being a British subject" 

who was over the age of twenty-one who owned ratable property 

valued at more than £100 or who occupied property, valued at more 

than £300. This measure was introduced by the Attorney-General, 

Sir Richard Solomon, despite the fact that the recent Municipal 

Conference in Johannesburg had summarily rejected a plea from 
. (41) 

Milner to agree to the enfranchisement of Non-wh1tes. Another 

measure of importance was the Precious Stones Ordinance, which 

proposed to alter the Transvaal mining law so as to give the 
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state a direct share in diamond-mining profits. ' As far 'as the 

labour question was concerned, Lawley made it clear that, although 

the government was concerned at the shortage, it wished to remain 

outside the controversy and would therefore sponsor no legislation, 

but would give expression to "the will of the citizens". 

The Municipal Elections Draft Ordinance was one of the first 

matters to come before the Legislative Council. The outcome was 

extremely discomforting for Milner, for there was virtually a 

complete split between the officials on the one hand, who voted 

for the non-racial franchise, and the nominated members, on the 
. (42) other, who ranged themselves aga1nst it. (Only Hosken 

supported the officials). One by one, the nominated members 

declared their opposition to the proposal. Some, like Farrar, said 

that they favoured a qualified colour-blind franchise (but he felt 

himself obliged to bow to popular opinion'. (43) Others skirted 

around the principle by arguing that their hands were tied by 

40. Star, 20th May 1903. 

41. For Milner's speech at the Municipal Conference, see the Star, 
19th May 1903. 

42. L.C. Votes and Proceedings, 3rd June 1903. 

43. L.C. Debates, pp. 37-8. 



Clause 8 of the Peace of Vereeniging. FitzPatrick was more honest . 

While, he said, he felt "humiliation in having to base a distinction 

on the ground of colour", the future of the White man depended upon 
, (44) 

it. He had no choice but to oppose the coloured franch~se . 

The first reading was carried, after a division had been 

called,by fifteen votes to thirteen. To have proceeded in the 

teeth of such a solid demonstration of public opinion would have 

been very difficult for Milner, intent as he was on seeking 

popular support. Any remaining hope of his being able to establish 

the principle of the coloured vote was swept aside by the news-

paper tirade which greeted the draft ordinance.(45) Even without the 

opposition of the Boer population, which threatened to be even 

more vigorously expressed at Botha's Heidelberg meeting at the 

beginning of July, here was evidence enough that Transval ers were 

united in opposing the measure. Accordingly, on June 8th, when 

the Bill was read for the third time, Solomon announced that the 
. (46) 

government had reconsidered its posit~on. An amendment 

restricted the franchise to White persons, whereupon unanimous 

agreement was reached. Apart from his ealier speech, FitzPatrick 
(47) 

played no part of any importance in these proceedings. 

FitzPatrick's main interest lay in the Precious Stones 

Ordinance. This question arose because Milner was determined 

that the old mining law should be amended so that the State could 

benefit. The increased income was of crucial importance in 

balancing a budget, greatly complicated, as it was, by the need to 

raise loans. By 1903, there was a particular need for urgency in 

view of the discovery of the Premier Mine near Pretoria. The 

proposal was to scrap the old system whereby the owner of a farm 

was entitled to a mynpacht (which gave him full mining rights on 

about one-eighth of his land), and to substitute an arrangement 

whereby the owner should possess the mineral rights on all his 

land but should forfeit a share of the mining profits to the Stat e. 

Opinions differed greatly as to how large the state's share should 

44. Ibid., pp. 34-6. 

45. See, for example, the Star, 3rd and 4th June; the Leader, 4th 
June 1903. 

46. L.C. Minutes, 8th June 1903. 

47. He proposed an amendment of minor importance, relating to 
election procedures. Ibid., 17th June 1903. 
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be and Milner asked FitzPatrick for his opinion. 

In his reminiscences, FitzPatrick claimed that Milner had 

consulted him vhile he vas President of the Chamber of Mines and, 

fi . .. t' (48 ) 
at that time he had suggested the scheme of pro t-part~c~pa 10n. 

It was on the basis of these proposals (and subsequent discussions 

with Milner) that Solomon prepared the draft Ordinance. The 

proposal regarding profit-sharing vhich vas actually incorporated 

in this draft Ordinance vas that the owner should receive four

tenths (sic) (instead of one-eighth as had been the case of the 

mynpacht), and the State six_tenths.(49) Another provision of 

Solomon's draft Ordinance vas that the major part of the State's 

income from this source should not be paid into current revenue 

but should be utilised for the redemption of public debt and a 

specific amount earmarked for the construction of permanent public 

works. ThiS, FitzPatrick claimed, (50) was also the result of hi s 

urging. He had argued that the mineral assets of the country 

"were part of" it and, as they vere "irreplacable assets", there 

should be some form of "replacement". 

Even before details of the proposed ordinance had become 

known, the measure aroused considerable opposition. It was, of 

course, a matter of material interest to the mining industry and 

particularly to those who held shares in the Premier Mine. Despite 

this opposition and the fact of his "personal friendship and keen 

sympathy with" Cullinan (the owner of the land on which the mine 

had been discovered), and despite, also, his own direct association 

with the mining industry as a partner in Ecksteins, FitzPatrick 

vigorously defended the principle involved and pressed for the 

State acquiring an even greater share in mining profits than was 

provided for in Solomon's draft. When the matter came before the 

Legislative Council for the first time on June 29th, a Select 

Committee was appointed to enquire into Clause 25 and Chapter 5 

of the draft ordinance (these defined the owner's share of a mine 

and made provision for operating a mine by the owner for the 

benefit of himself and of the Crown). This Committee consisted 

of the Attorney-General (Solomon), the Commissioner of Mines 

48. South African Memories, p. 103. 

49. Ibid., p. 104. 

50. Ibid., p. 107. 



(Wybergh), two representatives of the mining industry, FitzPatrick 

and Farrar (who was the President of the Chamber of Mines), and 

three additional members (Loveday, van Rensburg and Weldon), who 
I 

were appointed because they were independent. 

FitzPatrick played a leading part on the Select Committee, 

both in the examination of witnesses and during discussions, 
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during which he urged that the State's share of profits be 

increased from six-tenths to three quarters. It soon became 

obvious that agreement would be impossible, despite seven meetings 

between July 1st and 18th. Finally, a minority (Solomon, Farrar 

and ive1don) recommended that the four-tenths provision be retained, 
(51) 

while the majority supported FitzPatrick's one-quarter proposal. 

The report was then laid upon the table by Solomon on July 18th 
(52) 

and the matter was debated on July 22nd. In a lengthy speech, 

FitzPatrick proposed a reduction of the owner's share in profits 

to one-quarter. After a division had been called, this amendment 

was defeated, (53) even though it had been supported by a majority 

in the Select Committee. dybergh (who had supported FitzPatrick's 

stand, both in the Select Committee and in the Legislative Council), 

then proposed that the owner's share of profits be fixed at one-

third and this was then approved. According to FitzPatrick, ' Wybergh's 

last-minute proposal was not an attempt at compromise;(54) it was 

the result of the unintent i onal deletion of the entire original 

clause due to ignorance of parliamentary procedure which necessitated 

"the deletion of certain words in order to substitute others". (55) 

In his later account, FitzPatrick also inferred that Wybergh's 

one-third proposal followed upon the general acceptance of the 

one-quarter proposal and had merely been substituted as the "next 

best" once the error regarding procedure had been discovered. 

Precisely how the figure of one-third was finally arrived at is 

not of great importance; what i s important is that the original 

four-tenths owner's share had been reduced and that FitzPatrick had 

51. Report of Select Committee, Precious Stones Draft Ordinance, 1903 . 

52. Leader, 23rd July 1903. 

53. L.C. Votes and Proceedings, 22nd July 1903. 

54. Mathematically ~ is almost the precise mean of~ and t. 
55. South African Memories, p. 104. 



been the leading advocate of this alteration. 

While FitzPatrick might have been able, in later years, to 

look upon this measure as a personal achievement, his satisfaction 

was marred by the fact that the other provision in the draft 

ordinance,which he regarded as being of particular importance t 

was abandoned. FitzPatrick blamed Solomon for not providing a 

lead by offering official support for the provision which would 

have ensured that a part of the revenue derived from this source 

would have been devoted to public works. Solomon, he wrote, 

showed that "tendency to vacillation ••• and marked sensitiveness 

to what he regarded as the opinion of the PUblic~,(56) which made 

him so unreliable a political ally. When it was, protested that 

the proposed arrangement would tie the hands of the legislature 

in the future, FitzPatrick immediately pointed out that it would 
(57) 

not, but Solomon meekly gave way and the clause was removed. 

The result was that, during the ensuing years, the Transvaal 

government's current revenue account was artificially inflated 

and this "incited enormous extravagance and expenditure upon 
(58) unwise and unnecessary purposes". This point is, however. 

rather obscure. If, as FitzPatrick himself admitted, no decision 

could be binding upon the legislature, then Solomon's half

heartedness might merely have been the result of his belief that 

the clause was superfluous. 

It has been said of FitzPatrick , tha~ he was bored by the 

humdrum aspects of politics; that he relished the excitement of 

contest but found no interest in day-to-day parliamentary and 

committee work. (59) This is not borne out by his behaviour as a 

member of the Transvaal Legislative Council and of the Inter

Colonial Council. At the Railway Extension Conference and sub

sequently at the first session of the Inter-Colonial Council, 

he displayed a keen interest in the subject of railway planning 

and administration and revealed knowledge of a sort which comes 

only from careful study. Similarly, in the Legislative Council, 

he interested himself in the proposed revision of the mining law; 

once again a technical subject which required careful preparation. 

56. Ibid., p. 107. 

57. L.C. Votes and Proceedings, 22nd July 1903. 

58. Ibid. 

59. See, for example, Cartwright The First South Africa 
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A matter of less importance in which he "displayed an interest 

was horse-sickness. He proposed that the "Transvaal should co

operate with the other governments in order to tackle the problem 

on a sub-continental scale.(60) Another was the Public Holidays 

Ordinance. As a member of the Select Committee which was appointed 

to make recommendations regarding public holidays in the Transvaal, 

he proposed the inclusion of December 16th as "Dingaan's Day" 

because, he insisted, the anniversary of the battle of Blood River 

was sacred to the Boers. The recommendation was accepted in the 
. (61) Transvaal and, after Un~on, was continued. In fact, Fitz-

Patrick was interested in matters that appeared to him to be of 

fundamental importance. It was on questions such as the coloured 

franchise and Chinese labour, which aroused passion in others, 

that he displayed relative disinterest. In this, as also in the 

attention which he devoted to such matters as interested him, he 

revealed a political professionalism which was lacking in almost 

all his colleagues. 

One reason why the impression might be gained that FitzPatrick 

was bored with the business of the Legislative Council is that he 

was forced to curb his activities because his health had begun to 

fail once more. By July 1903, he had, on the advice of his 

Johannesburg doctors, decided to place himself in the care of a 

Harley Street specialist, for it was feared that he had developed 

a duodenal ulcer which, on top of his diabetes, made him a very 

sick man. By July 14th, following his exertions on the Inter

Colonial Council, he found himself unable to attend the Degislative 

Council debates. On July 22nd, in order to make his speech on the 

Precious Stones Ordinance, he had to stagger out of his sick-bed 

(a fact which may account for his confused recollection of the 

debate). Thereafter, he was absent until the Legislative Council 
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was prorogued on July 30th. Interrupting his last-minute preparations 

for his departure, he gave evidence before the Transvaal Labour 

Commission on August 6th and then left immediately for England, 

where he was to spend two months under intensive care in a London 
nursing home.(62) 

60 . L.C. Minutes, 17th June 1903. 

61. Now the Day of the Covenant. 

62. Cartwright, The First South African, pp. 126-8. 



iii) Chinese Labour, January 1903 - February 1904. 

The issue which began to dominate Transvaal politics during 

/) 
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1903 was Chinese labour. Chamberlain invited this pub1i9 debate when, 
(1) 

in his Johannesburg speech of January 17th, he stated that he 

recognised that the "majority of opinion was opposed" to the 

suggestion and that, before Britain agreed to it, there must be 

a clear demonstration of public opinion. On March 19th, following 

his return to England, he stated in the House of Commons that no 

Chinese labour proposal had been made, "nor as far as I know is 

likely to be made", because "colonial feeling throughout $outh 

Africa is by a very large majority against any such proposa1".(2) 

The first to respond to this invitation to provide a 

demonstration of popular opinion were, understandably, those who 

favoured the measure. Their advocacy of the use of imported 

indentured coolie labour was not simply the result of a desire 

to increase profits; it arose from genuine difficulties which had 

been experienced in the recruitment of native labour in the post

war period. This shortage was in many ways an extension of a 

major pre-war problem, which the mineowners had attempted to 

eradicate through the organisation of the ~itwatersrand Native 

Labour Association. The war had, however, disrupted supply routes 

and disrupted recruiting. (3) It has been argued that the reduction ' 

in wages was of paramount importance. (4) However, contemporary 

opinion was largely that this was not true and that wages had been 

inflated in the pre-war years through unnecessary competition 

between the different mines. Perhaps the most cogent argument 

against this assertion of blatant self-interest is that Chinese 

labour advocates continued their insistence in the face of the 

instinctive opposition of the British government and of the 

emphatic disapproval of almost all leaders of opinion in South 

1. Leader, 18th January 1903. 

2. C.0.879/82, 734. 

3. A major difficulty encountered by the W.N.L.A. was that it was 
prohibited from operating in the Rhodesia~ Somali1and, and 
Barotse1and. In addition, the Foreign Office would not permit 
its operation in Angola, the Congo, Uganda or British East and 
Central Africa (see Foreign Office to Colonial Office, 29th 
August 1902, C.0.879/80, 721, p. 28). 

4. Denoon, The Transvaal Labour Crisis. (Wages were reduced .from 
an average of 53s. to 30s. per month, see C.0.879/82, 734). 



Africa. If the answer to the labour shortage lay in raising 

native wages, it has to be shown why there was no appreciable 

improvement when, in 1903, monthly wages were raised to 60s per 

month (as compared with an average of 52s before the war.(5) That 

the mineowners were not blindly obsessed with working profits is 

also suggested by the fact that White labour (which was more 

expensive) was frequently considered as a possible way out of the 

labour shortage. 
During 1902, the number of Africans employed on the mines 

(6) 
dwindled from 90,000 to less than 50,000 and additional require-

(7) 
ments were estimated at 150,000. By July 1902, there was thus 

general agreement that the industry faced a major crisis. As 

President of the Chamber of Mines, FitzPatrick was more than 

closely involved: he was in a position to sway public opinion and, 

particularly, to give a lead to the Industry. 

One possible solution to the problem was the employment of 

unskilled White labour - the proposal which was put forward by 

F.R.P. Cresswell, the manager of the Village Main Reef (one of 

the mines controlled by the Corner Rouse). FitzPatrick was 

sympathetic towards the idea and asked Kitchener to put the labour 

unionists "out of court" by "providing a strong lead".(8) If this 

were done, it would be possible to respond to the accusation that 

the attempt was being made to pull White wages down with the 

retort: "You want us to refuse work to the men who have fought 

your battles and now only ask for a chance to live ••• you want a 

monopoly and refuse them that chance!" On June 16th, FitzPatrick 

headed a Chamber of Mines deputation to Milner. After the 

proposed tax on mining profits(9) had been dealt with, the White 

labour proposal was put to Milner. In replying to Wernher's 

expression of disapproval of the scheme, FitzPatrick emphasised 

that there was more to it than the "economic experiment". 

"I have for a long time felt certain that the war would 
produce some striking chan~e in our ideas and that that 
good mother, Necessity, wiil produce a fine family of Inventions. 

5. Cd. 1897 Report of the t ransvaal Labour Commission, p. 120. 

6. C. A.B. 37/64, 14 Memorandum on the recruitment of native labour; 
18th February 1903. 

7. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 88. 

8. FitzPatrick to Beit, 15th June 1902. AILB I. 

9. See above, p. 194. 



There is evidence of this throughout the country. There 
is more evidence of it · in the Mines, where managers have 
learnt to do with less, much less, than what was formerly 
thought the irreducible proportion of labour. Whether 
these developments will be confined to the reduction in 
the number of natives or whether it will extend to· the 
substitution of White for Black on a large scale, one 
cannot say, but that the war will have a permane~tojffect 
upon this question as a whole, I have no doubt". 1 
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His attitude, in fact, was pragmatic. Either the White labour 

scheme would prove itself in practice, or its weaknesses would be 

exposed. At this stage, he hoped that it might be possible to 

buyout the prazos on the East coast or follow up a suggestion 
(11) 

which Rhodes had made to buyout the coffee planters in Nyasaland. 

When, in July, the proposal to introduce Chinese labour was 

first pushed forward in the Chamber of Mines, FitzPatrick was 

suspicious and hesitant. He would agree only· to institute 

enquiries and insisted that "the settlement of the question ·itself" 
, (12) 

must be "a matter for the general community". · "Whatever may 

come of this labour difficulty", he wrote to Wernher, (13) "one 

thing is quite certain and that is that, if Chinese immigration 

should be advocated by the Chamber of Mines before it is convincingly 

shown to be essential, there will be a frightful row here ll
• At 

this stage, he believed that there were still possibilities of 

recruiting further native labourers or of using cheap White labour. 

At the end of August, after Wernher had expounded on the 

dangers of employing White labour, FitzPatrick replied(14) that 

he was well aware of these. IJI know ••• the appalling position that 

we should be in if we were to ••• have this industry throttled by 

labour unions". The efforts that had been made to use white labour 

were to meet the particular crisis which the industry faced and 

should not be seen as implying that "white labour can be made to 

displace black" altogether. (15) "Personally", he wrote, "I do 

10. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 5th July 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

11. Ibid. 

12. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 25th July 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

13. Ibid. 

14. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 23rd August 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 

15. o~ 8th September (to Wernher, Q2 A/LB XVII), FitzPatrick explained 
h~s a~titude further: "How can one run two diametrically opposed 
polic~es at the same time? i.e. How can we, whilst stopping 
native wars, disease and doing all that must inevitably tend 



not worry about whether it is ~oing to be permanent or not; 

circumstances will settle that question. If we succeed in getting 

a big supply of native labour, the unskilled White will be gradually 

and inevitably pushed out and absorbed in the general community . 

If we fail to get sufficient native labour, those who will have 

control when that day comes will be able to choose between the 

White unskilled [laboureiJ and shutting down the mines, or such 

other alternative as may present itself". 

By the end of 1902 it had become more difficult for FitzPatrick 

to maintain this noncommittal attitude. It had become clear that 

the increased efforts at recruitment would not produce a marked 

increase in native labourers. Furthermore, the White labour 

experiment had (as FitzPatrick feared) aroused the opposition of 

the Labour unions. During October, there was a strike at the 

Village Main Reef and this led to the activation of workers' 
. (16) 

polit~cs throughout the Reef. This produced an immediate 

effect at the Corner House. Schumacher made a public denunciation 

of the White labour policy and Creswell's transfer to another mine 

was contemplated.(17) Mawby observes(18) that this rapid response to 

the labour agitation was not the result of "any long term fear of 

Labour political domination". This is not altogether true, for 

FitzPatrick was very conscious of the danger of a White labour 

policy producing a strongly-unionised White labour force. In the 

circumstances of late 1902, he was additionally sensitive to this 

display of working-class power because popular politics was at 

that time a thing to be avoided. He had in AUgUFt only with 

difficulty succeeded in stamping out the Transvaal Political 

Association.(19) 

With supplies of native labour unforthcoming and White labour 

discredited, the only alternative was Chinese labour. By October 

1902 , most of the mineowners regarded it as inevitable. Thus, 

16 . 

17 . 

18 . 
19 • 

towards an enormous increase in black population (1) shut the . ' n~gger out of the labour market ~ (2) do all in our power by 
taxation etc. to compel him to work? •• On such ground I reel 
the "all white" idea to be out of the region of practical 
business". 

Mawby, °E· cit. , pp. 92 and 239-40. 

i bi d., p. 92. 

I bid. 

.3ee above, p. 200. 
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\ when Chamberlain visited Johann •• burg in January 190" he was 

confronted by an influential 'body of opinion which urged the 

introduction of Chinese labour. Only FttzPatrick held out against 

it and it is presumably for this reason that the Chamber of Mines 

did not make a formal approach to Chamberlain on the subject. 

Instead, he was given a statement which had been compiled by the 

Chamber's consulting engineers and which, after examining the 

problems, merely suggested that Chinese . could be resorted to as 

a "last resource".(20) Doubtless, it was also FitzPatrick's 

opposition which helped to convinc. Chamberlain that opposition to 
(21) 

the proposal was "overwhelming". In order to provide. immediate 

relief, Chamberlain offered to cable the Foreign Office, urging 

that recruitment be allowed in Nyasaland, Uganda and Central 

Africa. (22) Similarly, Chamberlain's emphatic statement, that 

no approval could then be given to the importation of Chinese 

labour, coincided with FitzPatrick's view that it would cause a 

"frightful row" if it were not seen to be absolutely essential. 

After Chamberlain's visit, the initiative was taken by Farrar, 

who in March proposed a motion at the Bloemfontein Customs 

Conference to the effect that the introduction of "Asiatic or 

other coloured labour under indenture of service should be allowed, 

provided that the 
repatriated ll .(23) 

persona so introduced be, if possible, 

Immediately after his return to the Reef, he 

organised a meeting at the East Rand Proprietory Mines at which 

he argued that the Mines must be run on a system of skilled White 

labour and unskilled Black labour. The only way in which this 

could be done at that time was through the importation of indentured 

coloured labour.(24) HaVing made this cunning appeal, which was 

directed at the self-interest of both Capital and Labour, Farrar 

faded into the background. Mawby suggests that this was because 

he was alarmed at the reaction of Labour (as evidenced by the 

formation of the White League on the following day) and saw that 

20. C.0.879/91, 810. Memorandum re Chinese Labour, February 1906. 

21. Chamberlain to Onslow, 20th January 1903. C.0.879/90, 716. 
Transvaal Affairs, telegrams, p. 24. 

22. C.0.879/80. Correspondence re Labour in the Transvaal, p. 40. 

23. Cd. 1640 Minutes of Proceedings, March 1903, p. 11. 

24. Rand Daily Mail, 1st April 1903. 



it would be unwise for the mining leaders to associate themselves 
(25) . 

too closely with the advocacy of the measure. A more l1kely 

explanation of Farrar's silence is that, at the beginning of March, 

he succeeded FitzPatrick as President of the Chamber of Mines. 

In this position, it was difficult for him to adopt so partisan 

an attitude. 
When FitzPatrick made his final speech as retiring President 

of the Chamber, he went out of his way to declare that he was 

opposed to Chinese labour. "The resources of South Africa have 

to be exhausted before we shall look elsewhere for unskilled 

coloured labour", he said. Only when Africa had been proved not 

to contain adequate supplies would alternatives be considered. It 

was still his "hope and belief" that sufficient supplies could be 

recruited in Africa, north of the Zambesi. "You may think me an 

optimist", he added. "Well, the optimist has been right every 

t
" ,,,(26) 1me. 

Although FitzPatrick professed this optimism, it had in fact 

already begun to wane. During his visit to Johannesburg, Chamberlain 

f had assured the mining leaders that there was a severe shortage of 

I unskilled labour in British Central Africa, which region he had 

visited en route to South Africa. (27) The most that Chamberlain 

could do was to cable the Foreign Office and urge it to allow 

recruitment in other African British territories. The outcome was 

extremely disappointing because all that was allowed was the 

recruitment of an experimental batch of 1,000 in Nyasaland.(28) 

Despite this setback, however, Fi tzPatrick firmly resisted Farrar's 

insistence that he should oppose all railway construction work at 

the Railway Extension Conference in order to release these labourers 

for work in the mines.(29) 

The next reason for doubting that labour requirements could 

be met in Africa was the discussion of this subject at the 

Bloemfontein Customs Conference in March. Although FitzPatrick did 

25. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 95. 

26. Star, 26th February 1903. 

27. Cd. 1897 Report of Transvaal Labour Commission, p. 124. 

28. C.0.879/80 Correspondence re Labour in the Transvaal, p. 40. 

29. FitzPatrick to Evans, 19th June 1904. A/LB IV. 
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not attend this, he was impressed by reports of the opinions which 

were there expressed by Lagden, Stanford and Moor to the effect that 
(30) 

there were labour shortages throughout southern Africa. 

On May 22nd, FitzPatrick threw out a last suggestion. It 

was that greater use could be made of White labour · in railway 

construction. In the prevailing crisis, he argued, the require

ments of the railways should take second place to those of the 

m~nes, for, unless the mines were . able to achieve maximum 

production and meet their programme of.expansion, the entire 

economy would be affected and, with it, the colony's ability to 

raise loans and so undertake public works.(31) It is significant 

that this suggestion was made at about the same time as Milner 

requested permission to employ 12,000 imported Indian coolies on 

railway construction so as to release native labourers for employ

ment in the mines. (32) This suggests that FitzPatrick was again 

in close touch with the High Commissioner. This is further 

indicated by the fact that, at th& meeting of the Inter-Colonial 

Council in July, FitzPatrick raised the possibility of utilising 

imported labour "under such conditions as would prevent them from 

remaining in South Africa afterwards".(33) This proposal was 

rejected after Sir Richard Solomon had explained that i ·t was at 

that time "undesirable" to introduce legislation to provide for 

the importation of coloured labour.(34) This attitude of the 

Transvaal government was in part the consequence of continued 

anxiety in Britain as to whether there was a distinct balance of 

opinion in favour of Chinese indentured labour. As for Milner's 

suggested use of Indian coolies, the reply was clear-cut: this 

would be allowed only .if the Transvaal's discri~inatory laws were 
altered.(35) 

The concern of the British government regarding public opinion 

was fully justified by the excitement which the Chinese labour 

30. Cd. 1897 Report of Transvaal Labour Commission, p. 125. 

31. Leader, 23rd May 1903. 

32. Milner to Chamberlain, 12th May 1903. C.0.879/90, 716 
S.A. Affairs, telegrams, p. 123. 

33. I.C.C~ Minutes, 8th July 1903. For a report of FitzPatrick's 
speech in support of this proposal, see Leader, 9th July 1903. 

34. Leader, 9th July 1903. 

35. Chamberlain to Milner, 23rd May 1903. Cd. 1683 Correspondence 
re proposed employment of Indian Coolies. 
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question aroused in the Transvaal. By June , the White League 
. (36) 

was joined in vigorous opposition by the Afr1can Labour League. 
(37) . 

Milner toyed with the idea of organising a referendum, be1ng 

fully alive to the British government's wish not to be implicated 

in a decision of · this sort, except as a response to popular 

demand. Chamberlain, in fact, re-emphasised this when on July 

27th, he declared that, in this connection, he would treat the 

Transvaal as a self-governing colony.(3
8

) Milner rejected the 

referendum idea because he feared the consequence of such a direct 

invitation to political agitation. Instead, Lawley appointed a 

Commission of Enquiry to investigate the whole question. Even 

then, the terms of reference were carefully worded so as to make 

no specific mention of Chinese labourl(39) the Commission was 

instructed to enquire into the amount of labour which was needed 

by the Mines, industry and agriculture in the Transvaal and to 

ascertain whether this demand could be met in central and southern 

Africa. 
The absence of FitzPatrick's private letter book for this 

period makes it impossible to establish with certainty the part 

which he played. It may be observed, however, that, while the 

appointment of a Commission may have appealed to Milner on political 

grounds, it also satisfied FitzPatrick's constant demand that every 

conceivable aspect of the problem should be examined before decisions 

regarding Chinese labour were made. It is also of possible 

r significance that the Chairman of the Commission was FitzPatrick's 

close friend, A. Mackie-Niven. This suggests that FitzPatrick 

may have been consulted when the members of the Commission were 

selected. 

FitzPatrick appeared before the Transvaal Labour Commission 

on August 6th.(40) He began by reading a prepared statement i n 

which he explained that there was a shortage of labour throughout 

southern Africa. V.p to the time of Chamberlain's visit, he had 

been convinced that there were sources in Africa which could still 

36. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 120. 

37. Memorandum by Hr Just. C.0.879/82, 734. 

38. Memorandum on Chinese Labour. C.0.879/91, 810. 

39. Cd. 1896 Report of Transvaal Labour Commission. 

40. For his evidence see Cd. 1897 Report of the Transvaal Labour 
Commission, pp. 119-136. 
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be tapped; he now thought that "the other alternative" would have 

to be considered. Chamberlain's statement regarding the position 

in Central Africa was "the first cause of doubt" he explained. 

The testimony of Lagden and the other experts on ~ative affairs 

at the Bloemfontein Customs conference had strengthened these 

doubts. The Witwatersrand Native Labour Association's attempts to 

increase the supply had confirmed them. It was greatly to be 

regretted that the native labour supply of Africa was inadequate, 

he said, for African labour would be "more easily obtained and 

managed and possibly cheaper than any other, and the money paid in 

wages would have remained in the country". The use of local labour 

would also "have had the great advantage of solving two problems": 

the "native question" as well as the "labour question". He then 

went on to contend that the answer did not lie in increased wages. 

In concluding, he stressed that industrial expans i on had to be 

provided for; otherwise municipal projects, the Rand water scheme, 

railway construction and other public works would have to be 

abandoned. 

/ 
"Cheap labour ••• has been the basis of South African 

calculation. It fixes the limit of development and deter
mines the pace. We must either supplement the present 
supply or stagnate till conditions change so much that 
white labour will become the cheap labour. I do not believe 
that anybody will be content or even able to submit to the 
latter course. Shareholders can wait for dividends, but 
men cannot wait for bread". 

He was questioned on p.oints of detail and asked to explain 

why his opinion had changed since his statements in May. His 

replies dealt with the problem in greater detail but did not 

affect the substance of his written statement. One interesti ng 

point was raised towards the end of the cross-examination. He 

was asked (by J.W. Quinn, the Chairman of the Afri can Labour League) 

whether he did not believe that imported coloured labour would 

"displace not only Kaffir labour, but White labour also?" Fitz

Patrick replied that he assumed that coloured labour would be 

confi ned to unskilled work. There was such a shortage of unskilled 

labour that he doubted whether even this could be met; it was 

therefore extremely unlikely that it would prove possible to import 

Asian workers in sufficient numbers to create a threat to White 
skilled workers.(41) 

41. Ibid., p. 136. 
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Because of FitzPatrick's standing in the mining industry and 

because he had been the only prominent mining leader to hold out 

against Chinese labour, his evidence vas regarded as being of 

particular importance. This vas pointed out in a Colonial Office 

memorandum vhich vas prepared on the subject, anticipating the 

"foregone conclusion" that the Commission would find that imported 
(42) labour was necessary. It pointed out that FitzPatrick was the 

leading spokesman for the mining industry. His estimate that 

145,000 workers were immediately required and that, by 1908, 

240,000 would be needed could therefore be taken as being reliable, 

particularly as these estimates were made by one who had adopted 

an extremely cautious attitude in early 1903. In considering the 

possible courses which Britain could follow, the memorandum 

suggested that, after the report had been published, the question 

should be referred to the Legislative Council (which might 

possibly be augmented for the occasion with additional nominated 

members) and that the official members should abstain from taking 

any part in the proceedings or the voting. Depending on the out

come of this, the decision would then be made as to whether a 

referendum (the only "safe" method) should be held. 

The Transvaal Labour Commission can hardly be described as 

being broadly representative of all shades of opinion. Of its 

thirteen members, only two (Quinn and Whiteside) had declared 

, their opposition to Chinese labour. The only Boer representative 

was J.C. Brink. Its findings, that there was an immediate shortage 

of 129,000 labourers in the Transvaal and that this could not be 

met in central or south Africa, (43) took no-one by surprise. 

Immediately after the report's publication on November 18th, 

agitation became sharply focussed once more on Chinese labour. 

On December 2nd, the Chamber of Mines adopted a resolution urging 

immediate legislation to provide for it. (44) Two days later, the 

Johannesburg Chamber of Trade supported this demand(45) and, on 

December 14th, a "mammoth public meeting, convened at the Wanderers 

skating rink by the opposition African Labour League was swamped 

42. Hemorandum by Mr Just, November 1903. c.0.879/82, 734. 

43. Cd. 1897 ReEort of Transvaal Labour Commission. 

44. Cd. 1895 Further CorresEondence re Affairs of the Transvaal, 
p. 143. 

45. Ibid., p. 156. 



. (46) by pro-Ch1nese supporters. This agitation coincided with 

the convening of the second session of the Legislative Council 

on December 7th. 
FitzPatrick was, of course, prevented from playing any part 

in the events which occurred while the Labour Commission was 

sitting because he was ill in England, having left Johannesburg 

in mid-August. In the autobiographical notes which he compiled 

at a later stage, (47) he stated that he returned to the Transvaal 

in early December because he had been "cabled for by Farrar and 
I 

others to return" and assist in securing the passing of the 

Chinese labour proposal. Considering the state of his health 

(the exertion during the . eight .weeks that followed his return were 

to cause a complete breakdown), it may be supposed that, had it 

not been for this request, he would have remained overseas for 

longer. 
Either because he had not yet returned to Johannesburg or 

because his poor health prevented it, FitzPatrick did not attend 

the meeting of the Chamber of Mines on December 2nd at which the 

resolution urging the importation of Chinese labourers was 
(48) 

adopted. Nor was he present at Legislative Council meetings 

237 

until December 21st.(49) He was reported to have "put in an 

Wanderers meeting in Johannesburg on the 14th, (50) appearance" at the 

but did not speak. A week later, when the African Labour League, 

undaunted by the fiasco of the week before, organised another 

meeting, FitzPatrick made his first public defence of Chinese 

labour when he replied to Quinn. (51) His main energies were, 

however, being conserved , for the crucial debate in the Legislative 

Council on December 28th. 

It was Farrar who proposed the motion which called upon the 

government to provide for the importation of "indentured unskilled 

coloured labourers". (52) In a speech which lasted several hours, 

46. Star, 15th December 1903. 

47. AM/I. 

48. Leader, 3rd December 1903. 

49. L.C. Minutes, 21st December 1903. 

50. Star, 15th December 1903. 

51. Leader, 23rd December 1903. 

52. L.C. Minutes, 28th December 1903. 



he dealt exhaustively with the problems confronti~g the mining 

industry, once again courting Labour support by maintaining that 

one reason why Chinese labourers were needed was that the system 

of high White wages had to be continued.(53) Despite this, the 

[ Labour member (Raitt) opposed the proposal, as Whiteside had done 

on the Commission itself. The two Pretoria members (Bourke and 

[ Loveday) joined Raitt in opposition. But the most formidable 

opponent was Hull, who had been one of Milner's last selections 

for membership of the Council and who, despite his close friend-

, ship with FitzPatrick, now for the first time chose the independent 

path which was to lead to their being political opponents in the 
(54) 

years that followed. 

FitzPatrick merely seconded the motion formally on the 28th. 

When he spoke on ' the 30th, (55) he was thus ' able to reply to the 

points which had been raised by the opposition. In particular, he 

dealt with Hull's contention that the Mines were themselves 

"entirely responsible for the shortage"; that they were paying the 

inevitable price for having lowered wages from 50s to 30s per 

month. He also had to deal with the accusation that he had, with

out reason, abandoned ' the stand which he had made while he was 

President of the Chamber of Mines. Quoting extensively from his 

earlier speeches, FitzPatrick showed that he had never opposed 

the introduction of Chines labour on principle. What he had done 

was to argue that the importation of labour should not be considered 

except as a last resort. He was now satisfied that the Transvaal's 

labour requirements could not be met in Africa. The measure which 

he proposed was, furthermore, a temporary measure. It was some

times necessary, he said, to take "what may appear a backward step 

53. Star, 28th December 1903. 

54. There is no clue in the FitzPatrick Papers as to why this split 
developed. Mawby argues (p. 49) that this originated in Fiddes 
determination in 1900 to prevent Hull from using a law Vlhich he 
(Hull) had drafted for Roberts as an "instrument for personal 
revenge" against S. Marks and others. By August Wybergh told 
F~tzPatrick that Hull was "hopelessly bitter and much too flighty" 
(Wybergh to FitzPatrick, 14th August 1900. B/A II). Shortly 
after the war, Hull had a "serious disagreement" with ECKsteins 
involving a Court action (Mawby, p. 257). ' 

55. Star, 30th December 1903. Cd. 1895 Further Correspondence re 
Affairs of the Transvaal, pp. 300-310. 



in order to go forward on better lines and go forward continuously. 

We can make no start as we are now. We are hand tied and foot 

tied". The alternative to supplementing the supply of African 
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labour with imported Asiatic labour was, therefore, "ruin and 

starvation". It was his belief, he declared in conclusion, that 

their aim should be a "White man's country". The Chinese labour 

question should not, however, be confused with the "native question". 

The labour problem was a temporary thing, whereas the native 

question "is one that will be with us, and with our children's 

children". The only basis upon which "White man's Africa" could 

be built was the prosperity of the mining industry. 

If FitzPatrick's health was troubling him, he gave no 

indication of it in his speech, which was one of the most forceful 

of his career. It is, of course, not true that his speech 'was of 

any particular significance as far as the vote was concerned (in 

the division, only Loveday, Burke, Raitt and , Hull voted against 

Farrar's motion). Of far more importance in determining attitudes 

to the proposal was the known fact of FitzPatrick's support. His 

return from England may therefore be said to have served some 

purpose as far as overcoming last-minute qualms was concerned. 

It may, for example, have been one of the factors influencing the 

decision of the official members to vote in favour of the measure, 

even though they took no significant part in the debates, because 

they wished (as Sir Richard Solomon explained) to have the matter 

"settl ed by the representatives of the people".(56) 

The British government anticipated the decision of the 

Legislative Council without difficulty. Guided by a memorandum 

of Fiddes, in which he stated bluntly that it was 'Ia race between 

Asiatic and bankrupcy" , (57 ) Lyttelton put the matter before the 

Cablnet. (58) In mid-November, Lawley forwarded a draft ordinance 

s 

for Colonial Office approval . (59) But still the Home government hesitated 

to take a step which it knew would arouse opposition in Zngland and 
. th ~. (60) T In e ~mplre. he idea of a referendum - the only conclusive 

56. Ibid. 

57. Memorandum by Fiddes, 9th November 1903. C.0.879/84, 744. 

58. Memorandum, 14th November 1903. C.A.B. 37/67, 75. 

59. Lawley to Lyttelton, 1~th November 1903. Cd. 1895 Further 
Correspondence, p. 119. 

60. Hemorandum by Juet, November 1903. C.0.879/82, 734. 



proof of popular opinion - was still entertained, even though 

Fiddes argued that this woul'd be "an aidication of the duties of 
(61). . d government". Milner, fearl..ng that a referendum would provl.. e 

an irresistable temptation for political exploitation by the Boer 
. (62) 

leaders, who were then about to meet at Pietersburg, assured 

Lyttelton that the Boers in general were "not opposed" to Chinese 

labour. (63) Milner also contended that, with the exception of 

certain trade societies, "there is no one left to oppose Asiatic 

1 b 
,,(64) 

a our • 
While the British government prevaricated, events did not 
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mark time in the Transvaa19 On January 25th, Farrar presented . 

(and FitzPatrick seconded) a petition signed by 45,078 persons, 

praying for the introduction of imported coloured labour. It was 

an obvious attempt to create an impression of popular support and 

Farrar admitted that, like all petitions, it was the result of 

skilful organisation. (65) On the following day, Solomon introduced 

the Labour Importation Draft Ordinance.(66) 

The debates in the Legislative Council on the Labour 

Importation Ordinance were tame in comparison to those which 

occurred in December. The ground had been fully covered as far 

as the principle of the measure was concerned and discussion 

centred upon matters of detail. FitzPatrick made only one 

significant contribution to the proceedings. He took the 

opportunity to reply to objections which had been raised by the 

Prime Ministers of Australia and New Zealand. their intervention, 

he said, was inadmissable in that they were not entitled to 

61. C.0.879/84, 744. 

62. Leader, 23rd January 1904. 

63. Milner to Lyttleton, 12th January 1904. C.0.879/90, 747. Secret 
Papers, p. 2. According to FitzPatrick (Lord Milner and his Work, 
pp. 15-16), he consulted Botha at Milner's request. Botha told 
him that the Boers were not opposed to Chinese labour, necessary 
as it was to provide new employment opportunities for the Boers 
and markets for their produce, while ending the situation in 
which the mines were enticing the farm labourers away. However, 
the Boers would not accept responsibility because they had no 
power. 

64. Campbell, Ope cit. t p. 178. 

65. lli£. 
66. L.C. Minutes, 26th January 1904. 



interfere with the "internal affaire of tne ..Transvaal", no were 

they sufficiently well informed about conditions in the Trans!aal 

to pass comment. As for objections from the Cape government, 

Fi~Patrick reminded them that the Tr~aal ~ot dependent 

upon the Cape. "If the people of the Cape Colony did not see a 

little bit straighter, they were going to be left out. They did 

not realise it yet, but if this thing dragged on, they would have 
t -r.1" (67l 

to take what they could get and do whatever they were o~~. 
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This short speech was to be FitzPatrick's last public political 

pronouncement for almost a year. He attended no further meetings 

of the Legislative Council during the remainder of the session, 
. (68) 

although, at Milner's ins~stence, he did not resign his seat. 

Once again his health had let him down, this time to the extent· 

that he was completely bed-ridden" Bailey offered him the use of 

the house at Muizenberg which he had purchased out of Rhodes's 

estate and, after convalescing there during April and May, his 

condition appeared to improve. At the end of May, however, he 

suffered another severe setback, following which he reluctantly 

acknowledged that he would have to take a complete rest for an 

inde fini te period. He travelled to Europe. in June. After staying 

at Margate under medical eare, he wintered on the Contin~nt at 

Cour, Grindelwald and Mentone. Thereafter, he entered tne 

sanatorium of Dr C. Dapper at Bad Kissingen in Bavaria.(69) 

Because he was forced to retire, FitzPatrick played no part 

in the last phase of the movement towards the introduction of 

Chinese labour. Following the passing of the Labour Importation 

Ordinance by the Transvaal Legi slative Council, the British 

government still withheld its consent until the actual regulations 

ha d been drafted. It was thus not until March 11th tha t Lyt t elton 

t el egraphed Milner that the Ordinance would not be di sallowed.(70 ) 

But, although FitzPatrick had been prevented from playing his n O ... I

ac customed leading part in these proceedings, his reputation was 

undiminished. On May 9th, commenting on a report that his health 

ha d i mproved, the Leader referred to him as "a natural politi cal 

67 . Cd. 1941 Further Correspondence re Transvaal Labour, pp. 58-9. 
68. See FitzPatrick to Beit, 12th April 1904. AILB II. 

69 . Ca rtwright, The First South African, pp. 132 et seg. 

70 . 8ampbell, OPe cit., p. 182. 
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(71) leader of the Rand". His determination that the state should 

obtain a 75% ahare in diamond-mining profits had, the editor 

contended, been proved justified by the profits which the Premier 

mine was already declaring. (The Leader had, in fact, been amongst 

FitzPatrick's critics when he had championed this cause in 1903). 

FitzPatrick's absence, the editorial continued, had been particularly 

felt at the Inter-Colonial Council, where members "missed that 

searching and sustained criticism ••• that several months previously 

focussed attention upon the methods of railway finance and manage

ment and prepared the way for the reforms that have since been Bet 

in progress". 

There was a "dangerous tendency", the Leader concluded, towards 

"mugwumps" among British South Africans. Jameson controlled them 

in the Cape. FitzPatrick was needed to play this role in the 

Transvaal. 

There was some substance in this. The need for a capable 

leader who could unite the Transvaal British was to be felt many 

times during FitzPatrick's enforced absence. 

71. Leader, 9th May 1904. 



CHAPTER VI 

A NEW CONSTITUTION 

i) Enforced Absence, June 1904 - August 1905. 

While FitzPatrick was recuperating in Europe, political 

events moved swiftly in the Transvaal. Milner, engaged in a 

struggle to keep ahead of political developments, began to lose 

the initiative once more. During 1902 he had survived the 

emergence of the Transvaal Political Association primarily by 

means of announcing the introduction of a nominated Legislative 

Council, supplemented by the exertions which FitzPatrick 'made to 

bring his Johannesburg critics into line.(1) This move had ' 

succeeded in winning him more time and, during 1903, the Chinese 

labour agitation had helped to divert attention from the short

comings of the Milner administration. But, while the Chinese 

labour issue had done this, it had left a lasting legacy of 

division between the British Transvalers. The Labour organisations 

had fought it to the end. Although the use of Chinese labour wa~ 

to aid the recovery of the mining industry during the second half 

of 1904, by mid-1905 depression set in once more. When this 

happened, the Chinese question re-entered politics, with Labour 

now complaining that the Chinese were displacing White workers.(2) 

The Chinese labour agitation, furthermore, had created the 

impression of an alliance between the Milner administration and the 

Rand Capitalists: :.an impression which dissidents such as Hull, 

Pakeman, Cresswell and Wybergh did their utmost to strengthen. 

These formed a small but impressive group. Together with dis

gruntled capitalists such as Lace and Cullinan, who were upset at 

the loss of two-thirds of their Premier Mine profits, they were 

poised to exploit any chance which presented itself. In May 1904 

E.P. Solomon launched a representative government campaign,(3) a 

proposa~ which possessed considerable popular appeal because it 

combined opposition to particular flaws in the administration or 

grievances about its policies, with opposition to a system of 

1. See above, p. 243. 

2. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 284. 

3. Ibid., pp. 171-3. 
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government which was widely admitted t.o be temporary and abnormal. 

Behind this E~glish-speaking political, movement there lurked 

that of the Boers, who, with increasing confidence, began to organise. 

Following their meetings at various platteland centre~, Botha and 

P Ma (4) ThO 0 t· Smuts convened a Volkskongres in retoria in y. 1S organ1sa 10n 

provided Botha, Smuts and de la Rey (who had all declined Milner's 

invitation to serve on the 1903 Legislative Council) with the 

opportunity to claim that they (and not Milner's lackeys) were 

the accredited spokesmen for the Boers. The Boers found gathering 

support in England, where "Chinese labour" gave the Liberals a 

cause, doubly effective because it closed their ranks while it 

embarrassed the Government. They also received encouragement from 

the spectacle of British division in the Transvaal itself. By 

the beginning of ' 1905, they had formed Het Yolk, (5) a solid and 

formidable political monster which, so it seemed, stood ready to 

avenge the military defeat and so destroy the dream of a British 

South Africa. 

As the Leader had pointed out in its article on FitzPatrick 

in May, without leadership, there was a danger that the British 

population would respond haphazardly. (6) . They were, indeed, placed 

in a most unusual and difficult position. Their instincts were to 

oppose Milner and to demand control of government. The plea with 

which Milner responded and which FitzPatrick had conveyed in 1902 -

that toleration of the political system was essential until the 

British population had increased sufficiently to make it safe to 

proceed - was one which did not have lasting appeal. This was so 

because few Transvaal British possessed any insight into what 

FitzPatrick des,cribed as the "Boer character" (in the case of the 

average town-dweller,who probably never set eyes on a rural 

Dutchman, whose language he could not understand, this is not 

surprising). Farrar and Bailey, for example, apparently believed 

at one stage that Botha could be bought.(7) 1 During the Chinese 

4. Garson, Ope cit. 

5. ill!!. 
6. Leader, 9th May 1904. 

7. Meintjies, Louis Botha, p. 140. FitzPatrick to Phillips 4th 
December 1904. A/LB V. (According to FitzPatrick Farr~r and 
Bailey believed that they had Botha "in their pock;ts" on the 
Chinese labour question). 



labour agitation, Farrar then tried to bargain for their support 
(8) 

with education concessions. Others saw no reason why the 

Boers should not be "trusted", particularly as Smuts, with his 

rare political instinct, perceived that a pose of moderation would 

f h · t (9) con use 1S opponen s. 
Perhaps the most disturbing aspect, from Milner's point of 

view, was that he seemed likely to lose the support of many 

persons whom he knew socially and to whom he naturally looked for 

support. In February, for example, a meeting took place at 

Samuel Evans's · house at which the question of responsible 
. (10) 

government was d1scussed at length. Those present (besides 

Evans) were van Hulsteyn, Wools-Sampson, Dalrymple, Mackie Niven, 

Duncan and Curtis. Despite the fact that two leading members of 

his administration were involved, Milner declared his emphatic 

unwillingness to proceed with representative government until 

the Chinese labour issue had been settled. (11) Evans, now a 

co-partner in Eckstein & Co., was also a close friend of FitzPatrick's. 

Ever since their first meeting in 1897, they had shared the same 

political views (apart from their mild disagreement over the 

Capital question during 1900(12)). Now, Evans's patience began 

to wear thin once more, particularly as he disagreed with Milner's 

economic policies, (13) and he persisted in maintaining that a 

greater measure of popular control over the Transvaal government 

was essential. (14) 

More serious perhaps than the dissatisfaction of these leading 

Johannesburgers and Kindergarten members, was ~he attitude of 

Farrar, who, with FitzPatrick invalided, was now the person to 

whom Milner turned for assistance. At the beginning of March, 

Farrar told Milner that he would no longer tolerate Girouard's 

mismanagement of the Railways. (15) Milner insisted that Girouard's 

8. See FitzPatrick to Phillips, 17th April 1902. A/LB II. 

9. See Mawby, Ope cit., p. 182. 

10. Cox to FitzPatrick, 6th May 1904. RM FIT L/B VI. 

11. ~. 

12. See above, p.181. 

13. See Evans to FitzPatrick, 30th September 1904. RM FIT 1/3/1. 

14. Evans to FitzPatrick, 10th October 1904. RM FIT 1/3/1. 

15. Milner to Lyttelton, 21st March 1904. Cd. 2102 Correspondence 
re Finances, p. 18. 



faults were not as bad as was generally made out. When Farrar 

pressed for a Commission of Inquiry, Milner argued that Girouard 

should be given a chance to re-establish his credit and suggest ed 

that the remedy was to strengthen the Inter-Colonial Council with 

the addition of competent persons, so that a "stronger" Railway 
(16) 

Committee could be appointed. Farrar responded to this by 

proposing the enlargement of the Council. There was "no doubt", 

Milner assured Lyttelton, that Farrar's "principa.l reason" was 

"not to cause trouble but to prevent it" but, however much he 

might attempt to explain it away, the enlargement of the Inter

Colonial Council in April illustrated the fact that Milner was 

losing the initiative. 
At the beginning of May, Milner worte a lengthy secret 

. (17) dispatch to Lyttelton. In it he set down his thoughts on the 

political situation. He was well aware of the danger of deferring 

responsible government for too long, he wrote, for in that case a 

large number of B~itish would throw themselves into the arms of the 

Boers. There was already a "strong undercurrent" in the "more 

influential British quarters" and , unless something was done, the 

bulk of the British population would welcome this movement. The 

expected publication of the Census in a few months time could be 

used as a temporary excuse, but something would have to be done 

thereafter. He suggested that Lyttelton write a public dispatch 

to him, inviting suggestions. By July, Milner was convinced that 

the representative government agitation would "assume a trouble

some aspect" unless he was able to make an announcement soon.(18) 

As a result, Lyttelton authorised the announcement(1 9) but it was 

not until December that Milner produced details of a proposed 
constitution. (20) 
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Although FitzPatrick was extremely ill (in mid-April he was 

still not able to manage the steps in front of Bailey's house more 

than twice a day(21» an~although he was removed from the scene 

16. Milner to Farrar, 3rd March 1904. Milner Papers, 34. 

17. Milner to Lyttelton, 2nd May 1904, "Secret". C.O.879/90, 744 
Secret Papers, pp. 37 et seg. 

18. Milner to Lyttelton, 4th July 1904. C.O.879/90, 747 Secret 
Papers, p. 48. 

19. Lyttelton to Milner, 8th July 1904. ~., p. 49. 

20. Milner to Lyttelton, 5th December 1904. ~., pp. 70 et seg. 

21. FitzPatrick to Eckstein, 13th April 1904. A/LB II. 



of activity, he rell8.ined involved. Aa aoon aa he had rec'overed 

some of his strength, he wrote to J.R. Cox, his secretary at the 

Corner House, and instructed hill to keep his "Black Book" up to 

date. He wanted records kept not only of the doing. of the Boer 

leaders but also of the Cape politicians such as Sauer, Merriman, 

Freemantle, Malan and Burton. "Also". he wrote, "do not forget 

R. Solollon, Hull, Raitt, Pakellan, Wybergh - I don't want it 
I 

exclusively for those who are at present opposed. You can include 

Farrar, Strange, Loveday, Bourke and anyone else you think may 

[bob up serenely!] later on •••• Watch the Farmers t Conference for 

me. It is only history repeating itself. It is the Afrikaner 

Bond allover again: absolutely political, hopelessly irreconcilable~ 

The game is to .ake Milner's administration a failure and get rid 

of him before he lays the foundations of a British South Africa 

throughout". (22) 

A few days later, in a letter to Phillips, FitzPatrick 

amplified his thoughts on the Boer political revival: 

"They are very reasonable and loyal to begiJl, with", ' he 
observed, "but. that is all a blind. They are as irrecon
cilable as ever and only the day ' I left Johannesburg, 
George Farrar told me he had had the. (de 1a Rey and Botha) 
staying with him and he found them hopeless to deal with. 
Their first condition is the removal of Milner. That is 
exactly what I told Farrar many months ago and again when 
the Chinese debate first came on. It is a waste of time 
trying to square them or compromise with them as long as 
they think they can do a vital injury to the British cause. 
They will only be squared while they know they are not strong 
enough to wreck us. 

The solution is for us to be strong enough to vote them 
under the table and then they will split (when we no longer 
need them or fear them) and a big number, who will look for 
the loaves and fishes. will be willing to work with us and 
will have the courage to defy the terrorists of the extreme 
party. 

I belie!e in treating them fairly and. even generously 
when one can with safety but I do not believe in bargaining 
for consideration in return because we know how that bargain 
works: when we really want consideration, i.e. when they 
are strong enough to trip us up and beat us, we won't get 
it. So write it off now, I aay, and lay our plans on a 
sound basis, even if it be one that does not look so easy 
and promising. It will be the better and quiCker in the end".(23) 

22. FitzPatrick to Cox, 13th April 1904. A/LB II. 

23. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 17th April 1904. A/LB II. 

I 
I 
I 



Because he viewed Transvaal politics against the background 

of Boer ambitions, FitzPatrick was alarmed at Johannesburg talk 

about responsible government. From Cox he heard of the meeti ng 
(24) 

which had taken place at Evans's house. He also learnt t hat 
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Adamson (the Director of Education and a "crony" of Dawson, t he 

editor of the Transvaal Leader) had "illbibed" siailar views from 
(25) 

van Hulsteyn and had been "sounding ~ome of the leading Boers". 

FitzPatrick immediately wrote a lengthy letter to Cox, setting 
. (26) 

out his arguments against responsible government. In the 

first place, he wrote, the census details had not yet been 

released. Without these, they did not know whether the "British 

party" had sufficient lIembers or not, nor could details concerning 

the franchise and constituency delimitation be discussed. In 

addition, it was not known whether the British in the Transvaal 

would have to dominate the Orange River Colony as well - either 

through the Inter-Colonial Councilor in a fusion. A further 

period of Milner's administration would also give British leaders 

a chance to establish themselves, so that it would then be known 

"who our best men are who could 'orm a government". Above all, 

it was necessary to delay in order to organise politically in 

order to counteract the "very powerful, silent solid and organised 

party against us". Faced with this, "it is sticking out a mile 

that we (British) will have all the cranks and mugwumps" who 

would "give way to any extent, kidded on by slim Boers". The 

only way in which this could be avoided was to wait until the 

Boers were "completely and permanently" outnullbered. "We have 

to win first in the political field, just as in the field of war, 

before we can come to terms. There is only one cure: vote them 

under the table! Then they will give up their race ambitions and 

settle down as others have done and divide upon recognised principles 
of policy or personal interests". 

A lengthy correspondence ensued between FitzPatrick and 

Evans. To some extent, there was a misunderstanding between them, 

for Evans construed FitzPatrick's letter to Cox as being a defence 

24. Cox to FitzPatrick, 6th May 1904. RM FIT LIB VI. 

25. Cox to FitzPatrick, 26th and 28th April 1904. RM FIT LIB VI. 

26. FitzPatrick to Cox, 3rd May 1904. A/LB III. 



of the present 8Y8t.m of governm.nt and total opposition to 
. (27) 

making it more representative. He denied, furthermore, 

that anyone was at that stage contemplating responsible govern

ment. FitzPatrick replied with a brusqueness that must have 
(28) been due to his illness. There was a great deal of talk 

about responsible government, he wrote. Lace and H. Solomon 

and "scores and scores of unthinking asses or impatient fools" 

had done so. So also had the "Pretoria crowd". "Go o~tside the 

Club circle ••• and Y1U will find enough to make you realise that 

many want it at once and many only look on ·representative govern

ment as an immediate precursor of the other and the year which 

you think too long for a nominated assembly will be far too ~ong 

for its successor". In these circumstances, the main concern 

should be to "taboo the idea resolutely and uncompromisingly up 
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to the very moment when we feel it safe. We can always raise or 

add to the popular cry. Until it becomes safe, surely it is ·wise 

to keep the uncontrollable thing in the background?" In the 

meantime, the administration of Milner was the wiser alternative, 

particularly as Milner's sole interest was the good of the country. 

Details of the 1903 census were released in April. (29) In 

FitzPatrick's view, (30) these did not provide proof that it was 

safe to proCeed with constitutional reform. He had overestimated 

the population of Johannesburg, believing it to be nearer 100,000 

than 84,000.(31) The census also showed that the urban and ~ural 
populations were about the same, and this was "not very satisfactory, 

considering the predominance of Dutch in many .of the villages and 

the large proportion in Pretoria". There were, however, a few 

compensations. One was that he believed that there were likely 

to be more omissions among the non-Boers than the Boers, who were 

"permanently domiciled and get-atable". Many of the British, 

according to CurtiS, had not bothered to complete a return. In 

addition, many British who had left the Transvaal during the 

depression were now likely to return, following the expected post-

27. FitzPatrick to Evans, 11th May 1904. A/LB III. 
28. Ibid. 

29. Mawby, 0E. cit., p. 183. 
30. FitzPatrick to Beit, 1st June 1904. A/LB IV. 
31. Cd. 2103, Census returns 01 British S.A. 



Chinese boom. It was also of political importance that there were 

more adult males among the British, a fact which suggested that 

an adult male franchise would throw the balance in their favour 

(particularly as property or education requirements would "weed 

out a big proportion of Boer adult males"). If constituencies 

were carefully arranged, it might be possible to make minorities 

as small as possible, so as not to waste number. Here there was 
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a danger, FitzPatric~ fore.aw, that, if constituencies were arranged 

on a voters' basis, ~heD Labour might secure control in the Trans

vaal. He did not be~ieTe that this was likely, however, because 

there was never likely to be an all-White labour force. These 

observations, written in June 1904, anticipated the reasoning 

upon which the "Lyttelton Constitution" of March 1905 was based. 

The next ma'tter to arouse FitzPatrick's interest and concern 

was the Inter-Colonial Council meeting in June. Here, the Railways 

were the focus of interest, an all-out campaign having been 

launched against Girouard's administration. Farrar and Hosken 

even went so far as to urge that all railways construction and 

other public works should be suspended.(32) Hosken thought it 

"legitimate opposition tactics" to force remission of railway 

rates and customs dues. Before the Council met, FitzPatrick had 

prepared a lengthy memorandum(33) in which he gave his reasons 

for urging the construction of the Wilge River line, a project 

which Girouard had shelved. The memorandum was intended primarily 

for Farrar's guidance, but FitzPatrick asked Evans to have copies 

made for the other unofficial Transvaal members as well.(34) In 

it he urged that a long-term view should be taken. "For God's 

sake look to the future", he wrote in a note to Evans.(35) We 

are laying foundation stones. Don't lay them to suit local 

interests or temporary purposes •••• Mining is the best of land 

s ettlement agents but Railways, well laid out, are second best". 

On June 19th, shortly before he sailed for England, FitzPatrick 

was provoked by the continued criticism of Milner by Evans, Hosken 

and Farrar to write a stongly-worded letter to Evans.(36) Hosken, 

~ ~ . Mawby, Ope cit., p. 144. 

3j . FitzPatrick to Farrar, 29th May 1904, "Strictly 

34. FitzPatrick to Evans, 29th May 1904, "Private". 

)'j . I bid. 

~6 . FitzPatrick to Evans, 19th June 1904. A/LB IV. 

Private". A/LB III. 

A/LB III. 



he complained, was "quite hopeless" and Farrar was so "narrow 

and so unreasoning and unreasonable and so ready to play to a 

gallery" that he vould not see that "a very considerable amount 

of public work has to be done to make the British rule quite 

secure and allow sufficient margin for British splits and factions". 

As important, there vas the 'liar debt: if the programme of public 

works was curtailed, the impression might be created that the 

Transvaal could afford the war debt. It was therefore essential 
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to retain these oom,itments in oz:der · to claim inability to pay. 

Outright repudiation, h. insisted, vould be "unwise and unnecessary": 

it would "put the Radicals in pover tomorrov and properly make our 

names stink for ever". The sensible alternative vas to make public 

works commitments, even if the actual work were delayed, so that 

it would be possible to claim that they had tried but could not 

manage the 'liar debt. Even though he had put this to Farrar for 

"the hundredth time" in his Wilge River memorandum, Farrar 

refused to take "the longer vie'll". "Great heavens", FitzPatrick 

commented in disgust: "and this is a foretaste of responsible 

government 1" 

In a further letter written tvo days later, FitzPatriok 

appealed to Evans to do his utmost to keep the Johannesburg leaders 

in check while he was away. (37) Evans should also use his influence 

with Davson of the Leader. Milner was now "getting into the last 

stages of his vork ••• stages at vhich he is bound to suffer waning 

popularity, to bear the blame for everything that happens", Fitz

Patrick vrote. He felt particularly involved because he had in 

1903 urged Milner to return to South Africa and not to accept the 

offer of the Colonial Seoretaryship in succession to Chamberlain. 

"It will be quite practicable, quite easy, to get a party of our 

chaps whom H.E. trusts to meet him, collectively or separately, 

and put things to him straight before it is necessary to get up 

an agitation". FitzPatrick was, in fact, asking Evans to play the 

part which he had played: that of go-betveen and peacemaker. 

After he had reaohed England and spent six veeks hospitalised 

at Margate, FitzPatrick learnt that Evans had not responded to 

this appeal. He had in fact written another letter, highly 

critical of Milner, to Wernher and Beit in London. Exasperated, 

37. FitzPatrick to Evans, 21st June 1904. A/LB IV. 



FitzPatrick vrote to Schumacher, the only other partner of 

Eckstein and Co. then in Johannesburg.(38) "There is a strong 

feeling that H.E. and Co •••• are not helping as ve used to do; 

not friendly but veiledly antagonistic to H.E. and the government", 

he vrote. He knew that Schumacher was a "convinced and sound 

supporter" of Milner and therefore asked him to approach Evans. 

Even if Evans's criticisms(39) were vell-intentioned, they might 

give the impression that the firm, as a vhole, vas in agreement 

with his vievs. I 
At the beginning of December Milner presented detailed 

(40) 
proposals for the new constitution to Lyttelton. There is 

no evidence that FitzPatrick vas in any way consulted about these. 

He obtained details of the suggestions vhich had been made while 

he was at Cour, in France. In passing these on to Phillips in 
(41) London, he observed that he favoured single-member constituen-

cies (and not a cumulative vote - a proposal vhich Milner had 

canvassed). He feared that Milner may have underestimated the 

loyalty and the strength of Labour, and questioned vhether it was 

wise to retain the old Boer electoral divisions. 

"One cannot choose war and then claim the privileges of 
peace", he wrote. "Moreover, whatever is done will be 
yelled against and we have seen that it is impossible to 
get a word of gratitude or of decent acknowledgement and we 
shall see that, as long as they have a chance of outvoting 
us, they will vote solid, so there is really no-one to 
conciliate or square. Besides, to share your arms with 
your prisoner in order to stop his grumbling is not an act 
of conciliation, but of downright suicidal folly. I would 
"chessboard" the country or divide it any other way 
(provided, of course, it were done on one defensible system 
or principle and not jerrymandered in each part on different 
lines) that would secure the British policy for the future 
as well as for tomorrow and today; and I vould do it per
fectly remoreselessly as one has to do things when dealing 
with factors and conditions which are in the nature of 
foundations and wi l l endure in themselves or their results 
for generation~". 

As FitzPatrick saw it, Milner could be relied upon absolutely. 

38 . FitzPatrick to Schumacher, 2nd September 1904. A/LB V. 

39. For Evans's criticisms, see Evans to FitzPatrick, 30th 
September 1904. RM FIT 1/3/1. 
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40. Milner to Lyttelton, 5th December 1904, "Confidential". C.0.879/90, 
747 Secret Papers, pp. 70 et seg. 

41. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 4th December 1904. A/LB V. 
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Danger lay in the fact that the British leaders in the Transvaal -

"some through sentillent, some froll foolishness, some from vanity 

and some from want of principle" - were always ready to "vobble". 

Even Farrar and Bailey had not "erected and set apart in their 

mines ••• the essential things; a structure which is sacred and not 

to be touched or tampered with •••• " "When George and Bailey get 

into the room vith Botha and COllpany, the atmosphere of slimness, 

with its sweet reasonableness, good fellowship, bygones-be-bygones, 

one hand wash the other, our comllon country and general spoof, it 

is too much for the~ and they begin to weaken and get fascinated 

by the slim game and they want to meet the Boer on his own ground. 

"Now, as a Party, we are no match for that at their own 
game on their own ground. They say that the ,most dangerous 
of enemies is , the one that can run away without becoming 
demoralised or losing its head at all. In history ve read of 
the almost invariable success of those who could feign retreat 
and then unexpectedly rally and ambush the enemy. The Boers 
did it in politics and war. We can't do it in our party. 
We have no instinct for it and are not vell enough organised 
or well enough led •••• That's why I think we ought to fight 
hard for the essentials and have as simple and straightforvards 
a policy as we can devise and allow the verneuking and fines
sing to stand over". 

Another danger lay in England, for it was obvious that 

Milner's policies were conditioned by the response of the British 

Cabinet which, in turn, was then highly sensitive to opposition 

criticism. Although removedfroll both scenes of activity, Fitz

Patrick did what he could'. He wrote to Phillips and told him to 

urge the Wernher Beit partners not to be "modest or reserved" ' vhen 

it came to appointing a Political Agent who would inherit the 

task which FitzPatrick had managed before his illness.(42) In 

mid-January, he surmised from reports in the Times that Milner's 

di fficulties lay with the Colonial Office and he told Wernher(43) 

tha t he was contemplating writing to the Times, pointing out that 

~ t was absurd to expect e i ther that the Boer party would disband 

or tha t the Boers could be conciliated. If people would only see 

t ha t the Boer leaders were acting in a perfectly predictable and 

politically-valid fashion, then they would also see that politics 

woul d have to begin on "the old party lines again and not talk 

42. lli!!. 
43 . FitzPatrick to Wernher, 14th January 1905. AILB VI. 
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rubbish about conciliating votes and working together and not 

offending the Dutch etc. etc., and they would admit the reasonable

ness of doing everything that can in fairness be done to secure 

British policy". 
The immediate outcome of this urge to write to the Times was 

not a letter on the constitution question, but a reply to F.C. 

Mackarness (at this time professor of Roman-Dutch Law at London 

University; in 1906 a successful Liberal Party candidate), who 
I (44) 

had raised the que~tion of Chinese morality on the grounds 

that only two Chinese women had been imported to the Transvaal, 

whereas there were 25.000 Chinese males. Writing under the 

pseudonym Transvaal, because he wished to avoid implicating 

Ecksteins and because he did not wish to "scare" his opponents into 

cau t ion by revealing that he possessed local knowledge, (45) Fitz

Patrick challenged Mackarness to show why he considered Chinese 

morality to be "lower than that of native Africans who, numbering 

70,000, bring no women with them". "We get rather sick of these 

meddlesome gentlemen", he concluded, "who do not know, or will 

not know, the facts". (46) When Mackarness responded, (47) Fitz-

Patrick wrote a long letter, amplifying his case, but it was held 

up by Eckstein, who was then in London, aDd was Dot published.(48) 

FitzPatrick's letter on the Transvaal Constitution appeared 

in the Times (over his own Dame) on February 23rd. In it, he 

insisted that there were two provisions which were of paramount 

importance: delimitation of constituencies so as to obtain, as 

nearly as possible, an equal number of voters in each, and 

automatic redistribution. The impression prevailed, he wrote, 

that the principle of "one vote, one value" was about to be 

jettisoned. In order to counteract this, he explained that the 

old electoral divisions had been "laid out with the deliberate 

intention ••• of vesting all power in the hands of the country Boer 

as against the industrial or town population". 

reason, therefore, why they should be scrapped. 

44. The Times, 25th January 1905. 

There was every 

There should be 

45. See FitzPatrick t? Eckstein, 10th February 1905. AILB VI. 

46. The Times, 1st February 1905. 

47. The Times, 3rd February 1905. 

48. FitzPatrick to Eckstein, 10th february 1905. AILB VI. 

.. 



no question of "conciliating" the BoePa, he insistecl. They were 

behaving in a perfectly normal way, their goals being the same 

as those of pre-war days, except that ·"the e.tablish.ent of the 

United States or Republic of South Afrioa uacler the Dutch flag 

has necessarily dropped out of the sche.e of very practical 

politics ll • These a.bitions would be abandoned only when it 

became perfectly obvious to them that there va. nothing to be 
I 

gained from their policies. The Transvaal British asked for no 
I 

particular advantages. They merely insisted that they should not 

be handicapped in their attempts to, deal with the situation. To 

"give an unfair advantage to the Boer is to make the race· division 

profitable to him". When the "British party" declared its 

determination to "'remove this race cleavage", it did not do so 

out of arrogance; ' but from an "invincible belief that the' system, 

which has made the British Empire can make South Africa".(49) 

While FitzPatrick could feel that he was at least doing 

something constructive in England, he must have found it extremely 

frustrating to have been reduced to the role of mere spectator of 

events in the Transvaal. There, the anticipated introduction of 

a system of representative government, led to the establishment 

of political parties. The formation of the Transvaal Responsible 

Government Association was proposed in November and, after a 

manifesto setting out its objectives had been published at the 

end of the month and a public meeting had been held at the 

Wanderers, the inaugural dinner was held in January 1905.(50) 

The leaders of the organisation included E.P. Solomon, Hull, 

Cull i nan, Quinn, Langermann, Dawson (the editor of the Leader), 

Wybergh, Lace and C. Rissik.(51) Not the least remarkable thing 

about the organisation was that so many of its leaders were 

FitzPatrick's personal friends. He must surely have felt that, 

had he been in Johannesburg, he could have done something to 

moderate this opposition to Milner. 

The formation of the Transvaal Progressive Association again 

made FitzPatrick conscious of his frustration. The organisational 

work, which FitzPatrick would have relished, was done by Evans, 

49. Times, 23rd February 1905. 

"'II . Ha wby, Ope cit., pp. 196 et seg; 261. 

51. Leader , 16th January 1905. 
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van HulsteYD, Mackie Niven and H. O'K. Webber, Farrar's personal 

advisor. (52) When the election of the central Executive took 

place, Farrar was elected president, Webber became Treasurer and 

the Johannesburg members were F.D.P. Chaplin, R. Currie, G.H. 
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Goch, A. Wools-Sampson and FitzPatrick. The eclipse of FitzPatrick's 

close associates (particularly Carr, S. Evans and Mackie-Niven) 

suggests that Farrar's election to ·the Party's leadership was the 

aftermath of a power-struggle in the Progressive ranks. Had 
I 

FitzPatrick been in I Johannesburg , he would certainly have been 

able to assert his claims. 
FitzPatrick's absence was also felt in the weeks that followed 

the formation of these rival political organisations, for concerted 

efforts were made to heal the breach between them. Despite these, 

by the end of February the split had become final(53} and, by 

mid-April, the responsibles had concluded a pact with Bet Volk.(5
4

} 

The Transvaal British were at sixes and sevens and FitzPatrick, 

confident that he could have steadied them, had to stand by 

helplessly. 
~'itzPatrick learnt of these developments largely from Evans.(55} 

On January 23rd Evans wrote and told him that Phillips had for

warded a copy of FitzPatrick's letter(56} and that it had been 

shown to Milner. As a result, Milner had agreed to drop the idea 

of a cumulative vote in favour of single-member constituencies. 

He had now also decided to accept FitzPatrick's idea of creating 

altogether new constituencies with an equal number of voters in 

each and autoaatic redistribution every four years.(5?) Evans 

told FitzPatrick that he had also used portions of this letter 

when he drew ~p the Progressive Association's manifesto on the 

new constitution. But, although he was able to report these 

successes, no progress had been made in persuading the responsibles -

Solomon, QUinn, Wlbergh and Cullinan - to accept the principle of 

one vote, one value. There was some chance that a compromise might 

be reached with "the more moderate section of the responsible 

52. Webber, Ope cit., p. 141. 

53. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 205. 

54. ~., p. 220. 

55. Evans to FitzPatrick, 23rd January 1905. RM FIT 1/3/1. 
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government party" to the effect that, after two years. an election 

would be held and, if a majority of three-fifths of .the newly

elected members favoured it, respon8ible government would 

automatically be establi8hed. Thi8 arrangement, it was hoped. 

would disarm the respon8ible government part1 and .ean that the 

first election could be fought on other iS8ues. 

Thi8 compromise proposal did not appeal to FitzPatrick. "It 

does not really kill the re8ponsible question and lay it to rest", 

he wrote in reply to Evans'8 letter.(58) "The effect would be 

that, even if the fir8t election ignored that i8sue (which is 

doubtful, for you cannot control aspirants) the elected members 

would begin at once to play to the gallery with an eye to the 

next elections and I fear we 8hould be still divided. As to the 

result of the next elections in two years time, there can be no 

shadow of doubt. With the Boer member8 solid for responsible 

governmen t, the i rd8 majority is the surest thing in politics". 

In a last-minute attempt to influence the course of events in 

the Transvaal, he sent a cable to Evan8,(59) urging that, although 

the responsibles then appeared "negligible ••• in numbers and 

quality", no risks 8hould be taken. A permanent split could not 

be chanced in view of the likelihood that a Liberal government 

would "jump at responsible government to extricate themselves 

from pledges re Chinese". He suggested ~hat, "at any reasonable 

cost", the Progressives should "steal the responsible government 

plank" by means of a proposal which would fix a definite date for 

the introduction of responsible government. Cullinan's scheme, 

as publishe'd in the Leader, (60) to the effect that responsible 

government should be introduced by means of a series of steps 

over a. period of three years, should also be considered. 

In his letter to Evans, FitzPatrick explained his reasons 

for making this proposal. 

"You know", he wrote, II tha t I always looked at this question 
as putting U8 on an incline plane once we began to agitate for 
r7presentat~ve gove:nment. There i8 no stopping and mighty 
~ttle brak1ng poss1ble. Responsible government is certainty 
1n .two or three years. No one who wants to take a hand will 
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be able to stand against it. As I wrote to Fridie, "the 
only virtue in giving up what is going to be taken from 
you is the virtue of wisdom. It would be wise to fix the 
period and, if possible, automatic transition". After 
all, if we get in your points of 'one vote, one value', 
etc., even a Boer majority could not do much harm, much 
permanent harm!" 

This letter reveals that, in the post-war period, FitzPatrick 

was beginning to adopt an attitude which waa very similar to that 

of pre-war days. Then he had reasoned that real franchise reform, 

together with "redistribution" would establish a base upon which 
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a future British South Africa could grow. Now, when the possibility 

of a new Boer government was r!appearing, he placed his faith in 

the same formula. In the years ahead, and particularly when, after 

1907, he worked for South African unification, he was to do the 

same. 

Apart from this advice on the general question of responsible 

government, FitzPatrick expressed his concern about the "Premier 
. (61) 

crowd" and the danger that they would fall in with the responsl.b1es. 

He suggested that Evans should impress upon the ~ and the Leader 

and "also the Daily Mail if you can" that they should take every 

opportunity to expose the truth regarding Premier Mine profits. 

A.J. Wright (who had succeeded to Cox's position at the Corner 

House in charge of FitzPatrick'. affairs) should have released 

articles for publication, giving details of FitzPatrick's support 

of the new diamond-mining law and pointing out that the mine was 

purchased for a mere £260,000. I t should also be pointed out tha t 

the new mining law had made it "forever impossible" for de Beers 

to acquire the Premier Mine. A further possibility was that it 

might be written into the new constitution that a two-thirds 

majority would be needed to repeal or alter the new Precious 

Stones Ordinance. This last proposal, however, involved the 

complication that, if such a principle were admitted or if items 

i n the constitution were alterable only by order-in-council, "the 

first to go in would be native and Asiatic questions". "I want 

this question so settled in the public mind and so accepted as 

final l y settled", FitzPatrick concluded, "that it will not be 

worthwhile to try it on and make a split in our party by which 
some will vote for the Boers". (62) 

61. FitzPatrick to Evans, 16th February 1905. A/LB VI. 
62. ,!ill. 



Clearly as FitzPatrick sav the dangers, his adTice was too 

late to have any effect. Evans proposed a compromise vith the 

responsibles, similar to Cullinan's, but it vas rejected by the 
. (63) 

Transvaal Responsible Government Associat10n. By the time 

FitzPatrick's cable of mid-February vas received, the final break 

had already occurred. (64) By then, furthermore, the Premier 

"crowd" _ Lace Cullinan and even Hull(65) - had thrown in their 
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lot with the responsibles, and it vas too late for the Progressives 

to contemplate "stealing the responsible government plank" ( as 

FitzPatrick had suggested) for, by then, the price vas too high. 

The most that could be done at that stage was for Evans to 

suggest to Milner that, before his departure, he should speak to 

Bailey and so get him and the Daily Mail committed to FitzPatrick's 
. (66) po11cy. 

FitzPatrick gave vent to his feelings in a letter which he 

wrote to Milner on the occasion of Milner's retirement from the 

High Commissionership. (67) He had done his utmost, he said, after 

his enforced departure. But, even though he had warned repeatedly 

of "the inevitable outcome" of the agitation for representative 

government, at the end of 1904, both Bailey and Farrar "came over 

full of maudlin sentiment and gallery claptrap": they were proposing 

a policy based upon trusting the Boer. Fortunately, FitzPatrick 

observed, the behaviour of the Boers themselves had prevented 

this tendency from growing. In Kruger's time, the Uitlanders had 

been at a disadvantage because of "old Kruger's screen of simple 

peasant ignorance". The TransTaal British would not be as easily 

deceived by Smuts's "instinct and desire to score cleTerly in 

writing". There was also something to hope for in the fact that 

the Boers had not yet produced a leader vho could induce the 

rugged Boer individualists to work together. He ended by thrusting 

aSl. de any further doubts and assuring Milner that he had "triumphed".' 

" ••• no public man has ever had so difficult a task and 
so often to do unpopular things and maintain a reasoned 

63 . Mawby, Ope cit., p. 203. 

~ 4 . Ibid., p. 205. 
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resistance to unreasoning sentiment; to defend the actions 
of higher authority and the failure of subordinates 10 bad 
and trying times and still preserved such an immense hold 
upon the loyalty, confidence and affectionate regard of 
such a community •••• " 

"Of course the Boers and Bond hate you. It is the certificate of 

your success". 

The optimism whic. FitzPatrick displayed in this letter vas 

to some extent derived from his belief that significant points 

had been gained in the new Transvaal constitution. The draft 

constitution which Milner forwarded to Lyttelton at the end of 

1904 had been prepared by Sir Richard Solomon and, in an accom

panying memorandum, Solomon gave his reasons for supporting the 

delimitation of constituencies on a population basis.(68) Solomon 

also declared his belief that responsible government should be 

proceeded with immediately.(69) At the end of January, Milner 
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(?O) told Lyttelton that he no longer supported the Solomon franchise 

proposal. He had hoped that this vould make the constitution 

"acceptable" to the Boers, but he now believed that there was 

nothing to hope for in that direction. As the Boer leaders now 

wanted responsible government and nothing less, there was no sense 

in giving them more than "absolute equalisation of voting power". 

As a result of this representation, the new constitution included 

the principle of "one vote, one value".(?1) 

FitzPatrick believed that his letter to the Times on the new 

constitution had very little affect on this change of policy.(?2) 

In this respect, his assessment vas accurate. So also was his 

statement that it was the attitude of the Boer leaders which had 

been of most significance. But, as Evans pointed out, (73) Milner 

hdd been considerably impressed by the arguments which FitzPatrick 

had advanced to Phillips, so that it is not true to say that 

FitzPatrick's efforts had been entirely wasted. 

The new constitution was approved by the British government 

68. Milner to Lyttelton, 24th December 1904, "Confidential". 
C.0.879/90, 760, p. 6. 

6~ . Solomon to Milner, 19th December 1904. ~., p. 25. 

70 . Milner to Lyttelton, 30th January 1905, "Confidential". l2i!!., 
p. 35. 

71. Lyttelton to Milner, 13th February 1905, "Secret". ~., p. 38. 

72. FitzPatrick to Evans, Mentone, 23rd March 1905. A/LB VI. 
7,. See above, p. 256. 



on March 31st and was published in the Transvaal on April 23rd. 

Work then began on the preparation of a voters roll which was 

needed before constituencies could be delimited and the election 

held. FitzPatrick again commented on items of news as they 

reached him in France and, after April, in Bavaria. While his ' 

comments and advice did not materially affect the course of events 

in the Transvaal, some provide- insight into his own political 

thoughts and illuminate subsequent events. 

At the end of March, for example, he met Farrar, who was 

then holidaying in rurope and they had a long discussion. Farrar 

insisted that his election as President of the Progressive 

Association was "only a temporary arrangem.ent" but FitzPatrick 
. . ( 4) 

assured Eckstein that the choice had been an "excellent" one. 7 

He was surprised to 'find that Farrar was no longer "wobbling" as 

he had done when they had last met in Johannesburg, prio~ to 

FitzPatrick's departure in February 1904. He also now admitted 

that FitzPatrick had been right in pressing for the large share 

of diamond mining profits. 

"It was almost startling to hear him say that compromise 
on the vital points was madness and not consiliation and 
that we must realise that the Boer party will never co-operate 
with us except against the Imperial government or British 
policy, until we have permanently beaten and outvoted them ll , 

FitzPatrick wrote •. 

As he talked, FitzPatrick wondered how it was possible, when 

Farrar could put this case so clearly and forcibly. that he was 

ever so prone to "wobble and change his views". "He can't help 

it", FitzPatrick observed. "He will always compromise on a vital 

point if it 1S no t of immediate urgency, to enable him to get out 

of a difficulty that is immediate ••• in the hope of getting out of 

the compromise after the immediate difficulty is solved".(75) 

B~rrar then went on to discuss his political opponents among 

the f ransvaa l British and here again FitzPatrick found that there 

was a vast chasm between them. Farrar considered that the 

OppO cl J t1oD of persons such as Hull , Pullinger and E.P. Solomon was 

deriV ed from self-interest. "I have not a very high opinion of 

many vI t he chaps he dealt with", observed FitzPatrick, "but there 

74. fi tzPatrick to Eckstein, 30th March 1905. A/LB VI. 
75 . ~. 
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was a steady persistent allegation of the commonest mercenary 

aims against everyone who disagr.e •••• vhich vas not very con

vincing". The,. also 4iffered in their assessment of Sir Richard 

Solomon (who had, despite his official position, begun to emerge 

as the leader of the responsibles and who was to be FitzPatrick's 

opponent in the 1907 election). Farrar believed that "a sqaure 

talk, very straight, would fix him". It was only necessary to 

warn Solomon that he was "cutting his throat" by "going with 
I 

the Boers" because the British party would be the stronger and 

that, even if the Boers won the election, they would "only chuck 

him". FitzPatrick's comment was: "If he were simply a clever 

scoundrel, I would agree, but he is not a scoundrel at all. He 

is a much more difficult person to understand •••• ,,(76) 

FitzPatrick heard of the agreement between the Transvaal 

Responsible Government Association and Het Volk by cable when he 
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was at Dapper's sanatorium at Bad Kissingen. In terms of this 

agreement, (77) Dutch eduoation was to be allowed in schools up to 

standard three and its use was to be permitted in the Legislative 

Council, while it was recognised that officials should be bilingual. 

On the native question, special agreement was expressed "on the 

principle of representation for White men only". As far as the 

constitution was concerned, they agreed to support responsible 

government, with Ret Volk favouring delimitation according to 

popula tion and the T.R.G.A. delimitation according to the number 

of voters in each constituency. On Indian trading they agreed "in 

no harsh racial spirit but as an urgent need of public policy to 

kee p the country white" and on Chinese, while Ret Volk declared 

its total opposition, the T.R.G.A. would allow it only for a period 

of five years. 

Removed as he was from the area of activity, FitzPatrick 

mi sjudged some of the signs. He believed that, "with ordinary 

luck", the agreement would "kill" the T.R.G.A. or its leaders. 

" .he t hing as a deal is childish and even such a simpleton as 

t-akl:!<ni:;ln migh t have seen that Het Volk were only giving us what we 

alread~ had".(78) He was most concerned over the Chinese labour 

'1 6 . Ibl.d. 
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agreement where he displayed greater insight. This agreement, he 

observed, implied that the Boers were against Chinese labour. 

This was a false impression, he believed, because even had they 

the opportunity, they would not revoke the measure, As important, 

the agreement on Chinese labour "undermines the whole position 

of Milner and the Imperial government" through suggesting that 

Chinese labour favoured a particular class and was opposed to the 

viII of the majority. In this way, the Responsibles had c~~mitted 

a "criminal ll and "foolish" act. They had made the Boer "a present 

of a weapon or leTer which he can use for Lord knows how long in 

the future ll • The only remedy, he urged, was to "smash" those who 

had done this "traitorous thing". He urged E"#ans(79) to do' this. 

"Smash E.P. and Hull and H. Solomon politically, just as we· burst 

the Political Association crowd. Show what sort of leaders they 

are". 
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As far as the basic policy of the Progressives was concerned, 

FitzPatrick stressed that their attitude should be that which he 

had adopted in his letter to the Times. The "solidarity" of the 

Boers should be acknowledged as "natural and inevitable".(80) If 

this were done, then attention would not be everlastingly focussed 

upon their suspect loyalty and upon race but could be focussed on 

matters of policy, development and administration. "A lot of 

sentimental people are always to be caught by adroit appeals and, 

if our only bond is race or loyalty, we may find it burst any day 

by some unforeseen incident which will sweep the sentimentalists 

off their feet. If we get it firmly fixed in our party that we 

stand on different and even opposite ideals in practical politics, 

there is not one who will be able to recall what the Boer did when 

he had the power and contrast it with what we are doing and want 

to do". 

As an afterthought, FitzPatrick suggested that one possible 

means of combating responsible government pressures might be to 

point out that it was not then known "who will rule and how they 

will rule". This should be pointed out in the IIlwe must admit' 

style" on every possible occasion. In the meantime, Transvaal 

British leaders should be asked to suggest persons whom they would 

like to see in the first Cabinet and these nominees should then 

79. Ibid. 

80. I bid. 



be approached "to find out if they are free to chuck their private 

business and are also fit for the trust". If they declared them-
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selves unwilling to assume public office, the question should be I 
put to them as to whether they would, in that case, not prefer \ 

to see what happened during the trial period of representative \ 

government. 
(81) 

By mid-May FitzPatrick was able to report that his doctors 
. (82) had pronounced h1s completely fit once more. By then, the 

Progressives were considering candidates for the forthcoming 

elections (which were expected in March or April of the following 

year).(83) Evans told FitzPatrick that he should try to return 

to the Transvaal by August so as to complete the .ix-months 

residence requirement before the election was held. FitzPatrick 

had, in fact, already decided to return and left Bavaria for 

London at the end of May.(84) 

FitzPatrick took advantage of a short stay in London, ~ 

route for South Africa,. to call upon Balfour and Lyttelton. His 

main concern was the long-standing question of the war debt, which 

had been one of his particular interests ever since 1899. As we 

have seen, FitzPatrick had, early in 1903, played the leading part 

in the negotiations which had led to the offer of a £30,000,000 

war debt, to be paid in three instalments, the first of which was 

to be guaranteed by the mining houses but would not be paid until 
(85) 1904. By the end of 1903, Milner argued that, in view of the 

economic conditions, this first instalment should be postponed.(86) 

The British government yielded. (87) By mid-1904, when it was 

decided to introduce representative government to the Transvaal, 

the question arose as to whether the war debt should not again be 

postponed until the new legialature had been elected, particularly 

as it was likely to become a contentious political issue. Thus, 

in January 1905, Lyttelton referred the matter to the Cabinet(88) 

81. Ibid. 
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and he then reported to MilDer that there waa a "8trong feeling" 

in the Cabinet that the nev ·con8titutioD should be granted with 

265 

the provi80 that a part of the revenue derived from the new Precious 
(89) 

Stones Ordinance should go toward8 the war debt. Milner had 

already pointed out the danger that in8i8tence upon war debt pay

ment would have dire political conseq_ence8 - no les8 than the 

defeat of the Progre88ive or "British" party.(90 ) He nov rejected 

Lyttelton's sugge8tion with the argument that Britain's best 

chance of obtaining a war contribution was to wait until there 

was an elected legislature in the Tran8vaal and then to "appeal 

to their honour tt .(91) The result vas thu8 that, when FitzPatrick 

returned to South Africa in mi4-1905, the · war· debt ql,lestionhad 

not yet been finally settled. 

FitzPatrick left no record of his discussions with Balfour 

and Lyttelton. What is known is that he wrote to Milner (who 

had just returned from South Africa) asking his advice. Milner's 

reply(92) was that. while he felt that it would be "a bad blow for 

the cause of Imperial unity" if the war contribution was abandoned, 

he appreciated that the Transvaal'8 financial ·position was inseoure 

and unpredictable. All thing8 coasidered. he thought that the 

Transvaal could easily afford half-a-million a year • . Milner's 

comments appear to have been in response to a suggestion of 

FitzPatrick's that the war debt question could be permanently 

settled by means of an annual contribution by the Transvaal to the 

cost of Imperial defence amounting to £500,000 or, 10% of the 

Transvaal's revenue, if this exceeded five millions. After seeing 

Lyttelton, FitzPatrick heard that the Colonial Secretary was keen 

on coupling this with a lump-sum payment of ten millions and so 

'wipi ng out the whole matter". FitzPatrick would not consider 

this because he thought that it would mean that the war debt 

grieVance would remain. He suggested, as a compromise, that the 

i mperial government earmark £350,000 to redeem a ten-million pound 

c unsolidated fund and credit the balance to the Imperial Defence 

89. Lyttelton to Milner, 8th March 1905, "Secret". C.O.879/90, 
760, p. 45. 
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Fund. Such an arrangement, FitzPatrick observed, would be 

"terribly crude", but it would enable the British government "to 

brag about getting 10 million towards the cost of the war", while 

it did not force the Transvaal to vote an amount specifically as 

a war indemnity.(93) ddt 
FitzPatrick's concern about the varldoes not have to be 

explained. Apart from the need to harness all the Transvaal's 

resources, the political implications vere obvious enough. He 
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was therefore anxious to find an alternative to outright repudiation 

(which he considered to be "unjust, dishonest, unwise and un

necessary,,(94» and outright acceptance, which as Milner had 

emphasised,(95) was likely to do great harm to the Progressive and 

British cause. Shortly before FitzPatrick sailed from England, 

Lyttelton informed him that he had written to Selborne, who had 

by then succeeded Milner, and had made a suggestion which he 

believed would be "highly satisfactory" and t hat Selborne would 

discuss it with him after he had arrived back in the Transvaal. 

One of FitzPatrick's biographers states that, following these 

discussions on the war debt in London and FitzPatrick's subsequent 

discussion with Selborne, in Johannesburg, he prepared a secret 

dispatch for Selborne in which the Transvaal reaffirmed its 

"determination to meet all obligations". (96) It is not clear 

what secret dispatch is referred to, nor what the foundation of 

this statement is. What is known is that on September 9th, 

Selborne wr ote a confidential note to FitzPatrick(97) in which a 

scheme for settling the question was outlined. According to this, 

the Imperial government would agree to accept a "cash down" payment 

of ten million pounds as an "honourable discharge of ••• obligations" . 

This sum could be paid as a contribution to the imperial navy or 

to "any other agreed imperial purpose". If this proposal were 

put to him in a "secret dispatch", Selborne wrote, he would for

ward it to the Cabinet. If this were done, and the formal approval 

93. FitzPatrick to Milner, 12th August 1905. A/Le IV. 
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of the Cabinet and Treasury were obtained, "suffioient would 

then remain on record" to .ake it difficult for a succeeding 

Liberal government to "disturb the settlement". 

Selborne's last point regarding a change of government 

revealed the weakness of his position. He waa anxious to obtain 

a settlement to Britain's advantage. It was possible for this 

reason that the formal proposal does not appear to have been put 

to him by FitzPatrick. It would, of course, have been difficult 

for any group of persons to make such an offer, when this was 

clearly the function of the new representative government which 

was about to be elected. A clue to FitzPatrick's thoughts is 

provided by his assurance to Wernher (98) that he was "not for 

committing the country" but wished to reveal that the Transvaal 

could not afford payment. Selborne appears, therefore, to have 

proceeded on his own when, in December, he submitted a memorandum 

to the Cabinet which included the submission that it would be a . 

mistake for the British government to set the war debt ~side. The 

British leaders in the Transvaal, he contended, felt "honour 

bound" to make some payment but favoured a contribution to imperial 

defence rather than a contribution towards the cost of the war.(99) 

The war debt question was to drag on through 1906 and was 

not settled until after the election of 1907. After considering 

a scheme, advanced by Smuts, that the war contribution be com

pounded into a loan of £5,000,000 which could be used to put land 

settlement on a firm basis and to compensate persons whose war 

losses had been particularly cripPling,(100) the British government 

finally agreed to guarantee a loan of £5,000,000 which would be 

used to establish a Land Bank and to finance the construction of 
. (101) new ra~lways. 

Because the defeat of the Conservative government intervened 

at the end of 1905, so disrupting continuity, and because the' 

election of 1907 was to produce yet another upheaval in the victory 

of Het Volk, FitzPatrick's contribution towards the whittling away 

98. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 9th November 1905. A/LB VII. 
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of the war '.bt haa been obaoured. Yet,' he had been almost 

solely responsible for the several steps whereby the war debt 

had been reduoed froa Chamberlin's £100,000,000 at the beginning 

of 1903 to a mere contribution of £10,000,000 to i.perial defence 

at the end of 1905. He then appears to have contemplated, through 

demonstrating the Transvaal's inability to pay, either further 

postponement or cancellation. It is noteworthy, too, that the 

final scheme which was agreed to in 1907 was essentially a revival 

of the idea which he had unsuccessfully advanced as early as 1899: 

that the Transvaal's contribution to the cost of the war should 

be used for the development of southern Afrioa. 

ii) The new Liberal Government, Septe.ber 1905 - March 1906. 

When FitzPatrick returned to the Transvaal in September 1905, 

he found a very different situation from that which he had left 
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some eighteen months previously. Following a new mining depression, 

there were growing grumblings of popular discontent,. Chinese 

labour, which had confounded its opponents by producing temporary 

prosperity, now became the focus of attention once more, particularly 

as semi-skilled White labourers felt that their positions were 
(1 ) 

endangered. Most spectacular, to one who had been absent for 

so long, was the political advance which had been made by the 

Boers. At the beginning of 1904 they ~ad operated on a small 

scale, organising congresses in the country areas; now they were 

beginning to feel their strength. In January 1905, Het Yolk had 

been established and by mid-April a working agreement had been 

reached with the Responsibles.(2) Apart from these successes 

locally, the rising confidence and expectations of the Boer 

leaders was fostered by developments in Britain. There the Liberals 

had discovered a formula in Chinese "slavery" and domestic reform 

which dramatically swung public opinion in their favour. By mid-

1905 the fall of the Conservative ministry waa seen as being a 
certainty. 

In the second half of 1905, the political position had also 

been altered by the replacement of Milner as Governor and High 

Commissioner by Selborne. One reason why Milner had relinquished 

his position was that he wished to remove himself from the scene, 

1. See Hawby, Ope cit., pp.249 et seq_; 284 et seg_ 
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fearing that his continued association with the Transvaal adminis

tration would be prejudiciai in the event of a Liberal take-over 

in England.(3) It soon became apparent, however, that, although 

Selborne possessed a socializing warmth which Milner did not, he 

lacked some of the qualities which had helped Milner win the 

support of many of the Transvaal British. Milner had gone out of 

his way to consult the British leaders (his close association with 

, FitzPatrick after 1902 is an example) and had viewed his role as 

being that of arbiter between conflicting interests. Selborne, 

on the other hand, did not establish these links and, as a result, 

forfeited the confidence of his natural allies. FitzPatrick soon 

complained to Wernher that "Lord Selborne has given people a shake 

here and they think he is going to give some trouble as he is 

trying things 'on his own' in a way that Milner never did. Milner 

got his way but did not ignore or go back on his f~iends and was 

always wary in preparing the ground •••• " (4) 
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This lack of contact encouraged the impression that Selborne 

differed from Milner in his attitude towards the Boers, particularly 

as, during his familiarisation tour of the Transvaal country 

districts, he went out of his way to cultivate their friendship.(5) 

The worst fears of the Transvaal British appeared to be realised 

when, after completing his tour, Selborne announced that the govern

ment had decided to take over the Christian National Education 

schools. (6 ; Selborne believed that this was -a relatively unimpor

tant matter, particularly as the take-over was subject to the 

conditions that English would be taught in these schools and that 

the government would control the appointment of teachers.(7) What 

he did not appreciate was that the Transvaal British, very sensitive 

about the lack of consultation, were particularly sensitive on the 

matter of education. Shortly before leaving London, FitzPatrick 

had, in fact, sought Milner's advice on the question as to whether 

Dutch should be allowed as the medium of instruction beyond standard 

3. Nimocks, Ope cit. 

4. FitzPatrick to Wernh'er, 9th November 1905. A/LB VII. 

5. According to R. Jones (to de Reuter, 16th January 1906 C.O.879/92 
826), Selborne would "iit and smoke and talk with Boer;" and "could ' 
quote scripture by the yard". The Boers were also impressed by 
his "plainness of manner and simplicity of living". 

6. ~ .A.B. 37/81, 180. Memorandum by Selborne, 16th December 1905. 
7. Ibid. 



three. Milner's reply had been emphatic: 

"It is quite true that in country schools Dutoh might (8) 
be used to help along the quite young children", he wrote. 
"I have no objection, indeed I have always urged that, 
wherever the teacher knew Dutch, he should be allowed to 
use it freely, wherever necessary, till the children could 
follow in English. But I hold that this can be done ••• as 
an administrative (discretionary) relaxation and that it 
is a very long way from that to laying it down as a rule 
that Dutch should be the medium in the lower standards. 
That at once gives it a locus standi as of right, to which 
I utterly object •••• " 

It is not known why FitzPatrick should have raised this matter with 

Milner. It might have been simply the outcome of FitzPatrick's own 

interest in the language question. Milner's letter must, however, 

have reached him at almost the precise moment that Selborne's 

announcement was made. This would have heightened the contrast 

between the two High Commissioners and aroused the fear that 

Selborne was about to make important concessions on an important 
, 

principle. As FitzPatrick told Milner, Selborne had "carted" 

them with his "education bombshell".(9) 

The result was that Selborne's education announcement was 

seized upon to promote a trial of strength with the new High 

Commissioner. On November 14th a Progressive Association 

deputation met Selborne. FitzPatrick was not present, because he 

had left on the previous evening for Buckland Downs, and Farrar 

acted as spokesman. He pointed out that, when the Legislative 

Council was opened in July 1905, Lawley had specifically stated 

that all educational questions would be postponed until the new 

Assembly had been elected. Why, then, had Selborne acted in such 

a high-handed fashion and hinted that he planned to decentralise 

through the establishment of School Boards?(10) Following this 

interview, the Progressive Association issued a statement on 

November 21st, signed by Farrar, FitzPatrick (who had just returned 

from his farm), Chaplin, van Hulsteyn, Goch, Currie, G. Mitchell, 

J. Roy and Kenyon Kelty. It protested particularly against the 

fact that Selborne had acted after having consulted "only one 
s~ction of the population".(11) 

8. Milner to FitzPatrick, 19th August 1905. B/A III. 
9. Fi tzPatrick to Milner, 26th November 1905. A/LB VII. 

10 . ~, 11th November 1905. 
11. ~, 21st November 1905. 
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Obviously shaken by this unexpected agitation, Selborne agreed 

to a private meeting with Farrar and FitzPatrick on November 21st. 
(12) 

On this occasion, Selborne's view that the Progressives were 

not so much bothered by the education notice as by his failure 
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to consult them, was borne out by the fact that Farrar and 

FitzPatrick did not devote much attention to the education question. 

" Their main concern was with a scheme to proTide effective means 

f T 1 i th future". ( 13) 
of carrying on the government 0 the ransvaa n e near 

They told Selborne that they were now confident of obtaining a 

majority in the new Legislative Assembly and that the "rank and 

file" of the Progressive Party, therefore, "no longer had any 

cause to fear the advent of full self-government". Should the 

British government not agree to take an immediate step in the 

direction of responsible government, it ~ould require only the 

"slightest inducement" to lead the Progressives into "an immediate 

agitation" for it. This agitation, Farrar and FitzPatrick 

declared, they. would be obliged to lead because the alternative 

would be that they would lose all influence over their party. In 

such an event, they urged, the government would be able to put 

up only feeble resistance, partiCUlarly if Sir Richard Solomon 

were to be removed from the debates through his being appointed 

to replace Lawley as Governor. (14) 

These suggestions possess all the hallmarks of FitzPatrick's 

political ingenuity, although, with the Balfour government then 

on its last legs, the scheme was scarcely plausible. ~uite 

clearly, the assertion of Progressive confidence was a bluff. 

Earlier in the month, FitzPatrick had told Wernher(15) that the 

voters' registration figures suggested that the Party would be 

able to "protect itself" and that there was a "fair prospect" if 

they could win one or two seats in Pretoria. Shortly after the 

interview with Selborne, FitzPatrick was still of the opinion that 

the Party had experienced a "bad shake" (he was welcoming the fact 

12. Selborne told Lyttelton (27th November 1905, C.0.879/88, 779 
Affairs in S. Africa, p. 328) that it was "clear that what the 
Progressive leaders object to ••• is not so much the administrative 
changes themselves as the fact that these Qhanges were intro
duced without their having been previously consulted". 

13. Ibid. 

14. Lawley had been appointed governor of Madras. 

15. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 9th November 1905. AILB VII. 



that Phillips had returned to the Transvaal after his ten-year 

absence).(16) These private statements reveal that FitzPatrick, 

at least, vas far froa confident. 
The reason for the sussestion vhich vas made to Selborne 

must therefore be found elsevhere. In part it may ha.e been 

272 

derived from a aistrust of Selborne, but its main origin vas 

certainly the fear that the Liberals vould introduce a nev 

constitution once they had come into pover and that this vould be 

less favourable to the Prosressives than the Lyttelton constitution. 

Earlier in November, FitzPatrick had told Wernher that a priority 

was to increase the size of the Legislative Assembly, a scheme 

which, intere.tingly enough (in view of his association with the 

T.R.G.A.) was also supported by Sir Richard Solomon.(17) The 

Liberals, FitzPatrick and Solomon agreed, meant to use responsible 

government to "solve their Chinese difficulty".(18) In the event 

of responsible government, a House of 35 members was obviously too 

small in relation to the Transvaal's population (Natal had 43 

members with an electorate one-fifth of the size). A new 

constitution would therefore mean "another splitting-up of 

constituencies, another voters' roll and another election". Fitz

Patrick also genuinely feared (as Selborne was told) that, if the 

Transvaal were not committed to responsible government before the 

Liberals came into power, the first provocative act by a Liberal 

government would produce such intense feeling in the Transvaal 

that a "unanimous vote for l'esponsible governaent" would be obtained 

in the Transvaal. In such circumstances, he would himself be un

able to oppose it or to stand aloof. He was, in other wor.as, not 

prepared to continue to play the difficult and unpopular role of 

imperial apologist as he had done during the Milner administration, 

once the Liberal government held power. 

FitzPatrick and Farrar saw Selborne again on December 27th 

and again urged this scheme, promising that, "if the Home 

Government fear the precedent of changing Letters Patent, or 

have other reasons for refusing, we will do all that's in us to 

16. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 26th November 1905. A/LB VII. 
17. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 9th November 1905. A/LB VII. 
18. A view which is substantiated by modern research. See Hyam, 

o;e. cit., pp. 55 et seg. 
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back thell".(19) 

There is unfortunately no indication in FitzPatrick's letters 

of what precise request was aade to Selborne. It is not, there

fore, known to what extent Selborne modified these in his sub

sequent acts. What is known is that, following these representations 

by the Transvaal Progressives, he drew up a series of memoranda for 

the Cabinet. One concerned education and presented his case for 
(20) 

having provided for taking over the C.N.O. school.. Another 

put forward a scheme for increasing the number of seats in the 

Legislative Council to sixty. But it did not recommend the 

introduction of responsible government at once. Before doing 

this, he argued, Britain should known where the balance of power 

lay. What was needed, he argued, was not the predomination of 

either the Boer 'or the British (because if either was too power

ful, the other would complain). The ideal was a "balance", in 

which case both races would agree to allow representative govern-
(21) 

ment to work. 

These memoranda were accompanied by a third, which reviewed 
(22) 

the position in southern Africa generally. In it he contended 

that there was a move afoot to link all the Boer political 

organisations and so form a united front. His personal observations 

convinced him that no other people in the world, possessed "sudh 

strong parliamentary instincts". 

"These men had an ideal before the war and they have 
got it still, and it is an ideal which is never a~sent 
from their thoughts and which governa all their policy. 
It is to form a united republic of South Africa, to which 
British colonials will be gladly admitted but only on 
condition that it is a Republic and that the predominant 
influence is Boer, not British". 

In the Transvaal, the Boers wanted responsible government "to use 

it remorselessly to diminish British influences in every way, to 

diminish the number of British in the country, to oust British 

officials in every department for Boer officials, to replace 

19. FitzPatrick to Milner, 26th November 1905. A/LB VII. 

20. C.0.879/91, 814 Memorandull by Selborne, 16th December 1905. 
21. C.0.879/91, 813 Memorandum by Selborne, 14th December 1905. 
22. There is a strong possibility (suggested by the style and 

contents of this lIemorandum) that it was drawn up by Fitz-
Patrick. Proof, however, is wanting. 



British officers and men in the South African Constabulary by 

Boer officers and men, to fill the staff of the Railways and 

everywhere else with Boers". Given the opportunity, the Trans

vaal British could prevent Ret Yolk from doing too much mischief, 
(23) 

but without "one vote, one value", they could do nothing. 

This attempt by Selborne to influence the incoming Liberal 

administration was too tiaid and too late. Even at the end of 

November the Progressive move came perilously late. Selborne 

delayed another three weeks,by which time he was addressing the 

new Liberal Cabinet, Balfour having · resigned on December 4th. 
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Immediately on assuming office, the Liberals reviewed Transvaa~ 

policy. In doing so, some consideration was given to Selborne's 

proposal that the Legislative Assembly should be enlarged. Elgin 

wrote to Selborne and asked why it was that he favoured an interim 
. (24) period of representat1ve government. Selborne then consulted 

the three Transvaal parties and asked their opinion on the proposal 

to enlarge the Legislative Council. The replies were predictable. 

Het Yolk considered the entire constitution "unworkable ••• and 

utterly unsuited to the existing circumstances of the country".(25 ) 

The T.R.G.A. emphasised that, without responsible government, the 
(26) 

arrangement was unacceptable. The Progressive Association 

supported the suggestion, but stressed that it was essential to 

retain "one vote, one value", single-member constituencies, biennial 

registration of voters and automatic redistribution.(27) Selborne 

then referred the matter to his Executive Council and obtained its 

support for a proposal which included the Progressive demands but 

allowed the use of Dutch in debates. (28) But, while this apparent 

interest was being shown by the Liberals in the enlargement 

proposals, other factors (the most important of whiC~t as Fitz

Patrick and others had foreseen, was the desire to get out of their 

"Chinese difficulty") were swinging the Liberal government to 

favour a more drastic break with the policy of its predecessor.(29) 

23. C.O.879/91, 812 Memorandum by Selborne, 14th December 1905. 

24. Elgin to Selborne, 11th January 1906. C.O.879/106, 809, p. 12. 

25. Botha to Selborne, 16th January 1906. C.0.879/89, 800, p. 37. 

26. C.W. Welman to Selborne, 6th Januarv 1906. Ibid 36 tI _0, p. • 

27. Farrar to Selborne, 12th January 1906. 

28. Selborne to Elgin, 30th January 1906. 

29. Hyam, Ope cit., pp. 132 et seg. 

~o, p. 35. 

c.o.879/106, 809, p. 27. 
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The Transvaal Progressives did their best, in the circumstances, 

to create a popular demand in support of,their proposals, particu1ar
(30) 

1y as they did not have confidence in Se1borne. They vere also 

afraid that, if agitation were directed at the Liberals themselves, 
(31) 

their case vou1d be prejudiced and not aided. Their campaign 

opened on January 26th with a meeting in the Empress theatre in 

Pretoria at which the main speakers vere FitzPatrick and J.W. 

Leonard. This was obviously timed to coincide vith the end of 

the British election. It was the advice of both Mi1ne~(32) a~d 
S. Evans (vho vas then in England) (33) that the ' Libera~s vou1d not 

make firm decisions before this. All energies had ther.efore been 

conserved for a concerted effort at the crucial moment. 

Pretoria was selected as the venue for the first meeting for 

a number of reasons. One vas that the Pretorians had proved them

selves politically unreliable, either because they distrusted the 

Johannesburg leaders, representative as they vere of a mining 

centre, or because leading Pretoria politicians, such as R.K. 

Loveday, E.F. Bourke or M.R. Greenlees vere ambitious to play an 

independent role. (34) Whatever the cause, the result was that 

during 1905 separate Pretoria political organisations vere formed 

and, despite the efforts of the Progressives, Transvaal British 

solidarity had not been achieved by the beginning of 1906. With 

characteristic candour, Milner had chided the Pretorians for this 

in his farevell address in March 1905.(35) It was, he said, 

"positively comic" to think of Johannesburg as a united , community, 

determined to dominate the rest of the Transvaal. The Transvaal 

British should unite - and would be forced to do so - in order to 

30. See, for example, FitzPatrick to Evans, 15th January 1906 (RM 
FIT 1/3/2) regarding Selborne's suggestion that, instead of 60 
single-member constituencies, a smaller number of multi-member 
constituencies should be created. FitzPatrick believed that the 
proposal had emanated from Botha, who had received a tip-off 
from Smuts in London regarding "the line of least resistance". 

31. See Evans to FitzPatrick, 8th February 1906, London.' RM FIT 
1/3/2. (Evans told FitzPatrick that he and Beit believed that 
agitation would be useful, provided it vas "of a defensive 
charac ter"). ' 

32. See, for example, Milner to FitzPatrick 
confidential". B/A III. ' 

6th January 1906, "Very 

33. Evans to FitzPatrick, 27th January 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 
34. For a discussion of this, see Mavby, °E· cit., pp. 334 et seg. 
35. The Star, 22nd March 1905. 



keep the Transvaal a Britiah colony, ·in fact as well as in name. 

FitzPatrick had himself, during 1900, argued the advisability of 

establishing Pretoria aa a second concentrated British community, 
(36) 

when the capital queation had arisen. The spectacle of dis-

unity was therefore particularly disturbing to him and he could 

feel a personal responsibility to attempt a reconciliation. 

A second reason for the interest that was shown in Pretoria 

at this time was that, aa the registration of Toters proceeded, 

it became obvious that there would be a delicate political balance 

between Boer and Briton and that this could be swung either way 

by Pretoria. In November 1905, FitzPatrick had told Wernher that 

it was essential for the Progressives to "get one or two seats in 

Pretoria in alliance". (37) As early as October 1905 the suggestion 

had been made that FitzPatrick should contest a Pretoria 

constituency. (38) It was an idea which possessed considerable 

appeal. "Just imagine it", he wrote to Milner. "Reformer, 

Britisher, author of The Tranavaal from Within and 'Milner's man l l 
Ohl I would call that a score for the cause!,,(39) The rumour 
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that FitzPatrick was contemplating standing for election in Pretoria 

itself produced significant results. Afraid of being ousted, the 

Pretoria leaders showed a new willingness to talk terms with the 
. (40) Progressive Associat~on. To further strengthen his position, 

FitzPatrick arranged that he would not receive a requisition until 

after he had addressed the Pretoria meeting. If he received one 

thereafter, there would be proof that there was indeed a popular 

demand for his candidature.(41) In the meantime, he would receive 

only a letter, asking whether he was prepared to accept nomination.(42) 

Fi tzPa trick's Pretoria spee·ch was his first real public 

oration after his long backroom and boardroom political apprentice-

36. See above, pp. 173 and 181. 

37. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 9th November 1905. AILB VII. 

38. FitzPatrick to Beit, 23rd October 1905. AILB VIII. Fitz
Patrick stated that the suggestion had come from "four 
difference channels". He did not specify what they were. 

39. FitzPatrick to Milner, 26th November 1905. AILB VII. 

40. FitzPatrick to Stent, 11th January 1906. AILe VI. 

41. lill. 
42. Ibid. 



ShiP.(~3) The Progressives, he declared, vere not opposed to 

responsible government. In fact, he had fought for this ever 

since he had first become involTed in politics in Barberton. 

The Progressives demanded self-government vith equal rights and 

it vas this that vas nov being threatened. He then dealt with 
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four suggestions vhich had been made and vhich vould destroy 

Progressive hopes. The first vas the proposal to retain the old 

republican electoral districts, an arrangement vhich vould 

obviously artificially handicap the Rand. The second vas a 

proposal to postpone the introduction of represent~tive government 

and to substitute a nominated Legislativ~ Council with equal 

representation for the Progressive Association, Het Volk and the 

T.R.G.A. (a suggestion of Hull'S(~~)). This suggestion Fitz

Patrick dismissed vith scorn for, he said, the T.R.G.A. had only 

five hundred members and had no claim to being treated as an . 

equal of the tvo large parties. The third proposal vas one which 

had been advanced by the T.R.G.A. (in suspected collusion with 

Smuts)(~5) to the effect that there should be multi-member 

constituencies, an arrangement vhich, FitzPatrick contended, vould 

mean snapping-off outlying urban areas and svamping them in rural 

districts. The fourth proposal was Ret Volk's. It vas that 

constituencies should be delimited according to population and 

not to voters - another blatant device to handicap the "industrial 

population". (~6) 
The people of the Transvaal, FitzPatrick then vent on to say, 

must choose between the Progressive Association and Het Volk, 

organisations which stood for opposing interests and ~pposite 

ideals. There was no room for "moderates" or "independents". He 

regarded it as his personal duty to "rattle the fence so that no

one could sit on it". They had nov commenced a "brief and bitter 

struggle" vhich would not be over until the objectives of self

government and "political rights" had been reached. He then moved 

~3. He had made a short speech earlier in the month at the official 
opening of the Glen Deep Recreation Hali. (Leader, 12th 
January 1906). This was not, of course, on a political platform. 

~~. Leader, 18th August . 1905. 

~5. FitzPatrick to Evans, 15th January 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

~6. Leader, 27th January 1906. 
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a resolution in support of the principles of one vote, one value. 

FitzPatrick's first appearance in Pretoria was a personal 

triumph. According to the Leader, his speech was received with 
(47) h "great enthusiasm". One result was that, two days later, e 

was called on to give an impromptu speech ·on the same subject at 
. (48) 

the I.L.H.'s annual banquet 1n Johannesburg. 

The Pretoria meeting was followed by meetings all along the 

Reef, the main speakers being FitzPatrick, Chaplin and Bailey. 

(Not for the last time, Farrar was absent when his support and 

leadership was most needed. (49». At Springs on February 2nd, 

FitzPatrick was again the main speaker. On this occasion, he 

particularly urged newcomers to the Transvaal to "stand up for 

the country of · their adoption". (50) A proposal to create large 

constituencies, he said, embodied the principle of "one Tote, no 

value i '. Delimitation according to population meant "one Tote, 

two values". Only the Progressive formula was coapletely sound. 

If this meant (as Loveday complained) that the "country would be 

handed over to the mining section", Johannesburg asked for no 

more than it was entitled to. What grounds were there for 

handicapping Johannesburg artificially'l If' "one vote, one value" 

was going to place power in the hands of the Transvaal British, 

this was precisely the point and there was no valid reason why 

they should be deprived of their rights. 

FitzPatrick was again the main speaker at Heidelberg on 

February 11th.(51) On this occasion, he .as forced to adopt a 

more defensive position because, since speaking at Springs, he 

had been "fiercely" attacked by Hull, who had resented FitzPatrick's 

remarks on his nominated Legislative Council 8uggestion(52 ) and 

had emphasised the T.R.G.A.'s unequivocal support for responsible 

government. He had also attacked FitzPatrick's "rattle the fence" 

speech as "intolerant and dictatorial" - an attempt to divide the 

population into two extremist camps.(53) Simultaneously with 

47 • .!.21!!. 
48. Leader, 28th January 1906. 

49. See Mawby, Ope cit., p. 381. 

50. Leader, 3rd February 1906. 

51. Leader, 12th February 1906. 

52. For the FitzPatrick-Hull controversy, see Leader, 8th February 
1906 (editorial) and 9th February 1906 (letter from Hull). 

53. Star, 6th February 1906. 



Hull's reactio~T.M.C. Nourse had reacted vigorously in the 

Rand Daily Mail(54 ) and E.P. Solomon and Nourse launched a T.R.G.A. 

attack upon "capitalists" and their alleged control of the 

Progressive Association.(55) In an attempt to counter these, 

FitzPatrick protested that emphasis upon the responsible govern

ment issue was a red herring. The Progressives did not oppose 

it but insisted upon one vote, one value and were reluctant to 

"leap in the dark". Nor was there any intention of promoting 

"capitalist" interests - the principle of one vote, one value 

would give equal opportunity to all sections of the population. 

What was at stake was not the interests of one class but of 

British South Africa as a whole. Too late, perhaps, it would be 

realised in Eng~and that plans were being made in South· Africa 

with "ability and foreSight" by Afrikaners and these would "deter

mine the basis of the future federation of South Africa on lines 

permanently crippling both to them and us". 

The last speech which FitzPatrick made in this series was 
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at the I.L.H. dinner on March 3rd, the annual celebration of the 

relief of Ladysmith.(56) Speaking after the main toast, FitzPatrick 

proposed the toast, "the old I.L.H." He used this occasion to 

answer the charge that he and the ProgreSSives were promoting 

division between the races. It was natural, he said·, that men 

should show devotion to their race, their religion, their flag 

and their language. If Steyn, Botha and Smuts showed such devotion, 

there was therefore nothing improper in it and one could differ 

from them without this disagreement implying disapproval of their 

basic attitudes. Conversely, if the Transvaal (or South African) 

British took a similar stand, then "they were not raising racial 

feeling. They might be told they were provoking old controversies 

and re-opening old sores and promoting division in South Africa 

which would make union impossible", but this was not so. !l'he only 

way in which unity could be achieved was through mutual respect 

and tolerance - or, to use the phrase which FitzPatrick began to 

use more and more frequently: "equal rights". 

The meetings which were organised directly by the Progressive 

Association were supplemented by others of a non-party nature. One 

54. Daily Mail, 30th January 1906. 

55. Mawby, Ope cit., pp. 259, 321. 

56. Leader, 5th March 1906. 



such was that which was organi.ed by Wools-Sampson. He first 

wrote to Selborne, aksing whether it was the intention of the 

British government to tamper with the principles of one vote, 

one value.(57) When Selborne replied that the matter was still 

under consideration, Wools-Sampson convened a meeting of ex

officers of the irregular corps on January 29th, following which 
(58) 
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a deputation presented a formal protest to Selborne. At 
(59) 

the beginning of March, Quinn, whose defection from the T.R.G.A. 

was one of the major successes of the agitation, led a deputation 

of "public bodies,,(60) in his official capacity as Mayor of 

Johannesburg. It urged Selborne to end the uncertainty. The 

tameness of this protest, in merely demanding a speedy settlement, 

was doubtless owing to the fact that it was desired to make it 

non-political; but by adding to the agitation it supported the 

demands which FitzPatrick and the Progressives were makin6. 

A major objective at this time was the formation of a united 

front by means of finding a basis of agreement between the 

Progressives, Het Yolk and the T.R.G.A. It is not known how 

closely FitzPatrick was involved in these negotiations. It might 

be assumed that he would have supported them because he perceived 

the political value of such an agreement, but his only reference 

to inter-party negotiations of any kind was in his speech at 

Springs, when he referred to an approach which had been made to 

him by E.P. Solomon. (61) On that occasion, he expressed the 

opinion that any agreement with the T.R.G.A. was impossible in 
I view of the latter s "bargain" with Het Yolk. Because of this, 

FitzPatrick contended, Solo.on could not support one vote, one 

value, "the real crux of Transvaal politics". This suggests that 

FitzPatrick foresaw that the approach to Het Yolk would be hope

less. Selborne informed Elgin that it was only after "stormy 

opposition" had been overcome that the Progressives reached agree

ment to take part in the discussions and this also suggests that 

57. Selborne to Elgin, 28th January 1906. C.0.879/106, 820. Secret 
Correspondence, p. 24. 

58. Selborne to Elgin, 5th February 1906. Ibid., p. 34. 

59. Leader, 8th February 1906. 

60. As, for example, the Caledonian SOCiety, the Canadian Association 
and the Catholic Society. 

61. Leader, 3rd February 1906. 



FitzPatrick was opposed to th... A further indication is that 

he did not take part in the negotiations the.selves. which were 
(62) held in Botha's Pretoria house betw.en Karch 3rd and 6th. 

Also, FitzPatrick was almost certainly the writer of a letter 

which was shortly afterwards published in the Star(63) under the 
(64) 

nom-de-plume "Progressive Pioneer". According to this letter, 

the motive of Het Volk was not to seek a compromise but "to fish 

for information. to find out if there were any weak-kneed among 

us whom they could wheedle or frighten. and to get us committed 

to the suggestion of a compromise or the discussion of a bargain 

in which principles would have been whittled down for th,e sake 

of material gain". The fact that FitzPatrick did not sign this , 

letter would suggest that, having been outvoted in his Party, he 

could not openly ' oppose the negotiations. 

During the negotiations themselves. there was, as Selborne 

reported to Elgin, (65) total disagreement between Het Volk's 

representatives, who supported delimitation on a population basis, 
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and the Progressives, who would not consider anything but delimitation 

on a voters basis. Although E.P. Solomon suggested a compromise, (66) 

the fact was that the two parties were championing different 

proposals for the precise reason that they believed that their 

election prospects (and, ultimately, the future of South Africa) 

depended upon them. 

Foll owing the breakdown of the negotiation, there was an 

attempt to get up a petition to the King in support of "one vot~, 

one value". The executive, of what was described as a "non

political" committee, (67) consisted of H. Currie, QUinn, H. Pim, 

Shanks and Tucker. Of these, the last tour were members of the 

Johannesburg MuniCipal Council and only Currie was associated with 

the Progressive Association. FitzPatrick does not appear to have 

been associated with this petition in any way. He was, in fact, 

62. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 322. 

63. ~, 26th Harch 1906. A typescript copy of this letter is 
among the FitzPatrick Papers. AILC VI. 

64. This was suspected by Mawby, see Ope cit., p. 322. 

65 . Selborne to Elgin, 17th March 1906. C.0.879/89, 800 Further 
Correspondence, p. 140. 

66 . Mawby, Ope Cit., p. 322. 

67 . Selborne to Elgin, 17th March 1906. C.0.879/89, 800 Further 
Correspondence, p. 140. 



at this time in the eastern Transvaal with his family and E. 
. (68) 

Caldwell, the illustrator of Jock of the Bushv.ld. 

During February, every effort was made to press upon the new 

British government the idea that the British Transvalers were in 
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a state of genuine unrest and that this was the result of their 

anxiety about anticipated al·terations to the principles upon which 

the Lyttelton constitution was based. Selborne, despite the dis

trust of the Progressives, made a genuine attempt to assist them 

and provided Elgin with a detailed account of the protest meetings. 

After Wools-Sampson's ex-serviceman's meeting, he warned Elgin 

that, if Britain rejected the "unanimous opinion of the British 

of the Transvaal", this would lead to "an agitation of the kind 

which only occurs when men are desperately aoved".(69) Lawley, 

who had been invited by Elgin to express his views before leaving 

for Madras, gave it as his opinion that "sentiment had reached 

its breaking point" and that British loyalty was therefore in 

jeopardy. (70) But, despite these exertions, events in Britain 

worked their course and on March 8th the Liberal government 

announced its intention to institute an inquiry into the many 
(71) aspects of the problem on the spot. 

The announcement of the Liberals' intention and the consequent 

appointment of the West Ridgeway Coa.ittee later in the month, (72) 

had the immediate effect of damping down (at least temporarily) 

the excitement which the constitution issue was arousing in the 

Transvaal. Instead of continuing with strategies which were 

directed at influencing policy-askers in London, forces had now 

to be remustered and redirected. 

While he was away in the bushveld, FitzPatrick must have 

pondered a great deal over the several sudden changes which had 

occurred since his return to South Africa, just over six months 

previously. The most dramatic of these was undoubtedly the fall 

of the Balfour government in December, followed by the spectacular 

Liberal landslide in the January election. The fall of the 

68. Niven, Jock and Fitz, p. 44. 
69. Selborne to Elgin, 1st February 1906. C.O.879/106, 820 

Secret Correspondence, p. 29. 

70. Lawley to Elgin, 12th January 1906. C.0.879/91, 811. 

71. Hyam, Ope cit., p. 137. 

72. C. 2823 Letter of Instruction ••• , 1906. 



Unionists had been expected but the extent of the Liberal victory 

took most people by surprise. Because the Liberals now commanded 

such an impressive majority, there seemed to be little hope of 

meaningful support from the Conservatives in opposition. As far 

as the Liberals themselves were concerned, even the "Liberal 

imperialists" and E.T. Cook, who had offered support before and 
. (73) 

dur~ng the war, were now unapproachable. 

More dis,astrous, perhaps, was the fact that, in this crisis, 

FitzPatrick had found hillse1f unable to prevent the ,Transvaal 

British from falling further into disunity. SOlie of this was to 

be expected. The opposition of Hull, for, example, could not have 

taken him by surprise although the manner' of it must have dismayed 

him. The continued ratting of certain labour elements ~ re-emphasied 

in the formation of the Transvaal Political Labour League in 

February 1906(74) - was also a continuation of an earlier trend. 

But there were now lIore ominous signs of disintegration. Farrar, 

for example, had not thought the occasion urgent enough 'to take 

part in the February protest meeting~. At the beginning, of the 

following month, FitzPatrick had suffered a major personal setback 

when he had failed to convince the Progressives that theT should 

not respond to Het Vo1k's invitation to seek a compromise. 

While these distressing developments were occurring in the 

Transvaal, further disturbing reports reached him from London. 

On February 6th Wernher wrote and told him that Smuts had called 

to discuss p01itics.(75) Professing to be very frank, Smuts told 

Wernher and Beit that, "instead of forming and leading a political 

party", they should use the votes which they commanded to elect 

representatives of the mining interest and so "hold the balance" 

in the Transvaal. When Smuts was told that this would be both 

"impossible and despicable", conversation turned to the franchise 

question. Here Wernher and Beit defended their support of "one 

vote, one value", which, they said, provided the best chance of 

providing an "English majority from the start". Smuts protested 

73. See Evans to FitzPatrick, 2nd February 1906 (writing from 
London). RM FIT 1/3/2. 

74. Selborne to Elgin, 17th March 
Corres~ondence, p. 116. 

1906. C.0.879/89 Further 

75. Wernher to FitzPatrick, 6th February 1906. B/A III. 



that the Boers did not expect a majority under either form of 

election but that "one man, one value" was "not fair to their 

people". It would, furthermore, be much more to the interest of 

Wernher Beit and Co. "to go more with the Boers, the conservative 

element in the country". Wernher's impression was that it was 

Smuts's intention to "drive a little wedge" and he was told 

"distinotly" that they would not "prevent some of our partners 

who lived and meant to die in the country from interesting them

selves in its political concerns which are bound up with the 

commercial side". 

Later in February, Engelenburg "Smuts'l!I close associate and 
(76) 

editor of Die Volkl!ltem) made a l!Iimilar approach to Wernher. 

Engelenburg was less subtle than Smuts had been. He expressed 

a "lteen anxiety to come to an understanding with the mine owners , 

hinting very strongly what support they could give on labour and 

Chinese, but he made it quite clear that it was a question of 

bargaining and, if possible, before the election". When Wernher 

asked what Het Yolk's programme was, Engelenburg replied that 

"they wanted more money - the ten millions ought to be given to 
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the Boers". In addition, Engelenburg favoured protection for the 

Transvaal agricultural produce although, "after some long hesitation", 

he agreed that "colonial produce I!Ihould be free". 

What must have been most disturbing to FitzPatrick was not 

the response of the London partnerl!l, but the gall which Smuts and 

Engelenburg displayed in making such suggestions. FUrthermore, 

although Wernher and Beit treated Smuts with healthy suspicion, 

Beit for the first time questioned the soundness of FitzPatrick's 

politics in the following month. Beit argued that, with the 

Liberals in power, the best interests of the firm would be served 

by a responsible government with Sir Richard Solomon at its head.(77) 

This was because, if the Progressives were in power, there was 

an increased danger that the Liberals would veto any legislation 

"as to Chinese which is not strictly in accordance with their 

sense of morality and liberty; but, if such legislation should be 

passed by the joint vote of Boers and British, no government would 

76. Wernher to FitzPatrick, 23rd February 1906. B/A III. 

77. Beit to FitzPatrick, 16th March 1906, "Striotly Private and 
confidential". B/A III. 



dare to veto such a measure". A further danger, according to 

Beit, was that, if the Progressives gained a majority, the Boers 

were bound to oppose Chinese labour and, in the event of a major 

clash between the Progressives and Het Volk, the Progressives 

were likely to split, with "the result that we should have Mr 

Smuts as the first Prime Minister". 

In writing this letter, Beit specifically ruled out the 

possibility of a government headed by FitzPatrick himself. "Apart 

from the contingency of your having to leave the firm if you 

accepted such a position", he wrote, "we think that even then 

people will always associate your name with our firm's interests, 

and that you will not carry the same weight as would attach to a 

man who was absolutely independent of the mining houses". 

This directive, personally signed by Beit and ending in· the 

expressed wish that FitzPatrick should seek some rapprochment with 

Solomon, must have been a very shattering one for FitzPatrick to 

receive. It not only meant that his own political ambitions would 

have to be set aside; it required him to throw in his lot with a 

man whom he did not trust. Sir Richard Solomon "is a charming 

fellow when you are quite right", he had once observed to Eckstein, (78) 
but was "really worse than a Boer: He is an A.1. lIugwump - a 

mixture of emotion and law. Ye Godsl I would not trust him to 

make a spoon - not for fear of 'spoiling a horn' as much because, 

in the end, he would split the spoon on the grounds that forks are 

also entitled to consideration". 

If these developments were not sufficient grounds for 

pessimism, FitzPatrick, with his almost unerring political instinct, 

had obviously sensed in February of 1906 that he - and the 

Progressives - suffered politically from a number of weaknesses 

which it was very difficult to overcome. This was reflected in 

the changing tone of FitzPatrick's speeches between January 26th 

and February 11th. In his first speech he had confidently asserted 

the rights of the Transvaal British; a week later at Springs, he 

was attempting to counter the accusation that he was promoting the 

sectional interests of the mining industry. At Heidelberg on 

February 11th, he was forced to do the same. The accusation that 

the Progressives represented "capital" or at least the "mining 

78. FitzPatrick to Eckstein, 23rd February 1905. A/LB VI. 



section" was a very difficult one to counter, for it was a fact 

that the great bulk of Progressive support came from the Reef 

and it was also a fact that most of the Progressive leaders - and 

particularly Farrar and FitzPatrick - were associated with capital 

and the mines. 
Another serious weakness in the Progressive position was 

their ambiguous attitude towards responsible government. Apart 

from forcing them into a position in which they could be portrayed 

as defending the Milner and Selborne administrations, their con

tinued advocacy of caution in the face of the slogan, "trust the 

Boer", led them into further difficulties. One consequence was 

the accusation that it was they - and not the Boer leaders (who 

were publicly committed to "moderation") - who were prolonging 

racial dissention in South Africa. In fact, FitzPatrick's 

prescription of "voting the Boers into the ground" was becoming 

self-defeating. 
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Insight into FitzPatrick's thoughts at this time is provided 

by his letter to the Star, written under the pseudonym "Progressive 
() -

Pioneer". 79 In this letter he attempted (it would, he wrote, 

afford "us a li~tle grim satisfaction") to review the position 

as it then stood. There were three things which must be "noted 

and never forgotten by every man in this country who sincerely . 
desires Equal Rights". The first was that it was impossible to 

come to terms with Het Yolk. This was proved by the speech which 

Smuts had made in Pretoria after his return from Britain.(80) 

Smuts had insisted upon delimitation upon a population basis in 

order to ensure an "overwhelming and unassailable II18.jority". Once 

in power, Het Yolk intended to provide the Boers with additional 

compensation for their war losses, reorganise the Education system, 

provide the Transvaal farmers with protection for their products 

and, having cleared out "unnecessary imported officials", restore 

the republican officials to their jobs. What particuarly shocked 

FitzPatrick about this speech was its blatant confidence. "It was", 

he observed, "the speech of a man who feels that he has over

whelming forces behind him and is bound to win and, therefore, 

that frankness, brutal frankness, is a luxury that he can safely 

indulge in '! • 

79. 2!!£, 26th March 1906. 

80. ~t 24th March 1906. 



The second thing that had to be noted was that the West 

Ridgeway Committee's instructions specifically requested an 

investigation into the effects of a system of "manhood suffrage" 

a nd "any proposals for representation other than single-member 

divisions" and "especially the effect ••• of a marginal discretion 
. (81) 

larger than has hitherto been proposed". It seemed that the 

question had been prejudiced, at least as far as the principles 

of one vote, one value were concerned. 

The third thing to be noted was the attitude of the 

Responsibles. They (who had not been prepared to - trust Milner's 

government) now called upon the Transvaal British· "to. tr~st for 

ever another party who for six and twenty years have been the 

curse of South Africa, who have done us nothing but injury and 

have steadily and consistently avowed their bitter hostility to 

British subjects and British interests in the country". Further-, 
more, they were now also asked to trust the Liberal government 

and to allow them control, through the veto, of "our native policy", 

together with the regulation of the Transvaal's treatment of 

Indians and use of Chinese labour. 

FitzPatrick ended his letter by expressing the hope that 

British Transvalers had learnt their lesson. "Let us hav. no more 

attempts, either weak and foolish, or slim and malevolent, to 

reconcile the irreconcilable. We stand to lose everything and 

gain nothing by participating in or even countenancing them. Let 

people understand here that the man who is not willing to come 

out as an unqualified supporter of Equal Rights, willing to work 

vigorously, heart and soul for it and oppose all compromises, 

stands self-confessed as a sympathiser with Het Volk". 

iii) The West Ridgeway Committee, May - June 1906. 
The West Ridgeway Committee was instructed to enquire into 

and report on the likely results of the different voting s1st.me 

which had been suggested. Specifically it was to examine the 

proposal to divide the Transvaal into sixty constituencies and 

establish what effect this would have ("according to different 

bases of representation") upon the representation of the Witwaters

rand, the towns outside this district and the rural areas. It was 

81. C. 2823 Letter of Instruction ••• 
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also asked to examine the effect of abandoning the moderate 

franchise qualifications which had been specified in the Lyttelton 

constitution in favour of "manhood suffrage". Any other proposals 

(other than single-member constituencies) should also be considered 

and "especially the effect of a marginal discretion larger than 

has hitherto been proposed in their delimitation". Because a great 

deal of debate was likely to be based upon the 1904 census, the 
(1) 

Committee was also instructed to report on its reliability. 

In addition to these formal instructions, it was suggested 

privately that the Committee might attempt to negotiate a com

promise between the different -Transvaal parties.(2) 

After his return to Johannesburg from the eastern Transvaal 

towards the end of April, FitzPatrick was the main speaker at a 

Progressive Association meeting in Johannesburg. The fact that 

it was held on April 28th, the day on which the West Ridgeway 

Committee arrived in Pretoria, suggests that the meeting was 

intended to be a show of strength. Indeed, Farrar (who was in the 

Chair) opened the proceedings by claiming that the Johannesburg 

branch of the Association had increased its membership from 2,417 

to 10,000 in the past year.(3) At the start of his speech, Fitz

Patrick laid similar stress on numbers. There were, he said, now 

fifty-five branches of the Association and 43,000 members in the 

Transvaal, and, during the past few months, an additional 9,000 

names had been added to the voters roll. 
(4) 

FitzPatrick's speech lacked sparkle. This may have been 

due to his deliberate intention to avoid contentious issues such 

as might arouse the ire of the visiting Committee, or it may have 

been the result of his own pessimism, combined with the feeling 

that there was nothing more he could add to what had already been 

said on the subject. Dealing with the prevailing distress and 

unemployment, he stressed the need for the workers to remain on 

the "British" side. There were only two possible policies in the 

Transvaal: Het Yolk's or the British policy. Britishers must not 

1. C. 2823 Letter of Instructions to the Chairman of the Committee ••• 

2. Hyam, Ope cit., p. 139. 

3. Leader, 28th April 1906. 

4. Ibid. 



be flustered into using the words "Briton and Boer", for they 

were not used "offensively". Having attempted to define the COJl

stitution issue in these terms, FitzPatrick ~eferred to the rec~nt 
~ - ---
crisis which_ had~c~red between the new Liberal Govern~ent and 
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N~tal At _the be~inning of April, Elgin had ~~ered a_stay of -

execution in the case of twenty-four tribesmen who had been s!ntenced 
~- - () 

to death for their part in the Bambata rebellion! 5 This act raised 

the question of colonial autonomy, or r~er, the precise constitution-
to. 

al status of a self-governing colony such as Natal then was. It 
~ --
had therefore aroused interest throughout the Empire, as the result 

vf h· h h B ·t~h t (6) Fit P tick drew 0 .;; W ~c t e r~~_ governmen gave _w_a_y_. ___ z a r 

attention to this because, he said, Natal was defending the same 

principle as the Transvalers were atte ~in ~ ~blish: the 

"~~ht to non-interference". (7) 

The effect of this show of strength was spoilt by the 

spectacle of British disunity in the 

despite its flirtation with Het Volk 

Transvaal. The T.R.G.A. had, 

during 1905, maintained a 
(8) 

stand on one vote, one value. During the February 1906 agitation, 

their resolution had begun to falter and, although the T.R.G.A. 

representatives at the inter-party discussions in March had not 

officially abandoned their position, it was significant that it was 

E.P. Solomon who had suggested a compromise formula. Now that 

attention had been focussed upon the system of representation and 

delimitation and Het Volk and the Progressives stood opposed to . 

each other, it seemed likely that this splinter-group would again 

seek a compromise. From FitzPatrick's point of view, a more 

distressing development was the attitude of the leading Pretorians. 

Rejecting the plea which he had made to them in January, they now 

struck out on their own. On March 30th, the Star published a report 

of a private meeting in Pretoria at which the Pretoria Political 

Association, led by Loveday, declared in favour of eighty con

stituencies, 31 of which would be on the Reef, 31 to the rural 

5. Brookes & Webb, Ope cit., p. 224. 

6. Ibid. 

7. FitzPatrick had made a similar statement to this effect three 
days previously at a public meeting summoned by Quinn to support 
the action of the acting-Governor (Sir Richard Solomon) to send 
500 Transvaal volunteers to Natal. See Leader, 25th April 1906. 

8. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 321. 



districts and 18 to the other urban centres (vith 8 Pretoria 

seats).(9) 

The problem of hov the Progressives should attempt to 

influence the Wee t Ridgevay Commi t tee vas a very considerab e 

one, particularly in viev of the fact that FitzPatrick had been 

instructed by his superiors in London to attempt some form of 
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. (10) comprom1se. The position vas not made any easier by the opinion 

of Samuel Evans (vho vas then in London, but who had played a leading 

part in the 1904 constitution discussions with Milner) that, if 

manhood suffrage were conceded, 60 single-member constituencies 

would then produce a Boer majority. He suggested that the idea 
(11) 

of proportional representation should be raised once more. 

The Progressives gained no advantage from the fact that their 

opponents vere the first to give evidence before the Committee, for 

the attitude of Het Volk vas predictable. Making every protestation 

of loyalty. and moderation, the Het Volk leaders claimed that it vas 

not their ambition to secure a majority under a nev constitution; 

they vere merely anxious to avoid being at the mercy of the Rand 

capitalists.(12) The Progressive Association, they claimed, vas 

financed and controlled by the London headquarters of the mining 

houses. This approach vas extremely effective in disarming and 

discrediting the Progressive Association. 

There was some doubt as to whether FitzPatrick would be 

asked to give evidence before the Committee. D.O. Malcolm, 

Selborne's private secretary, informed him that invitations had 

been extended to the various political organisations and that the 

Progressive Association had named J. Roy and Mitchell as its 
(13) 

representatives. If the Committee did not specifically invite 

FitzPatrick, he should demand to be heard on his "ovn account", 

for "it would be nothing short of a national calamity" if Fitz

Patrick's evidence was not placed before the Committee. Malcolm 

also suggested that the local branches of the various political 

organisations should make a similar approach and that individual 

9. ~, March 30th 1906. 

10. See above, p. 285. 

11. Evans to FitzPatrick, 28th February 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

12. Mavby, Ope cit., p. 3. 

13. Malcolm to FitzPatrick, 4th May 1906 (two letters), "Private". 
B/AS V. 



members of the Pretoria Political Association who disagreed with 
. (14) 

Loveday's plan could do the same. On the following day, 

Malcolm told FitzPatrick that it was Selborne's opinion that, while 

the leaders of the mining industry should not volunteer to give 

evidence, this did not apply to Farrar and FitzPatrick who had a 

"well known political position quite apart from" their "position 

in the minlng, industry". (15) Malcolm also suggest.d that Fitz

Patrick should obtain the "authority" of his "friends in the out

lying districts to represent their views for them".(16) 

Malcolm's information was not reliable.(17) The Committee 

showed itself willing to accept evidence from all interested 

persons. His information regarding the Progr.ssive Association 

also appears to have been inaccurat. for, when the Committee 

opened its proceedings in Johannesburg on May 9th, it was 

represented, not by Roy and Mitchell, but by a deputation of 

eighteen leading Progressiv ••• (18) 
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There are two sets of rough not.s in FitzPatrick's handwriting 

amonst his papers which pr OTide insight into his thoughts at this 

time. In the first, (19) he analys.d the .ffect which the different 

voting systems would hav.. According to these figures, the 

Lyttelton constitution and Tot.rs roll would provide a balance 

between about 44,000 voters on the Rand and the sam. number in the 

rest of the Transvaal. A manhood suffrage would result in about 

44,000 voters on the Rand and 56,000 in the r.st of the country. 

According to these calculations, taking the most optimistic view, 

if the Rand and the rural areas were each given 33 m.mbers (allowing 

about 1,500 voters per constituency), then Pr.toria (with a 

population of about 16,000) would be entitled to 6 members. The 

conclusions which he drew from this analysis were that "if there 

is to be domination by one s.ction or interest it can only be by 

14. Ibid. 

15. Malcolm to FitzPatrick, 5th May 1906, "Privat.". 

16. Malcolm to FitzPatrick, 7th May 1906, "Privat.". 

BIAS V. 

BIAS V. 
17. Possibly due to the Committ.e's mistrust of Selborne. See 

Hyam, Ope cit., p. 144. 

18. C.0.879/106 Report of the Co •• itt ••••• , p. 44. Th.y were Farrar , 
Carr, van Hulsteyn, FitzPatrick, Bailey" Lindsay, Strong, 
Saulter, Piercy, N. Coh.n, Forsyth, Roy, W.A. Martin, J.N. 
Sellar, Col. E. Hutchinson, W. Polt, M. Dodd and Kelty. 

19. Undated MSS. Q5 A MSS XVI. 



Het Volk, which is twice as stro~g numerically as any other 

acknowledged political groupl'. The only chance of outvoting Het 

Volk was through a combination of all the British in one party, 

pledged to British supremacy. The question was whether, assuming 

that such a British coalition could be formed, a 33 - 6 - 33 

arrangement would make a majority possible? FitzPatrick was 

convinced that it would not and that the only hope therefore lay 
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in obtaining an increased proportion of seata for the Witwatersrand. 

The only case that could be made out for this was the contention 

that both the 1904 eensus and the 1905 voters roll were inaccurate 

in view of immigration which had occurred since then. 
(20) The second set of notes was probably compiled after the 

Johannesburg negotiations had taken place (presumably during 

FitzPatrick's journey to London(21)) but they illustrate the fact 

that FitzPatrick was acutely aware of the political difficulties 

which were involved in putting this case to the West Ridgeway 

Committee and, ultimately, to the British government. There were, 

he noted, several criticisms which were likely to be made of the 

Progressives' attempt to obtain this predominance for the Witwaters

rand. One was the obvious accusation that this would result in the 

domination of the Johannesburg capitalists, or at least of the 

mining industry. Another possible accusation could be that the 

Progressive Association was not the "British party" and was not, 

therefore, entitled to urge consideration of a scheme which was 

so obviously to its own advantage as a political party. He did 

not apparently see (or, if he did, he did not jot it down) that, 

even if he did succeed in establishing the fact that the Progressive 

Association was the "British party", it did not necessarily fol l ow 

that this would be of assistance. Such emphasis upon racial 

exclusiveness laid the Progressives open to the charge that they 

were perpetuating the race-cleavage and so reducing the chances 

of a lasting settlement in South Africa. But, if FitzPatrick refused 

to consider this fact, it must be admitted that he had reached the 

conclusion that the only possible means of preventing Boer domination 

was through the attempt to establish such a British party - as the 

only chance, it had to be pursued, regardless of its drawbacks. 

20. Also catalogued as Q5 A MSS XVI. 

21. See below, pp. 307 et a.g. 
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When the Progressive deputation met the Ridgeway Committee on 

May 9th, the Progressives laid emphasis upon one vote, one value 

and defended the single-member constituencies of the Lyttelton 

constitution. They also asked for redistribution every four years, 

for a House of not less than sixty members and for a nominated 
(22) 

upper chamber. 
On the following day, Farrar was first interviewed . alo~e and, 

later in the day, a Progressive Association sub-committee con-
(23) 

sisting of Farrar, Dumat, Roy Soutter and Kelty. On this 

occasion, the Committee enquired whether the Progressives were 

willing to accept a compromise to the effect that existing 

magisterial districts would receive at least one representative 

each, that delimitation would otherwise be based upon voters as 

reflected in the 1904 cencus and that there would be manhood 

suffrage. (24) The Committee estimated that this scheme would allow 

the Witwatersrand 29 seats, Pretoria 5 and the platteland 29. It 

was also expected that the arrangement would produce a British 

majority of from 3 to 6 and possibly 8.(25) Ridgeway afterwards 

maintained that a settlement on this basis would have meant a 

"valuable concession" for the British party. He did not believe 

that any reliance could be placed upon the Progressives' claim 

that the Rand was entitled to more because he believed that the 

Rand's population had actually decreased during the recent 
(26) depression. He pointed out, also, that Botha had told the 

Committee that Het Volk would "prefer a British majority", provided 

that it was not a Rand or Capitalists majority.(27) 

On May 10th, the Progressives declared their formal acceptance 

of this compromise. No sooner had they done so, however, than 

information was obtained from the census office in Pretoria which 

22. C.Q.879/106 Report, p. 15. 

23. Ibid., p. 44. 

24. c.0.879/106, 820 Secret Papers, pp. 95 et seg. Memorandum by 
W. Ridgeway. 

25. Ridgeway to Blgin, 12th May 1906. C.A.B. 37/83, 49. This 
estimate was based upon the belief that Krugersdorp would be 
divided and would therefore produce one British representative 
and also the official recorded undertaking by Het Yolk that it 
would not oppose T.R.G.A. candidates at Vrededorp and Fordsburg. 
(See C.0.897/106, 820, Memorandum by Ridgeway). 

26. C.0.879/106, 820. Memorandum by Ridgeway. 

27. Ibid. 



suggested that 
. (28) 
1ncorrect. 

the Committee's "date and calculations" were 

This was put ·to the Committee on the following 
(29) R . morning by Roy and Kelty, by which time idgeway had 1nformed 

i 
., t (30) 

Elgin of the Progressive Assoc at10n s accep ance. 
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Selborne had been deliberately excluded from these proceedi ngs. 

This was because Ridgeway believed that he would not favour the 

proposed compromise. "Owing to his not unnatural distrust of 

Boers and his intense desire absolutely to ensure a preponderance 

of a British majority", Ridgeway believed that Selborne would 
. . (31) 

"poss1bly demand more than the Progress1 ves themselves'!. The 

High Commissioner had contrived to be distrusted by both parties. 

Selborne was thus merely informed officially on May 12th of the 

fact that the 29 - 5 - 29 proposal had been accepted by both the 

Progressives and the T.R.G.A. and that it would now be put to 

Het Volk. (32) It was at this point that Selborne intervened. It 

does not seem, however, that this was the result of pique at his 

having been cold-shouldered by the Committee. Nor does it 

necessarily follow that he went out of his way to offer his advice, 

although it was Ridgeway's opinion that the Progressives acted 

"in obedience to a summons from the High Commissioner".(33) His 

own account of events was that on May 14th, "certain representatives" 

of the Progressives (headed by FitzPatrick) called on him and 

asked his opinion. This tallies with FitzPatrick's statement that 

he "raced over to Pretoria" to "break up" the compromise.(34) 

Selborne told them that he disapproved of the proposal because he 

believed that the 1904 census did not provide a reliable basis 

for delimitation. In his opinion, the 1905 voters roll should be 

used.(35) He told Ridgeway the same thing when, following his 

return to Pretoria from Johannesburg, Ridgeway called on the follow
ing day. (36) 

28. FitzPatrick and others to the Committee, 31st May 1906. A/Le II. 

29. C.0.879/106, 853 Report ••• , p. 44. 

30. Ridgeway to Elgin, 12th May 1906. C.A.B. 37/83, 49. Secret Telegrams. 

31. Ridgeway to Elgin, 13th May 1906. C.A.B. 37/83, 51. Secret Teleg~ams. 

32. Selborne to Elgin, 16th July 1906. 
p. 6. 

C.0.879/106, 820 Secret Papers, 

33. C.0.879/106 820 Memorandum by Ridgeway. 

34. FitzPatrick to his wife, 3rd August 1906. A/L I. 

35. Ibid. 

36. Ridgeway to Elgin, 15th May 1906. C.A.B. 37/83, 51. 



The effect of Selborne's expression of opinion was that it 

encouraged a Progressive deputation (consisting of FitzPatrick, 
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Roy , Dumat , Soutter, Kelty and Bailey) to repudiate the agreement 

whi ch had been reached on May 11th. The view that Selborne merely 

enc ouraged and did not initiate the repudiation is further suggested 

by t he fact that it was at this stage that FitzPatrick thrust him

sel f forward. Although a member of the Progressive Association's 

deputation which was interviewed by the West Ridgeway Committee on 

May 9th, he had not been a member of the Associations's sub-committee 

which met the Committee on the following day. This unusual obscurity 

may have been the result of his deliberate choice to allow events to 

run their course - the outcome of a possible belief that he was 

powerless to act or that he wished to have nothing to do with a 

compromise such as Beit had suggested. 

is that Farrar had kept him in ignorance 

the fact that it was not until May 14th 

Another possible explanation 

of what was happening: 

that steps were taken to 

repudiate an agreement which had been reached three days previously 

strongly suggests that the Progressive die-hards had not been 

informed. If this was so, it may have been Selborne's role to have 

informed FitzPatrick and the other Progressive leaders who were 

known to fear a compromise, of t.he dangers which then existed. 

Whatever the precise details of events during these few days, 

the picture becomes clearer after May 14th. At the request of the 

Committee, FitzPatrick drew up a detailed statement(37) which 

attempted to show that the 1904 census was unreliable. The effect 

of immigration and of more persons reaching the age of twenty-one 

was that the total population must now be estimated at 98,453 and 

not 91,406. Furthermore, the census gave the number of British as 

57, 713, but this should now be 62, 162, which meant that adult 

British males "exceed the Dutch by about 5 to 3". If members of 

the future legislature were allocated in accordance with the formula, 

one member for every 1,500 voters, then the British section would 

be entitled to 41 members, to 24 for the Dutch. There was no desire 

to "perpetuate the division on race lines". However, "the gauntlet 

having been thrown down" by Het Volk's emphasis upon "representation 

of our people", the Progressives were prepared, if necessary, to 

show that "the case for the British people is clear and unassailable". 

37. To the Chairman, Constitution Committee, 15th Hay 1906. AILC XIII. 



Clearly, however, since it was a fact that the great bulk of 

the British population was concentrated in certain areas, any 

system of representation must take the race factor into account. 

Clearly, too, there was no justification for arguing that a 

preponderance of British on the Reef should disqualify that region 

from obtaining its rightful proportion of power. A compromise was 

therefore suggested, which would have "the merit of being not 

entirely upon race lines". It was that the voting population of 

the Witwatersrand be taken as 56,000 and the rest of the country 

52,000, giving the Rand 37 seats and the rest of the Transvaal 35. 

A separate, accompanying letter(38) argued that the existing voters 

roll should be retained - re-registration would handicap the 

296 

British section because the delay would encourage further emigration 

and impose a hardship on men who were "daily workers and wage

earners". The accompanying letter also restated the need for 

taking 1,500 voters as the quota for each electoral area and that 

there be single-member constituencies with automatic redistribution 

every four years. 

These letters were first shown to Selborne through Malcolm 

(who made certain suggestions(39» and were then dispatched to 

the Ridgeway Committee as containing the official views of the 

Progressive Association. This means that they were also approved 

by the party's Central Executive, which consisted of the President, 

four vice-presidents and twelve other members. This body must 

have met on May 14th or 15th to endorse FitzPatrick's scheme and 

so repudiate the agreement which had been made by Farrar and his 

sub-committee. That this in effect meant a vote of no confidence 

in Farrar's leadership is indicated by the fact that Farrar had 

told the Ridgeway Committee that he was satisfied with the com

promise. "You have got for us all that we ever hoped to get and 

now we must fight for ourselves", he had told them. "We know that 

there is a risk in having a new voters list, but we are all prepared 

to take that risk •••• ,,(40) There is, unfortunately, no record of 

what must have been an extremely stormy meeting, the proceedings of 

which proved conclusively that, although Farrar was the official 

38. To the Chairman, 15th May 1906, "Confidential". A/LC XIII. 
39. Malcolm to FitzPatrick, 15th May 1906. B/A III. 
40. C.0.8?9/106, 820. Memorandum by -idgeway. 



President of the Progressive Association, FitzPatrick was its 

effective leader. 
On May 16th FitzPatrick saw Sir Francis Hopwood, one of the 

members of the Ridgeway Committee, and told him in confidence 
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what the attitude of the Progressive Association was. If forced, 

he said, they would accept a new voters roll because they believed 

that this might, in fact, produce a "considerable improvement" as 

far as the number of British voters was concerned. But, whatever 

population figures were used in delimiting seats, they would accept 

no compromise which did not give "the Witwatersrand at least one 

half of the seats in the first parliament (excluding Kr.ugersdorp 

rural).(41) If this were allowed, they would be willing to allow 

magisterial districts to be retained in the rural areas, provided 

that ~here were single-member constituencies. The one "important 

and incontrovertible fact", he pointed out, which stood out "in 

a bewildering maze" was that the census of 1904 showed 57,713 

British males and 33,693 Boers. Nothing that the Progressives had 

claimed "adequately recognised this fact", while "everything 

claimed by Het Volk" was designed to "reverse the position". 

On the following day, FitzPatrick and Farrar were again 

interviewed by the Ridgeway Committee. (42) This may have been in 

connection with these new Progressive representations or it may 

have concerned proposals for an Upper House, which subject the 

Committee was then considering. A final interview with FitzPatrick 

alone took place on May 28th, on which occasion he seems to have 

been asked to provide information about the goldmining industry 

and the effect which Chinese labour was having upon the influx of 
White labourers. (43) 

FitzPatrick expected very little from the Committee. It had, 

it seemed to him, revealed its unreliability when it had put for

ward the compromise proposal of May 10th. In doing so, it 

"succumbed completely to Boer slimness", particuarly as it then 

accepted the Boer assurace that a majority was on no account 

desired by Het Yolk because this would oblige them "to assume the 

responsibility of government". "They thought it was rude of us to 

smile broadly when they said this", wrote FitzPatrick, "and 

41. FitzPatrick to Hopwood, 17th May 1906. AILC III. 

42. C.0.8?9/106, 853 Report ••• , p. 46. 

43. FitzPatrick to Hopwood, 28th May 1906. Q5 A MSS XVI. 



considered it unreasonable that we should not accept the settle

ment which they had arrived ~t before hearing a single witness on 

298 

our side •••• lt is very like fighting Kruger still! Sometimes I (44 ) 

think the old man's spook has a private telephone to the Chairman". 

The Ridgeway Committee's official reply to the representations 

which the Progressive Association had made on the 15th, was dated 

May 30th. (45) It informed the Progressives that the Committee 

could not "accept 80S accurate the data and conclusions" which had 

been presented to it. (46) A new approach had, however, been made 

to the Het Volk leaders with the result that they had now agreed, 

"in order to obtain a prompt settlement of this vexed question", 

to accept 32 members for the Rand, 6 for Pretoria and 30 for the 

rest of the country. This was, in the Committee's opinion, "the 

utmost which the Boer delegates would concede" and it therefore 

asked whether this would be acceptable to· the Progressives. 
< 

The Progressive Association's reply was again written by 

FitzPatrick. (47) These new proposals, it declared, did not 

constitute a concession by the Boer leaders but were "nicely 

calculated to hand over to the Boers the control of the government 

of this colony". "The only consideration that weighs with us is 

the maintenance of British authority and policy in this country 

and, with this in mind, we must again unhesitatingly decline to 

enter into any agreement upon the terms suggested". The Progressives 

denied that they had gone back on an agreement to accept the 

compromise of May 10th, claiming that they had endeavoured to 

explain their concern immediately they had learnt that, in the 

light of their subsequent discoveries, this proposal would not, 

in fact, ensure the all-important British majority. This the 

44. FitzPatrick to Monypenny, 26th May 1906. AILC IV. 

45. W.A. Barnett to FitzPatrick and others, 30th May 1906, "Strictly 
Confidential". B/ A III. 

46. As Ridgeway afterwards pointed out, the Progressive case con
tained obvious flaws. One was that, whereas persons who had 
come of age since 1904 had been taken into account in estimating 
the British population in 1906, this had not been done in the 
case of the Boers. Nor had the Progressives allowed for the 
"alarming exodus" of Britons from the Transvaal during 1905. 

47. To the Chairman, Constitution Committee, 31st May 1906. AlLC 
II. The signatories were FitzPatrick, Roy, Soutter, Dumat 
and Bailey. 



Committee had itself "repeatedly admitted". Nor could they 

accept the Committee's opinion that the present offer, based upon 

the 1904 census, was more favourable to the British section than 

a settlement based upon an entirely new voters roll, which ,would 

prove that the British element had not increased in proportion to 

the Dutch. "We utterly repudiate this", the reply stated, "as 

out of date, obviously and admittedly incorrect and utterly unju~t 

to the British section". If, however, the British government 

continued to delay, then the prophecy would be fulfilled because 

many more Britons would leave the TransvAal. 

Why was it, the Progressives' reply then went on to ask, that 

"every effort" had been made "to evade the only reliable and up-to

date record available as a guide, viz. the present voters roll"? 

The Committee had "repeatedly indicated" that the Imperial govern

ment had committed itself to some alteration but, even admitting 

that, for "undisclosed reasons", the British government wished to 

do this, why was it that every proposal that had been "designed 

to defeat that condition which you as much as we regard as 

essential: British supremacy"? It was to be regretted that the 

Committee's proceedings had been private, for the British case 

could "bear publicity" and ·11 gain greatly by it". 

"Privacy tells in ways entirely beyond the Committee's 
control, against the British cause and that justice which 
we claim. Individuals representing no one but themselves 
assume an importance and an authority which they dare not 
claim in public. Statements are made which, if known, 
would evoke instant and indignant repudiation; proposals 
are submitted with all the appearance of simplicity and 
justice which would be quite otherwise regarded and 
promptly exposed by those who know the status and aspirations 
of the witnesses. We suggest, for instance, that the proposals 
made by the Boer leaders, and simultaneous admission that 
they do not expect and are not entitled to a majority in 
Parliament, would provoke comment less restrained than that 
which we have ventured to make". 

299 

This strongly-worded letter verged on impertinence. It 

indicates clearly that FitzPatrick had abandoned all attempts at 

restraint in the interests of not offending the Liberal government. 

He had, in fact, decided to release details of the negotiations to 

the public and so influence the Committee by means of a show of 

public outrage. Before doing this, he informed Selborne, through 

Malsolm, of his intention.(48) Selborne's reply was not encouraging. 

48. The letter itself is missing. Malcolm's reply is dated 2nd June 
1906. AIL X. 



While his adTice to the Progressives that they should "stick to 

their principles" still held good, it was his opinion that no 

"blunder would be commited" by accepting the 32 - 6 - 30 proposal. 

If it were agreed to by all the parties, he "would not oppos e it 

in any way". 
(49) 

FitzPatrick made his public statement at a dinner of 

Mechanical Engineers on June 2nd.(50) Speaking after Quinn and 

Phillips, who confined themselves to more mundane matter~, he 

gave what must have been a sensational account of the activities 

of the West Ridgeway Committee, considering that the public had, 

up to this point, merely been able to speculate about what was 

happening. 

Without wishing · to divulge confidential information, 
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declared FitzPatrick, it was his duty to make certain things 

known. This was particularly necessary .because the secrecy which 

had surrounded the proceedings of the Committee had made it · 

impossible for the opposition to be exposed • . For example, it was 

a fact that a "Boer spy" had posed as a "representative of the 

British working man". (51) In the absence of information, it was 

also impossible to know with certainty what precisely their 

opponents' proposals were. What was known was that, while pro

testing that they did "not desire a majority", they put forward 

proposals which were calculated to ·give them ~ne1 The Boers were 

not to be blamed for seeking power, FitzPatrick stressed. ~hey 

should be respected for it because - unlike "some of our people" -

their leaders were being "faithful to their trust and to their 

people". They were thus correct in maintaining that there were 

only two "sides" and two alternatives. 

British "mugwumps" were quite wrong in believing that pl acating 

and trusting the Boer would moderate the race struggle. It would 

perpetuate it. "To compromise on principles, to give away all 

your rights, to arm a vanquished foe and to put him in a position 

49. Malcolm to FitzPatrick, 2nd June 1906. AIL X. 

50. Leader, 4th June 1906. 

51. A reference to J.T. Bain, who had given evidence on behalf of 
the Transvaal Independent Labour Party. Bain was believed to 
have been in the pay of the Kruger government before the war, 
when he was active in stirring up labour unrest. During the 
war, he was employed in the Boer Secret SerTiee. See Selborne 
to Elgin, 21st June 1906. C.O.879/106, 807 Telegrams, p. 170. 



equal to yourself - that is not magnanimity, that is not modera t i on: 

that is absolute folly". Ha~ing been given power, the Boers would 

use it "to remove the civil servants and put back the old ones, to 

re-man the railways with their own staffs, to take control of the 

whole Education Department, allowing us the privilege of paying 

for it, to raise £10,000,000 at our expense in order to give it to 

the poor burghers, to establish protection in a form which will be 

most onerous to us, and to effect a Bond-Het Volk domination 

throughout South Africa". 
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Regarding the constitution proposals which the Committee was 

considering, FitzPatrick pointed out that the Lytte1ton constitution 

had given the Witwatersrand 31 seats in a legislature of 60. They 

were now likely to get four or give less, despite the fact that 

the British population had increased and that the 1904 census was 

itself incorrect in that 4,000 Britishers on the Witwatersrand had 

not been shown in it. In any event, the argument regarding 

population growth or decline was irrelevant. What was important 

was that British control should be established. If this were done, 

within four years any "errors or injustices" would have been 

retrieved. 

The Transvaal British were now obliged to fight for their 

rights, FitzPatrick concluded. He had himself devoted all his 

time to the question for many months, sacrificing his interests 

and his health, but he would continue to fight. One of the first 

steps should be an appeal to the colonies who had fought in South 

Africa during the war and, after that, it was their duty to appeal 

to the "national feeling of England". 

It was to be expected that this speech, following as it did 

upon the Progressives' reply of May 31st, did nothing to sway the 

Ridgeway Committee towards altering its views on the constitution 

in favour of the ProgreSSives. In a curt letter, Ridgeway explained 

this. (52 ) Th i M e comprom se of ay 10th, he said, had contained 

important concessions, including the provision that "voters" and 

not "population" should be the basis of delimitation. In addition, 

the Boer leaders had, "by this important concession" given evidence 

"of the sincerity of their professed desire that there should be a 

British, not a Rand, majority". The only Progressive demand which 

52. Ridgeway to FitzPatrick and other, 6th June 1906. B/A III. 



was not met was in regard to the franchise, where manhood suff rage 

was included. Here the Committee had pointed out to them that 

the number of male adults outside the Rand, according to the 1904 

census, did not materially exceed the number of Toters registered 

during 1905. The only "data'.!, "calculations" and "figures" 

available to the Committee were the census returns of 1904 and 

these were accessable to all. The informa.tion which was' sub

sequently obtained and which suggested that there had . been a 

subsequent increase in the British population were "highly 

speculative and therefore misleading". The weakness of the 

Progressives' position was illustrated in the fact that, they had 

also rejected the second compromise which would give the Rand 33 

seats (including Krugersdorp rural) as opposed to 6 for Pretoria 

and 30 for the rest of Transvaal. 
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The correspondence between the Progressives and tht Ridgeway 
.. (53) 

Committee was then brought to a close by the Associations' repl1. 

This began by denying that there was anything intentionally 

provocative in the letter of May 31st. If there was anything in 

it to which the Committee took exception, it should be remembered 

that it had been written by persons who "earnestly believed that 

the whole future of their country was at stake". The Progressives 

then restated their position and their belief that concessions had 

not been made to the Progressives but to Het Vo1k. An immediate 

settlement should be made by basing the diTision of constituencies 

upon the 1905 voters roll. Whereas the 1904 census put the Rand 

population at 41,000, the voters roll showed a total of 44,000. 

If this increase had taken place during the pre~Chinese labour 

depression, it could safely be assumed that a further substantial 

increase had taken place since then. 

"The duty of the imperial government to do substantial 
justice to all parties in the immediate settlement is one 
thing; the condition that the Boers (Het Vo1k) shall approve 
of what is to be done, thus making them the arbiters of the 
settlement, is another; and is essentially destructive of 
the first. It is not just to us and, in the circumstances 
of this country, it does not appear to be consistent with 
Imperial responsibility". 

On the same day as this letter was written to the Ridgeway 

Committee (which was tHen in Bloemfontein) Farrar, as president 

53. To the Chairman, Committee of Enquiry, 9th June 1906. A/LC XIII. 

, 



of the Progressive Association, made an official public r epresen

tation to Selborne.(54) On behalf of the fifty-five branches of 

the Association and its 43,000 members ("practically the whole 

of the British section of the population"), Farrar requested 

Selborne cable the British government to the effect that a ny 

alteration to the franchise or the re-establishment of old 

magisterial constituencies should not be allowed. If it were 

decided to concede the demands of Het Volk, then one consi deration 

for the British section should at least be allowed. This was that 

an immediate settlement should be made "and that it should fai rly 

reflect the conditions obtaining when the late constitution was 

withdrawn". The 1905 voters roll, and not the 1904 census, would 

alone provide an indication as to what the reletive strength of 

the parties had been at that time. If this were not done, t he 

Boers would secure complete control of the government and this 

would "result in grave injustice to the British section". 

Once the Progressives had made their attitude known to t he 

West Ridseway Committee, to the Transvaal public and to the British 

government, there appeared to be very little further that could 

303 

be done. One possibility was to make a personal appeal to leading 

British politicians, but here independent action by FitzPatrick 

appeared futile in view of the fact that he was adopting an atti t ude 

in which he was not sure of the support of Wernher and Beit. He 

sent copies of his speech at the public meeting of April 28th to 

Chamberlain and Winston Churchill, now Under-Secretary of State 

for the Colonies in the Liberal government. Chamberlain, now 

campaigning for the Tariff Reform League and about to retire from 

active politics, was able to offer little by way of 8upport.(55) 

Churchill assured FitzPatrick that it was his concern to ensur e 

that the "thousands of good Englishmen on the Rand" secured "fair 

representation". He trusted that the "basis of voters" would be 
(56) 

assured - assurances that were perfectly meaningless. Another 

possibility was that FitzPatrick go to England himself in order to 

be there when the final decisions were made. This was a suggestion 

that was made by his superiors in London, (57) but it appears to 

54. Farrar to Selborne, 9th June 1906. Q3. 

55. Chamberlain to FitzPatrick, 22nd May 1906. B/A III. 

56. Churchill to FitzPatrick, 24th May 1906. B/A III. 

57. Cable to "Nelphips" , 13th June 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 
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have been rejected or, at least put aside for the time being. 

The state of suspense and inactivity vas ended on June 23rd, 

when the Committee (with Het Volk's agreement) made a new attempt 

at compromise. This was that the Witwatersrand should be allocated 

33 seats, Pretoria 6 and the rest of the Transvaal (including 

Krugersdorp rural) 30.(58) The new offer produced complete 

disagreement in the Progressive Association. Farrar favoured 

immediate acceptance: FitzPatrick opposed it. If, he argued, 

the Progressives accepted a compromise which did not produce a 
. (59) 

British majority, they would be charged wl.th "treachery". In 

the end, it was agreed that a deputation consisting of FitzPatrick, 

van Hulsteyn, Bailey and Kelty should go to Cape Town in order to 

establish what other recommendations the Committee was to make and, 
. (60) 

in particular, what other "safeguards" were envl.saged. 

While FitzPatrick and the other members of the deputation 

were en route to Cape Town, the advice of both Milner and Selborne 

was sought. Selborne was unequivocal. He feared that "possible 

serious recrudescence outrages" might "cause actual expulsion" 

(presumably of the Chines~and that this would result in a further 

"serious exodus". It was not worth risking a long delay for a 

doubtful gain.(61) When Phillips informed FitzPatrick "of this, 

he added his own opinion that he also favoured acceptance, provided 

that the other details and safeguards were satisfactory.(62) 

FitzPatrick did not reject this advice out of blind obstinacy. 

On arrival in Cape Town, he received a cable from Wernher to the 

effect that it had not been possible to obtain Milner's opinion. 

Drummond Chaplin, however, had seen Elgin and Wernher now believed 

that, since the Committee had committed itself to a minimum of 33 

seats for the Rand, there was no risk in holding out for better 

terms.(63) Nor would this cause greater delay than would other

wise be the case. Jameson was consulted in Cape Town and he con-
(64)" 

sidered the compromise "most disastrous". These opinions must 

58. Phillips to "Equnox", 23rd June 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

59. Phillips to FitzPatrick, 23rd June 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

60. 1:gg. 

61. Phillips to FitzPatrick, 23rd June 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

62. Ibid. Also telegram of same date. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

63. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 26th June 1906. A/LB VII. 

64. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 25th June 1906 (Telegram). RM FIT 1/3/2. 
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have done much to counteract the views of Selborne and FitzPatrick's 

knowledge that he did not enjoy support in the Progressive 

Association itself. But a more cogent reason for FitzPatrick's 

decision to continue the fight and to carry it to England was 

that, whatever the Committee's recommendations, the final details 

of the constitution would have to be settled in London.(65) 

Furthermore, if a compromise was reached in South Africa, this 

could only be with the approval of Het Volk. This meant that more 

favourable terms could be expected once the Committee was "out of 

the country", for then, argued FitzPatrick, the Liberals would 
(66) 

not "dare" to give the Boers a majority. Phillips immediately 

saw the logic of this and undertook to attempt to keep the 

Johannesburgers in check while FitzPatrick and the other delegates 

were away. (67) 

This decision was reached before the Pr,ogressive deputation 

met the Ridgeway Committee on June 25th. This meeting, to Fitz-
. (68) 

Patr~ck's surprise, showed that the Committee was itself now 

adopting a radically different attitude. According to FitzPatrick, 

it "absolutely surrendered - horse, foot and artillery".(69) By 

this he meant that the Committee admitted that its latest proposal 

would not provide a solution and Aexplicitly disclaimed any endorse

ment of it". The Committee also requested that no publicity be 

given to the offer because this would "discredit them". The committee 

members also "cordially accepted" the suggestion that the Progressive 

deputation should negotiate direct with the British government and 

undertook to provide the necessary introductions.(70) 

" ••• we are not out of the wood and may have to face any 
sort of change of mind and change of tactics in England", 
FitzPatrick wrote to his wife, "but as it stands at this 
moment, it is a personal triumph far greater than I expected. 
I did expect to win in the last ditch in England, but I did 
not expect the Committee to admit I was right, to promise 
to do their beat for us: to practically adopt my offer made 

65. Ibid. 

66. Memorandum for Carpenter, 23rd June 1906. A/LC II. 

67. Phillips to FitzPatrick, 25th June 1906 (Telegram). RM FIT 1/3/2. 
Phillips subsequently saw Farrar and Roy and attended a Progressive 
Association meeting at which he managed to secure "complete 
unanimity" in favour of FitzPatrick's plan. See Phillips to 
FitzPatrick, 26th June (4 telegrams). RM FIT 1/3/2. 

68. FitzPatrick to his wife, 26th June 1906. A/L I. 

69. Ibid. 

70. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 20th June 1906 (Telegram). RM FIT 1/3/2. 



in Pretoria; and finally to agree to introduce us to the 
Liberal Government an~ ask them to hear our case as we 
ourselves see it!~(71) 
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In FitzPatrick's opinion, this sudden change of mind by the 

Committee was the result of Jameson having ~shown them the 

desperateness of the situation".(72) Also, Hopwood had been 

disillusioned by his experience of the Free Staters; E.P. Solomon's 
. (73) speech at Braamfonte1n on June 20th, in which he had divulged 

evidence which had been presented to the Committee, had kindled 

further doubts.(74) 

The events which followed the consideration of the Committee' s 

last compromise offer by the Progressive Association, brought 

relations between FitzPatrick and Farrar tO , breaking point. Farrar 

had "sent down" two persons as members of the deputation (presumably 

Bailey and van Hulsteyn) because they were supporters of his view 

and not FitzPatrick's.(75) No sooner had the deputation left for 

the Cape than Farrar sent a telegram to Jameson, urging him to 

"moderate" FitzPatrick, (76) and sent Bailey a telegram, so "nasty" 

that Bailey would not show it to the others. When Kelty sent the 

first report back to the Transvaal, informing the Progressive 

Association executive of the deputation's decision to make 

representations in England, Farrar's reply was: "Tennis balls! 

I am disappointed in you. I thought you were stronger". On ~earnin~ 

of this, Fi tzPa trick wrote Farrar a terse note. (77,> 

FitzPatrick was also annoyed at the way in which H. O'K. 

Webber had been acting on Farrar's behalf. Webber had, far example, 

sent a telegram to West Ridgeway which the Committee regarded as a 

"clear ·invitation to reopen negotiations".(78) FitzPatrick appealed 

to Roy, (79) urging him to speak to Farrar and have the "evil genius" 

removed. 

71. FitzPatrick to his wife, 26th June 1906. A/L I. 

72. FitzPatrick to Farrar, 26th June 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

73. Leader, 21st June 1906. 

74. FitzPatrick to Farrar, 26th June 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

75. Ibid. 

76. FitzPatrick to Roy, 27th June 1906. RH FIT 1/3/2. 

77. FitzPatrick to Farrar, 26th June 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

78. FitzPatrick to R~y, 27th June 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

79. ill.!!. 



"We are not the organisation of an individual - a 
department of his office under the arbitrary rule of his 
alternate and nothing but disaster can result if it is 
not stopped •••• I want Farrar to be a success and have 
shown that often enough, but I want much more the success 
of our cause and the confidence and mutual trust of our 
own people". 

FitzPatrick sent these letters to Phillips in Johannesburg, 

asking him to pass them on, but Phillips refused. He thought it 

inadvisable to arouse Farrar's ire while FitzPatrick was away. If 

the deputation was successful, then FitzPatrick would return the 

"idol" of the Party. If nothing was achieved, he would be blamed 

and it would be unwise to give Farrar and Webber the advantage of 
(80) being able to scheme while FitzPatrick was away. 

iv) The Last Ditch, July - August 1906. 
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FitzPatrick and the other members of the Progressive deputation 

sailed for England on June 27th. Fellow-passengers on board the 

Briton were the members of the West Ridgeway Committee. This 

provided an obvious opportunity to attempt to influence them during 

the voyage. At the start, FitzPatrick made a "compact" not to 

"talk shop", suspecting that the Committee members would not keep 

it.(1) After a few days, they began to ask questions, FitzPatrick 
(2) 

told his wife, and the impression was confirmed that their views 

had been considerably altered during the latter stages of their 

South African visit. "West Ridgeway is the enemy", FitzPatrick 

reported. He was particularly peeved because he thought that 

Farrar had misled them. The other members were more amenable and 

FitzPatrick was encouraged to learn that they thought that he was 

"the only one" they had "ever understood and had been sure of" 

because he had been "consistent throughout".(3) 

FitzPatrick was considerably disturbed by the fact that, 

shortly before the ship had sailed from Cape Town, a cable arrived 

from Milner, strongly urging acceptance of the 33 - 6 - 30 proposal.(4 ) 

80. Phillips to FitzPatrick, 30th June 1906. 

1. FitzPatrick to his wife, 7th July 1906. 

2. ~. 

3. ~. 

B/A III. 

A/L I. 

~. Milner repeated this advice in a letter to FitzPatrick, shortly 
after the latter's arrival in England. Milner to FitzPatrick, 
19th July 1906. B/A III. 



FitzPatrick showed the cable to Jameson but concealed its contents 

from his colleagues because he did not wish to upset them. He 

then arranged for the cable to be posted on to him, so that he 

could claim, on arrival in England, that he did not know of 

Milner's opinion. He was personally upset because Milner was 

"the only man alive whose advice - if he knew everything - would 

have turned me".(5) 

By the time he reached England, FitzPatrick had prepared a 

lengthy memorandum, (6) a copy of which was handed to West Ridgeway 

because, said FitzPatrick, the Progres8ive deputation did not wiah 

to do anything "unacceptable to them or behind their backs lt .(7) 

This memorandum provided a precise statement of the Progressive 

case. It began by p08tu1ating that it must be Britain's aim to 

maintain her supremacy in South Africa and that this depended 

upon placing power in the hands of the British section. This was, 

furthermore, no more than what the Transvaal British were entitled 

to in view of the fact that they outnumbered the Dutch by six to 

four. The Progressives, in championing this, were not operating 

purely for party gain, for any future British majority in the 

Transvaal was "likely to be the most heterogeneous combina~ion 

ever seen in one Parliament". This division made it all tne more 

necessary that the British sector should not ' be handicapped in 

any way. 

All the settlement proposals which had been made in South 

Africa had been advanced by Het Vo1k. They came "from the same 

Mr Smuts who, as President Kruger's Attorney General and mouth

piece at the Bloemfontein Conference, after admitting that the 

Uit1anders were in a majority, refused to give them one quarter 

representation in the Vo1ksraad •••• After failing in 'war, he now 

demands on behalf of a minority, more than half of the House". 

The latest proposal (33 - 6 - 30), like the earlier ones, would 

not provide a British majority. The Lyttelton constitution's 

safeguards in the form of seven to nine nominated members of the 

Executive and of delimitation to provide an equal number of voters 

in each constituency had been scrapped. In a House of between 60 

and 70 members, the Lytte1ton constitution could be expected to 

5. Ibid. 

6. Uncata10gued MSS in the FitzPatrick Papers. 

7. FitzPatrick to Kelty, 13th July 1906. A/LB VII. 
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produce 41 British members (including 9 nominated members of the 

Executive) and 28 Dutch. The "latest Het Yolk proposal could be 

expected to produce 35 British members and 34 Dutch (assuming 

that Het Yolk would win four or five seats on the Rand). 

The memorandum then urged the acceptance of the 1905 voters 

roll as the basis for calculation, particularly if manhood suffrage 

was to be introduced. Allowance must also be made for the fact 

that there were scattered British settlements in predominantly

Dutch areas, whereas the Dutch would not be penalised in the same 

was through wasted votes in urban constituencies. At the very 

minimum, therefore, the British were entitled to 36 seats out of 

69 (which would provide a mere majority of one, after the election 

of a Speaker). Allowing compensation for the scattered British 

settlements, it was therefore reasonable to demand a 35 - 6 - 29 

arrangement. 

FitzPatrick then anticipated the major criticisms which were 

likely to be made: that this would establish the domination of 

the Rand, that it would put power in the hands of the capitalists 

and that it was the case of the Progressive Association and not 

of the British population as a whole. Here it was pointed out 

that capitalists were aSBociated with the other parties as well. 

Cullinan, for example, sponsored the T.R.G.A.; S. Marks the 

Pretoria Political Association, while Het Vo1k enjoyed the support 

of D.P. Graaff and Langermann and N.J. Scholtz (of Robinson's). 

The Progressive Association, furthermore, waa supported by the 
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great majority of labourers. ~The idea of all concerned in the 

mining industry forming a solid party is too ridiculous to conceive". 

A list of likely candidates whom the Progressive Association would 

support showed that some (like Raitt) were representatives of 

Labour, while others (like Graumann and Quinn) were Independents. 

In contrast to thiS, the T.R.G.A. "co~sisted of half a dozen men", 

some of whom (like Quinn, W.K. Tuoker, W.T.H. Frost and E. Hancock) 

had left it because they would not accept the compact with Het Yolk. 

On arrival in England, FitzPatrick vas interviewed by the 

Times.(8) He stressed that no compromise with Het Vo1k was 

possible. The very fact of a compromise would mean that Het Yolk 

were the arbiters and would be a British sell-out. In taking this 

8. Times, 16th July 1906. 



stand, the Progressive deputation was not promoting "race

prejudice" but was merely insisting upon the rights of British 

South Africans. In this connection. it was significant that the 

deputation consisted of two (himself and Bailey) who had been 

born in South Africa and one Hollander (van Hulsteyn). All three 

had lived in the Transvaal for over eighteen years. 
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Having established a link with Drummond Chaplin. who had 

already been in ' touch with Elgin, (9) the first step was to approach 

the Conservatives with the request that they would not attempt to 

make "party capital" out of the issue such as might antagonise 

the Liberals. (10) An approach vas then ma,de to the Liberal leaders. 

Asquith. Lloyd George and Haldane refused to meet the deputation 

by simply ignoring their request for a hearing.(11) Sir Edward 

Grey curteously declined. Ca'mpbell-Bannerman. J. Burns and Sir 

J.L. . (12) Walton d1d the same. The only contact that was made was 

with Elgin and Churchill at the Colonial Office. It was obvious 

that it was going to ,be very difficult to make any progress at all. 

FitzPatrick was sustained by little more than a residue .of energy 

and excitement. "There is a glorious feeling". he confided in 

his wife. (13) "in being the only one to see it right out. I take 

the enemy on here at all times of day and beat them flat every 

time ••• but they are paralytic with funk of their radicals and one 

does not know what they will do. The Ridgeway Committee have sold ' 

us badly. We may go under but here we stand like a single rock 

in the ebbing tide. I lie at night and wonder if I am an obstinate 

fool or simply inspired! It must come right!" 

On July 20th two memoranda were formally presented 'to Elgin.(14) 

The first was a shortened version of the Dlemorand,um which he had 

presented West Ridgeway on the ship. The second considered the 

Transvaal question in the broader context of a British S,outh Africa. 

"The sole issue", it declared. "is British suprelllacy _ that is, 

whether or not it is intended to restore, after the war and all its 

9. See above. p. 304. 

10. FitzPatrick to an unknown addressee. 3rd August 1906. AIL IX. 
11. FitzPatrick's Chronology. A/MSS I. 

12. FitzPatrick to his wife, 3rd August 1906. A/L I. 

13. FitzPatrick to his wife. 21st July 1906. AIL I. 

14. C.0.879/93, 851. 



cost, the forces, policy and ideals which led to the war". The 

present Boer leaders were the same individuals who had suppor ted 

Kruger. This being so, their protestations of loyalty were 

ludicrous. Once they had obtained control of government, they 

would use it for their ovn sectional purposes. Steyn, Smuts, 

Botha and de 1a Rey had made public speeches in vhich they had 

made no secret of tneir intentions. The consequences were tteasy 

to foresee". They would ' control the defence forces "preeise1y as 

in Mr Kruger's tille" and, like the republican government, would 
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be in a position to pursue nationalistic commercial policies. 

Furthermore, the two Boer-controlled colonies vere likely to 

resume the scheme of close union which had been interrupted by the 

war. 

"It will not be possible for the Imperial Government 
to prevent two self-governing colonies from making terms 
together. Then the Dutch majority would be overwhelming. 
They could then withdraw from the South African customs . 
and railways by notice. They could, by tariffs and rates, 
shut off Natal and the Cape Colony until such time as the 
Cape Colony was reduced to a more amenable frame of mind. 
Some 10,000 Cape Rebels vi11 be restored to the voters 
lists next year and a 'Genera1 Election in the Cape, fought 
under such conditions, would probably result in a Bond 
majority. Federation or unification of the three Colonies -
the Cape, Or~nge River Colony and Transvaal - could then 
be effected under Boer terms, with Natal and Rhodesia left 
out, and South Africa will be finally lost. It need not 
take more than a couple of years". 

Two days after these memoranda had been submitted, Elgin agreed 

to meet the deputation. According to FitzPatrick, the meeting was 

"very unsatisfactory". Elgin vas "hostile throughout and evidently 

angry". The first half-hour of the interview was "most unpleasant lt , 

with the Colonial Secretary not al10ving thea to speak and giving 

the impression that he regarded them as fta discontented and 

insatiable lot". The atmosphere improved somewhat after that, but 

Elgin was unmoved by the arguments that had been put before him. 

He also disarmed the Progressives by producing new facts, such as 

that it was Se1borne's and Sir Richard Solomon's opinion that the 

1905 voters roll was completely unreliable and that the compilation 
of a new one was essentia1.(15) 

Churchill proved more co-operative. He spoke to the Progressives 

15. Undated report (presumably for the Executive of the Progressive 
Association). Q3 A/LC XIII. 



on three or four occasions. "He was hard, frank and cynical but 

business-like" and was prepared to discuss the British government's 

difficulties. He also offered his advice. "Not what you call 

friendly hints", FitzPatrick observed, "but frank as to the weak 

points in the case and the kind of difficulty we might have to 

t kl " (16) ac e . • 

Churchill also told the Progressives to make further 

representations to Elgin, assuring them that they were mistaken 
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about the Colonial Secretary's hostility. Acting on this hint, 

FitzPatrick wrote to Elgin, (17) concentrating upon the statement which 

Ridgeway had made to the effect that the Het Volk leaders had 

undertaken - as p'roof of their disinterest in acquiring power -

not to oppose the T.R.G.A. in certain constituencies. FitzPatrick 

pointed out that, even if such a . statement were made, it would not 

be binding. These localities were already repr esented in the 

Johannesburg Municipal Council by Du.tC:hmen and, even if · British 

representatives were forced upon them, they would still be 

responsible to their constituents "or make way for those who would". 

Enclosing copies of the letters which the Progressive Association 

had written to the Ridgeway Committee while it was in South Africa, 

FitzPatrick assured Elgin that the Progressives had gone as far 

as they could towards seeking a compromise, "without saorificing 

the rightful British majority". 

A major opportunity of influencing the Liberals occurred on 

July 24th when a meeting with the Liberal Colonial Club was 

arranged in a committee room of the House of .Commons. About 100 
L . (18) 
iberal. M.P.s were present. . FitzPatrick, who was the main 

spokesman for the Progressives, had been advised by Churchill to 

"be persuasive, not aggressive" and "not to lose his temper".(19) 

This advice must have been difficult to follow in view of the fact 

that he was subjeoted to oonstant heokling. However, FitzPatrick 

was surprised at his success in turning the tables on his 

questioners. He afterwards recalled that ·"it was the easiest work 

in the world".(20) "I did well that day", he told his wife. "I 

16. !ill. 
17. FitzPatrick to Elgin, 26th July 1906. Q3 AILC XIII. 
18. Times, 25th July 1906. 
19. Undated report. Q3 AILC XIII. 
20. ~. 



t d 
,,(21) 

know - and meant 0 0 so • 
FitzPatrick gained a tactical advantage when a questioner 

asked about Indians and the "coloured races" in the Transvaal. 

Suspecting that he did not know the difference between "ordinary 

asiatics, British Indians, Natal Indian coolies and the Coloured 

people of the Cape", FitzPatrick asked the questioner to elucidate. 
(22) 

"Really, I was vicious and wanted only to show the ·ass up", 

he recalled. After his ignorance had been exposed, FitzPatrick 

made "a polite and deferential little speech", offering to meet 

the questioner afterwards, should he then be able to explain what 

it was that he wanted to know. 
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The leading Liberal spokesman was P.A. Molteno, the Cape 

politician. He began by asking what grounds there were for 

believing that, if the mining interest were now again given control 

of the Transvaal, the result would be any different to that which 

had occurred during the past seven years, -when, having "complete 

control", they had "driven out the Whites, filled it with Chinese 

and brought it now to bankruptc1~.(23) FitzPatrick was particularly 

annoyed at this attack from a fellow-South African. He pointed 

out that seven years previously, Kruger had been in power. Then 

there were the war years, when Roberts and Kitchener were in 

control. Then came Crown Colony government and, even when a 

nominated Legislative Council was introduced, only six came from 

the Witwatersrand (in a Council of 30). This could hardly be 

described as the "control" of the TransTaal government by the 

mining industry over seTen years. However, to that extent, he was 

prepared to "accept responsibility" for the policy which had 

greatly increased the White popUlation and led to the expansion 
of industry. 

On the following day, the Progressives addressed a less 

explosive meeting of the South African and Colonial Parliamentary 

Committee, a Conservative organisation. Lyttelton and Milner were 

also present and played a prominent part in the proceedings. fitz

Patrick was the spokesman for the Progressives.(24) 

On July 26th the Times published the memoranda which the 

21. FitzPatrick to his wife, 28th July 1906. A/L I. 

22. 1,lli. 
23. ~. 
24. Times, 26th July 1906. 



. (25) 
Progressive deputation had submitted to the Colonial Off1ce. 

The obvious inference is that this was done to strengthen the 

position of the Progressives by means of an appeal to the British 

public. There is no indication in FitzPatrick's letters as to 

what his motivation was. The fact that it was on this same day 
. (26) 

that the second (written) approach was made to Elg1n would 

suggest that the publication was not the result of a conviction 

that all hope had evaporated. 
The exertions of the Progressive deputation reached their 

peak at the end of July, for it was known that the British 

government's decision would be announced in Parliament on July 
(27) 

31st. By then, approaches had been made to Rosebery, to the 

Duke of Marlborough(28) and to a group of Liberal intellectuals 

which included A. Bryce, A.E.W. Mason and Beveridge.(29) Rudyard 
(30) Kipling agreed to write a poem. In addition, they achieved 

some success in inducing bankers to make representations and in 

arousing the interest of the diplomatic representatives of other 
(31) . colonial governments. But their main effort was concentrated 
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on the Press. Here E.T. Cook (of the Daily News) proved lia real 

hero as before".(32) The editor of the Liberal Westmin.ter Gazette 

allowed FitzPatrick a column and a half.(33) The Times, as we 

have seen, published on July 26th the stateme,nt which had been 

submitted to the government and it was with some satisfactipn that. 

FitzPatrick was able to report that this, together with his speech 

to the Liberal parliamentarians on the 24th was favourably ~ommented 

upon in several London newspapers.(34) 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

The final effort was made on the 30th, when the Times 

~. 
FitzPatrick 

FitzPatrick 
that Rhodes 
to "in case 
known. 

FitzPatrick 

to Elgin, 26th July 1906. Q3 AILC XIII • . 

to Rosebery, n.d. RM FIT LIB VII. Rosebery was told 
had .mentioned his name as one who could be appealed 
of imperial emergency". Rosebery's reply is not 

to his wife, 28th July 1906. A/L I. 

29. Undated report. Q3 AILC XIII. 

30. FitzPatrick to his wife, 3rd August 1906. AIL I. 

31. FitzPatrick to an unknown addressee, 3rd August 1906. AIL IX. 

32. Undated report. Q3 AILe XIII. 

33. Westminster Gazette, 26th July 1906. 

34. FitzPatrick to an unknown addressee, 3rd August 1906. AIL IX. 



published an article by FitzPatrick, summarising the position.(35) 

The fate of South Africa was to be decided on the following day, 

FitzPatrick declared. While he had faith in the Liberal govern

ment's sincerity, he was afraid that the facts and the issues had 
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not been sufficiently clarified. H. had dealt with the constitutional 

questions in detail in the statements which had been published on 

the 26th. A less well-known problem was that of "apportionment of 

representation in the first Parliament". It was of considerable 

importance that this should be done on the basis of the 1905 voters 

roll and not the 1904 census. The Boers favoured the latter because 

they knew that the former excluded many younger persons and 

squatters. The Transvaal British demanded that the voters roll be 

used because it showed an increase in the number of Britons. Two 

proposals had been made for a settlement, the most favourable being 

the 33 - 6 - 30 arrangement. What the British section were entitled 

to was 37 - 7 - 27 (by far the most ambitious apportionment which 

FitzPatrick had so far suggested). 

The report of the West Ridgeway Committee was completed towards 

the end of July. Prior to its formal submission, the recommendations 

were considered by a sub-committee of the Cabinet, which Ridgeway 

attended.(36) The West Ridgeway Committee's formal recommendation 

was an allocation of 34 seats to the Rand, 6 to Pretoria and 29 to 

the rest of the Transvaal (compared with the Cape Town settlement 

proposal, this meant an increase of one seat to the Rand to allow 

for the Speakership).(37) On July 27th, the Progressives were 

asked whether, if the government agreed to acc0pt a compromise 

35 - 6 - 30 distribution, they would "enter into an agreement in 

writing expressing satisfaction with the terms and giving an 

undertaking to co-operate".(38) It was also suggested that it 

might be possible to allow one more Pretoria seat. Not certain 

whether this offer would mean another British seat, FitzPatrick 

cabled Johannesburg.(39) The offer was misunderstood by the 

35. Times, 30th July 1906. 

36. Memorandum by Elgin. C.A.B. 37/83, 69. 

37. Report of the Committee, C.O.879/106, 853, p. 20. 

38. FitzPatrick to an unknown addressee, 3rd August 1906. A/L IX. 

39. FitzPatrick to crhillip~, 27th July 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 



Johannesburg Progressives because FitzPatrick had not made it 
(40) 

clear that it was coupled with the 35 - 6 - 30 proposal. and, 
(41) 

as a result, the offer was not pursued. FitzPatrick was 

doubtful as to whether this would have made any difference, for 

the decision which was finally reached overrode the representations 

which the Progressives had made and also the final recommendation 

of the Ridgeway Committee. It was an allocation of 34 seats to the 

Rand, 6 to Pretoria and 29 to the rest of the Transvaal. As Krugers

dorp rural was at this stage included in the Rand seats (it had been 

included with the rural constituencies in all the previous proposals), 

this final allocation was identical to that which the Progressives 

had refused to accept in Cape Town. 

FitzPatrick blamed the failure of the Progressive deputation 

to make any headway in England upon four things. The first was 

that the Progressive case was weakened by the accusation that they 

had accepted the 29 - 5 - 29 proposal and that the "majority of the 

Progressives" did not support the stand which FitzPatrick had made. 

subsequent to the 33 - 6 - 30 offer. In an attempt to counter this, 

the Progressives produced copies of the letters which had been 

exchanged with the Committee but th~y were ·"threatened" t~at if 

they published them, "the Committee would publish all they had". 

"We were not in a position to face an ultimatum", FitzPatrick 

observed, "and, skating on the thinnest of ice, got all we could 

out of our documents, without actually breaking with the Government. 

They held the cards and could afford to bluff".(42} 

The second explanation for failure, as FitzPatrick saw it, 

was that they had been let down by persons such as Selborne and 

Sir Richard Solomon. This was, perhaps, unfair because Selborne 

.had consistently urged upon the Ridgeway Committee and the British 

government the danger of a handover to the Boers. He ap~ears to 

have genuinely believed that the 33 - 6 - 30 offer was a fair one 

and (as the Progressive deputation knew before leaving South Africa), 

40. Cable from Johannesburg, 28th July 1906. B/A III. 

41. After the misunderstanding had been resolved, Phillips informed 
FitzPatrick that Farrar and Roy were not in favour of the proposal 
because it gave Pretoria another seat and, therefore, weakened 
the position of the Witwatersrand. Phillips to FitzPatrick, 28th 
July 1906. Telegram. B/A III. 

42. FitzPatrick to an unknown addressee, 3rd August 1906. A/L IX. 
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urged acceptance. But FitzPatrick's complaint about Selborne went 

further than thi8' it was that the British government was given 

to understand that the High Commissioner had said that he (and 

the bulk of the Progressives) would be prepared to settle for as 

little as 32 seats for the Rand.(43) In addition, the final 

decision, which did not even give the Rand the extra seat which 

the Ridgeway Committee had recommended, was approved by Selborne 
(44) 

before it was announced • 

FitzPatrick's third complaint was that credibility had been 

undermined by the fact that "various allegations" had been made 

against the 1905 voters roll. In particular, the evidence which 

E.P. Solomon had made was "printed and circulated confidentially 

in Government circles". Solomon had contended that the voters 
. (45) 

roll was itself unreliable, due to 9,000 fraudulent reg~strations. 

In this way, FitzPatrick complained, "those swine, E.P. Solomon, 
. (46) 

Hull, Loveday and others ••• gave the enemy every chance aga~nst us". 

(In fact, the reregistration of voters which now took place prior 

to the 1907 election, proved that the British sector in the Transvaal 

had increased and that, on the basis of "one vote, one value", was 

entitled to a greater number of seats than allocated to it in the 

1906 Constitution). 

The fourth reason which FitzPatrick discerned for failure was 

that Farrar had ruined their case. He told .Phillips confidentially 

that the real reason why better terms had not been obtained was 

that Farrar had "deeply compromised" the Progressives. The British 

government hinted that it had in its possession "certain letters 

and arrangements with George Farrar" and these were among the 

documents which would be released if the Progressives attempted to 

publish their correspondence with the Ridgeway Committee.(47) 

"Suffering under the deliberate injustice of the cutting 
down of the British party's rights, it is not easy to do 
justice to the motives of those who provided the excuse for 
doing it and no doubt, in time, it will be shown that they 
too - or some of them - had their difficulties. At present 
it is difficult to see anything but the fact that it is a 

43: llli. 
44. Hyam, Ope cit., p. 145. 

45. FitzPatrick to an unknown addressee, 3rd August 1906. A/L IX. 

46. FitzPatrick to his wife, 3rd August 1906. A/L I. 

47. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 2nd August 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 



British government here who have cut down British rights 
and that British people out there have in varying degrees, 
and with intentions bad and good, urged, aided or enabled 
them to do it".(4~) 

One oonsolation was that the position had not deteriorated 

since the Ridgeway Committee's offer in Cape Town. Had the 

Progressive deputation not gOne to England, FitzPatrick argued, 

the offer might have been tampered with, to the detriment of the 

Rand. More important, this position had now been obtained without 

the Progressives incurring any responsibility through a formal 
(49) acceptance. There were, also, compensatory . fac,tors, f·or, 

although the Progressives had failed to obtain an improvement 
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on the Cape Town offer, the new Transvaal constitution did: in fact 

contain other provisions upon which the Progressives had insisted. 

For example, it included delimitation according to the number of 

voters in each constituency. Although existing magisterial districts 

were to be retained, they were to be diTided up, where necessary, 

into single-member constituencies, there was to be automatic 

redistribution and, in addition, a nominated Second Chamber for 

the specific purpose of safeguarding British interests.(50 ) 

Another compensation, FitzPatrick observed, was that uwe are 

now on much better terms, having won something l .ike respect and 

consideration by the firmness and moderation shown - shown by all 

our people and Press out there. We haTe brought home to the 

Government the gravity of issues and [Of th~ position and have 

forced them to deal with these in such a way as to give undertakings 

as to the effect of their settlement and thus compel them to help 

us in order to justify their own position and predictions. Had we 

agreed to terms, they would have washed their hands of us; now 

they want to know how they can come outl We remain on to show 
them, as far as we are able".(51) 

Thus, when FitzPatrick was interviewed by the Times, immediately 

after the details of the new constitution had been announced,(52) 

48. FitzPatrick to an unknown addressee, 3rd August 1906. AIL IX. 

49. Cable from Bailey, van Hulsteyn, Chaplin and FitzPatrick, 1st 
August 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 

50. C. 3250 Transvaal Constitution. Letters Patent. 

51. FitzPatrick to an unknown addressee, 3rd August 1906. AIL 'IX. 
52. Times, 1st August 1906. 



he was able to point to positive achievements. If the allocation 

of constituencies had been done according to population (as 

originally proposed by Het Yolk) or, if the population figures 

given by the 1904 census had been strictly adhered to, the 

British section would have fared considerably worse. The 

Progressives would have obtained what they demanded had they not 

been confronted, at a stage when it was too late for them to react, 

with allegations against the 1905 voters roll. "We have stuck to 

the principle of one vote, one value", he declared, "and, having 

got that, it is for the people themselves to say how they will 

use it". 

Too energetic to remain inactive and too concerned to 

relinquish the struggle for a British South Africa in which he 

had been engaged almost continuously for the past eleven years, 

he saw that the battle must now be vaged in South Africa and, 

particularly, in the Transvaal. The policy of the Progressives 

must be to "make the best of the settlement and leave the Boers to 

initiate agitation against those portions to which they will 

obviously Object".(53) At the same time, every effort must be 

made to register British voters in the marginal constituencies 

such as Fordsburg, Vrededorp, South Ger.iston, Krugersdorp Urban, 

Pretoria District and Heidelberg.(54) A detailed study must also 

be made to establish the precise position "in all the uncertain 

parts", so that the Progressive Association would know where to 

make their "best effort".(55) 

"We are going to get a British majority", FitzPatrick declared 

when interviewed by the Times on his return to South Africa to 

resume his mission there. "It will be small, no doubt, but it 

all depends on whether the British allow themselves to be split 

into factions by local or personal considerations".(56) 
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53. Cable from FitzPatrick and others, 1st August 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 
54. Cable from FitzPatrick and others, 8th August 1906. RM FIT 1/3/2. 
55. FitzPatrick to an unknown addressee, 3rd August 1906. A/L IX. 
56. Times, 12th October 1906. 



CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION 

FitzPatrick's most recent biographer considers that "it is 

all too easy ••• to overstress the part he played in South African 

politics". 

"The truth is he was never a politician in the sense that 
it was the be-all and end-all of his existence. He really 
liked politics only when there waa excitement to be had and 
the argument added spice to life. In Parliament he spent 
a great deal of time being bored to tears. He was not a 
good committee man and was inclined to leave details to 
other people. For him enjoyment lay first in political 
battles, particularly at election time, whe·n he would fling 
himself into the cut and thrust of argument, and after that 
in sponsoring some big far-reaching plan that would requi~e 
idealism and cash in equal quantities. He was, of course 
an egoist, who liked to lead rather than follow, with the · 
result that he could rise to great heights of eloquence, 
and carry his audience with him, when he was speaking of . 
some project that he had originated. His imagination was 
always hard at work and it was in this ~u,11ty of mind that 
he outrivalled all his contemporaries". 1 . 
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This impression of a man who appeared only briefly on the 

sidelines of South African politics is basically similar to that 

which has been presented by other historians of the period. Si~ 

Keith Hancock, for example, dismisses FitzPatrick as ·lla pugnaciou~, 

romantic, lovable Irishman who always saw everything in black and 

white and had a great gift for fluent and vivid prose literature, 

or caricature".(2) In Pro·fessor le May's opinion, FitzPatrick was 

little more than Farrar's alter ego(3) and Dr Jeeves refers to his 

"blustering imperialism".(4) 

This study, which concentrates on the period 1895 - 1906, 

argues that none of these judgements is correct and that none of 

these writers has appreciated his qualities as a politician. Nor 

have they perceived the real nature of his ideas or the significanQe 

of his role in politics. 

So far from being "bored with politics", FitzPatrick was 

1. Cartwright, The First South African, pp. 144-5. 
2. Hancock, Smuts: The SangUine Years, p. 272. 

3. le May, Ope cit., p. 182. 

4. A. Jeeves, The Rand Capitalists and the Coming of the South 
African War, p. 14. 



obsessed with it. So far from being "inclined to leave details 

to other people", his careful attention to detail is illustrated 

in the care which he devoted to such matters as the preparation 

of evidence for the Transvaal government's Industrial Commission 

in 1897, the planning of railways in the post-war period, the 

framing of the new Transvaal Precious Stones Ordinance in 1903 

or the representations which the Progressives made to the West 

Ridgeway Commission in 1906. Another example of his concern with 

organisational detail is found in his interest in education. 

Before the war, he was a leading pleader for funds for the 

Witwatersrand Council of Education.(5) In 1905, he pioneered the 

establishment of a public school at Frankenwald (the land was 

donated for this purpose by Alfred Beit) and he was closely 

involved in the establishment of a Technical Institute which was 
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seen as (and became) the basis of a University on the Witwatersrand.(6) 

He found it essential, he told Wernher, that he should serve on 

commissions and Progressive Association sub-committees "to see 

that we are not landed in difficulties".(7) He was, in fact, 

almost alone among the English-speaking Transvaal politicians, 

closely involved in the minutiae of politics. This professionalism 

is again in evidence in his careful collection of information which 

could be of use to him.(8) 

A part of the interpretation of FitzPatrick's personality 

which has obtained acceptance is that he was a follower and not a 

leader. Cartwright is emphatic about this, at least as far as 

Milner was concerned. 

"A man like FitzPatrick", he writes, "needs someone he 
can look up to and admire and Milner was such a man •••• On 
that unforgettable evening beneath the oaks at Newlands House 
Milner acquired a loyal friend whose admiration never wavered. 
Thereafter FitzPatrick t.i,d to model his political thinking 
on Milner's principles".\''J} 

le May implies that FitzPatrick's relationship with Farrar was 
similarly unequal. 

5. See above, p. 119. 

6. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 9th November 1905. A/LB VII. See 
Horton, Ope cit., pp. 36 et seg. 

7. lill. 
8. See above, p. 247. 

9. Cartwright, The First South African, p. 93. 



To some extent, FitzPatrick va8 himself responsible for the 

misconception about his relationship vith Milner. After his first 

meeting with Milner in Cape Tovn at the besinning of 1898 he never 

ceased to enthuse. Returning to the Transvaal, he must have tried 

to convince many people that the new High Commissioner was not as 

weak-kneed as his predecessor had proved during the Raid crisis. 

After the outbreak of var (vhen FitzPatrick was in England), he 

again found himself playing the role of Milner's apologist. In 

the post-var period, folloving his return to the Transvaal at the 

beginning of 1902, his close association with Milner led to his 

being singled out to play the very difficult part of persuading 
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the British Transvalers to support the Milner administration. As 

criticism mounted, so FitzPatrick's defence of Milner became more 

emphatic and, vith it, the impression that he was a hero-worshipper. 

This impression would have been strengthened by FitzPatrick's 

private utterances. In 1904, for ·example, when he was forced to 

go overseas to recover his health, he told his wife that his main ' 

anxiety was that Milner would soon ·leave South Africa. tI ••• I 

shall be very sad the day he goes", he wrote, "and never expect 

to have the same chance of working with, or for, his like. Great, 

really greatS That's what he is!,,(10) The fear that Milner would 

leave . before he could return proved just~f~ed and, in February 

1905, when FitzPatrick learnt of Milner's impending retirement 

from t~e High Commissionership, he wrote an effusive tribute.(11) 

" ••• it would be a graceless and miserable thing to say 
anything so selfish as 'regr·et' ••• there are two things that 
one feels infinitely more strongly and more unselfishly too: 
first, that you have given us more, far more, than ve had 
any right or reason to expect. How you have lasted, I don't 
knowS Second, that you have triumphed •••• When I think of it 
all, the stupendousness of the task, the ignorance, conceit, 
bogus magnanimity and unpreparedness in England; the dis
loyalty, obstruction, folly and weakness of allies, the 
exposure of concrete foundations as sand and sawdust; the 
trickery, jealousy and lying intrigue and abuse; the folly 
and ingratitude, stupidity and impatience of many whose 
best interests and very existence a8 a people you vere 
fighting hard(to)secure; vhen I think of the decision in 
November last 12 to hoid on to the Tery end in the face . of 
inevitable unpopularity, discontent and misrepresentation -

10. WalliS, OPe cit., p. 107. 

11. FitzPatrick to Milner, 22nd February 1905. A/LB VI. 

12. i.e. Milner's decision to return to South Africa when offered the 
Colonial Secretaryship on Chamberlain's retirement. 



all foreseen and frankly faced - well, the splendid triumph 
over all makes my head swim. It seems too wonderful now 
that it is done! Of course the Boers and Bond hate you. 
It is their certificate of your success". 
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In 1925, when Milner revisited South Africa, FitzPatrick 

marked the occasion with another eulogy.(1 3) After giving an 

account of Milner's career, he reminisced about his first meeting 

with Milner and their conversation at Newlands. On that occasion, 

Milner had told him that, although a Liberal in Britain's domestic 

politics, he believed that the Liberals were "hopeless" on Empire 

policy. Because he could not rely on any political Party in 

England, he knew that he ran enormous risks in South Africa. He 

was, however, determined to try, even at the risk of being "broken". 

"It was a revelation", observed FitzPatrick, · t1 of what seemed to be 

the inhuman methods of the political machine •••• Never was a 

judgement more dispassionate, nor one more amply vindicat~d".(14) 
FitzPatrick then recalled how Milner had urged him to agitate for 

franchise rights in the Transvaal (seeking a peaceful settlement 

to the South ,African problem) and how, during the Great Deal 

negotiations, he had done so. He recalled, further, how he had 

consulted Botha on Milner's behalf before Milner agreed to Chinese 

labour and the extent to which Milner was responsible for the 

Transvaal Precious Stones Ordinance. He revealed these facts, he 

wrote, in order to counteract the "unjust judgement" which Milner 

had received in South Africa. He also wished to "make grateful 

acknowledgement to one who, in the minds and hearts of those who 

worked for -him and with him, holds a place which is all his own. 

Kind, wise, patient and helpful to those about him; ever inspiring 

by lofty purpose, high principle and indomitable courage; selfless 

in the service of his country; and surely the most generously 
loyal o£ chiefs". (15) 

Such panegyrics helped to create the impression that Fitz

Patrick was Milner's faithful follower. But, although it is true 

that FitzPatrick admired Milner to the point that he would allow 

no criticism, this was not the result of Milner's dominance over 

13. Lord Milner and his Work, Cape Town, (j92~. 

14. Ibid., p. 11. 

15. ~., p. 18. 
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him. Rather, it was the outcome of a rare meeting of minds. Long 

before FitzPatrick met Milner, he had worked out for himself that 

there was a need to consolidate the forces of British South Africa. 

In the situation of the South African Republic's independence and 

the powerlessness of the Uitlander population there, he believed 

that no progress could be made without the initial assistance of 

the paramount power. In Johannesburg, furthermore, FitzPatrick 

had met few persons who shared his passion for politics. His 

excitement on meeting Milner was, therefore, that of one who had 

at last discovered someone with whom he could communicate. Once 

this contact was made, it was sustained and further stimulated by 

the fact that, in the same way aa they had reached very simiiar 

conclusions about the South African proble. before the war, they 

held similar thoughts about the poat-war settlement. Time and 

again, they discovered that, acting independently, the same 

conclusions were reached. FitzPatrick admired in Milner the 
(16) dispassionate "methods of the political machine" precisely 

because this was a quality which he himself possessed. It enabled 

them both to see to the core of political problems and, having 

done so, to reach conclusions from which they could not be swayed 

by considerations of expediency. And, because their conclusions 

were based upon clear analysis, neither was thrown out of step 

by revelations which they had not foreseen. Both were exasperated 

by persons who did not share this unusual quality and who, adopting . 

a pragmatic approach to politics, did not similarly define their 

objectives and then plot their course. Both, therefore, were 

stimulated and encouraged by contact with the other, particularly 

because such persons are condemned, by the very unusual qualities 

which they possess, to loneliness. In South Africa duri~g this 

time of crisis, when others continually' lost sight of the' goals 

and of the path that had to be followed to these goals, they 

found each other's company and conversation all the more valuable. 

This does not mean that FitzPatrick should join Milner in 

his position as the supposed autocrat who attempted to master-mind 

South Africa's future through the destruction of the Afrikaner 

16. Lord Milner and his Work, p. 11. 
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r controlled both the Ca 1 • __ 

had managed an effective control of the interior.~ut, b 
--------~-----.--.------. ~ ~ 
end of the~nt~ry',_ th~JP~siti~s~e~ed_!xtremel insec~r~e~~T_hi~s ---
was so ar1;.icula;rl,: the Cape _Colon~, wh!.!:~ the Br_~.:~ish_ 

population, always outnumbered ~y the Dut~h} could, be swamped and 
c.,~., --
so lose political control. The fall of Rhod~s and the post-Raid 

f' - --. 

excitement merely undersco~ed this danger. In these cir~mstancest 

the Transvaal became of particular i.portance, for it was obvious 

that it w~s there that the future of Souther~ Africa would be 

decided (a fact which was also appreciated and underst~od bl SmQts ~ 

who, for this reason, went north in 1898). As the Transvaalwith ..... 
its immense resources and markets was in a position to dominate 

the rest. of South Africa, the key question wa~ : who wop}d 

c; ntrol the Transvaal? 

~is~as not a question of the "iaperial factor " or the 

tfdomination of Downing Street" !! the Afrikaner nation. True, --- ~ - - ~ -' -
there werJLjtchemes afoo~ to_ forge soae kind of imp~l federation 

but neither FitzPatrick nor Milner envisaged South Africa as . - ~-- -- -_ ..... -
belonging to an imperial scheme as anything but a.~~l!.~g_participant 

--' 

or a self-governing dominion. Note for example, FitzPatrick's 

i~mediate reaction~the Natal crisis of 1906 17 or ~~ ~~pons8 -_. ---_ .. _-
to the interference of the Do.inions in the Chinese labour debate 

in 11903. From that point of view, FitzPatrick was as concerned 
• 
as was Smuts about Downing Street interference and, like Smuts, 

probably saw that the old idea of Empire (involving British ~) 

had, by 1902, already received a blow from which it was not likely 

to recover. Milner was fully aware of the fa~t that, during his 

Transvaal administration,he was attempting to move against the 

stream of history. He introduced and persevered in the anachronistic 

system of "autocratic" or Crown COlony government only because he 

saw this as being essential in order that the ascendancy of British 

Transvalers in a self-governing Transvaal would be assured. To 

interpret this as a s ruggle De-tween "imperialism" and Afrikanerdom 

confuses the issue; it was a struggle for power between the ~ritish 

or English-speaking elements in South Africa and their Dutch or 

17. See above, p. 289. 
18. See above, p. 241. 



"Afrikaner" or Boer counterparts. 

It was one of the paradoxes of the situation that the 

objective required a period of Colonial Office rule during which 

the British population ot the Transvaal could achieve a numerical 

predominance. This need, which was so keenly appreciated by 

FitzPatrick did not make him an "illperialist". Action by the 

imperial power was needed only in order to end the impasse created 

by Kruger's "minority" government. Nor did this recognition 

n;cessarily make Milner an autocrat by inclination. In fact ; a 

study of the relationship between him and the leading British 

South African politicians reveals that there 'llas no inclination 

to override advice or opposition. On the contrary, he revealed 

a willingness to consult and to give way to pressures. Towards 
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the end of 1899, for example, when the question of the peace 

settlement first cropped up, Milner had no set ideas as to precisely 
( 19) what policies he would follow or what personnel he would emp~oy 

(apart from ensuring the establishment of a British South Africa). 

It was the Uitlanders who, lurking like jackals in Cape Town and 

London, were eagerly planning a peace which would include the 

~poils of office for themselves, the domination of Johannesburg 

in the Transvaal and the domination of the Transvaal over the rest 

of Southern Africa. 

After returning to South Africa in July 1900, FitzPatrick 

played a prominent part in these proceedings. Milner asked him 

to keep an eye on things in Cape Town and also to "sit on" 

returned Uitlanders such as Samuel Evans and Monypenny whose 
(20) · . impatience was running away with them, but. FitzPatriok's role 

was not simply a negative one. Indeed, he took the lead in urging 

certain policies upon Milner. One, for example, was that in the 

peace settlement the rransvaal~a interests should not be threatened 

by. any mistaken generOSity to Natal and pa~ticularly that Kosi Bay 

should be obtained as a lever against Portugal.(21) Another example 

was his insistence in July 1900 that there should be no imperial 

commission of inquiry into the South African native problem.(22) 

19. See above, p. 165. 

20. See above, p. 180. 

21. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 7th March 1902. Q2 A/LB XVII. 
22. See above, p. 184. 



After the establish.ent of his administration in the Transvaal, 

Milner showed a similar approachability. FitzPatrick returned to 

Johannesburg in January 1902 and again was closely associated with 

him. And again, while it is true that a great deal of FitzPatrick's 

energies were drained in pleading the case of the Transvaal govern

ment, this did not mean that he was blind to its faults. He 

accepted that there was a temporary need for a nominated govern

ment and he had no doubt that Milner was the ideal person to head 

it. But, while he advanced the argument that it was necessary -

in the interests of a British South Africa - to tolerate this 

situation, he was acutely conscious of the need to criticise the 

officials and to influence them. "Our general point", he explained 

to Beit, "is that we must,in the interests of all and of harmony, 

have previous publication so as to make departmental heads careful 

and subject them to criticism and the fear of it, to avoid blunders 

and injustice and unworkable provisions and (privately) to post

pone the alternatives which are (a) responsible government which 

would be suicide now, or (b) advisory council which would be made 

up of men already crushed with work or of men who have leisure and 

therefore cannot be the men who are wanted".(23) A striking example 

of FitzPatrick's attitude and proof of his independence from 

Milner is provided by his relentless pursuit of Girouard, despite 
(24) Milner's attempts to shelter him. 

The accusation was often made that Milner's administration was 

unduly influenced by the mining capitalists.(25 ) If it were true, 

this would itself completely negate the view that it was Fitz

Patrick who was dominated by Milner. However - like the over

simplified view that FitzPatrick was Milner's lackey - this 

accusation regarding Milner's government is shallow. There were 

obvious reasons why the idea should have obtained credence at the 

time. It was a fact that FitzPatrick was closely associated with 

Milner. They consulted on numerous occasions. In addition, 

Milner's circle of social contacts in Johannesburg obviously 

consisted almost exclusively of wealthy "capitalists", who formed 

23. FitzPatrick to Beit, 15th ' June 1902. A/LB I. 

24. See above, pp. 218 et seg. 

25. See, for example, R.J. Pakeman, Political Letters from the 
Transvaal; R.L. Outhwaite, Lord Milner's Record (he stated 
specifically that the Transvaal was "controlled by Wernher 
Beit and Co.). 



! a small exclusive set. It could also be argued, at an uninformed 

level, that certain acts of the Milner government appeared to be 

dictated by the interests of the mines. The most obvious examples 

were the negotiation of the modus vivendi agreement in December 
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1901 and the decision to allow the importation of Chinese indentured 

labour in 1904. In the popular mind, these appeared to prove that 

Milner was favouring the capitalists, particularly as, during 1906, 

the returning depression caused unemployed White ·workers to blame 

Chinese labour for their condition. -By mid-1904, furthermore, the 

Boer leaders had re-entered politics, one of their accusations 

against Milner being that he was controlled by the "capitalists" 

and meant to hand the country over to them. The complaints of the 

Boer leaders regarding capitalist influence were soon repeated by 

the leaders of the T.R.G.A •• following its establishment at the 

end of 1904. By early 1906, when FitzPatrick led the Progressives 

into their massive last-minute agitation in favour of the principles 

which were incorporated in the Lyttelton constitution, the T.R.G.A. 

launched a calculated campaign against the capitalists and their 

supposed political ambitions. 

Such accusations were clearly of political origin. The -anti

capitalist cry could be used (and was used) to great effect in the 

Transvaal. It helped to unite the Boers and enabled their l~aders 

to claim that they were not opposed to British influence but to 

foreign exploitation. It was one of the few reasons which the 

T.R.G.A. could advance for its existence and was particularly. handy -

to persons such as Lace and Cullinan who complained that the 

Precious Stones Ordinance of 1903 deprived them of an undue 

proportion of their immense profits. But, while there were many 

reasons why it was profitable to use the anti-capitalist cry for 

political reasons, and while it can be seen why the accusation 

was so readily believed by many who seized upon it as a convehient 

stick with which to belabour the Milner administration, there was 

little justification for it. 

For the few examples which can be produced of Milner having 

given way to the requests of the capitalists, there are many 

which prove the opposite. With the exception of Chinese labour, 

in fact (to which Milner gave'his extremely reluctant approval), 

Milner treated the mining capitalists with anything but favour. 

He had a healthy suspicion of what he called the "gold bugs". In 



1900 he did not give way to the demand for the removal of the 

capital to Johannesburg for the precise reason that this would 

create a situation in which the Johannesburg financiers might 

exert an undue influence on government or might be popularly 

thought to do so. Despite the determined opposition of the mines 

(and of FitzPatrick, who was then President of the Chamber of 

Mines), he refused to budge in his determination to include the 

mines in the Johannesburg municipal area, to collect mining 

licence arrears and to impose a tax of 10% on mining profits. 

It is, furthermore, almost impossible to talk about a 

"capitalist" influence, convenient and enticing as this may be 

as a political interpretation.(26) The capitalists never formed 

a united group for any length of time. Even in pre-war times, 

when it was generally accepted that Kruger's policies ·inflated 

mining costs (as the 1897 Industrial Commission of Inquiry itself 

concluded), it was difficult to keep the capitalists together. 

In the post-war period, this was equally true. When the Chamber 

of Mines displayed unanimity, it was most likely to be, negatively, 
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in opposition to a particular government measure and not, construc

tively, in favour of a particular line of policy. Even the pro

Chinese demand, for example, did not enjoy the total support of 

all the mining leaders. FitzPatrick's refusal to support it until 

mid-1903 makes it impossible, in this case, to speak of a united 

capitalist front. Even the Witwatersrand Native Labour Association -

formed in 1900 to deal with the labour problem on a co-operative 

basis - did not for long retain its unity: by the end of 1906, 

J.B. Robinson had broken away from the Association and in 1907(27) 

he withdrew from the Chamber of Mines itself.(28) Such dissidents 

tended to support the rivals of the Progressive Association if 

only because the Progressives (committed as they were, after the 

f ormation of the Association at the end of 1904, to opposing the 

demand for responsible government) found themselves defending the 

Milner administration at least insofar as it was opposed to the 

26. See D.J. Denoon, "Capitalist influence" and the Transvaal govern-
ment during the Crown Colony period, 1900-6. Historical Journal, 1968. 

27. Selborne to Elgin, 29th October 1906. C.0.879/89, 801 Labour 
question correspondence, p. 227. 

28. Selborne to Elgin, 27th May 1907. C.0.879/94 Affairs of the 
Transvaal, p. 127. 



immediate granting of responsible government. Thus, Robinson 

supported the T.R.G.A.(29) and, by 1906, Scholtz and Langermann 

(who were both associated with Robinson), were supporting !!1 
Volk. (30) - If it is conceded that .ost of the capitalists were not 

politically active and that those who were, were not united, then 

the contention that Milner vas influenced by the capitalists boils 

down to his relationship with FitzPatrick and Farrar, who were 

merely two of the capitalists. Here it should be pOinted out 
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that in no way can the two be said to have been the acknowledged 

spokesmen for the industry as a whole. Farrar headed one of the 

smaller mining groups, the main interests of which were on the 

East Rand, where it managed the East Rand Proprietory Mines. 

According to Creswell, however, Farrar "could not muster 25% of 

the votes" in this group(31) and he was not one of the 8upermagnates. 

In 1897, for example, it was reported .that, unlike the other mag

nates, his interests were still in the Transvaal because ha had 

still to make his fortune there.(32) There were few opportunities 

for him to have rapidly increased his wealth before the short 

Chinese labour boom. Thus, although he was obviously a very 

wealthy man, Farrar did not represent a .ajor mining house, nor 

was he representative of the very wealthy "gold-bugs". 

FitzPatrick was even less representative of the capitalists. 

Although a partner in Ecksteins, he waa junior to Rouliot and 

Phillips and he possessed no personal wealth. Further.ore, he 

cannot be said to have &ngaged in politics at the wish of his firm 

or of Wernher and Beit in London. Both '(ernher and Beit showed 

extreme caution in politics and, although they allowed FitzPatrick 

a fairly loose reign, he certainly did not act under their 

instructions. Thus, before the outbreak of war in 1899, when 

FitzPatrick was closely involved with Milner's strategy of 

concentrating upon a settlement of the franchise question, 

29. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 278. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

See above, p. 309. 

Selborne to Lyttelton, 23rd October 1905. C. 2819 Further 
Correspondence re Labour, p. 6. 

Major E.A. Altham to the Director of Military Intelligence 
February 1897. C.0.879/56 Secret Papers re S.A. RepUblic: 

See Cartwright, The First South African,p. 121. 

8th 
p. 24. 



FitzPatrick's superiors in London (and Rouliot in Johannesburg) 

were arguing that they would have to come to terms with the 

Kruger government.(34) Furthermore, as Dr Mawby has pointed 

out, (35) although the Eckstein partners agreed to follow Fitz

Patrick's lead in supporting the Milner administration during 

1902, by the end of 1903, FitzPatrick had been deserted by his 

partners. 

FitzPatrick 

ment to the 

By 1905 Beit had done so as well and pointed out to 

that his political activities could be an embarrass
firm. (36) 

In the same way as it is ridiculous to portray Milner as 

being controlled or eTen influenced by the capitalists, it is 

equally facile to portray the Progressive Association as the 

"capitalist" party. In the nature of things - and particularly 

because the Pretoria politicians ruggedly persued an independent 

path, the Progressive Association's membership was predominently 
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on the Rand. Thus, it was immediately in danger of being portrayed 

as the "Rand party". When the Party was established at the end 

of 1904, most of the members of its committee were associated in 

one way or another with the mining industry (either as stock

brokers, mining engineers, lawyers who held mining-house retainers, 

or as employees of the mining houses or of the mines which they 

managed). That this was so is understandable and, indeed, was 

unavoidable in view of the fact that the Witwatersrand population 

was in the Transvaal precisely because the mines were there. It 

was also understandable that the Johannesburg community should 

f.ind its political leaders among persons who had achieved prominence 

in business. But this did not mean that the Progressive Association 

was dominated by the capitalists. Indeed, one of the surprising 

things about the Association's com.ittee was that there were so 

few capitalists who openly identified themselves with it. When, 

for example, the Association's Johannesburg committee was elected 

in October 1904, the only persons who were directly associated 

with mining houses, either as employees or as partners, were 

Dalrymple and Webber (of Farrar Brothers), Samuel:··)vans of Ec~steins, 

Chaplin of the Consolidated Gold Fields, and G. Goch of the 

34. See above, p. 146. 

35. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 418. 

36. See above, p. 285. 



(37) 
Metropolitan group. In a coa.itte. of thirty-fi.e, this could 

hardly be said to have giv.n the aining houses an undue proportion 

of influence. Further.ore, although two of the major mining 

houses were represented (Ecksteins and Consolidated Gold Fields). 

the other large concerns were not. Neuaanns, Barnatos, Albus and 

Goerz and Co. held aloof. Bailey associated himself with the 

formation of the Transvaal Responsible Go.ernment Association when 

it was formed in January 1905.(38) Although Bailey susequently 

joined the Progressive Association, played a prominent part in the 

1906 agitation over the constitution and was (with FitzPatrick 
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and van Hulsteyn) a member of the Progressive deputation to England, 

he resigned from the Association in December.(39) Robinson 

identified himself openly with the T.R.G.A. through Langermann.(40) 

Small as the representation of the capitalists was on the 

Progressive Association's executive, it is also remarkable that, 

during this period, there was considerable disagreement between 

them. Particularly, there was a growing tension between Farrar, 

the President and FitzPatrick as Vice-President. FitzPatrick 

recognised that Farrar possessed impressive qualities and, when 

he heard that Farrar had been elected to the presidency,";he accepted 
(41) this with good grace. However, the rift, which dated back to 

their first association on the Reform Committee in 1895, (42) became 

wider and wider. One cause of their disagreement was Farrar's 

tendency to act without prior consultation. This was a temperamental 

defect(43) which helped to create the impression of authoritarianism. 

He and FitzPatrick possessed totally different attitudes towards 

politics. While Farrar was pragmatic and therefore, "unpredictable, 

37. Leader, 30th November 1904. 

38. Leader, 16th January 1905. 

39. Mawby, Ope cit., p. 381. (He was persuaded to rejoin and 
contested the 1907 election). 

40. Leader, 16th January 1905. 

41. See above, p. 256. 

42. In 1909 FitzPatrick recalled that their first disagreement vas " 
over Farrer's attempt to obtain additional Reform Committee members 
merely in order to protect those who were involved in the plot. 
See FitzPatrick to Charles [Mullins!J, 6th September 1909. AlLB VIII. 

43. "If he [!arrer1 would discuss frankly ••• it would be well", Fitz
Patrick told g;rnher (9th November 1905 A/LB VII) "but so often 
he keeps his frankness for unagreed pronouncements after haVing 
secretly matured his plans. Often he has no plan - only an impulse, 
or - as he might say perhaps - an inspiration". 



willing to moderate or adapt his policies for short-term gain, 

FitzPatrick never lost sight of the larger issues. Thus, in 1903, 

when Farrar urged that labour for the mines should receive priority 

over all else and asked FitzPatrick to oppose all additional rail

way construction at the Railway Extension Conference, FitzPatrick 

refused. (44) During the West Ridgeway negotiations, Farrar's 

willingness to accept compromise brought relations between these 

two leading capitalist Progressives to breaking point. In 1909, 

disagreement with Farrar was to cause FitzPatrick to resign his 

position as deputy-leader of the Party.(45) 

An attempt to portray Tranavaal politics in terms of basic 

interest-groupings would have to take into acco~nt the bewildering 

inconsistency of almost all the leading British Trans.aal leaders. 

Bailey's erratic course has been mentioned. In a moment of candour 

Bailey explained his difficulty. "Fitz", he said, "when you make 

up your mind you seem to be perfectly happy and you get more damned 

obstinate e.ery minute. Now, if I .ake up my mind about a thing, 

the first thing that happens is I think I must have made a mistake 

and I get so d-----d miserable, I can't even sleep".(4') 

Another example is found in Quinn. A Johannesburg baker and 

member of the Minicipal Council, he established the African Labour 

League during the anti-Chinese agitation in 1903. A foundation::. 

member of the T.R.G.A. in January 1905, he broke away later in the 

year because he would not tolerate the proposal to co-operate 
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with Het Vo1k. In mid-1906 he lent support to the Progressives' 

constitution agitation by protesting against further delay in 

introducing the new constitution. In 1907 he vas to stand for 

election as an Independent. Perhaps the most puzzling case is that 

of Hull. Although a close friend of FitzPatrick's at least until 

1901, when they .iaited Egypt together, he became one of Milner'. 

severest critics and he and FitzPatrick were then to remain political 

opponents. A further interesting and significant example is R.J. 

Pakeman. He first became associated with FitzPatrick vhen he was 

editor of the Barberton Herald. In 1899, on FitzPatrick's recommen

dation, he became the first editor of the Trans.aal Leader. By 1902, 

44. FitzPatrick to Evans, 19th June 1904. A/LB IV. 

45. FitzPatrick to Farrar, 11th September 1909. ';LB VIII. 

46. FitzPatrick to his vife, 20th June 1906. ';L I. 
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however, he became an outspoken critic of the Milner administration 

and was forc~d to resign, whereafter he became editor of the 

T.R.G.A.'s DailY' Express and a vigorous antagonist of "the 
(47) 

capitalists" .and their supposed influence over the government. 

Similarly, although not a "Britisher", Sir Willem van HUlsteyn 

was closely associated with the Progressive Association and with 

the capitalists (as an attorney who handled Corner House and 

Robinson's business). In 1903, he (assisted by FitzPatrick) 

purchased Land en Yolk in order to create a Dutch Progressive 

newspaper. (48) At the end of 1904 he was one of the founders of 

the Progressive Association and, in 1906, accompanied FitzPatrick 

and Bailey to England as member of the Progressive deputation. 

Despite his business links and social contacts with the capitalists 

and the Progressives, van Hulsteyft was to contest the 1910 election 

as a National Association candidate. 

The suggestion has been made that the key to understanding 

the political behaviour of the capitalists - both before and after 

the war - is to be found in a distinction between "deep-levellers" 

and "outcroppers".(49) Such theories make fascinating reading but 

have little other value. For one thing, . most of the capitalists 

were notoriously unpolitical. For another, the interests of the 

capitalists were so diversified that, while it might be possible 

to generalise to the extent of saying that a miuing house (like 

Ecksteins) was heavily committed to deep-level mining, this did 

not mean that this was the Corner House'a predominant interest -

a point which could be established only be means of an analysis 

of the group's extensive holdings in numerous different gold 

mines, diamonds, coal mines, land and other business enterprises. 

Similarly, although smaller concerns like Neumanns, Albus and 

47. See Mavby, Ope cit., pp. 255 et seg. Pake.an vas the author of 
the pamphlet Political Letters froa the Transvaal, published in 
1904 (a series of letters, reprinted froa the Bloemfontein 
Friend). These exposed Girouard's aismanagement of the Railways 
and severely criticised Milner, vhose policies, Pake.an contended, 
were dictated by his association with the aining interests and 
particularly by "one big House". 

48. Mawby, Ope cit., p.71. 

49. Blainey, Lost Causes of the Jameson Raid, Economic. History ReTiew 
1965. Denoon, "Capitalist Influence" and the Transvaal Govern- ' 
ment during the Crown Colony period, 1900-6. Historical 
Journal, 1968. 



o,.nrA Co. 
GoerzAmay not haTe played the same part in pioneering the deep-

leTels and the deep-deeps, ther could hold large nuabers of shares 

in the subsidiary cOllpanies. Rand Mines, for example, established 

in 1893, was not whollr-owned br Ecksteins, Neullann, Bailer and 
(50) 

Hanau were also large shareholders at the time of flotation. 

What can, perhaps, be discerned in the pre-war period is a 

division between the aining houses which were predominantly 

"British" - or which thought of themselves aa British - and those 

which did not. The Consolidated Gold Fields, for example, founded 

by Rhodes, was staffed almost exclusiTely by Englishmen or English

speaking colonials. Farrar Brothers, or Anglo-French, similarly 

suffered froll no confusion of identification. The position of 

Wernher, Beit and Company was more uncertain. Although both 

Wernher and Beit were German-born and although a large number of 

shareholders lived on the Continent, both Wernher and Beit lived 
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in England and Ecksteins were staffed almost exclusively by Britons. 

Rouliot was a Frenchman and another possible exception was 

Reyersbach, but he emigrated to South Africa in 1894 after having 

worked in the London offices of Wernher Beit and Co. Schumacher, 

despite his name, was Eton-educated and afterwards changed his name 

to ffennell. Br contrast, such firms as Goerz and Co. were not 

only largely German-owned but employed Germans in their Johannesburg 

offices. In this way, there is some justification for portraying 

capitalist divisions under the Kruger regime as being the result 

of national loyalties rather than of difference of interest. Fitz-

! Patrick, for example, referred in 1897 to the "German PartY",(51) 

in which he apparently included Brakhan, Brochan and Luebeck _ 

persons who, following their return to Germany after their terms 

of office in the Transvaal, lapsed into obscurity. 

This is not to suggest that the Johannesburg capitalists 

responded to the dictates of sinister European wirepulling. In the 

final resort, it meana simply that some of the German Randlords 

shook off their identification with Germany. Others did not. It 

must also be pointed out that, like all genera1isationa, this has 

obvious weaknesses. Robinsons, for example, is an exception as a 

"British" mining house. The manager of his Johannesburg office 

was J.W.S. Langermann and one of the partners was N.J. Scholtz (both 

50. Cartwright, The Corner House, p. 131. 

51. FitzPatrick to Wernher, 23rd October 1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. 
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Dutch-speaking Cape colonials). Both before and after the war, 

Langermann and Scholtz pursued independent lines. Similarly, 

although Neumann and Albu headed their own concerns and were 

Germans, they both co-operated at times with FitzPatrick's exertions 

against the Kruger government and, after the war, they were both 

knighted. 
Perhaps the most sensible approach to the problem of the 

political behaviour of the Rand capitalists is not to regard it 

as a problem at all. The Randlords responded to particular 

situations not only as capitalists, with their own · financial 

interests and those of their shareholders at stake, but also as 

individuals. As capitalists, their instinct was to dissociate 

from party-politics as much as possible. As individuals, they 

sometimes became involved, in which case it is as impossible to 

reduce their behaviour to a definite pattern as it is impossible 

in the case of other highly-competitive persons, similar11 engaged. 

There is an obvious danger that a monograph will exaggerate 

the historical importance of its subject. It is the main contention 

of this thesis that FitzPatrick played a central and crucial role 

in South African politics between 1895 and 1906. His rol~ in 

politics has been lost sight of for a number of obvious; reasons. 

One is that, between 1896 and 1899, .he vas pre.ented by the terms 

of his pledge to the Transvaal government from playing an open 

part in politics. Another is that, in the post-war period, illness 

forced him to retire at the moment when he was poised to lead the 

British Transvalers and so attempt to establish a British South 

Africa. A third reason is that, even while he was engaged in 

politics, FitzPatrick's politics became outdated. It vas outmoded 

because his objective "was not reached and, when his opponents 

succeeded where he failed, the idea of British South Africanism 

became more and more hackneyed. In the new era of Afrikaner 

government, it seemed to suggest an association with a "foreign" 

imperial power. The fact of Boer victory in the Transvaal in 1907 

and again in 1910 meant (and no-one appreciated this more than 

FitzPatrick) that the "British party" had to reshape its policy. 

This could be done, FitzPatrick was to argue, by means ot offering 

Boer moderates alternative support to that of their extremists, so 

that they would be able to modify their policies.(52) Thus, 

52. See Wallis, op. cit., p. 142. 



FitzPatrick, no less than Botha and Sauts, abandoned the attempt 

to base politics on sectionalism and concentrated on eliminating 

Anglo-Dutch tension. Sectional politics - the attempt to build 

a Dutch Party or a British Party - belonged only to the short ~ 
period betveen 1902 and 1907, for that vas vhen the battle for 

supremacy vas vaged. Once it was lost, alternatives had to be 

found. 
The central role vhich FitzPatrick played may be seen in 
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his almost-singlehanded attempt to marshall the Uitlander forces 

after the Raid fiasco and, particularly, to unite the mining houses 

in making a concerted move for reform. This , led him, during the 

latter part of 1898, into negotiations with Smuts. At the same 

time, the link which had been forged at the beginning of the year 

with Milner, meant that FitzPatrick was singled out by the High 

Commissioner. Thus, he became the central figure in the Great 

Deal negotiations and, fol10ving their breakdown, in the organisation 

of the Uitlander Council. After the var, his importance vas publicly 

endorsed in his election as President of the Chamber of Mines, in 

which capacity he exerted himself not only in the cause of re

establishing the mining industry but also in rallying the Transvaal 

British behind Milner and in influencing the policies of the post

war administration. As the solitary representative of the mining 

industry vho held out against the Chinese cry, the part vhich he 

played in the decision to a110v indentured Chinese labour was 

again crucial. As member of the nominated Legislative Council in 

1903 and of the Inter-Colonial CounCil, he played a leading part 

in the proceedings, concerning hi.self primarily with basic 

matters such as railway administration and development and the 

Precious Stones Ordinance. Despite his subsequent illness, which 

kept him out of South Africa for nearly two years, he continued 

to influence events in the Transvaal by correspondence. Perhaps 

his most significant achievement during these years was the 

vhittling away of the war debt, a question which had engaged his 

attention from the moment the suggestion was first made in 1900. 
Taking the task upon himself, he was almost solely responsible 

for the moderation of extravagant demands and, although the 1903 
agreement did not contain all that he had hoped for, the offer to 

pay three annual instalments of ten million pounds sade it possible 

to postpone all payments so that, at the end of 1905, a new agree

ment could be reached which merely amounted to a single donation 



to imperial defence. 
Despite his absence from South Africa, FitzPatriok returned 

to take the lead in the last-minute attempt that wa& made to 

influence the Balfour govern.ent and, after the Liberals had come 

into office, it was he who mobilised the Progressives before and 

after the appointment of the West Ridgeway Co.mittee. Farrar was 

the President of the Progressive Association, but FitzPatrick 

could win a show-down in the Association's executive. 

Recognition of FitzPatrick's stature was found in the 

suggestion which Jameson made, while FitzPatrick vas in Cape Town 

in June 1906, that he should leave Ecksteins and take Qver the. 

lead of the British party in South Africa. Jameson . said that he 

himself could not last long "on account of his kidneys" and, as 

for Richard Solomon, Farrar, and the other British leaders, "Who 

will ever trust them with their records?,,(53) Taking up this 

suggestion, FitzPatrick consulted his superiors in London. The 

occasion seemed appropriate because Alfred Beit died on July 16th 

1906, two days after FitzPatrick and the other members .of the 

Progressive deputation·arrived in England.(54) FitzPatrick had 

hoped that Beit's Will would contain provision for a fund _hich 

could be employed for political purposes and, possibly, to enable 

himself to devote all his time to politics.(55) When it did not, 

he discussed the IIl8.tter with Wernher. The result was that, in the 

following year, Wernher established a trust fund which purchased 

Buckland Downs for £50,000 and paid FitzPatrick 10% interest, thus 

providing him with an income of £5,000 per annum.(56) This arrange-

ment, which ended FitzPatrick's association with Ecksteins, vas to 

(

some extent forced upon FitzPatrick by Wernher who had, by early 

1906, already reached the conclusion that his politics vas an 

embarrassment to the firm. 

The battle for political supre.acy in South Afrioa between 

the British ele.ents and the Dutch or Afrikaner elements vas 

fought out against the backdrop of what was already 'being described 

as the "Native problem". The Whites were themselves a minority in 

53. FitzPatrick to his wife, 7th July 1906. AIL 1f46. 
54. FitzPatrick was almost certainly the author of the tribute to 

Beit which appeared in the Times on July 17th. 

55. See Cartwright, The Firat South African, p. 158. 

56. ~., p. 159. 



the land which Briton and Afrikaner fought to control. This was 

not a proble. which engaged .uch of FitzPatrick's attention. He 

was, however, adamant that it could be tackled only be South 

Africans. In Hay 1900 he replied to a letter from the British 

and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society with curtness. 

"I may perhaps be allowed to lIake one suggestion ••• and 
that is that, if you propose to go beyond a general claim 
for justice for the native - if, I lIean, you propose to 
advance claims in detail, it would not be wise to do so 
without the .ost careful examination of the facts on the 
spot or without satisfying yourselves that the native is 
really fit to receive, understand and reasonably exercise, 
to his own advantage no less than to the benefit of the 
country, the rights which you may conceive it proper to 
claim for him. I do not ask you to accept the testimony 
of any particular person or clasa but venture, I trust not 
unwarrantably, to give a word of warning because, as a South 
African, I can vouch for the fact that uninformtg7,dvocacy 
of the native really does aore harm than good". 

Following his return to South Africa, shortly after this letter 

was written, FitzPatrick was emphatic in his discussions with 

Milner that no "iaperial" interference in the native question 

would be tOlerated.(58) In the face of such opposition, enquiry 

was postponed until the first opportunity of establishing an 

inter-colonial commission occured at the Bloemfontein Customs 

conference in 1903. The resulting COllmission, e"ired by Sir 

Godfrey Lagden, recommended in its 1905 report that special 

arrangements should be made for the native franchise. Natives 

should not vote in ordinary elections but should elect their own 

representatives in special constituencies.(59) 
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FitzPatrick was critical of these recolI.endations, as he had 

also been implacably opposed to the 1903 proposal to admit coloureds 
to the Transvaal municipal franchise.(60) 

"I think that the Coamission suggestions do not deal with 
the real point at all", he wrote to Evans froa Kissingen l61) 
"I ' ' .... don t like anI elections, least of all a separate 
parliament. It seems to me that we might agree to a nominated 

57. FitzPatrick to the Secretary, British and Foreign Anti-Slavery 
SOCiety, 29th May 1900. RM FIT LIB V. 

58. See above, p. 184~ 

59. Cd. 2399 Report of S.A. Native Affairs Commission, 1903-5. 
60. See above, p. 222. 

61. FitzPatrick to Evans, 17th May 1905. RM FIT 1/3/1. 



lot of native representatiTes who would be a sort of deputation 
of headmen, to be oalled together when the Nativ. Affairs 
minister wished, much as a natiTe Chief might consult his 
Head Indunas. It could be a coveted position of high honour 
for any natiye to be cr.at.d one of this body and thus one 
might be able to utilise the old tribal syst.m •••• From the 
very start we ought not to encourage the production of popular 
leaders thrown up from the ranks, men who by personal influence. 
character and ability will sway the numbers. If that is 
allowed, we shall som.day have to deal with ~ man who will 
lead them all inst.ad of dealing with scores of petty leaders, 
each ~ealous of the oth.r and dependent upon us for his status. 
I look upon any sort of election as starting on the wrong tack, 
on the incline plane, bound to end in trouble. Of course. 
our biggest question is the natiT. one and the rea11~ appalling 
aspect of it is not the political but the social, the 
bastardisation of South Africa!" 
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Such sentiments must be se.n in their historical context. On 

racial matters, and particularly in regard to Coloureds and Indians, 

British Transvalers were more than intolerant. Despite the urgent 

endeavours of the British governm.nt, no headway at all was made 

with regard to the treatment of Indians in the face of this 

implacable OPPosition.(62) In 1903, Milner's attempt to extend 

C (63) the municipal franchise to oloureda cam. to nothing. A f~rther 

setback for Milner in the fac. of popular pressure was the enactment, 

I 
in 1904, by the Johannesburg Municipal Council of by-laws which 

reserved sidewalks for Whites (excepting only natiTes who held 

"letters of .xellption" and Colour.ds who were "respectably dressed 

and well-conducted"). In this case, the Whit.s were determined to 

guard against the danger "of their women and children being 

jostled off the pavement by unsaToury and ill-aannered coloured 

people". (64) In contrast to this popular racial hysteria, what 

was r.gard.d as .nlightened opinion was little more than a vague 

attempt to reconcile "justice" towards the Blacks with the dominant 
needs of the Whites.(65) 

While he adopted all the ugly attitudes of a White Colonist 

and while he recognised that the "native probl •• " wa. "our biggest 

question", FitzPatrick was not greatly interested in the subject 

62. See Pachai, Ope cit., pp. 24 et seg •. 

63. See above, pp. 221-2. 

64. Selborne to Crewe, 3rd March 1908. C.0.879/97 Affaira in S. 
Africa, p. 284. 

65. As, for example, H. Pim's Th. Mativ. u.stion in South Africa. 
(A pap.r read b.fore th, TranaTaal Philosophical ociety on 
19th March 1903). 



during this period. This ma~ have been because it was then not 

a pressing proble. but would have to be tackled when the immediate 

~nd urgent issues had been settled. Also, he tended to look at 

it - as he looked at all politic.::. - in terms 0 f fundallen tals and 

of likely patterns of evolution. To him it seemed that the likely 

outcome was "bastardisation". He lIay, of course, also have 

considered that the native problem vas of secondary concern because, 

vhen seen against the likelihood of White i •• ilration on a massive 

scale, it vould diminish in importance. Insofar as he did express 

thoughts on the subject, these reveal that like most of his 

contemporaries, he envisaged the further consolidation of exploitative 

White pover. 
FitzPatrick's .ain interest - and this he approached with a 

sense of lIission vhich pushed other unrelated political issues 

into the background - vas with the establishment of a British 

South Africa. But, vhile he pursued this goal remorselessly, it 

does not follov that his approach was inflexible. He adapted 

rapidly to changing circumstances. In 1900, he - like Milner -

believed that there vould be a breathing-space during which a 

dominant British majority could be obtained in the Transvaal. 

When it ~eemed that the race to achieve this before public opinion 

outran economic development was being lost, he sav that the most 

that could be hoped for was a holding operation and that, with an 

unpopular Liberal government in power, even this vould be impossible. 

In these altered circumstances, it vas necessary to concentrate on 

other things; particularly the attainment of "one vote, one value". 

This was, of course, a choice that vas thrust upon hia and a poor 

alternative, but he believed that something must be attempted and 

that "equal rights" vould ultimatel~ produce a British Transvaal 

tand, eventually, a British South Africa) even if, in the short-

run, it produced a Het Volk victor~. 

FitzPatrick was also acutel~ avare of the major veakness of 

the attempt to establish British predominance, oncs, hope of 

achieving this by means of immigration had faded. When the Trans

vaal vas thrust into representative and then responsible government 

before a British preponderance had been secured. such as vould 

allow for the expected divisions in British ranks, this meant that 

British South Africa depended upon the establish.ent of a British 

party. The attempt to create such a part~ laid the British 



Transvalers open to the accusation that they were perpetuating 

racial division. It was a1ao true that the bond of "race or 

loyalty" was a tenuous one. It could be snapped without warning -

as, for example, by an unpopular act of the iaperial government. 

To counteract the first weakness, FitzPatrick argued that it must 

be accepted that politics would be on racial lines. He put forward 

what amounted to excuses: that the cleavage was identical to that 

( " i and reaotiona...v tl )(66) between town and country or between progress Te .~ 

or that it was "natural" for both Boer and Briton to be loyal to 

their own race and traditions. 

Another weakness of FitzPatriok's position was his portrayal 

of his opponents. His conviction that the Boer leaders were 

motivated by a relentless nationalist fervour was not easy, to con

vey to others. It was based upon insight into political minds 

which, though opposed to his, were similar to his own. Because he 

possessed this insight, he was able to pick up clues, which others 

missed, and so become more and more convinced that he had indeed 

got the measure of his adversaries. Thus, ~s soon as the Boers 

began to organise early in 1904, FitzPatrick concluded, that Botha's 

farmers meetings were "history repeating itself". "It is the 

Afrikaner Bond allover again: absolutely political, hopelessly 

irreconcilable! The gaae is to make Milner's administration a 

failure and get rid of him before he lays the foundations of a 

British South Africa throughout".(67) "They are very reasonable 

and loyal to begin with ••• but that is all a blind", he told 

Phillips. (68) In March 1905, he read a report of a speech which 

Smuts had made in Potchefstroom and once again pounced upon it 

as containing further proof. Smuts had adaitted for the first 

time in public that the real aim of the war was "a united nation 

from Cape to Zambesi". "Chalk it up big!" he told Evans.(69) 

Similarly, when Smuts returned from England, having had discussions 

with the new Liberal govern.ent early in 1906, FitzPatri~k was 

quick to spot the new confidence which Smuts had acquired.(70) 

Although FitzPatrick was utterly convinced that he understood 

66. As, for example, p. 202 abOTe. 

67. FitzPatrick to Cox, 13th April 1904. A/LB II. 

68. FitzPatrick to Phillips, 17th April 1904. A/LB II. 

69. FitzPatrick to Evans, 23rd March 1905. A/LB VI. 

70. See above, p. 286. 
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hi.s opponents tit was not eas,. to persuade doubters. At the best Of 

times, it is difficult to prove the existence of a nationalist 

movement because this depends upon the imputation of motives. 

Recourse must also be made to historical parallels and this also 

has the weakness that . it can be responded that the particular case 

is an exception. In the Transvaal, it must have been particularly 

difficult to sell the idea of Afrikaner nationalism. Man,. 

Britishers had very little contact with their Boer or Afrikaner 

fellow-citizens. In addition, many were recent arrivals and had 

no experience of either the Cape's Afrikaner Bond or of Kruger's 

regime. Most important, Botha and Smuts were careful to project 

an image of moderation and, in the company of British Transvalers 

at any rate, flatly denied that their ambitions were such as 

FitzPatrick portrayed them. 
The election of 1907 was to prove that FitzPatrick's attempt 

to unite the Transvaal British vas impossible. At the end of 

1906 there were indications enough. Apart from the rift at the 

top level in the Progressive Association, there was the fact of 

the formation of the Transvaal National Association in October 

which widened the opposition of the T.R.G.A. (dissol.ed in June) 

with the addition of persons such as Harry Solomon, Creswell and 

HUll.(71) The Pretorians showed every sign of continuing their 

individualistic behaviour.(72) As a Part,., closely identified in 

the public mind with Johannesburg'. mining interests, it vould 

also be very difficult to win votes in the rural areas. The future 

support of Labour, carefull,. cultivated during this period, was 

unpredictable. From this it might be argued that FitzPatrick 

failed to read the signs and that his expressed optimism at the 

end of 1906 was a measure of his failure to appreciate the weak

nesses of his position and the extent to whioh these could be 

exploited by an opponent of Smuts's astuteness. Such a view 

ignores two things. The one is that, as a politician, FitzPatrick 

could not be expected publicly to express doubts about the success 

of the campaign which he vas about to lead. The other is that. 

at the end of 1906, he was again realist enough ;.to see that there 

was no alternative. He was forced to enter battle on a field which 

71. Mawby, Ope cit., pp. 298-9. 

72. !ill. 



was not of his choice and on term. that were unfaTourable. To 

him this did Dot mean - aa it did to .. n1 others - that the 

battle should not be fought. 

FitzPatrick has been described as "the first South A.frican". 

This description begs a number of questions. If the term I·South 

African" can be defined in its contemporary sense, it would have 

to be considered whether there were others before him who thought 

as he did. One thing, howeTer, ia clear: he was certainly not 

a South African in a mo4arn aense and to de.cribe him in such 

terms completely obscures the essential nature of his thought and 

of his political mission during his period. A.lthough he could 

understand Dutch, he was not bilingual.(73) While he, like many 

others, identified hiaself with Africa and deToted himself to the 

task of establishing a united South Africa, he could still speak 

about England as "home". This wall because, for him, there was 

no contradiction. A Transvaal-dominated British South Africa, 

such as he envisaged, would b. part of a British community •. While 

it controlled its own affairs, it could still associate with this 

larger, loosely-organised fraternity. To him it was unthinkable 

that Britishers should not do this, for, although they might live 

in different parts of the world, their interests were inseparable. 

He is thus best described, as he thought of himself. He was a 

British South African. 

73. FitzPatrick admitted this in his letter to Wernher, 15th 
November 1897. Q2 A/LB XVII. 
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n.d. 
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Supplementary, 1895 - 1906. 

C.O. 527/1 - 16 Intercolonial Council, Original; 
Correspondence, 1904 - 06. 

c.o. 291/27 - 142 Transvaal, Original Correspondence, 
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c.o. 510/5 - 9 Transvaal,Register of Correspondence, 1901 _ 
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The Papers of Sir J. Percy FitzPatrick at Amanzi, Uitenhage, 
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of Sir Percy FitzPatrick, TSS, 1956. 

Fi tzPatrick Papers in the Rand Mines Collection., the Corner 
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Letters from F. Edmund Garrett to Agnes Garrett. British 
Museum, ADD 45929. 
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III PRINTED PRIMARY MATERIAL 

(i) Published Collections of Papers 

Head1am, C. (ed.) The Milner Papers: South Africa. Two 
vo1s. London, 1931 - 3. 

Milner Viscount A. The Nation and the Empire, being a 
collection of Speeches and Addresses. London, 1913. 

Lewsen, P. '(ed.) Selections from the Correspondence of 
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Correspondence, 1884 - 1902. 
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South African History. London, 1918. 

Scholtz, G.D. Die Oorsake van die Tweede Vryheidsoor1og, 
1899 - 1902, 2 vo1s. Johannesburg, 1947. 

Leyds, W.J. Papers. Eerste Versameling, 1899. Amsterdam, 1938. 
Tweede Versame1ing, 1899 - 1900. 1930. 
Derde Versameling, Correspondentie, 1900. 1931. 
Vierde Versameling, Correspondentie, 1900 - 2. 1934. 

du Plessis, J.S. (ed.) President Kruger aan die woord: 
verkiesings manifestie, intreedes en toesprake van President 
S.J.P. Kruger. Bloemfontein, 1952. ' 

Engelbrecht, S.P. Paul Kruger's Official Letters. Pretoria, 
1925. 

From Manifesto to Trial. A full history of the Jameson 
Raid and the Trial of the Members of the Reform Committee 
and of Dr Jameson and his staff. (Reprinted from the 
Star, 1896). Republished, Pretoria, 1970. 

(ii) Newspapers and Periodicals 

a) Newspapers 

South African 

The Star, 1889 - 99, 1902 - 06. 
The Transvaal Leader, 1903 - 1906. 
The Transvaal Critic, 1896 - 99. 
The Rand Daily Mail, 1902 - 06. 
The Standard and Diggers News, 1895 - 1900. 
The South African News, 1900. 
The Johannesburg Times, 1897 - 09. 
Rand Ratepayers' Review, 1904 - 05. 
The Transvaal Review, April - July, 1905. 



The Transvaal Advertiser, 1904 - 07. 
The Daily Express, July - Oct. 1905. 
Land en Volk, 1904 - 06. 

British 

The Times, 1895 - 1906. 
The Westminster Gazette, 1906. 

b) Periodicals 

The Fortnightly Review, 1899 - 1900. 
The Nineteenth Century, 1899. 
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The New Review, 1896. 
The South African Mining Journal, 1891 - 4, 1896 - 9, 

1900 - 6. 

(iii) Official Government Publications 

a) British Parliamentary Papers 

1895 LXXI (385) The Grievances of Indian Subjects in the 
South African Republic, Sept. 1895. 

1896 LIX (380) Jameson Raid, -August 1896. 

1896 LIX (C.7933) Jameson Raid, 1895 - 6. 

1896 LIX (c.8063) Jameson Raid, 1896. 

1896 LIX (C.7946) British Indians in the South African 
Republic, 1895. 

1896 LIX (C.8159) The commandeering of British subjects and 
the visit of the High Commissioner to 
Pretoria, 1894. 

1896 LIX (C.8164) Correspondence relating to the retirement 
of Sir J. de Wet, British Agent, 1896. 

1897 IX (64) Report of the Select Committee on the 
Jameson Raid, 1897. 

1897 LXII(C.8346) Correspondence relating to the imprisonment 
of Davies and Wools-Sampson. 

1897 LXII(C.8380) Report of the Select Committee of the Cape 
Legislative Assembly on the Jameson Raid. 

1897 LXII(C.8404) Despatch relating to the South African 
Republic's Claim for damages, Feb. 1897. 

1897 LXII(C.8423) Further Correspondence relating to affairs 
in the South African Republic, 1895 - 7. 

1897 LXII(C.8434) Papers relating to the interpretation of 
Article II of the Anglo-Portuguese 
Treaty of June 1891. 

1897 LXII(C.8474) Papers relating to the closing of the 
drifts of the Vaal River, 1895. 

1897 CI (C.8308) Accession of the South African Republic 
to the Geneva Convention. 

1897 (C.8596) Proceedings of the Colonial Conference, 
1897. 

1898 LX (C.8721) Further Correspondence relating to the 
South African Republic, 1897. 



1899 LXIV(C.9093) 

1899 LXIV(C.9317) 

South African Republic: report on trade, 
commerce and goldmining. 

Correspondence relating to the explosives 
monopoly in the South African Republic. 

1899 LXIV(C.9343) Correspondence relating to the claim for 
Raid damages, 1897 - 9~ 

1899 LXIV(C.9345) Papers relating to the complaints of the 
British subjects in the South African 
Republic, 1897 - 9. 

1899 LXIV(C.9404) Correspondence relating to the 
Bloemfontein Conference. 

1899 LXIV(C.9415) Further Correspondence relating to the 
proposed political reforms in the 
Transvaal. 

1899 LXIV(C.9518) Further eorrespondence relating to 
proposed political reforms in the 
South African Republic. 

1899 LXIV(C.9521) Further Correspondence relating to 
political affairs in the South African 
Republic. 

1899 LXIV(C.9530) Further Correspondence relating to 
political affairs in the South African 
Republic, Oct. 1899. 

1899 LXIV(C.9507) Correspondence relating to the status of 
the South African Republic, 1898 - 9. 

1900 XLIX(C.277) Return of military forces in South Africa. 

1900 LVI (C.121) Further Correspondence relating to 
affairs in South Africa. ' 

1900 LVI (C.261) Further Cor~espondence relating to 
affairs in South Africa, July 1900. 

1900 LVI 723 (Cd.369) Correspondence relating to the recent 
political situation in South Africa. 

1900 LVI 787 (Cd.18) Correspondence relating to the despatch 
of Colonial military contingents to 
South Africa. 

1900 LVI 595 (Cd.420) Further Correspondence relating to 
affairs in South Africa. 

1901 XXIV 23 (Cd.626) Report of the Land Settlement CommiSSion, 
South Africa, Oct. 1900. 

1901 XXIV 47 (Cd.627) Report of the Land Settlement Commission. 

1901 XXXV 1 (Cd.623) Report of the Transvaal Concessions 
165(Cd.624) Commission. 
437(Cd.625) 

1901 XLVIII 1(Cd.714) Papers relating to certain legislation 
of the late South African Republic 
affecting natives. 

1901 XLVIII 125(Cd.628) Report by Sir David Barbour on the 
finances of the Transvaal and Orange 
River Colony, March 1901. 



1901 XLVII (Cd.547) Correspondence relating to South 
Africa, 1900 - 1. 
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1902 LXVI 451(Cd.1299) Papers relating to a conference 
between the Secretary of State for the 
Colonies and the Prime Ministers of the 
Self-governing Colonies, June - Aug. 1902. 

1902 LXVII 1 (Cd.903) Further Correspondence relating to 
affairs in South Africa. 

1902 LXVII 213(Cd.1163) Further Correspondence relating ~o 
affairs in South Africa. 

1902 LXIX 495(Cd.904) Papers relating to legislation 
affecting natives in the Trans,vaal, 
1900 - 2. 

1902 LXIX 389(Cd.1284) Papers relating to an interview 
between the Secretary of State and 
Generals Botha, de Wet and de la Rey. 

1902 LXIX 413(Cd.1329) Correspondence relating to the 
appeal of the Boer generals to the 
civilised world. 

1903 XLVI (Cd.1463) Further Correspondence relating to 
affairs in South Africa. 

1903 XLV 103(Cd.1640) Minutes of proceedings of the South 
African Customs Union Conference held at 
Bloemfontein, March 1903. 

1903 XLV 87(Cd.1599) Draft Customs Union convention agreed 
to at Bloemfontein, March 1903. 

1903 XLV 125(Cd.1552) Papers relating to the finances of 
the Transvaal and Orange River Colonies. 

1903 XLV 247(Cd.1551) Papers relating to the progress of 
. administration in the Transvaal and 

Orange River Colonies. 

1903 XLV 455(Cd.1553) Further papers relating to the progress 
of administration in the Transvaal and 
Orange River Colonies. 

1903 XLV 501(Cd.1641) Papers relating to the Intercolonial 
Council in South Africa. 

1903 XLV 625(Cd.1683) Correspondence relating to the proposal 
to employ Indian coolies under indenture 
on railways in the Transvaal and Orange 
River Colony. 

1903 XLV 579(Cd.1684) Despatch from the Governor of the 
Transvaal relating to the position of 
British Indians. 

1904 XXXIX 137(Cd.1894) Reports of the Transvaal Labour 
225(Cd.1896) Commission, 1903. 
283(Cd.1897) 

1904 LXI 163(Cd.2103) Census returns of British South 
Africa, 1904. 



1904 LXI 

1904 LXI 

1904 LXI 
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1(Cd.1844) Report of H. Birchenough on the present 
position and future prospects of British 
trade in South Africa. 

213(Cd.1895) Further Correspondence relating to 
affairs of the Transvaal and Orange 
River Colony. 

591(Cd.1898) Telegraphic Correspondence relating 
to the Transvaal Labour Importation 
Ordinance. 

1904 LXI 609(Cd.1899) Further Correspondence relating to 
the Transvaal Labour question. 

1904 LXI 633(Cd.1941) Further Correspondence regarding the 
Transvaal Labour question. 

1904 LXI 731(Cd.1986) Further Correspondence relating to the 
Transvaal Labour question, March 1904. 

1904 LXI 753(Cd.2026) Further Correspondence regarding the 
Transvaal Labour Importation Ordinance, 
March 1904. 

1904 LXI 817(Cd.2102) Correspondence relating to the finances 
of the Transvaal and Orange River Colony. 

1904 LXI 875(Cd.2104) Correspondence relating to affairs in 
the Transvaal and Orange River Colony, 
July 1904. 

1904 LXII 39(Cd.2025) Correspondence relating to conditions 
of native labour employed in Transvaal 
mines, May 1904. 

1904 LXII 209(Cd.1945) Correspondence respecting the 
introduction of Chinese labour into the 
Transvaal, Feb. 1904. 

1905 LV 69 (2399) Report of the South African Native Affairs 
Commission, 1903 - 5. 

1905 LV 70 (Cd.2400) Despatch transmitting Letters Patent 
and Orders in Council providing for 
constitutional changes in the Transvaal, 
April 1905. 

1905 LV 201 (2482) Further Correspondence relating to affairs 
in the Transvaal and Orange River Colony, 
May 1905. 

1905 LV 623 (2479) Papers relating to constitutional changes 
in the Transvaal, April 1905. 

1905 LV 405 (2401) Further correspondence relating to labour 
in the Transvaal mines. 

1905 LV (2563) Further correspondence relating to affairs 
in the Transvaal and Orange River Colony, 
July 1905. 

1905 LVI 1 (2!39) Correspondence relating to the position of 
British Indians in the Transvaal, Aug. 1904. 

1906 LXXX 755 (114) Return of gold output of Transvaal mines 
for previous five years. 
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1906 LXXX 205 

1906 LXXX 301 

1906 LXXX 315 

1906 LXXX 503 

1906 LXXX 891 
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Return of the crimes committed by 
Chinese labourers since June 1905. 

(2786) Further Correspondence relating to 
labour in the Transvaal mines, Dec. 1906. 

(2788) Further Correspondence relating to 
labour in the Transvaal mines, Jan. 1906. 

(2819) Further Correspondence relating to 
labour in the Transvaal mines, Feb. 1906. 

(3025) Further Correspondence relative to 
labour in the Transvaal mines, July 1906. 

(2823) Letter of instructions to the Chairman 
of the Committee appointed to inquire 
into and report upon ••• the future con
stitutions of the Transvaal and Orange 
River Colony, March 1906. 

1906 LXXX 779 (3028) Further Correspondence relative to 
affairs in the Transvaal and Orange 
River Colony, July 1906. 

1906 LXXX 713 (3250) Transvaal Constitution, 1906. 
b) Colonial Office Confidential Print 

c.0.879/42 488 1894 Constitution of the South African 
Republic; memorandum by Sir J.A. de Wet. 

879/44 501 1895 South African Republic; disturbances; 
correspondence. 

879/45 505 1895 South African Republic; disturbances and 
general affairs; further correspondence. 

879/45 511 1895 Closing of Vaal River drifts; confidential 
correspondenoe. 

879/46 516 1896 A,fairs of South African Republic; 
further correspondence. 

879/48 526 1896 South African Republic; report of trial 
of reform prisoners. ' 

527 1896 South African Republic; disturbances; 
South African Republic Green Book No. 1 
of 1896 (translation). 

879/49 536 1897 South African Republic affairs; further 
correspondence. 

879/51 543 1897 South African Republic affairs; further 
correspondence. 

879/54 568 1898 South African Republic; report on 
finances of 1897 by Mr Fraser. 

879/55 571 1898 Affairs of South African Republic; furthe r 
correspondence. 

879/56 487 1894 South African Republic; position of 
British subjects and proposed amendment 
of Convention of 1884; Correspondence. 
(Secret White Book). 

508 1895 Delagoa Bay Railway: memorandum by Mr 
Fiddes. (Secret White Book). 
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514 1896 South African Republic: proposed visit 
of President Kruger to England; 
correspondence. 

518 1896 Case against the South African Republic 
by Mr Fiddes. (Secret White Book). 

532 1894 Affairs of South African Republic; 
secret correspondence. 

557 1898 South African Republic; secret 
correspondence. 

561 1898 Case against the South African Republic; 
memorandum by Mr Lambert. 

572 1899 Affairs of South African Republic; 
secret correspondence. 

879/59 590A 1899 South African Republic; comparison of 
proposals at Bloemfontein Conference 
between President Kruger and Sir A. Milner. 

595 1899 South African Republic; claim to 
suzerainty memorandum in connection with 
recent events. 

596 1899 Do. Recent franchise negotiations; 
memorandum. 

597 1899 Do. Immediate occasion of the war; 
memorandum. 

598 1899 Do. Introduction to No. 596. 

600 1899 South African Republic affairs; further 
correspondence. 

879/60 603 1899 South African Republic; index to 
parliamentary papers connected with the 
history of the Transvaal from 1881 to 
October 1899. 

604 1899 Claims arising from war in South Africa; 
correspondence. 

605 1900 Contraband of war; correspondence. 

879/61 606 1899 War with the South African Republics; 
correspondence. 

879/62 628 1899 Treatment of natives in the South African 
Republic; correspondence, 1895 - 1899. 

629 1899 War with South African Republics; 
diaries of the Governor of Natal and the 
High Commissioner for South Africa, from 
the outbreak of war to September 1900. 

879/63 608 1900 War in South Africa; telegraphic 
correspondence. 

611 1900 Affairs in South Africa; secret 
correspondence. 

625 1899 Correspondence found at Bloemfontein on 
occupation by the British, 1888 - 99. 

879/64 634 1900 War with South African Republics; 
further correspondence. 



879/65 635 1900 Organisation of South African 
Constabulary; correspondence. 

879/66 644 1900 War with South African Republics; 
further correspondence. 

879/68 657 1900 War with South African Republics; 
further correspondence. 
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879/70 662 1900 War in South Africa; correspondence. 

663 1900 Do. 

664 1901 Do. 

879/71 665 1901 Do. 

666 1901 Do. 

667 1901 Do. 

668 1901 Do. 

879/72 669 . 1901 Do. 

680 1901 Do. 

879/73 636 1901 South Africa; telegrams. 

650 1901 South Africa; secret correspondence. 

879/74 681 1902 Affairs in South African; further 
correspondence. 

682 1902 Do. Telegrams. 

879/75 688 1902 Transvaal and Orange River ,Colony; 
present financial position; memoranda 
by Mr Lambert and Mr Just. 

690 1902 Transvaal; proposed guaranteed loan. 

879/76 693 1902 War in South Africa; further 
correspondence. 

879/77 699 1902 Affairs in South Africa; further 
correspondence. 

700 1902 Transvaal and Orange River Colony; notes 
on proposed guaranteed loan and war 
contribution by Sir M. Ommanney. 

879/78 705 1902 Affairs in South Africa; further 
correspondence. 

879/79 708 1902 Tour of Boer generals in Europe, 1902. 
Correspondence. 

714 1902 South Africa', affairs; further 
correspondence. 

879/80 721 1904 South African labour question; 
correspondence. 

879/81 725 1903 Transvaal and Orange River Colony; 
Intercolonial council Order in Council. 

726 1903 South African affairs; further 
correspondence. 

728 1903 Do. 

732 1903 Do. 

1 
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879/82 734 1903 Transvaal; proposal to import Asiatic 
labour for Transvaal mines; memorandum 
by Mr Just. 

735 1903 Transvaal; proposed importation of 
Asiatic labour. 

879/83 739 

879/84 744 

879/85 752 

755 

1904 South · African affairs; further 
correspondence. 

1903 Transvaal; Asiatic labour; memorandum 
by Mr Fiddes. 

1904 Position of British Indians in the 
Transvaal; memorandum by Mr Malcolm. 

1904 South Africa; labour question; further 
correspondence. . . 

757 1904 South African affairs; further 
correspondence. 

761 1905 South Africa; labour question; further 
correspondence. 

762 1905 South African affairs; further 
correspondence. 

879/88 779 1905 South Afrioan affairs; further 
correspondence. 

879/89 796 1905 Transvaal Constitution; memorandum. 

796A 1905 Do. Addendum to memorandum. 

796B 1905 Constitution; memorandum. 

796C 1905 Transvaal constitution; memorandum 
by Mr Graham. 

797 1905 Chinese Labour; question of its 
continuance: Memorandum. 

798 1905 Do. 

799 1906 Transvaal and Orange River Colony; 
Intercolonial Council; memorandum. 

800 1906 South African affairs; further 
correspondence. 

801 1906 Labour question; further correspondence. 

879/90 715 1903 South Africa, affairs; further 
correspondence. (Secret). 

716 1903 Telegrams. 

743 1904 South Africa, affairs; telegrams. 

747 1904 South Africa, affairs; secret 
correspondence. 

760 1905 Do. 

765 1905 Telegrams. 

879/91 804 1906 Transvaal Constitution as established 
by Letters Patent. Note by Mr Churchill. 

808 1906 Question of a second chamber; 
memorandum by Mr Just. 



879/91 809 1906 Question of a second chamber; 
memorandum by Mr Just. 
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810 1906 Introduction of Chinese labour into 
South Africa; history of the proceedings. 

811 

812 

813 

1906 Transvaal situation; letter from Sir 
A. Lawley. 

1905 State of South Africa; memorandum 
by the Earl of Se1borne. 

1905 Constitution of Transvaal and Orange 
River ~olony; Intercolonial council; 
War contribution; memorandum by the 
Earl of Se1borne. 

814 1905 Education question; memorandum by the 
Earl of Se1borne. 

815 1906 Transvaal constitution; further 
rema~ks by Mr Just. 

879/92 817 1906 Transvaal constitution question; 
memorandum by Mr Churchill. 

818 1906 Transvaal constitution; question of 
a second chamber; memorandum by Mr 
Graham. 

819 1906 War contribution loan; memorandum by 
Mr Just. 

821 1906 Transvaal and Orange River Colony; 
future constitution of Intercolonial 
council. 

823 1906 Transvaal constitution; summary .of 
reasons influencing the decision of the 
Cabinet Committee by Mr Churchill. 

824 1906 Chinese . labour in ,Transvaal; state
ment by Major Seely, M.P. 

825 1906 Chinese labour; memorandum by Mr Just. 

826 1906 South Africa; situation; letter from 
R. Jones to Baron de Reuter. 

827 1906 Transvaal; list of members of 
Johannesburg Town Council. 

828 1906 Minute on Chinese labour by Mr Keith. 

829 1906 Memorandum on Chinese labour by Mr 
Just. 

830 1906 Do. 

837 1906 Memorandum on Transvaal constitution 
by Mr J.C. Smuts. 

837A 1906 Memorandum by Mr Graham on Mr Smuts's 
memorandum. 

838 1906 Memorandum by Mr L.H. Courtney on 
Transvaal constitution. 

840 1906 Memorandum on Transvaal constitution. 
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879/93 851 1906 Memorandum, on Transvaal constitution 
by Mr FitzPatrick. 

857 1906 A.endments proposed by Sir R. Solomon 
to Draft B. of Letters Patent. 

858 1906 Memorandum for Cabinet on draft 
Letters Patent. 

863 1906 Memorandum by Mr Churchill on War 
Contributions Loan. 

879/94 866 1907 South African affairs; further 
correspondence. 

c) Transvaal Government Papers 

A. Staats Courant Zuid Afrikaansche Republiek, 1896 - May 1900. 
B. Republican Green Books, 1895 - 99. 

1896/1 Correspondentie van de Zuid-Afrikaansche 
Republiek met be trekking tot de Beroeringen 
in den Aanvang van 1896. 

1896/2 Stukken be trekking hebbende op den inval van de 
Troepen der B.S.A. Co. in de Zuid Afrikaansche 
Republiek bijeenversameld door het departement 
van den Staatsprocureur. 

1897/11 Rapport van het Hoofd van Mijnwezen ••• over het 
jaar 1896. 

1898/1 Correspondentie met be trekking tot de Hoog
gerechtshof-Kwestie in zake het Toetsingsrecht. 

1896/16 Rapport van het Hooft van Mijnwezen ••• over het 
jaar 1897. 

1899/1 Correspondentie van de Zuid Afrikaansche 
Republiek met betrekking tot die Kwestie van 
Asiatische Gekleurde personen. 

1899/4 Notulen der Verrichten van de Conferentie op 
31 May 1899 en volgende dagen to Bleomfontein •••• 

1899/5 Verdere Correspondentie van de Zuid Afrikaansche 
Republiek met betrekking tot Eenige Wet ten en 
Traktaten in verband met de Conventie van 
London van 1884. 

1899/8 Correspondentie van de Zuid Afrikaansche 
Republiek met be trekking tot de Kaapsche 
Kleurlingen in de Republiek. 

1899/9 Correspondentie govoerd tusschen de Zuid 
Afrikaansche Republiek en het Britsche 
Gouverment in zake stemrecht, Uitlander
verteenwoordiging enz. 

1899 Staatsalmanaak. 

Memorandum on the present aspect of the foreign 
affairs of the Transvaal, Pretoria, May 1899. 

C. Papers of the Transvaal Colony 

Minutes of the Executive CounCil, 1903 _ 4. 
Minutes of the Legislative CounCil, 1903 - 6. 



Votes and Proceedings of the Legislative Council, 
1903 - 6. 

Report and proceedings of the Select Committee 
appointed to consider Clause 25 and Chapter V of 
the Precious Stones Draft Ordinance, 1903. 

Census of the Transvaal, Preliminary Report, 1904. 

d) Papers of the Intercolonial Council 

Minutes of Confidential Sessions, 1903 - 4. 

Minutes of Public Sessions, 1903 - 7. 

Report of the General Manager of Railways for the six 
months ended December 1903. 
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Report of a Commission appointed by His Excellency the 
High Commissioner to inquire into and report upon the 
organisation and administration of the Railways, 1908. 
(In Milner Papers). 
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