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I expect that you have the pre—Protectorate situation clear in your mind. 

Here you have this large area, a moderate depression in the southern 

African plateau, a flattish steppe covered by sparse grass and thornbush, 

with hills and rather more attractive country on the eastern side. 

Ngamiland lies in the north—west. 

 

Until about the middle the 18th century this region was inhabited in the 

east and centre by Bushmen and by the first Bantu immigrants, the 

Kgalagadi. In Ngamiland and the Chobe valley the Bantu inhabitants were 

Yei, Mpukush and Subia, whose ethnic affinities are Zambezian. They were 

the first ancestors of the eponymous tribes of today. 

 

About 1740 the Tswana crossed the Limpopo from the western Transvaal and 

settled at Mochudi, some 20 odd miles from the present capital of Botswana, 

Gaberones. From there they spread, split into three and ultimately four 

independent tribes. During the 19th century other tribes came in from the 

Transvaal and so you have the inhabitants of modern Botswana. To these must 

be added the people in the Tati and northern Ngwato country. Some are of 

Tswana extraction but most are related to an important branch of the people 

of Rhodesia. 

 

I will not take up your time recapitulating material that I am sure is 

already familiar to you, but I will try to picture in a sentence or two the 

situation as I see it before the Protectorate was declared. 

 

From the Cape colony, through Griqualand, skirting the Transvaal and up 

through Bechuanaland, ran the so—called missionaries' road or trade route. 

Its importance was simply that it was the easiest, and during the 19th 

century the only practicable road to the interior. Along the road lived a 

number of Tswana tribes who in the course of the 19th century came under 

the influence of the missionaries Of the London Society, whose first base 

was Kuruman in southern Bechuanaland. 

 

East Of the road were the Boers, pastoralists mainly of Dutch extraction, 

fiercely independent and self-sufficient, with an insatiable appetite for 

land, and not so much contemptuous of native rights in land as oblivious of 

them. 

 

Several groups of people were conscious of the importance of the road. 

First, the missionaries, who used it as access to their field of 

proselytization and who were as jealous of the tribesmens' independence as 

were the tribal chiefs. Next, the Boers. They regarded the whole interior 

as their natural field of expansion and had no tender feelings towards the 

powerful chiefs who dominated the road of access to that field. Finally 

certain Cape interests, represented by the financier and politician, Cecil 

Rhodes, who regarded the interior as a British and Cape Colonial interest 

and were fearful lest that region and its trade should fall exclusively 

into the hands of the Boers. The British Government was at that time not 

conscious of any urge to commit itself to the interior.  Any interest there 

was regarded as a Cape Colonial one, not an Imperial one. 

 

From about 1860 onwards Boer encroachment on to the lands of the southern 

Tswana became as it were a way of life. This bore most heavily on the 

Tswana south of the Molopo River where in 1882 or thereabouts the Boers 

founded two robber republics, Stellaland and Goshen.  Both republics 



enjoyed the connivance, indeed the support of the Transvaal Republic. Such 

was the situation immediately before the declaration of the Protectorate. 

What were the reasons that caused the Protectorate to be declared? 

 

It is a commonplace that the declaration was a reluctant one, made with all 

sorts of reservations, and by a Government allegedly anti-imperialist or 

with a very strong anti-imperialist element in its composition.  The 

immediate local cause, of course, was the depredations of the freebooters, 

the killing of Chief Montshiwa’s British agent, Christopher Bethell, the 

wrongs suffered by the Tswana people, and the campaign in England by the 

missionary John Mackenzie for a British Protectorate in order to save 

Bechuanaland from absorption in the Transvaal.  This reason we may call 

humanitarian, and it had its place in British policy and no small one. 

 

The next reason was a commercial one, the preservation of the road to the 

north for the Cape against the Transvaal.  This was reinforced by a 

statement by Thomas Scanlen, Prime Minister of the Cape Colony, interpreted 

as a promise that under certain circumstances, the Colony would at least 

help with expenses. There were strong hopes that the Protectorate itself 

would be taken over by the Cape Colony, but these hopes were only partially 

realized, and for the greater area that is the eventual Protectorate, 

Britain had to go it alone. 

 

The third and most formidable reason was international: the fear of a 

German Boer link-up, the fear that the Germans in S.W.A. might join up with 

the Boers of the Transvaal and thus close the road to the north forever. 

The Protectorate in Bechuanaland was thus also a by-product of the scramble 

for colonies, a phenomenon of the 1870s and 1880s when the nations of 

Europe spread themselves over the world. 

 

Britain’s position in the middle of the 19th century was that of a great 

mercantile and maritime power. At the same time, unprecedented prosperity 

was matched by a wonderful flowering of literature, science and philosophy. 

There were strong impulses towards social and political reform. A deep 

religious strain was manifest in a high morality; the great evangelical and 

humanitarian movements which had begun in the eighteenth century were still 

exceedingly powerful, especially in the Englishman’s attitude towards 

people whom he regarded as primitive. To make the picture complete, the 

leading figures in political life, Palmerston, Russell, Disraeli, 

Gladstone, were the greatest statesmen of the Victorian age. 

 

Since the beginning of the century public opinion on imperial matters had 

undergone several developments and changes. The American War of 

Independence had bred disillusionment and the fairly widely held belief 

that separation of the remaining colonies from the Mother Country was not 

only inevitable but desirable. 

 

The mid-century Englishman believed that the Empire was quite large enough, 

if not already too large. Surveying his own satisfactory position in the 

world, he concluded that his strongest interest was peace. He assumed that 

the open spaces of the world, the Englishman’s empire, would remain open 

indefinitely to British trade and that there was consequently no need to 

appropriate them. To do so would only lead to colonial wars and might 

jeopardize relations with other powers. A number of islands, settlements 

and military stations might be kept as “occupations for use” to be 

abandoned when no longer needed. There was certainly no wish to add to them 

or to expand them, nor was there any desire whatsoever to annex and govern 

backward tropical territories. The belief that the colonies of settlement 

should be shed as soon as possible lost strength as the century wore on, to 

be replaced by feelings of pride and sentimental attachment. But the 

condition must not be expensive. The colonists must be encouraged to take 



responsibility for their own expenditure as soon as possible and, with 

particular reference to New Zealand and South Africa, must not expect that 

British arms and British money would be available indefinitely to curb the 

native peoples with whom those colonists might come into conflict. 

 

These are the attitudes that one has to understand when assessing the 

administration of various parts of Africa. A disinclination to spend money, 

a belief that a colony, even a poor and primitive one, must pay for itself, 

was the most persistent and unfortunate feature of British colonial 

philosophy. 

 

The competition between the Powers of Europe for the unoccupied spaces of 

the world began in the early ‘eighties and was one that Great Britain 

regarded with no enthusiasm. Nevertheless her trade empire was in jeopardy 

and to preserve her industry, her wealth and her position she felt 

compelled to join in and to peg territorial claims with the other powers. 

But the old anti-expansionist tradition, the reluctance physically to annex 

new territory, was too strong to give way easily to the necessities of the 

scramble for colonies. Differences on imperial policy divided Parliament 

and country and even Gladstone’s ministry itself on lines that cut across 

party loyalties and affiliations. Many of the hesitations and 

inconsistencies that characterized imperial policy are due to these 

divergencies. Others are due to a cause that I will only mention and pass 

on. This was the Anglo-German relations and the British position in Egypt. 

 

Such were the international circumstances in which Great Britain, 

reluctantly as I said, took over Bechuanaland. There were other 

circumstances of a more local nature and these were created by the British 

dilemma in South Africa. 

 

South Africa was most disconcertingly unlike the other colonies of 

settlement such as Australia, New Zealand and Canada from which Great 

Britain hoped in due course to withdraw physically altogether.  South 

Africa was largely inhabited by Boers and by Bantu who simply refused to 

behave like Australians, New Zealanders and Canadians. And it was this 

differences that contributed also to the ebb and flow of British policy in 

South Africa. Whether to withdraw, with all the incalculable consequences 

that this might entail, or whether to remain at indefinite expense of men 

and money. The decision, painfully taken, was to remain in the fringe areas 

and this decision no doubt affected in no uncertain way the history of 

southern Africa. 

 

So much then for the reasons and the circumstances under which the 

Protectorate was undertaken. They were, as you see, humanitarian, 

commercial and international. I should now like to investigate the nature 

of the Protectorate so declared. What did the word mean? What did Britain 

intend it to mean? And what eventually did the Protectorate become? 

 

A British protectorate was essentially a country in which the British Crown 

controlled foreign relations and defense. To quote from Jenkyns, a 

contemporary jurist:- “.... a country which is not within the British 

dominions, but a regards its foreign relations is under the exclusive 

control of the King ......whilst, on the other hand, the Crown undertakes 

to protect the inhabitants from interference by any foreign power.” The 

idea was a convenient one when it was sought only to achieve certain 

limited purposes. To quote from With, “whether because it was originally 

desired only to provide jurisdiction for British residents without 

undertaking the administration of the country, or because it was not 

desired to give the natives the status of British subjects which would 

follow from annexation, or in order to leave the possibility of diplomatic 

retreat, or for other reasons. 



Now the Order in Council of January 1885 conferred on the British High 

Commissioner extensive powers of jurisdiction over all persons white and 

black, south of the Molopo River, that is in the country that Great Britain 

had purposefully set out to rescue from the Boers. But north of that river, 

these powers only applied to British subjects. Over the natives of the 

country there was no coercive jurisdiction at all. What was clearly 

envisaged was a protectorate in the most literal sense, and there was no 

intention of doing more than that word implied. The people of the country 

must manage their affairs in their own way with as little expense to Great 

Britain as possible. 

 

“As to the country north of the Molopo River”, wrote the High Commissioner, 

“it appears to me that we have no interest in it, except as a road to the 

interior. I would suggest, therefore, that we should confine ourselves to 

preventing that part of the Protectorate being occupied by either 

Filibusters or Foreign powers, doing, for the present, as little as 

possible in the way of administration or settlement. The chiefs ... might 

be left to govern their own tribes in their own fashion, and their offer of 

lands to Her Majesty’s Government ... should be refused.” 

 

The administrative framework that emerged was fully in consonance with 

these modest intentions. A body of police, perhaps almost too large a body, 

for patrolling the areas both north and south of the Molopo, an occasional 

visit from a British Commissioner, with strict instructions not to become 

involved in local matters, that was about all. When John Moffat as 

Assistant Commissioner toured the Protectorate and doing so made enquiries 

into tribal relationships and other matters of interest to a normal 

Administration, there was dissatisfaction in the Colonial Office in London 

and Moffat was rapped on the knuckles. 

 

The maintenance of a policy of non-intervention involved the Government in 

many difficulties and contradictions:- For a long time official 

pronouncements encouraged the belief that Protectorate meant protection and 

nothing more. “This is only a Protectorate”, said Administrator Shippard to 

Chief Gaseitsiwe of the Bangwaketse, “and we do not exercise jurisdiction 

here.” When Chief Setshele of the Bakwena asked “What does the Protectorate 

signify and imply?”, Shippard had his answer ready. The Queen, he said, 

would protect the country against foreign enemies as long as he (Setshele) 

did his utmost to comply with her wishes as expressed by the High 

Commissioner. “Your position in your own country,” he said to Setshele, “in 

relation to the British Government is that you are still chief over your 

town and people as before.” 

 

As late as 1895, on the occasion of the chiefs’ visit to London to plead 

against the proposal that their country should be handed over to the 

British South Africa Company, they were assured that they would continue to 

rule their country “much as at present” – which meant, in the view of the 

British Government, almost complete local self-rule. 

 

Of course this suited the Tswana chiefs very well. When they appealed, 

sometimes desperately, for protection in the years before 1884, they were 

appealing for help not against each other, nor against their own subjects 

nor against any internal trouble, but strictly against the Boers. The 

Transvaal was the Foreign Power against which they wished to be defended. 

Their desire was to be protected against the Boers, and for the rest, to 

“rule their town and people as before,” as Shippard had said. 

 

But Shippard had pointed out that the Protectorate imposed obligations on 

the beneficiaries. The chief must keep the peace in his own country and 

with his neighbours, apply to the Government for help if he were attacked, 

take no part in tribal wars directly or indirectly, and assist the police 



by procuring supplies for them and if necessary by force of arms. This was 

quite a code of citizenship for an ostensibly autonomous ruler. 

 

There was therefore an ambiguity in definition and this led to frequent 

misunderstandings. Listen for instance to the complaint of Sebele, 

Setshele’s son and successor: “Sir Henry Loch agreed to my governing my own 

country and I told him I liked friendship but did not like to be governed. 

I do not like to be taught how to rule my people. If I am taught according 

to other people’s ideas I will only make mistakes. My ancestors kept their 

villages in good order without acting under the compulsion of others. 

Friendship means to advise each other.” 

 

There were acrimonious arguments when Shippard attempted in 1889 to 

persuade a conference of chiefs to give certain facilities to the 

Government and to decide on certain common administrative measures. So 

turbulent was the meeting that Shippard had to close it, legally and 

physically powerless to enforce his requirements, which were reasonable 

enough. Again in 1895 there were bitter recriminations when John Moffat, 

Assistant Commissioner, intervened in a quarrel in the Khama family at the 

request of one of the parties. This ended virtually in the removal of 

Moffat. On the other hand a British officer stood by with his men while the 

Seleka and Ngwato killed each other in a tribal war in 1887, being under 

strict orders not to intervene. 

 

In practice there were a hundred good reasons for intervention. 

Nevertheless, peace, good order, cooperation, even a readiness to pay taxes 

to support the Police, were supposed to generate themselves. Administrative 

attitudes left everything in doubt, and where there was doubt there was 

also friction and irritation. Among at least one tribe there was even the 

belief that the Protectorate was a sort of club to which one might or might 

not belong according to inclination. 

 

Of one thing however there was no doubt at all, and that was the reluctance 

of the British Government to spend money on the place. The Colonial Office 

lived in continual apprehensive awareness of the Treasury and neither the 

Treasury nor the Colonial Office had any intention of spending money on a 

remote unwanted Protectorate. Local officials’ attempts to extract small 

sums for public services of a modest kind were always a battle and make 

painful reading. On the High Commissioner’s request to spend £640 on two 

small bridges over the Notwani (Ngotwane - GP) River, Sidney Webb in the 

Colonial Office commented: “It marks rather a stride. We have hitherto done 

little works in the Protectorate incidental to the keeping up of the lines 

of communication. To build a bridge is going rather far.” There are many 

examples of what seem now quite horrifying parsimony. 

 

The first breach on the political side occurred in 1891, when it was borne 

on the British Government that in the rapidly changing circumstances it 

just was not sufficient simply to attempt to hold the ring without worrying 

about what was going on inside. The High Commissioner was therefore given 

powers to set up courts and generally to assert himself. At the same time 

he was given strict orders that he was to do nothing of the sort without 

permission. However, Sir Henry Loch, in strict defiance of orders, set up a 

whole judicial and administrative system, to the fury of the Colonial 

Office, which thereby found itself forced to do something that it had 

always, against all the probabilities, tried to avoid. That was to 

recognize the realities of the responsibility which it had acquired, 

however reluctantly, in Central Africa. Incidentally, by brushing away the 

old fiction of non-intervention and by providing the Protectorate with 

legislation which remained the basis of its administration throughout its 

existence, Loch earned for himself a niche in Imperial history by creating 

the prototype of the Colonial Protectorate, a colony in all but name. 



But Loch had only provided the foundation of closer administration. The 

British Government, who controlled the purse strings could still withhold 

the means to build anything substantial on it. The old tradition of 

political non-involvement and financial restraint persisted into the 20th 

century, though considerably attenuated by time and circumstance. It was a 

tradition impossible to maintain in its entirety or anything like its 

entirety. Almost immediately after they began their duties British officers 

found themselves compelled willy-nilly to intervene in the affairs of the 

tribesmen. Boundary disputes, dynastic quarrels, incidents involving 

neighbouring governments, all these came for arbitration and settlement. In 

the last 30 years every modern development in administration, commerce and 

the rest intensified the activity of the central government. But the 

tradition still lingered. Political non-involvement created among the 

chiefs and people the concept that there were two administrations, a native 

and a British, working alongside one another. “The chiefs”, writes Lord 

Hailey, “under the form of insisting on the observance of native law and 

custom, contemplated in fact the maintenance of a form of parallel rule, in 

which they would administer the internal affairs of the tribes without 

interference with the administration.” Even the jurisdiction of the 

Protectorate authorities in matters so serious as murder cases was in 

doubt. Until 1893 the power of native chiefs to execute murderers was not 

questioned. 

 

Matters came to a head in 1934, when the Protectorate Government sought to 

provide a statutory basis for the administrative and judicial acts of the 

chiefs. Two of the chiefs took the government to law on the ground that the 

proposed statutes were ultra vires. Although the chiefs lost their case, it 

still took ten years or so of patient discussion before satisfactory 

legislation was brought in. I need not remind this audience that since that 

date the tempo of political change has been accelerated. But I shall be 

interested as time goes on in the role of the House of Chiefs and of the 

attitude of the people to it. 

 

Tight budgetary control, like political laissez faire, extended down to the 

1930’s when Sir Alan Pim carried out an economic survey and reported very 

caustically on the Bechuanaland economy and that of Basutoland and 

Swaziland. But before any serious steps could be taken to get things going 

the war came and inhibited any advance. 

 

When I went to Bechuanaland Protectorate in 1947-51 I was able to start a 

modest but I hope effective economic plan and towards the end of my stay I 

proposed the formation of a Joint Advisory Council of both Africans and 

Europeans. This came into effect soon after I left. Like political 

development, economic development has increased in pace in the last decade 

and this will have been dealt with by other lecturers in this series. 

 

When I went to the Protectorate in 1947 the British Administration had made 

substantial inroads into the concept of parallel rule and had asserted its 

right to intervene in every aspect of the national life when it thought 

fit. But it was still in spirit a rather Victorian administration, taking 

scrupulous care to avoid any semblance of authorities; and no step was ever 

taken in any tribal area without the chiefs and others. The chiefs and 

their advisers, on their side, were exceedingly conscious of their position 

and quick to suspect infringement of their prerogative and of tribal 

independence. Several writers have criticized Britain’s reluctance to 

stimulate earlier political advance in Bechuanaland. Personally I question 

whether delay did much harm. In fact the contrary could be argued. But 

harmful or not, delay was certainly due to the survival right down to the 

fifties of the historic attitude towards internal affairs in the 

Protectorate, both in the British administration and among the native 

leaders. 



I now wish to trace another thread of policy down the years. It is 

interwoven with the original policy of the Protectorate and is especially 

related to the minimal basis on which the Protectorate was undertaken. I 

refer to the idea that the Protectorate should be wished on to somebody 

else. The idea goes deep back into the time of British colonial thinking 

when it was quite understood that the management of colonial fringe areas, 

even when these were inhabited by alien peoples, was the affair of the 

colonists themselves. This idea survived the discovery that South African 

colonists were entirely incapable of managing their fringe areas. Their 

attempts in Zululand, Sekukuniland, Xosaland, and Basutoland always ended 

in failure and the invocation of the Imperial Factor in the shape of 

British troops. In Basutoland, after an ill-advised attempt to disarm the 

Basuto and a war that was only partially successful, the Cape Colony 

government was only too pleased to hand the country back to the Imperial 

Government. Still, the Colonial Office long cherished the idea that the 

Cape would take over Bechuanaland, and indeed it was, as I said earlier, on 

a supposed promise by Scanlen of help from the Cape that the Protectorate 

was declared at all. 

 

In 1895 the area south of the Molopo was indeed annexed to the colony, and 

there was almost immediately a native rebellion there which was ruthlessly 

repressed. But the Protectorate, modern Botswana, was preserved because it 

had been promised to another bolder bidder. This, of course, was Cecil 

Rhodes, whose British South Africa Company received its Charter in 1889. 

The Bechuanaland Protectorate was expressly included within the Company’s 

“sphere of operations”, and when Rhodes had swallowed Rhodesia, he then 

turned his attention to the Protectorate. He was frustrated partly by the 

visit of the three Chiefs to England to ask that their countries remain 

under the Queen’s protection and partly by the Jameson Raid. 

 

The bogy of the Company was replaced 15 years later by that of the Union of 

South Africa. The desire of South Africa to incorporate the three High 

Commission territories is a long story, and as it is not now a live issue I 

do not need to delate on it here. Those who wish to study the question as 

an historical subject can do no better than read Lord Hailey’s The Republic 

of South Africa and the High Commission Territories. It is sufficient for 

me to say that in this century and after the Act of Union the British 

attitude towards handing over the territories changed, and that the British 

Government successfully blocked South Africa’s repeated applications. I do 

not think the question is likely to be raised again, certainly not in the 

old form. 

 

The economic dependence of Botswana on South Africa will already have been 

impressed on you by other lecturers. Dependence on South Africa does not 

end in economics. Bechuanaland is in every way except the political part of 

South Africa. No great barriers divide Bechuanaland from the rest of South 

Africa and no obvious differences in vegetation, climate, or natural 

features mark the transition from one to the other. 

 

Similarly with the people. The Tswana, as the ethnologists will have told 

you, belong to the great Sotho family that stretches in a broad band across 

the sub-continent from Basutoland to the Kalahari. The Tswana tribes came 

over from what is now South Africa, and most of them have kith and kin 

there still, related tribes, related clans and so on. 

 

The Protectorate’s affinities with South Africa as well as the probability 

that Bechuanaland would become part of South Africa, were recognized by the 

British Government when they combined the duties of Governor of the Cape 

Colony with that of High Commissioner from the very outset. This was not 

peculiar to Bechuanaland. The High Commissioner’s duties had reference to 

all areas outside the Colony where there were British interests and British 



power. The dual nature of the High Commissioner’s office was perpetuated 

when the Union of South Africa became a virtually independent Dominion in 

the British Empire. The Governor General, who in the Union was largely a 

figurehead, was also High Commissioner, and in that capacity he was the 

supreme authority in the so-called High Commission Territories, Basutoland, 

Bechuanaland and Swaziland. When the office of Governor-General was 

separated from that of High Commissioner, the latter became, as it were, 

Ambassador to the Union. But he also controlled the High Commission 

Territories. Moreover he was responsible not to the Colonial Office but to 

the Dominions Office, later the Commonwealth Relations Office, whose field 

was largely the great white Dominions, not, emphatically not, obscure 

little African colonies. 

 

The system had two great disadvantages. The first was that the High 

Commissioner as Ambassador could not always keep South Africa sweet and at 

the same time as Governor run the territories completely without bias. 

Secondly, by not being under the Colonial Office, the territories, 

including of course Bechuanaland, missed out on development, when the 

Colonial Office at last woke up to its own responsibilities. It was not 

until quite late, just before independence, that the Protectorate was freed 

from the tutelage of the High Commissioner and Commonwealth Relations 

Office and came directly under the Colonial Office. The distinction was 

underlined when the headquarters of the Protectorate, hitherto at Mafeking 

in the Cape Province of South Africa, were transferred to Gaberones within 

the Protectorate. 

 

As a passage and springboard for the occupation and settlement of Rhodesia 

the Protectorate did as much, and more, than was expected of it. The 

Company’s pioneers assembled in the Protectorate and it was from the 

Protectorate that they started on their expedition that ended in the 

founding of Salisbury, the present capital. During the Matabele War of 1893 

the Protectorate Police supported the Company’s forces and Khama, chief of 

the Bamangwato, sent an army to support the police. 

 

I will not say anything about the morality or wisdom of entrusting the 

government of people to a commercial company. We are reaping the whirlwind 

now, and in any case it is a different subject. But two direct and 

permanent benefits to the Protectorate emerged from that phase of its 

history. One is the railway, the other is the abolition of a large number 

of bogus European concessions. 

 

I do not need to speak here of the difficulty of pioneering railways over 

great distances. In 1890 Rhodes on behalf of the British South Africa 

Company agreed with the British Government that the Company should build a 

railway through southern Bechuanaland as far as Mafeking in return for a 

large grant of land. Two years later, through his associate Beit, Rhodes 

propounded a further scheme, which ultimately resolved itself into the 

extension of the southern Bechuanaland section to Palapye in the 

Protectorate. This too was accepted by the British Government, who 

undertook to pay a subsidy to the new railway of £200,000 over a period of 

10 years. Later arrangements were made for a further extension to 

Matabeleland and in 1895 the Tswana chiefs conceded land, the so-called 

railway strip, for the purpose of building it. In the event the railway 

reached Bulawayo in 189 (1897 – GP). 

 

The railway follows very closely the track of the old missionaries’ road, 

the sandy old wagon track used by the Moffats and the Mackenzies, by the 

hunters and traders and miners who formerly trekked up to Lobengula’s 

country. 

 



Allied to the railway question was that of European concessions. In the 

seventies and eighties many highly suspect concession hunters descended on 

the Tswana chiefs, and persuaded the more avaricious and susceptible to 

grant concessions which the chief and tribe certainly did not understand. 

The basis was usually a mineral concession, with privileges of various 

kinds tied to it. Some of these concessions were quite extraordinary. For 

instance, Setshele of the BaRwena for £200 a year, gave one syndicate a 

lease of 800 square miles, including in it a good deal of land in the 

country of another tribe. 

 

It was plain that the chiefs had no idea what they were giving away; it is 

also plain that the tribesmen were ignorant of what was being done in their 

name. The chiefs themselves certainly treated the money paid to them by the 

concessionaires as private income. Anyway, a commission set up in 1893 with 

wide terms of reference swept away the greater number of claims. It is true 

that the omission was set up largely to clear the way for the British South 

Africa Company, which in those days was still scheduled to take over the 

country. But the Commission did a great service to the people of the 

Protectorate as anyone who looks at Swaziland will admit. No such really 

effective commission was set up in Swaziland and the concessions question 

has always been the bane of that country in consequence. 

 

I have tried in this lecture to trace the main streams of British policy in 

Bechuanaland as they appear to me to have flowed from the original concept 

of the Protectorate down to the end of the Protectorate at independence. 

This concept, as I said, was a tenuous one, and it is from the very fact 

that it was so tenuous that are derived the most criticized features in 

Protectorate history. I mean the lack until recently of economic 

development, the weakness of the social services, the dual nature of the 

administration. From the early distaste of the British Government for a 

protectorate at all sprang the wish to offload it first on to the Cape 

Colony, then on to the B.S.A. Company. 

 

In the course of my lecture I have said several hard things about the 

Colonial Office, but I wish to make it clear that none of my criticisms 

apply to the local British administration. The Protectorate was served on 

the ground by men among whom I am personally proud to number myself. The 

local administration, if over cautious, was always considerate. Its merits 

are, I think, reflected in the excellent relations that have subsisted 

between British officers and the Tswana and in the very cordial nature of 

the parting on the grant of independence. If you have watched these things 

carefully you will have noticed that there have not been the usual anti-

colonial noises in Bechuanaland. The attitude has rather been that 

described by Seretse in his speech on the occasion of the Independence 

ceremonies. As a patriotic Englishman I make no apology for quoting 

extensively: “It would be wrong of me not at the outset to state again, as 

I have done so frequently before, the great gratitude of my people for the 

protection and assistance which have been given to Botswana by the United 

Kingdom during the long period of our dependence. We are as deeply 

appreciative of all that has been done for us in the past as we are also 

deeply appreciative of the assurance of continuing assistance in the years 

to come, despite the limitations on aid given to us imposed by Britain’s 

own economic position. This gratitude extends not only to the Government 

and so generally to the people of the United Kingdom, but also to the very 

many individuals and voluntary organizations – it would be invidious for me 

to single out any for special mention - who and which have by their 

generosity, particularly in recent years, done so much, so generously, for 

the economic and social welfare of my people. 

 

“I referred to independence as the severance of a close link with the 

United Kingdom, but this is by no means the final end of our relationships. 



Botswana is to remain a member of the Commonwealth, and I hope that by such 

membership we will be able to retain our present ties of friendship. As a 

Protectorate there existed in Bechuanaland a rather special regard and 

esteem for Great Britain and the Crown, possibly more so than in many other 

countries which, formerly dependent, have now achieved independence. Though 

we are very proud that we ourselves are now independent, and politically 

free to make our own way in the world, it should not therefore be thought 

that past affections and regard have been immediately erased. We look 

forward to a continuing association of pleasant friendliness in which the 

ties of the past may be in some sense preserved.” 

 

You will therefore not find in Botswana bitterness or recriminations 

against the former Protecting Power. But your help will be welcomed in 

building for the future. If perhaps the material foundations are lacking, 

for we started a little late, you will at any rate find plenty of good will 

to help you to build. 


