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The Anglo-Zulu War was a defining episode in British imperial history, and it is still a subject of

intense interest. The Zulu victory at Isandlwana, the heroic British defence of Rorke's Drift and
the eventual British triumph are among the most closely researched events of the colonial era. In

this historical companion, Ian Knight, one of the foremost authorities on the war and the Zulu
kingdom, provides an essential reference guide to a short, bloody campaign that had an

enduring impact on the history of Britain and southern Africa. He gives succinct summaries of

the issues, events, armies and individuals involved. His work is an invaluable resource for

anyone who is interested in the history of the period, in the operations of the British army in
southern Africa, and in the Zulu kingdom.

"A great book, full of the unexpected, yet covering the main themes admirably. Useful to any

gamer setting out on his first steps in the Anglo Zulu war, and a treat for those who know a great
deal, but just want to know yet more. Highly recommended."Wargames Illustrated --This text

refers to an out of print or unavailable edition of this title.About the AuthorIan Knight is one of the

best-known authorities on the Anglo-Zulu War. As well as lecturing and writing articles on the
subject for journals and magazines, he has compile museum catalogues and acted as a
consultant for television documentaries produced by the BBC and the History Channel. His

many books include Brave Men's Blood: The Anatomy of the Zulu Army, The National Army

Museum Book of the Zulu War and a biography of the Prince Imperial. He is also vice-president
of the Anglo-Zulu War Historical Society. Ian Knight lives in Sussex. --This text refers to an out of
print or unavailable edition of this title.
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enlightened. Probably England never engaged in so unjust a war, or on such trivial grounds set
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izinduna):state official or appointed functionary, officer, etc.ikhanda (pl. amakhanda):homestead
maintained by the Zulu king containing a barracks for the royal amabutho. From ‘head’, meaning

of royal authority.umkhonto (pl. imikhonto):a spear.inkosi (pl. amakhosi):hereditary ruler, chief,
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the ancestral spirits.CHRONOLOGY187811 December:British ultimatum delivered to King

Cetshwayo’s representatives.18796 January:British no. 4 Column (Wood) crosses the Ncome

river into territory claimed by the Zulus.11 January:The British ultimatum expires. No. 3 Column
(Glyn) crosses into Zululand at Rorke’s Drift.12 January:No. 1 Column (Pearson) begins to cross
into Zululand at the Lower Thukela Drift. No. 3 Column attacks inkosi Sihayo’s kwaSogekle

homestead.17 January:Main Zulu army leaves oNdini.18 January:Elements leave main Zulu

army to reinforce men defending the coastal districts; remainder continue towards no. 3 Column.
No. 1 Column begins advance on Eshowe.20 January:No. 4 Column establishes base at Fort
Thinta. No. 3 Column arrives at iSandlwana.22 January:No. 4 Column begins extended foray
against abaQulusi positions on Zungwini and Hlobane hills. Battle of Nyezane. Pearson’s column

repulses an attack by an impi of 6,000 men commanded by inkosi Godide kaNdlela. Camp at
iSandlwana attacked; 1,700 men of nos 2 and 3 Columns under Pulleine and Durnford defeated
by

main

Zulu

army

(20,000

men)

commanded

by

Ntshingwayo

kaMahole.22/23

January:Elements from the Zulu reserve at iSandlwana (3,000+ men) attack British supply depot

at Rorke’s Drift and are driven off by garrison commanded by Lts Chard and Bromhead.24
January:No. 4 Column receives news of iSandlwana; breaks off engagement below Hlobane
hill.27 January:No. 1 Column receives news of iSandlwana.28 January:No. 1 Column decides to
hold position at Eshowe.31 January:No. 4 Column moves camp to Khambula hill.11

February:Lord Chelmsford’s despatch detailing the disaster at iSandlwana reaches London. The
Zulus cut communications between Pearson’s force at Eshowe and the Thukela.3

March:Improvised communication opened between Thukela and Eshowe.11 March:First

reinforcements authorised by UK Government arrive in Natal.12 March:Stranded 80th convoy

commanded by Captain Moriarty overrun at Ntombe by a force commanded by Prince Mbilini
waMswati.28 March:Attack by mounted elements of no. 4 Column on Hlobane mountain

defeated by abaQulusi.29 March:Main Zulu army under amakhosi Ntshingwayo and Mnyamana
attacks no. 4 Column’s camp at Khambula but is defeated.1 April:Prince Imperial of France
arrives in Natal to join Lord Chelmsford’s staff.2 April:Lord Chelmsford’s column defeats Zulu
coastal forces at kwaGingindlovu.3 April:Eshowe relieved.5 April:Prince Mbilini mortally

wounded in a skirmish with a British patrol near Luneburg.6 April:Serious false alarm at
Mfunchini mission camp during the withdrawal from Eshowe.11 April:The last British
reinforcements arrive in Natal.13 April:Lord Chelmsford reorganises British forces into 1st
Division (H.H. Crealock), 2nd Division (Newdigate) and Flying Column (Wood).16 April:Tpr
Grandier found wandering near Hlobane mountain after his capture by the Zulus.20 May:British

forces on central Thukela raid Zulu homesteads opposite Middle Drift.21 May:British expedition

to iSandlwana battlefield to retrieve wagons and bury some of the dead.31 May:2nd Division
crosses into Zululand; start of the second invasion by the British.1 June:Prince Imperial killed in

an ambush while on patrol.4 June:Skirmish between British cavalry and local Zulu forces at
eZungeni mountain.16 June:Lord Chelmsford receives news that Sir Garnet Wolseley will be

sent to Natal as his superior.17 June:Flying Column and 2nd Division link up for advance on
oNdini.20 June:1st Division advances from its bases on Lower Thukela.25 June:Members of the

Magwaza, Nthuli and Cube chiefdoms raid homesteads on the Natal bank at Middle Drift on the
Thukela in retaliation for British raids of 20 May.26 June:Elements from the Flying Column and
2nd Division destroy Zulu royal homesteads in the emaKhosini valley.27 June:Combined Flying

Column and 2nd Division arrive on Mthonjaneni heights.28 June:Sir Garnet Wolseley arrives in
Durban.30 June:Lt Scott-Douglas (21st Regt) and his orderly Cpl Cotter (17th Lancers) killed

near kwaMagwaza mission after having lost their way delivering despatches.1 July:2nd Division
and Flying Column establish camp on White Mfolozi river.2 July:Wolseley’s attempt to land by

sea at Port Durnford frustrated by the heavy swell.3 July:Mounted troops under Buller skirmish
with Zulus under Zibhebhu kaMaphitha before oNdini.4 July:Battle of Ulundi; defeat of last major

assembly of the amabutho. Mounted troops from 1st Division destroy emaNgweni royal
homestead.6 July:Elements from 1st Division destroy kwaHlalangubo (‘old oNdini’) royal

homestead.8 July:Lord Chelmsford resigns his command.15 July:Lord Chelmsford hands over

command to Sir Garnet Wolseley.19 July:Wolseley begins to accept surrenders of coastal

amakhosi.10 August:Wolseley arrives at oNdini and establishes camp near the ruins of the royal

homestead from which to secure further Zulu surrenders.11 August:The two guns of N/5 Battery
lost at iSandlwana are recovered.13 August:Beginning of extended patrolling to capture King
Cetshwayo.28 August:King Cetshwayo captured in Ngome forest.1 September:Wolseley meets
with important amakhosi at oNdini to impose his new political settlement of Zululand.2

September:British evacuation of Zululand begins.4 September:King Cetshwayo embarks at Port

Durnford for exile at the Cape.5 September:British attack caves in the Ntombe valley occupied
by local Zulus who had refused to surrender.8 September:Further attacks on Ntombe caves; last

shots of the war.9 September:Wolseley arrives at Utrecht, en route from Zululand to the
Transvaal.PREFACEIn the 1940s the Revd A.W. Lee, who had begun a distinguished missionary
career working at iSandlwana in the 1900s and went on to become Bishop of Zululand, made a

pertinent observation about the significance of the Anglo-Zulu War as it seemed to both

participants. ‘From the point of view of those who have experienced two world wars,’ he
wrote,with their widespread bloodshed and devastation, the story of the Zulu War of 1879 reads

like that of a series of skirmishes carried on in an unimportant country for obscure reasons. Yet
to the Zulu people it was the ultimate tragedy, involving as it did loss of independence, of self-

government, and of freedom to live their lives as it seemed best to them.1The popular

fascination with this war continues unabated. New books appear with almost monotonous

regularity and old ones are reprinted, and the output is as variable as it is varied. For the reading
public, much of the appeal of the war lies in its undoubted dramatic nature, the Technicolor

glamour of lines of redcoats splashed across tawny African landscapes, the bold warriors nobly

defending their country against a foreign invader, the themes of courage, self-sacrifice and folly,
an almost Shakespearean epic of tragically flawed heroes and the fall of a kingdom. As with
most stereotypes, there is an element of truth in all this, but there is also, as Bishop Lee

observed, a darker one underlying them, for only in the cinema do mythic figures battle without
consequences, and for the Zulu people the consequences of the British invasion of 1879 have

been hard indeed. As many as 10,000 Zulu men died fighting for their country and thousands
more were wounded, many of them maimed for life, the great royal homesteads maintained by
the Zulu kings were destroyed, together with hundreds of ordinary Zulu homes, while the country
was stripped of thousands of head of the cattle which represented their national wealth. Having

irrevocably damaged the Zulu kingdom, the British Empire then calmly walked away,

abandoning the policies that had led to the war in the first place. With tragic irony Britain
imposed a post-war settlement on Zululand which, over the following decades, engendered

bitter divisions and led to Zulus fighting Zulus in a cycle of civil wars which caused as great a
loss of life as the British invasion. The reduction of the Zulu kingdom, part of a broader process
of the spread of European domination in southern Africa, paved the way for the dispossession,

exploitation and political repression of the Zulu people which lasted until recent times.This book

does not present a general history of the Anglo-Zulu War, although I have given a brief one in the
Introduction to serve as a context. It is intended as a reading companion to those who have an

interest in the subject, and it has been conceived essentially as a series of footnotes. Hopefully it

will highlight a great many aspects of the war which there is never quite space enough to explore

in a narrative history, providing some element of expansion, illumination and even, now and then
and with a bit of luck, some amusement. Throughout the book I have tried to highlight the

personal, to move away where possible from the broad sweeps and stereotypes, and to
concentrate instead on human aspects from the perspective of both sides: what did people do,

eat or believe on campaign, why did they do it, and what did it mean to them? I have also
deliberately included the quirky or the absurd, as it seems to me that these are fundamental
human traits too, and often all the more recognisable in times of conflict. Since it also seems to

me interesting how the story of the war was communicated and perceived, both at the time and

since, I have looked at the portrayal of the war in the popular contemporary media – in

newspapers and works of art – and in the more recent phenomenon of the cinema. Now and

then it has proved impossible for me to hide my own passions or prejudices, and in a book of this
nature I am not unduly apologetic. In short I hope the book will be informative, fun, and will in
some small way bring alive the people who experienced this extraordinary history.It is of course
the product of more than thirty years’ association with Zulu history, and it could not have been

written without the kind and patient help of many people, particularly in South Africa. My greatest
debt will always remain to that remarkable and genuine fundi on Zulu history and affairs, Sighart
‘SB’ Bourquin, whom I first met in 1979 and who subsequently took me on many field trips to

Zululand’s historic sites. These were the days before the current tourism boom, when tourist

lodges near the battlefield were an undreamed-of eccentricity. Instead SB took me camping, an

experience which remains infinitely vivid in my memory, and which just then touched upon the

last embers of a historic world which already seems to me now to be irrevocably lost. More
recently, Eric Boswell and Ricky Crathorne have taken me the length and breadth of the country

and opened it to me in a way which, I think, no others could. The ‘old Zulu with family stories of
iSandlwana’ is largely a thing of tourist myth now, sadly, though over the years my travels have

introduced me to many who have provided nuggets of insight into the past. In particular I think of
L.B.Z. Buthelezi, Paul Cebekhulu and Michael Zulu (both descendants of Zibhebhu
kaMaphitha), Gilenja Biyela (a descendant of Mkhosana kaMvundlana, one of the Zulu heroes
of iSandlwana) and Lindiswe Ngobese, a descendant of the great Mehlokazulu kaSihayo.

Graeme Smythe, during his tenure as curator at Rorke’s Drift Museum, was a remarkably

tolerant host, as was Gillian Scott-Berning in Durban. A mention is due, too, to Pat Stubbs, the
remarkable American lady who has established the wonderful iSandlwana Lodge, and who has
given me some intriguing insights into local Zulu affairs and the politics and agendas of

battlefield tourism today. John Laband, without doubt the greatest scholar of the nineteenth-

century Zulu kingdom, has always encouraged and shared information freely, while my old
friends Ian Castle and Keith Reeves have been entertaining and refreshingly sceptical travelling
companions over the years. Lee Stevenson has allowed me access to his formidable researches

on the veterans of Rorke’s Drift, Stephen Coan has guided my thoughts on Rider Haggard’s

involvement with the Zulus, and Ian Woodason has been unfailingly generous with the intriguing
and occasionally bizarre pieces of information about individuals which he has gleaned in
pursuing their memorials. Colonel Mike McCabe RE has provided me with telling analysis of
aspects of military practice then and now, which has helped overcome my innate civilian
ignorance, while Major Paul Naish has given me some interesting and stimulating perspectives

on it all. Thanks are also due to Dr Adrian Greaves of the Anglo-Zulu War Historical Society, to

that great iSandlwana expert F.W. David Jackson, to Colonel Ian Bennet, Dr Graham Dominy,

and to my fellow enthusiasts Bill Cainan, Ron Sheeley, Tim Day, Rai England, Haydn Jones and

Steven Sass. Finally, most of all, my thanks are due to my wife Carolyn and my children Alex and

Libby, who have to put up with it all.It goes without saying that any opinions let slip in this book
are the responsibility of none of the above, but are my own.Ian Knight, Chichester,
2007INTRODUCTION:THE ANGLO-ZULU WAROn 11 January 1879 the British Empire went to
war with a friendly power. British troops crossed into the independent kingdom of Zululand – with

which they had deliberately manufactured a quarrel – on three separate fronts, intent on

destroying the Zulu army and overthrowing the Zulu king Cetshwayo. The officials and military

officers on the ground hoped and expected that the campaign would be brought to a quick and

successful conclusion, not only to avoid the consequences of a prolonged war of attrition, but
because the British Government in London had not approved the war. They were to be

disappointed; on 22 January the Zulu army inflicted on the British at the foot of a distinctive rocky
outcrop known as iSandlwana one of the heaviest defeats they were to experience during the

Victorian age. The reverse catapulted the war and southern Africa in general into the British
media spotlight; in due course it would lead to a questioning of imperial policy in the region

which would destroy the career of an imperial pro-consul and result in the abandonment of the

policies which had provoked the invasion in the first place. In the short term, however, there was
a clamouring for revenge, for any examination of the justice of the war would have to wait until
Britain’s military honour had been restored.That the British and the Zulu kingdom had advanced

to confrontation at all was the result of a curiously tangled historical happenstance. In 1497,
during the great age of European maritime expansion, the Portuguese explorer Vasco da Gama

had rounded the extreme southern tip of Africa – known as ‘the Cape of Good Hope’ or, more
aptly, ‘the Cape of Storms’ – and, hugging the coast on his tentative journey north into the Indian

Ocean, had spotted a distant line of green hills and crashing surf to port on Christmas Day. He
named it Terra Natalis in honour of the birth of Christ, and ever since the area has been known to

the outside world as Natal. Yet da Gama did not linger; over the years the Portuguese

established only a small trading enclave further north in Mozambique and it was left to the Dutch
to establish the first European toe-hold at the tip of the continent. In 1652 the Dutch East India

Company established a small victualling station in the bay at the foot of the breathtaking Table
Mountain to service its ships on the long haul to that most profitable theatre of European

expansion, the Indies. The Dutch had little interest in Africa for its own sake but the settlement

spawned a hardy colonial society composed of French and Dutch farmers whose job it was to
grow vegetables for the passing ships. When, much later, political allegiances were thrown into

sharp relief in Europe by the outbreak of the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, the British –
who were carving out their own impressive empire in India – began to regard the Netherlands’
international holdings with suspicion. Britain feared that French influence over the Netherlands

might lead to a hostile French takeover of the Cape which would in turn threaten the security of
Britain’s Indian possessions. In 1795 Britain occupied the Cape, only to give it back – to the

Dutch, of course, not the indigenous inhabitants – when peace broke out temporarily shortly
after. Within a few years Britain and France were at war again, however, and in 1806 the British
returned and mounted an amphibious assault, scattering Dutch forces among the sand-dunes

on the beaches within sight of Table Mountain. They were to remain the dominant power at the
Cape until the Union of South Africa in 1910.The first British invasion of Zululand, and the Zulu
response, January–April 1879.The advent of British rule provided a stimulus for the expansion of

settler society. Despite official disapproval – the expense of policing new territorial acquisitions

was a perennial concern to colonial powers of whatever hue – this had in any case been

creeping steadily across the colony’s official boundaries and into Africa beyond. In the wake of
the end of the Napoleonic Wars in 1815 the British themselves had been pressing forward their
international economic, political and exploratory interests, and, being a maritime nation, had

worked tentatively up the Indian Ocean coast. The original Dutch and French settlers – who

came to think of themselves as a distinct people, ‘Africanders’ or, later, Afrikaners, meaning
white Africans, though they were generally known as boere from the Dutch word for farmers –

meanwhile soon came to resent British authority and looked increasingly for ways to escape

it.These movements between them brought the European world into conflict with a range of
indigenous southern African societies, including the Zulus. The Zulu kingdom itself was a

relatively new historical phenomenon which had emerged on the eastern seaboard, between the
Khahlamba mountains (known to the first white explorers as the Drakensberg or Dragons’

Mountains) and the ocean, early in the nineteenth century – about the time the British were first
consolidating their position at the Cape. The African societies occupying this area had become

stressed by a series of as-yet incompletely understood factors, and from about 1790 had been
drawn into conflict with one another. The Zulus were a small group living on the south bank of
the White Mfolozi river, and thus were at the geographical centre of the turmoil, but through the
ambition, political acumen and military prowess of their young inkosi Shaka kaSenzangakhona

they came to dominate many of the rest. By the 1820s they controlled the area between the
Phongolo river in the north and the Thukela in the south, and exerted a patchy influence as far as
the Mzimvubu beyond. The Zulu political system grafted a new administrative structure over the

top of the preexisting chiefdoms so that power was exercised by a new elite centred upon the
Zulu king himself. Much of the king’s power rested on his control of guilds of young men called

amabutho. These were a part-time citizen militia and labour gang who owed their allegiance not
to the regional amakhosi but to the king himself, and who served as an organised national

army.Ironically it was Shaka’s success at state-building which drew the seeds of his nation’s

destruction to him. Rumours of the rise of a powerful and above all wealthy new African kingdom

attracted the interest of the Cape Town merchants and in 1824 an exploratory party, led by an exRoyal Navy lieutenant, sailed up the coast and made a hazardous entry into a lagoon known as

Port Natal. Here they set up camp with the intention of trading with the Zulus. King Shaka
welcomed them both for the exotic goods they brought with them and for the insights they

offered into the outside world, and from this unlikely beginning all British interests in the region
subsequently developed.Over the next two decades the pace of European interest in the region
accelerated. By the 1830s the Boer community living on the Eastern Cape Frontier had become

disillusioned with the failure of the British administration to protect their physical safety and
financial interests in the face of nagging conflicts with the local Xhosa people. From 1835 many
Boers began to abandon British territory to move into the interior in the hope of establishing an

administration more in keeping with their needs. Their journey – remembered today as the Great
Trek, a name which imposes upon the movement a greater sense of unity than it in fact

possessed – was a triumph of human endeavour in the face of terrible natural hardships, but the

Boers’ progress was marked by conflict with the indigenous African groups encountered along
the way. In 1837 parties of Trekkers entered Natal from the interior across the Khahlamba
passes. They found King Shaka dead – assassinated by his brothers in a palace coup in 1828 –

but their attempts to secure land for settlement from his successor, King Dingane, led to the

outbreak of a brutal war. The British settlers found it impossible to remain aloof from the fighting
and allied themselves to the Boers, a decision that led to a permanent rift with the Zulu kingdom.

The fighting was ultimately indecisive, but the Boers threw off whatever influence the Zulu kings
enjoyed south of the Thukela river and declared the area a republic.Their success, however,

alarmed the British at the Cape who feared not only that the Boer conflicts with African societies
would destabilise their own colonial possessions but that a Boer control of Port Natal would
invite the influence of rival European empires into an area Britain regarded as its back yard in

Africa. In 1842 British troops were marched overland from the Cape to secure Port Natal for

Britain; a bizarre struggle broke out with the Boers on the very beaches of the lagoon. After a

fierce tussle the British were victorious and many of the Boers retired, bitterly disappointed, back
across the Khahlamba. In 1845 Natal became a British colony under the overall direction of the

Governor of the Cape.The colony grew slowly. Even though the white population was bolstered
by immigration schemes which drew recruits from England with the optimistic promises of lands
in the sun, the settlers remained heavily outnumbered by the African population. The political

fortunes of the colony and the neighbouring Zulu kingdom were inextricably entwined, if only
because many in Natal’s black population were tied to Zululand by a shared history that predated the arrival of the whites. Nevertheless, successive Zulu kings strove to remain on good

terms with the British administration while trade in the Zulu country was for many years an
economic prop of colonial Natal.In the 1870s, however, the British adopted a more aggressive

policy in southern Africa. The economic stimulus for this was the discovery of diamonds in what
became Kimberley, north of the Cape, in 1868. Hitherto British imperial strategists had regarded
wider involvement in southern Africa, with its complex web of mutual hostilities, as too high a
price to pay for the security of the maritime highway to India. Now, however, its potential as a

source of mineral wealth made it possible to imagine the economic development of the region as

a whole. To bring it all under some form of British control begged the question of how the
objections of the Trekker republics – who owed their existence in the first place to the rejection of
British authority – and indigenous African groups might be overcome. In 1877 an experienced
imperial pro-consul, Sir Henry Bartle Frere, was sent out as High Commissioner for the Cape

with instructions to do just that. Even as Frere arrived in Africa the British took advantage of a
financial and political malaise among the Boers to annex the Transvaal republic.Along with the

Transvaal Britain inherited a long-standing dispute between the Boers and the Zulu kingdom.

Although an Anglo-Zulu accord in the 1840s had stipulated that the border between Natal and
Zululand should follow the lines of the Thukela and Mzinyathi rivers, this line became blurred in

the sparsely populated northern districts as the rivers meandered towards their headwaters in
the mountains. Here Dingane’s successor, King Mpande, had allowed republican Boers trekking

away from the British to settle and found the village of Utrecht. In time Utrecht attached itself to
the Transvaal and the claims of Boer and Zulu began to overlap. The dispute had spluttered on
for twenty years and at times had threatened to break into violence but the Zulus – who enjoyed

an undoubted military superiority – held their hand, partly for fear of offending the British in
Natal.For Frere the Transvaal boundary issue was symptomatic of the wider problems besetting

southern Africa as a whole. He saw in it an undercurrent of the widespread resistance of

indigenous communities to the inexorable spread of European domination, a resistance that

would need to be suppressed if the Boers were to be persuaded of the advantages of

renouncing their historic antagonism towards British rule. Against the vision of a British-driven
unity of white southern Africa pushing forward economically into the African hinterland, the
power and independence of the Zulu kingdom seemed to Frere anachronistic and assumed in
his mind a degree of hostile intent that its ruler – Mpande’s son Cetshwayo – did not in fact

possess. To Frere, who was by nature a global imperialist, the security of southern Africa within
the wider empire was also dependent on its ability to reduce internal dissent. These threads
drew him inexorably to a single conclusion, that the path to successful confederation lay through

a short successful war against the Zulu kingdom.Frere had little doubt that the British would win,

an assumption based largely on the apparent disparity of weapon types and military discipline.
The British Army was possessed of the most sophisticated weapon types in the world, and –

since they were experienced in warfare all over the world – its men knew how to use them. The
Zulu army was armed with shields, spears and antiquated second-hand firearms. The one

political drawback for Frere was that the British Government, which was even then tumbling into
a fresh entanglement in Afghanistan, was reluctant to sanction the use of force in southern

Africa. But Frere was accustomed to taking difficult decisions on his own responsibility, and he
gambled that the benefits of breaking up the Zulu kingdom could be attained before the Home
Government had time to object. He began deliberately trying to manipulate a confrontation.

Ironically, however, a boundary commission set up to inquire into the history of the disputed
territory, and whose findings Frere hoped to exploit to produce a crisis, found largely in favour of

the Zulu cause. While he was considering how best to react, however, the family of an important
Zulu border inkosi, Sihayo kaXongo, played into his hands. Two of Sihayo’s wives had fled

across the border into British Natal with their lovers, and in July 1878 Sihayo’s sons went looking

for them at the head of an armed band. They found the women, dragged them back into

Zululand, and, in accordance with Zulu law, executed them.This was the excuse Frere needed.
He instructed the senior military commander in southern Africa, Lieutenant-General Lord
Chelmsford, to mass British troops on the Zulu borders. King Cetshwayo was invited to send
delegates to a meeting at the Lower Thukela on 11 December 1878, ostensibly to hear the long-

delayed boundary commission report. In fact they were presented with complaints about

Sihayo’s followers and a demand for redress which took the form of an ultimatum. This required
virtually the disbandment of the amabutho system and the complete subjugation of Cetshwayo’s

authority to the British.King Cetshwayo was given thirty days to comply. He did not; Frere had
never thought that he would. On 11 January 1879 British troops invaded Zululand.The prospect

of a campaign against the Zulus had provided Lord Chelmsford with a number of strategic

challenges. Because the Government in London had not approved the war, he was short of
troops, and only had those British forces already in southern Africa – just eight infantry battalions

and two batteries of artillery. Victorian commanders were routinely expected to achieve
spectacular results with inadequate resources, and Chelmsford had bolstered his forces with

mounted units raised from the settler community and with auxiliary units drawn from Natal’s
African population. Conscious that the Zulu army was a highly mobile one, he had resolved to

invade from a number of separate points along the border with the intention of reducing the Zulu
capability to mount a counter-attack. He had initially planned on five separate offensive columns,

but shortage of transport wagons forced him to reduce the invading columns to three, with two in
reserve. One column – no. 1, the Right Rank Column, commanded by Colonel Charles Pearson
– was to cross at the Lower Drift on the Thukela, near the coast. Another, the no. 3 or Centre

Column, commanded by Colonel Richard Glyn, was to cross the Mzinyathi along the central

border at Rorke’s Drift; Chelmsford intended this as his main thrust, and accompanied it himself.
The third offensive column, no. 4, the Left Flank Column under Colonel Evelyn Wood, was to

advance from Utrecht on the Transvaal border. Of the smaller defensive columns one – no. 2,
under Colonel Anthony Durnford – was placed on the Middle Thukela border (between columns
1 and 3) and the other, no. 5 under Colonel Hugh Rowlands, was placed north-east of Wood’s at
a spot where the Transvaal, Zulu and Swazi borders met. The invading columns averaged about

3,000 men each, a mixture of regulars and auxiliaries; the total manpower at the command of

King Cetshwayo was estimated at more than ten times that.The Zulus made no initial attempt to

oppose the first British moves into their territory, however. Men living in the border regions were
ordered to watch the invaders, and the king assembled his amabutho at his royal homestead of
oNdini and waited to gain a sense of the British objectives before deciding his strategy. On 12

January Chelmsford himself directed an attack by Centre Column troops on the private
homestead of the border inkosi Sihayo, whose followers had committed the border

transgression six months before. Sihayo’s followers were dispersed and his homestead burned.
When the news reached oNdini Cetshwayo and his councillors decided to direct their main

response against the Centre Column. On 17 January some 25,000 men set out for Rorke’s Drift,

while smaller detachments were sent to reinforce local groups opposing the flanking

columns.The result was a wave of fighting which took place across the country over several days
from 20 January. In the north, Colonel Wood had been keen to suppress the resistance of a

particularly ardent local Zulu group, the abaQulusi, whose military operations were conducted
from the security of a series of flat-topped mountains north-east of Wood’s base. On the 20th
Wood marched out and drove the Zulus off the first of these mountains, Zungwini, and for the

next three days manoeuvred with a view to taking the next, Hlobane. In the south, meanwhile, a
Zulu impi had attempted to intercept Pearson’s column as it passed the kwaGingindlovu royal

homestead on the 21st but mis-timed its advance.Instead the Zulus retired behind a line of hills

overlooking the Nyezane stream with the intention of ambushing Pearson on the march. In fact
Pearson’s scouts blundered into the Zulu vanguard, hiding in long grass, on the morning of the

22nd, and unleashed a premature Zulu attack. Pearson hurriedly deployed into a long line on the
slopes above the river as the Zulus swept down from the heights, but the Zulu attack was poorly

coordinated and ground to a halt under heavy British fire. The Zulus finally withdrew and
Pearson, pausing only to bury his dead, resumed his march. The following day he occupied the

deserted Norwegian mission station at Eshowe, where Chelmsford had instructed him to build a

supply depot.By far the most severe fighting occurred on the central front, however. Here
Chelmsford had moved forward from Rorke’s Drift on the 20th to establish a camp beneath a

rocky outcrop known as iSandlwana. Rumours reached him that day that a large Zulu army
might be approaching him, and on the 21st he ordered a sweep through the rugged hill-country

on his right flank. Late that evening his patrols discovered a Zulu force in the Mangeni hills, 12
miles from iSandlwana. When news reached him in the camp at about 2.30am on the morning of

the 22nd, Chelmsford decided to split his command, taking a mobile force out to confront what
he thought was the main Zulu army, and leaving his baggage and tents behind under a strong
guard. He also ordered up Durnford’s column – which he had previously moved from the Middle
Thukela to Rorke’s Drift – to reinforce the camp at iSandlwana. Chelmsford reached the Mangeni

at daybreak but only small parties of Zulus were visible, and he dispersed his men to pursue
them.In fact the big Zulu impi, some 25,000 men under the command of Ntshingwayo kaMahole

and Mavumengwana kaNdlela, had already passed across Chelmsford’s front, moving on the

21st into a sheltered valley 5 miles north-east of iSandlwana. According to Zulu custom, the

22nd was an inauspicious day to launch an attack and Ntshingwayo pushed out scouts to watch

the camp while his men rested quietly. The scouts were clearly seen from the camp, however,
and when Durnford arrived at about 10.30am he decided, in the absence of more specific orders

from Chelmsford, to investigate the Zulu presence. At about noon on the 22nd detachments from
Durnford’s command blundered into the concealed Zulu army, provoking a spontaneous Zulu

attack.The first major engagement of the war: the battle of Nyezane, 22 January 1879.The Zulu

attack developed over a wide area and the British, initially unaware of its true extent, deployed in
scattered formations to meet it. Driven in by the great encircling sweep of the Zulu advance, the

British tried to hold a line in front of the camp but, in danger of being outflanked, they then retired

upon the tents. The Zulus pursued them with a determined charge which destroyed a British

attempt to reform, and eliminated the infantry companies piecemeal. Many of the defenders

were killed fighting on the slopes beneath the peak of iSandlwana; others were driven down into

the valley of the Manzimnyama stream beyond before being brought to bay and killed. Of some
1,700 men, black and white, in the camp at the start of the battle, 1,300 were killed, among them
all the senior British officers. Fewer than a hundred of the survivors were Europeans. Yet the

battle proved to be a costly victory, too, for over a thousand Zulus were killed, and many more

were wounded, large numbers of them mortally.The battle largely exhausted the amabutho who
fought in it. A strong reserve, some 4,000 men, commanded by the king’s brother Prince

Dabulamanzi kaMpande, which had been employed in cutting the British line of retreat, crossed

the Mzinyathi into Natal, however, hoping to loot the vulnerable border. Here many of them
dispersed but a large body, perhaps 3,000 altogether, moved to attack the supply depot the
British had established at the mission-station at Rorke’s Drift. Here a garrison of some 150 men,

under Lieutenants Chard and Bromhead, had been warned of the impending attack by survivors
of iSandlwana, and had barricaded the post with sacks and boxes of supplies. The Zulus had

probably expected to find the post unprepared and they launched a rather undisciplined attack

at about 4.30pm. Throughout the late afternoon they repeatedly assaulted the post, driving the
British out of the old mission house – which they had converted into a makeshift hospital – and

setting it on fire. As darkness fell, however, they were unable to make any headway against a
fierce British defence of the last remaining building. Sporadic attacks continued throughout the

night but shortly before dawn the Zulus withdrew.Lord Chelmsford had spent a frustrating day at
the Mangeni hills before a series of curious reports from the camp persuaded him to return to

iSandlwana. He found the camp devastated and strewn with the bodies of the men he had left
there. With his own men tired he had little option but to spend a night upon the dreadful field, and

the following morning he marched back down the road to Rorke’s Drift, where he had started his
invasion less than a fortnight before. Along the way he passed the defeated Zulu troops

withdrawing from the attack on the mission – neither side had the will to resume the fight.The
reverse at iSandlwana was a political and military calamity. Any hopes Frere had entertained of

winning the war quickly and quietly were shattered at a stroke, and Chelmsford’s invasion plan
lay in tatters. Yet the fighting – which had cost the Zulus at least 3,000 dead on all fronts – had
also shocked and temporarily incapacitated the amabutho. Although the British feared a Zulu

counter-thrust into Natal, King Cetshwayo lacked both the political resolve and sufficient fresh

troops to accomplish it. Chelmsford’s flanking columns were left unsupported; Pearson opted to
dig in at the Eshowe mission while Wood moved his camp to a more secure position on the
Khambula ridge and began a low-intensity campaign directed at local Zulu loyalists.Although
Pearson reduced the strength of his column almost by half, sending his mounted men and

auxiliaries back to the Thukela to preserve his supplies, his remaining 1,700 men were destined
to spend nearly three months cooped up at Eshowe. King Cetshwayo was indignant that the

British seemed to have settled down as if they already owned the country, but, with the
experience of Rorke’s Drift fresh in his mind, he dared not order a direct attack on Pearson’s
fortified positions. Instead he cut Pearson’s line of communication with the Thukela and placed a

cordon around Eshowe. Pearson was effectively under siege.The climax of the battle of
iSandlwana, 22 January 1879.The Zulu attack on the fortified mission at Rorke’s Drift, 22/23
January 1879.Yet by his reluctance and his inability to take the war across the borders, King

Cetshwayo allowed the military initiative, which his men had won so painfully at iSandlwana, to
slip back to the British. The British Government was concerned at the news of iSandlwana and in

due course would ask searching questions of Sir Bartle Frere, but it regarded it as essential that
its military security be restored first. British reinforcements, denied Chelmsford at the start of the
invasion, were now hurried to Natal.Chelmsford’s immediate concern, once he had sufficient

fresh troops, was to relieve Pearson’s command. By late March he was making definite plans to
do so, and he asked his remaining commanders along the borders – particularly Wood – to

make demonstrations to draw attention away from him. Wood had, in any case, been particularly
concerned at the activities of the abaQulusi, working from their base on the Hlobane mountain.

On 12 March a convoy of supply wagons escorted by the 80th Regiment had been attacked as it

lay stranded across the flooded Ntombe river a few miles outside the exposed border settlement

of Luneburg. The attack had been well timed and perfectly executed; most of the convoy’s escort
had been killed, and crucial supplies were lost. The attackers had been local Zulus and
abaQulusi commanded by the renegade Swazi Prince, Mbilini waMswati, who had a homestead

on Hlobane. Chelmsford’s request persuaded Wood to make a determined attack upon Hlobane

– a decision which may also have been influenced by the large numbers of abaQulusi cattle

gathered for safety on the summit.Wood’s plan was to assault either end of the mountain with
mounted detachments at dawn on 28 March. Although his men attained their start positions

under cover of darkness well enough, the party tasked with attacking the western end of the
complex, commanded by Lieutenant-Colonel John Russell, found its route up to the summit

impractical. At the far eastern end, however, the detachment commanded by Lieutenant-Colonel

Redvers Buller successfully stormed the summit at daybreak and began to round up the cattle
they found there. The abaQulusi rallied below the mountain, however, and moved round to cut

the routes by which Buller’s men had gone up. Wood himself, following behind Buller, found

some of his men pinned down by determined Zulu rifle fire from among the boulders at the foot
of the Hlobane cliffs. In the fire-fight which followed, two of Wood’s own staff were killed and

Wood himself, badly shaken, returned to his base at Khambula.The British position on the

mountain steadily deteriorated. Buller’s men were retreating across the summit, under growing
abaQulusi harassment, when they spotted long columns of Zulus advancing rapidly through the

valleys to the south of Hlobane. This was the main Zulu army – the same amabutho which had
triumphed earlier at iSandlwana – and its appearance at this crucial juncture was purely
coincidental. King Cetshwayo had watched Chelmsford’s troops mustering again on his borders

and had reassembled his army. Bowing to pressure from Mbilini and the abaQulusi he had
dispatched it to attack Wood’s base at Khambula, and it had come over the iNyathi ridge south

of Hlobane at first light, just in time to see the British attack developing in the distance. One wing
of the army had hurried forward to assist the abaQulusi, dividing in two to sweep round Hlobane

on either side.The appearance of this amabutho was enough to cause the British position on the
mountain to collapse. One detachment, forcing a way through the abaQulusi at the eastern end
of the mountain, ran straight into the approaching amabutho and was pinned down above a line

of steep cliffs and all but wiped out. Wood himself had seen the amabutho coming and ordered

Russell to withdraw from the heights; Buller’s men, exposed without support, could only

scramble down as best they could. Their route took them down a steep staircase of rock, later
called the ‘Devil’s Pass’, and here the abaQulusi struck them, turning the retreat into a rout.
Buller’s men fled down the slopes and fell back towards Khambula in disarray, leaving nearly

200 dead on the field.The war in northern Zululand, March 1879. This was the turning-point in
British fortunes.The battle of Hlobane, 29 March 1879.That night the Zulu army bivouacked on
the headwaters of the White Mfolozi while Evelyn Wood prepared his camp to be attacked. His

position consisted of a chain of laagers and a redoubt cresting a rise on the open ridge-top. His

men could clearly see the Zulu army approaching miles away. It was commanded by inkosi

Ntshingwayo, the victor of iSandlwana, and accompanied by Cetshwayo’s most senior
councillor, inkosi Mnyamana kaNgqengelele Buthelezi. Mnyamana’s presence was an indication

of the importance the king placed on the expedition; if the Zulus won the coming battle they
might halt the British build up, cause the invaders to lose faith in the invasion, and bring them to
the negotiating table. If they lost they would wipe out all the advantages they had won at

iSandlwana.Yet from the first the battle went badly for the Zulus. The approaches to the British

camp were difficult and the amabutho of the right wing were in place before the centre and left

were in position. Wood saw his opportunity and seized it; he ordered his mounted men to ride
out and provoke the right horn to launch an unsupported attack. His men dismounted just 50

yards from the Zulu line, fired a volley and retreated quickly on the laagers, drawing the Zulus
after them. Once the mounted men were safely inside the British position the defenders opened

up with a devastating fire which drove the Zulu right to ground. The Zulu left and centre then
hurried up but they had lost the initiative and throughout the afternoon they frittered their attacks
away piecemeal. Even so, Zulu marksmen armed with Martini-Henrys captured at iSandlwana

were able to make some of the British positions untenable and Wood was forced to abandon

one of his laagers. At times the Zulu attacks rushed right up to the British positions before being

shot down. By late afternoon, however, the Zulus were growing tired and they began an orderly

retreat. Seeing them go, Wood ordered his own mounted men – many of whom were survivors of
the Hlobane debacle of the day before, and burning for revenge – to drive them from the field.
Under the British pursuit order among the amabutho collapsed and hundreds of Zulus, too

exhausted even to defend themselves, were cut down.The battle of Khambula would prove a

turningpoint of the war. The Zulu losses were at least as great as at iSandlwana, probably more,
and many leading izinduna had been killed as they tried to encourage their men. But for

Cetshwayo worse was to follow, for within days Lord Chelmsford had inflicted another defeat

upon him at the other end of the country.Lord Chelmsford had crossed the Thukela with a relief
column at the end of March. The Zulus investing Eshowe had been reinforced, and on the

morning of 2 April they contested Chelmsford’s advance near the ruins of the royal homestead at

kwaGingindlovu. Chelmsford’s column was drawn up around its overnight camp, however, the

wagons still laagered and protected by a trench and rampart. The Zulus were unable to
penetrate the curtain of British fire, and as they began to withdraw they too were mercilessly
chased from the field. The following day Chelmsford led a flying column forward to relieve

Pearson at Eshowe.These two decisive victories allowed Chelmsford the time to plan a fresh
strategy. He had no need now to hold Eshowe, and instead pulled his men back closer to the

border, forming Pearson’s old command and the relief force into a new column, the 1st Division.
In the north, Wood retained his command, now redesignated the Flying Column, while

reinforcements newly arrived from home were formed into a new column, the 2nd Division.
Chelmsford’s plan was that the 2nd Division and Flying Column would advance together to
attack Cetshwayo at oNdini while the 1st Division would suppress resistance in the coastal

districts.In fact the Zulu kingdom was now beginning to feel the effects of the repeated battle

casualties and King Cetshwayo recognised that the amabutho had at best the capacity to mount

one last effort at defence. The defence of the borders, already compromised by the British

advance, was largely abandoned, and no stand was to be made in the coastal districts. Instead
the army would be mustered only in defence of the royal homestead at oNdini.The battle of

Khambula on 29 March 1879 provided the decisive British victory of the middle war.The battle of
kwaGingindlovu, which broke the Zulu cordon around Eshowe, 2 April 1879.Even so, the new

invasion began badly for Chelmsford. On the very day the 2nd Division began its advance – 1
June – the exiled Prince Imperial of France, who had gone to the front as an unofficial observer,

was killed when a patrol he was accompanying was attacked by a Zulu scouting party. The
incident caused a sensation in the British press and, since Chelmsford himself had chosen to

accompany the 2nd Division, it added to his growing list of embarrassments.The second

invasion was slow and painstaking, making up for the carelessness of January. As he pushed
deep into the Zulu heartland, Chelmsford ordered his troops to destroy Zulu homesteads and
crops in the hope of undermining the Zulu will to resist. The effectiveness of this policy is open to

debate; it in fact encouraged many of the regional amakhosi to retain men at home to defend

their property, and the British advance was carried out in the face of constant skirmishing.Yet
Chelmsford was under pressure in other directions, too. The British Government had finally lost

faith in him, prompted not so much by his defeats as by the escalating cost of the war and by a
growing friction between the military and the colonial authorities in Natal. General Sir Garnet

Wolseley was sent out to the Cape with plenipotentiary powers which superseded both Frere
and Chelmsford. But while Wolseley was desperate to reach the front to take command,

Chelmsford was equally determined to win the battle that would restore his reputation before
Wolseley arrived.He succeeded. By the end of June the 2nd Division and Flying Column had

reached the valley of the White Mfolozi. Many of the old and venerable royal homesteads in the
emaKhosini valley – where the ancestors of the Zulu kings were buried – were destroyed and on
3 July Chelmsford probed across the river, scouting out ground to fight close to oNdini itself.
Before dawn on the 4th he crossed the White Mfolozi with over 4,000 men, ten field guns and

two Gatling machine-guns – the largest British force yet fielded for battle in southern Africa. He

drew his men up in a square, the infantry in ranks four deep and the artillery carefully placed
among them, and then manoeuvred into position on the plain facing oNdini. The Zulus had been

expecting them, and ironically had hoped to trap the British on that same ground. At about 9am

the amabutho emerged from their overnight bivouacs and advanced towards Chelmsford’s

square on all sides. Yet they could not hope to withstand the hail of fire the British laid down, and
despite some gallant individual attacks – which reached to within yards of the British lines before
being cut down – they were driven back. As they began to retire Lord Chelmsford sent out the

17th Lancers who launched a smart attack into the retreating amabutho, turning the retreat into
another rout.The battle of Ulundi – the name by which the British called oNdini – was clearly

decisive, and having ordered his men to set fire to oNdini and a cluster of royal homesteads

nearby, Chelmsford withdrew that day across the Mfolozi. Within days he had resigned his

command; Wolseley was welcome to what was left of the war.There was indeed little to do
beyond mopping up, and imposing a new political order. King Cetshwayo himself had not stayed

to witness the slaughter of his men in the final battle, and had retired to the homestead of inkosi
Mnyamana Buthelezi in the north. Wolseley reoccupied oNdini, and from there he pressured
Zulu amakhosi to make their formal surrenders. He also dispatched patrols to capture the king.

Cetshwayo did his best to elude them, but was finally captured by British dragoons in the remote

Ngome forest. He was taken to oNdini where Wolseley informed him that he was deposed and
would be sent into exile. He was taken to the coast and put aboard a steamer, destined for
captivity in Cape Town.Wolseley then disposed of Cetshwayo’s kingdom. A change of

administration in London – the fall of Disraeli’s Conservatives and the rise of Gladstone’s
Liberals – had brought a further reluctance to formalise British entanglements in Zululand, and

Wolseley had been instructed to impose a peace which was broadly favourable to British

interests without the expense of annexation. His solution was to divide up the country among
thirteen chiefdoms, distributing these among groups who were known to be hostile to the Zulu
Royal House and therefore in sympathy with the British. Here and there a few pockets of
resistance still had to be subdued by force, but by the middle of September British troops had

largely withdrawn from Zululand.The British second invasion of Zululand, June–July 1879.The

last major engagement of the war: the battle of Ulundi, 4 July 1879.In many respects the
invasion of 1879 proved to be just the first step in the systematic reduction of Zulu power and

independence. Wolseley’s settlement unleashed powerful tensions within the country which the
Zulu kings had largely kept in check. Most ordinary Zulus remained loyal to their exiled king, and

were resentful of the British-backed new order, which in turn reacted to dissension with violence.
Within two years Wolseley’s settlement was in danger of collapsing into civil war. By that time the
image of the Zulu king among his enemies had undergone a radical transformation, and he

began to be perceived in London as the means by which a lasting stability might be returned to

Zululand. In 1883 Cetshwayo was allowed to return but only on condition that he did not revive

the amabutho system, the means upon which so much royal authority depended. Since the
British were also reluctant to abandon their protégés in Zululand, a large part of the country was
set aside and reserved for those who were opposed to Cetshwayo’s return.The result was an

almost immediate and catastrophic outbreak of civil war. Cetshwayo returned to oNdini in

February 1883 and his jubilant supporters promptly attacked his former general, Zibhebhu
kaMaphitha, who had become the focus in his absence of anti-royalist sentiments. Zibhebhu
was a gifted commander, however, and severely defeated Cetshwayo’s followers at the battle of
Msebe in March. Both sides then began to arm, but Zibhebhu struck first, launching a surprise

attack on Cetshwayo’s rebuilt oNdini homestead on 21 July. The royalists were caught by
surprise and scattered. Cetshwayo himself escaped but was wounded in the process; dozens of

his most prominent izinduna were killed, including Ntshingwayo, the victor of iSandlwana.The
battle of oNdini effectively destroyed the last vestiges of Cetshwayo’s administration. The king
himself went into hiding before surrendering to a British official at Eshowe. He lived there in exile

until he died suddenly in 1884.The king’s death ushered in a new wave of misery and civil war.
His successor, his teenage son Dinuzulu, recruited the help of the Transvaal Boers and defeated

Zibhebhu. The prospect of Boer influence in Zululand provoked the British to intervene, however,

and in May 1887 the British finally annexed Zululand. Dinuzulu refused to accept the annexation
and called his supporters out in revolt, and in 1888 British redcoats were again marched into
Zululand. There was to be no repeat of the large-scale bloodletting of 1879, however, for the

Zulus were too weak and divided; after a series of skirmishes Dinuzulu, together with several of
Cetshwayo’s brothers who had supported him, gave themselves up to the British. Dinuzulu was
sent into exile at St Helena.Dinuzulu returned from St Helena in 1898. During his absence much

of Zululand had been opened to white settlement and the country was firmly under colonial
control. When, in 1906, a rebellion broke out among the Africans in neighbouring Natal – a
reaction to decades of impoverishment and exploitation – the rebels called upon Dinuzulu to add

the enormous prestige of the Zulu Royal House to their cause. He refused, and the rebels were

mercilessly dispersed by colonial militia armed with machineguns. Such was the suspicion of the

Royal House in colonial circles that Dinuzulu was in any case found guilty of abetting the rebels.
He was sent into exile in the Transvaal and died in 1913.The process set in motion by Sir Bartle

Frere in 1878 had reached its logical conclusion.A COMPANION TOTHE ANGLO-ZULU

WARAmmunition BoxesThe influence of British ammunition-box design on the course of events
during the battle of iSandlwana has become part of the enduring mythology of the war.The

fundamental pattern of Army small-arms ammunition boxes had changed only slightly since the
introduction of brass-cartridge breech-loading ammunition in the 1860s. It had been tweaked

slightly in 1871 to accommodate the issue of a new rifle, the Martini-Henry, and the subsequent

design was only amended in minor details over the next decade. The Mark V or Mark VI pattern
boxes, both authorised in 1876, seem to have been the types employed in Zululand.2 These

were stout wooden (teak or mahogany) boxes with dove-tailed joints at the sides and a wooden
base fixed in place by copper nails. Each was lined with tin to protect the contents from damp.
Although the construction of the box was solid enough it was further held together by two copper

retaining bands (copper was used because there was less risk of friction causing sparks),

fastened with thirteen brass screws. Rope handles were provided at either end for carrying.

Access to the contents was by means of a wedge-shaped sliding panel in the top. This was
retained by a single brass screw. The lining was fitted with a wire handle at the top which could
be pulled back, like a modern ring-pull, once the wooden panel had been removed. The rounds

themselves were wrapped in brown paper packages of ten, tied round with string. Each box
contained 600 rounds. A full box represented a considerable weight – just under 80lb – and

while one man might drag it for a short way over grass, it needed two to carry it any distance.
The same design of box was used to carry both Martini-Henry rifle and carbine ammunition, and

ammunition for the previous military issue firearm, the Snider, with which some auxiliaries were
still equipped.3The alleged difficulties in opening the boxes have become part of the mythology

of the war but are not generally supported by eyewitness accounts. Self-evidently the boxes

were designed to be robust in order to protect their contents from the rough handling which often

accompanied a march over difficult terrain. The proper way to open them was with a screwdriver,

with which battalion quartermasters were equipped. Because, however, only the central panel

had to be removed to allow access, a number of other means were employed during an
emergency. A heavy blow to the outer edge of the access panel caused the retaining screw to

bend and the washer housing to split away from the wood. Perhaps the tools best suited to this

job were the mallets which were used to drive tent-pegs into the ground; every British camp in
Zululand, including that at iSandlwana, would have had these in quantity.4 In dire circumstances

the butt of a rifle could also be used, although the curve of the butt-plate meant that rather more

precision was needed in striking the edge of the lid. Once the lid was open it took a few seconds
to lift out the first of the tightly packed packets of rounds; after that extracting the packets

became easier.In evaluating the debate concerning the question of ammunition supply or failure

at iSandlwana, it is worth noting that a number of bent retaining screws from the centre panels
have been found over the years on the battlefield, indicating that a significant number of boxes

were forced open in this way. During the 2000 archaeological exploration of iSandlwana a
number of the tin inner-lining handles, with pieces of lining panel still attached, were discovered
along the line of the British firing positions on the rise above the iNyoni dongas. A sketch of the

battlefield by Lieutenant W.W. Lloyd of the 24th in September 1879 clearly shows an open
ammunition box lying near British forward positions.5 The overwhelming agreement among Zulu

veterans of the battle that they continued to be fired upon until the final stages of the hand-tohand fighting on the nek at the end of the battle (when all means of supply had inevitably broken
down) is further indicative of the earlier success of British attempts at re-supply.Given that the

battalion reserve supply of ammunition for both 24th battalions (a total of some 320,000 rounds)
was present in the camp at iSandlwana – carried in at least 530 boxes – together with supplies

for the other units, it is interesting to note that there are no surviving references to full unopened

boxes being discovered on the battlefield after the event.6 The vast majority of those boxes
present during the battle were either opened by the British during the fighting or later by the

Zulus. The fact that the Zulus – most of whom would have had little previous knowledge of items

of European manufacture – successfully opened the boxes they captured, either using the
rounds with looted Martini-Henry rifles or extracting the powder to use with muzzle-loaders,

surely confirms that the boxes could be opened with a combination of ingenuity and force.It is
also worth noting that B Company 2/24th had its company reserve of ammunition present at

Rorke’s Drift – and fired off most of it – and that no mention is made of any difficulty in opening
the boxes during the battle (despite the absence of a quartermaster). At the battle of Nyezane –

also on 22 January – Captain Arthur Hart, the 2nd NNC’s staff officer, begged a supply of
ammunition from the 3rd Regiment’s Quartermasters and then carried it forward to a position
held by the NCOs of his regiment and distributed it before assaulting a Zulu position – all without

reference to any difficulty opening the boxes. The same pattern of boxes was used in every other
battle in the campaign, and there are similarly no recorded difficulties in accessing the

supplies.Ammunition Supply (British)In his Field Force Regulations Lord Chelmsford specified

that ammunition was ‘to be constantly in possession of regiments and detached companies in

the field … at a rate of 270 rounds per man, viz. 70 in possession of each soldier, with a reserve
of 200 rounds’.7The ammunition carried by each soldier was distributed between two pouches
worn at the front of the belt, each containing 20 rounds, and 30 rounds carried loose in a black

‘expense’ (i.e. available to be expended) pouch which was usually worn hanging from the belt in

front of the right hip. The expense pouch was not a particularly efficient item – it came open

easily and the rounds dropped out – but it was probably subject to some unofficial modifications
by the men and the wastage would only have become apparent to a few individuals after very

heavy expenditure.The reserve ammunition was kept in boxes of 600 rounds which were
intended to be carried on transport wagons designed to take thirty boxes apiece. Since these

wagons were not available in southern Africa, locally produced mule-drawn ‘Scotch carts’ were

used by most battalions instead. A Scotch cart could easily accommodate thirty boxes, although
the weight may have proved heavy for the mules. Chelmsford’s regulations specified that carts

and wagons should bear a small flag for ease of identification – red for ammunition wagons, blue
for the commissariat, red and the colour of the regimental facings for regimental transport, red

and white for the staff and red and blue for artillery. According to the usual plan for military

camps of the period, regimental transport and ammunition wagons were usually parked

immediately behind the last row of tents so that they could be easily accessed when
needed.Individual battalions were responsible for distributing ammunition from the reserve to the
frontline companies. Seventy rounds represented a heavy expenditure and it was extremely
unusual for such a high and sustained rate of fire to be reached to expend all the rounds in the
men’s pouches. Although a modern marksman in ideal conditions on a firing range, with rounds

laid out beside him, might hope to achieve a rate of twenty aimed rounds in a single minute, the

emphasis in training manuals in the 1870s was upon a controlled rate of accurate fire. By
carefully pacing the rate of fire commanders stood a greater chance of achieving their tactical

objectives through a higher rate of hits. The inevitable nervousness which afflicts men in battle
leads to a tendency to blaze away rapidly, producing a higher rate of fire but a low rate of hits.

This, by encouraging the enemy through the apparent ineffectiveness of the fire, might produce
exactly the opposite to the intended result. Rapid fire of the Martini-Henry also produced a
greater volume of smoke which obscured the target – and again reduced the rate of hits. Slow,

disciplined fire was therefore regarded as essential and the Musketry Instruction Manual of 1887
– when the Martini-Henry was still in service – recommended that in field practices:One minute

will be allowed for each of five volleys, counting from the first command ‘ready’ … It should
distinctly be understood that the section commander is under no obligation to fire five volleys; on
the contrary, it would be wiser to fire only four volleys if he thinks the results would be better.A

slower rate of fire also allowed for more time to be spent observing targets, to redirect fire as

circumstances changed, and to allow the smoke to clear between volleys. Moreover, no unit in

battle fires at a consistent rate without interruption simply because events alter situations; the

unit itself might cease firing to manoeuvre, and targets might move in or out of range or go to
ground. In all battles long breaks between short bursts of firing are the norm. Battlefield statistics

from the 1879–80 period tend to support this. At Khambula – arguably a more prolonged and

sustained battle even than iSandlwana – Evelyn Wood noted that ‘the line battalions were very
steady, expending in four hours an average of 33 rounds per man’.8 At kwaGingindlovu an

officer of the 60th noted ‘the average number of rounds fired per man was rather under seven;
that of the Marines next to me was sixteen’.9 At Ulundi the average was ten rounds per man
expended in half an hour’s fighting. At the battle of Charasia, in the 2nd Afghan War (6 October
1879), ‘the 72nd fired 30 rounds a man, being heavily engaged for some hours’,10 while at
Ahmed Khel (19 April 1880) the expenditure was only ten rounds a man. At El Teb (29 February

1884) and Tamai (13 March 1884) in the Sudan – both battles in which the enemy made

extremely determined attacks – ‘the troops most committed fired about 50 rounds a man’.11 It is

worth noting that the men of the l/24th at iSandlwana were specifically complimented on their
slow and steady rate of fire, while at Rorke’s Drift – undoubtedly the most prolonged and

sustained battle of the war – the defenders fired off the best part of a company reserve of
200,000 rounds in about ten hours. Much of the latter part of the battle was fought during the

hours of darkness, of course, and there were by then long gaps between the Zulu attacks –
nevertheless, it remains significant that the average rate of fire was rather under 15 rounds per

man per hour.All of which meant that, while company officers undoubtedly ordered fresh
supplies of ammunition to be brought forward long before the men had emptied their pouches, it
remained unusual for resupply to be necessary in action, and no formal system seems to have

existed. It was left to battalion officers to improvise when the situation required it. Some idea of

how this worked is provided in a revealing letter by Captain Edward Essex of the 75th Regiment,
who was the Transport Officer for no. 3 Column and who survived iSandlwana. Essex was well
known to the officers of the l/24th, and had joined those companies (Mostyn and Cavaye’s)

which had been sent up on to the iNyoni ridge at the start of the engagement. After a period of

firing which it is difficult now to estimate, Essex noticed that these two companies werenow
getting short of ammunition, so I went to the camp to bring up a fresh supply. I got such men as
were not engaged, bandsmen, cooks, etc., and sent them to the line under an officer, and I
followed with more ammunition in a mule cart. In loading the latter I helped the quartermaster of
the 2nd Battalion 24th to place the boxes in a cart, and while doing so the poor fellow was shot

dead. The enemy’s fire was now increasing and I could hear the whiz of bullets all over the

place.12This short passage holds many insights into the tortured question of ammunition supply
at iSandlwana. Essex is adamant that he dispatched first a group of men, presumably carrying
boxes between them, and then a cart; how many boxes thus dispatched can only be guessed at

but, given the capacity of a cart, it was unlikely to have been less than 20 and probably not more

than 40. Significantly, a number of wire handles from the tin lining of the boxes were found along
the British firing positions during the archaeological survey in 2000. The officer he mentions was,
most probably, his junior in the transport department, Lieutenant Horace Smith-Dorrien, 94th

Regiment. Since Smith-Dorrien’s accounts are also crucial to the debates it is worth pausing to
consider what he said:I will mention a story which speaks for the coolness and discipline of the

regiment. I, having no particular duty to perform in camp, when I saw the whole Zulu army
advancing, had collected camp stragglers, such as artillerymen in charge of spare horses,

officers’ servants, sick, etc., and had taken them to the ammunition boxes, where we broke them
open as fast as we could, and kept sending out the packets to the firing line … When I had been

engaged at this for some time, and the l/24th had fallen back to where we were, with the Zulus
following behind, Bloomfield, the quartermaster of the 2/24th, said to me in regard to the boxes I

was breaking open, ‘For Heaven’s sake man, don’t take that, for it belongs to our battalion.’ And I
replied, ‘Hang it all, you don’t want a requisition now, do you?’13Much has been made of this

account, written late in his career, and upon it is based the myth of obdurate quartermasters
sticking to their orders at the expense of their duty. Yet, in a letter to his father written from

Helpmekaar immediately after the battle, Smith-Dorrien offered a subtly different emphasis,

merely remarking that T was out with the front companies of the 24th handing them spare
ammunition’.14 Quartermaster Edward Bloomfield was, of course, protecting the 2/24th’s
reserve ammunition – which, being drawn up behind the 2/24th camp, was nearer the firing line
than the 1/24th’s – a supply that Lord Chelmsford had ordered to be kept ready to dispatch to his

troops (which included the 2/24th) should it be needed. His exchange with Smith-Dorrien must
have taken place early in the fight – according to Essex Bloomfield was killed soon after – and it

is highly likely that Bloomfield did not at that stage consider circumstances were desperate

enough to warrant his overriding Chelmsford’s instructions. Smith-Dorrien was, it should be
noted, both very young and very junior at the time; Essex’s evidence implies, however, that
Bloomfield relented under Essex’s greater rank and authority. It should not be thought that SmithDorrien contradicted his earlier account – merely that, years later, some events had come to

assume a greater importance in his memory than they did at the time.A similar incident had
occurred, with one telling difference, earlier that same morning at the battle of Nyezane on the

coast. At the height of the battle Captain Arthur Hart, Staff Officer to the 2nd NNC, had

attempted to lead an attack by the European NCOs of his unit on a key Zulu position. He had

noticed, however, that most were running low on ammunition:15I knew that our ammunition

reserve was a long way off, so fearing that there might be a difficulty, I rode back myself to where
Colonel Pearson was still engaged with the guns and the ‘Buffs’ … and I got leave to take

ammunition from the first supply, no matter to whom it might belong. I thus got a supply at once,

and got some of our natives who were crouching about to carry it …16Hart, in other words, had
anticipated the objection to issuing supplies to unauthorised units – the same complaint Smith-

Dorrien faced just a few hours later at iSandlwana – but had taken the precaution of gaining
authorisation beforehand and as a result secured what he needed.In fact there is no evidence

that a failure of supply contributed to the tactical decisions made by the officers of the 24th at
iSandlwana. It is perhaps closer to the truth to suggest that a failure of firepower – of the ability of

the frontline troops to halt or break up the Zulu attack owing to the extended front, the small

numbers of men in the firing line and the determination of the enemy – was responsible for the

decision to retire on the tents which led to the British collapse.The situation among the auxiliary
units is less clear-cut. One man of the NNC, Malindi, observed that ‘our ammunition failed once

but we got fresh from the camp, and remained firing until the Zulus were within 100 yards’.17
After protracted firing from both detachments of his men, however, Durnford’s command

undoubtedly grew short of ammunition. Although he sent men back to gain fresh supplies they
were hampered by the fact that Durnford had left iSandlwana while his baggage train was still on

the road from Rorke’s Drift; while his ammunition wagons had subsequently arrived in the camp,
in the confusion of battle no one knew where they had been parked. Shortage of ammunition
may well have been a factor which prompted Durnford to abandon his defence of the forward

donga; arguably more pressing, however, was the fact that his position had become untenable

as the Zulus were outflanking it on both sides.During the subsequent major actions of the war –
Khambula, kwaGingindlovu and Ulundi – the British fought from defensive positions close to

their ammunition carts. This must inevitably have eased any difficulties of re-supply, but in fact

the expenditure of ammunition in each case does not seem to have warranted any undue
efforts.ArtilleryTravelling through Zululand in 1882, Bertram Mitford had the opportunity to

interview a number of Zulus who had fought in the war, one of whom gave him a frank opinion on
the capabilities of British artillery:‘Ubain-bai? Haow! Didn’t like them at all. First the warriors tried

to dodge them, and scattered when they saw them coming, till at last on one occasion when a

lot had dispersed from where the missile was expected to fall, it astonished them by dropping
right in the thick of the group that had just dodged it. Arms, and legs, and heads flew in every
direction’ went on my informant, with an expressive gesture. ‘This event caused them to lose

heart more than anything, as they found that they could not get out of the way of the “bain-bai” so
easily. At Sandhlwana the big guns hardly fired at all, and even then, when they did, they
scarcely hit anyone.’18The discrepancy between the performance of the guns in the early stages

of the war and that during the key battles later, as it seemed to the Zulus on the receiving end,
reflected the difference in the types of guns available to the British.On the eve of the invasion, as

in so many areas, Lord Chelmsford was woefully short of artillery. He had just two batteries of
light guns to support his entire army, N Battery, 5th Brigade, and 11th Battery, 7th Brigade.19
N/5 had been in southern Africa since 1878 and had taken part in the closing stages of the 9th

Cape Frontier War while 11/7 had been based in the Natal garrison.Both batteries were

equipped with a type of gun known technically as the 7-pdr 200lb RML or ‘Rifled MuzzleLoader’. This type of weapon technology was enjoying a late popularity for it had in many

respects already been superseded. Muzzle-loading weapons had of course been the mainstay
of the great battles against Napoleon and even of the Crimean War twenty-five years before but

the technology had existed for several years to produce functioning breech-loading weapons. In

the 1860s the Royal Artillery had largely re-equipped its batteries with 9-pdr or 12-pdr breechloading Armstrong or Whitworth guns, and some had been employed in New Zealand against

the Maoris with good results. The technical problems posed by a hinged breech had not been

entirely eradicated, however, while the experience of the American Civil War – where much of
the fighting took place at close quarters and powerful smooth-bores were more popular than the
more accurate breech-loaders – had led to the triumph of conservatism and the re-introduction
in the 1870s of muzzle-loading models.The 7-pdr was a lightweight and versatile weapon.
Introduced in 1873, it was regarded as a ‘mountain gun’, in that either the barrel could be carried

on a small, lightweight carriage drawn by mules, or the gun itself could be dismantled and the

parts carried on pack-mules. The barrel was rifled – it had three grooves down the inside of the

barrel which made the shell spin in flight, with a marked increase in accuracy and range over the

old smooth-bore round-shot – and a range of about 3,000 yards (2,800 metres). A choice of
projectile was available, ranging from common (explosive) shells to shrapnel shells (named after

the inventor, Henry Shrapnel; these shells were filled with lead balls and timed by means of a
fuse to explode in an air-burst above the target), and case-shot. The latter consisted of lead balls

in a container which was designed to disintegrate on firing so that the contents sprayed out of

the barrel like a giant shotgun; it had a limited useful range but was highly effective against
personnel.On the Eastern Cape Frontier N/5 had found that the mountain carriages of the 7-pdr

were unsuitable for work over rocky terrain or on narrow tracks through the bush since the
narrow wheel-base made them unstable. Instead, they were mounted on ‘Kaffrarian’ or ‘Colonial’

carriages which were a slightly modified version of the carriage supplied for the heavier 9-pdr

gun. The carriages were made of iron with wooden wheels and included distinctive seats on the
axle-tree for use by the gunners when on the march. The carriages were painted in battleship

grey paint as a preservative. The heavier carriage was far more stable when drawn by a limber
but was too heavy to be dragged by mules; instead both N/5 and 11/7 drew their guns by means

of teams of six horses.20When planning his strategy Chelmsford intended that the Centre

Column should be his main thrust into Zululand. N/5 was therefore attached to the column in its

entirety, much to the delight of its members who had served alongside the 24th Regiment on the
Cape Frontier. In contrast, the 11/7 Battery was split between the two flanking columns. Two

sections (four guns) were attached to Wood’s column and one to Pearson’s; Pearson’s

shortages were to some extent made good by two 7-pdr guns, two rocket tubes and a Gatling
provided by the Royal Navy. Two unattached 7-pdr guns, pulled by mules and perhaps mounted

on mountain carriages, and commanded by Lieutenant Frederick Nicholson RA, were also
deployed with Wood’s column.It was N/5’s guns that covered the crossing into Zululand at

Rorke’s Drift on 11 January, and they accompanied the advance to iSandlwana on the 20th.
When, early on the morning of the 22nd, Chelmsford decided to split his force in response to

reports that there were Zulus in the Mangeni hills, he instructed the commander of N/5,

Lieutenant-Colonel Harness, to accompany him with two sections of the battery (four guns). One
section – two guns – was left together with the battery’s logistical supports in the camp under the

command of Lieutenant Henry Curling. Because of the difficult terrain Harness’s guns lagged

behind Chelmsford’s advance, and at one point, reacting to a report that the camp was under
attack, turned back towards iSandlwana, only to be ordered to resume the march. When

Chelmsford, having failed to find the main impi at Mangeni, decided to advance the camp to join

him, Harness’s second-in-command, Major Stuart Smith, was sent back to supervise packing up

the battery. He arrived just as the Zulu attack developed.The two guns formed the anchor of the

British defence. There was no tactical doctrine in the 1870s which allowed guns to shell an

enemy over the heads of their own men – the fuses on the shells were too unreliable and the
dangers too great – so the guns were placed well forward, with the 24th extended on either side.
They began shelling the Zulus as they descended off the iNyoni heights to their front; at one

point a shell seems to have exploded prematurely over the head of Lieutenant Roberts’ troop of

mounted auxiliaries, who were retiring down the slope, killing Roberts himself. At the height of
the battle one gun was moved briefly to the right to fire at the Zulu left in support of Durnford’s
stand in the donga.According to one of the survivors, the civilian interpreter James Brickhill, the

results were decidedly mixed:The Artillery threw about 25 shots from different parts of the field

during the battle. Four of these were very effective, each tearing up what appeared to be an acre
of ground in the enemy’s masses. One of the guns, however, always appeared to shoot high,

whilst one shot burst half-way, nearly over the head of our foot Native Contingent.21The

reference to ‘tearing up an acre of ground’ provides a vivid impression of how effective shrapnel
shells could be. Nevertheless, this account implies that the guns were too few and too light to
have a more decisive effect on the battle. Their performance provoked some controversy in the

military press afterwards where it was argued that the muzzle velocity of the 7-pdr was too low,
and the bursting charge of the shell too light, to make it truly effective against a determined mass
attack.Certainly the Zulus do not seem to have been unduly daunted by the guns at iSandlwana.

One survivor noted that, as they drew closer, they learned when the guns were about to fire from
the drill of the crew who stood back before each discharge. The Zulus would then throw

themselves down in the long grass calling out ‘Moya!’ – ‘the wind’.During the final stages of the
attack the guns switched to firing case-shot at close range. By this time the infantry had retired

towards the tents and the guns were left exposed for a few moments, as Curling afterwards
recalled:At this time, out of my small detachment, one man had been killed, shot through the
head, another wounded, shot through the side, and another through the wrist. Maj. Smith was

also shot through the arm but was able to do his duty. Of course, no wounded man was attended
to, there was no time or men to spare. When we got the order to retire, we limbered up at once

but were hardly in time as the Zulus were on us at once and one man was killed (stabbed) as he
was mounting the seat on the gun-carriage. Most of the gunners were on foot as there was no
time to mount them on the guns.22Curling later said that he assumed that the guns were being
withdrawn to a new position, and this may well have been the case for a concerted stand closer

to the tents was probably what Durnford and Pulleine had in mind. In the event it was too late,
however, for the left of the Zulu ‘chest’ had pushed forward into the British camp, and Curling

found that even as he rode through the camp Zulus were running up to attack his men. Most of

the gunners were killed as they ran alongside the guns; finally, as they crested the nek and
descended into the Manzimnyama valley, the guns themselves came to grief:When we had gone

about 400 yards, we came to a deep cut, in which the guns stuck. There was, as far as I could
see, only one gunner with them at this time, but they were covered with men of different corps

clinging to them. The Zulus were in them at once and the drivers pulled off their horses. I then left
the guns.23Both Curling and Major Smith then abandoned the guns and tried to escape; Curling

managed to get away but Stuart Smith was killed during the final descent into the Mzinyathi
valley.When the first burial details visited the site on 21 May 1879, they found one of the gun
limbers still stuck in the donga above the Manzimnyama valley, the dead horses lying in their
traces. The other limber was found on the plain in front of the camp, having been apparently

dragged away by the Zulus. Neither gun was present.In 2000 an archaeological investigation of

parts of the iSandlwana battlefield was allowed to excavate a cairn which was falling away into a
donga at the head of the ‘fugitives’ trail’. It was found to contain the long bones of between four

and six horses, as well as at least one human bone. The metal remains – studs and buckles –

from leather harnesses were scattered nearby. These were, presumably, the remains of the
horses and men killed when the limber became stuck in the donga.The guns themselves were
dragged by hand all the way to oNdini – as a prisoner of war, Ernest Grandier, later saw them
there. There had been no time to spike them24 and the Zulus tried to make them serviceable.

They understood enough of the principles involved to attempt to detonate the charges by forcing

rifle percussion-caps into the vents in place of friction tubes but this proved unsuccessful. The
guns were later dragged away towards the oLandandlovu royal homestead, which lay between
the White and Black Mfolozi rivers. On 11 August, during the extensive British patrolling in

pursuit of King Cetshwayo, the guns were discovered lying in the empty veldt, not far from the
homestead. The barrels had been removed from the carriages and left in the grass, while nearby

were leather harnesses which had apparently been used to drag them, as well as shells and

rockets. The barrels were mounted back on the carriages and the guns taken to Sir Garnet
Wolseley’s camp at oNdini. They were later returned to N/5 Battery, rather to Harness’s

embarrassment. To lose a gun in action was the artillery equivalent of the infantry’s disgrace at
losing a Colour, and Harness was uncertain how to react at their recovery. Eventually the guns
were returned to England, and there they disappear from history.Elsewhere 11/7’s guns had also

seen action at Nyezane on 22 January, and they accompanied Pearson’s advance to Eshowe,
where they were emplaced in the British earthworks throughout the siege.At Khambula on 29

March Wood was able to deploy six 7-pdr guns, in contrast to Pulleine’s two at iSandlwana. The

detached section commanded by Lieutenant Nicholson was placed in the redoubt, but the four
guns of 11/7 Battery, commanded by Major E.G. Tremlett, remained in the open throughout the

battle. Positioned between the redoubt at the main wagon-laager, they were able to change their
face to meet each Zulu attack. Certainly Wood himself was impressed by their performance:The

men belonged to Garrison companies, but I have never known a battery so exceptionally
fortunate in its Subalterns. Lieutenant Nicholson, standing on the gun platform, fought his guns
with the unmoved stoical courage habitual to his nature. Major Tremlett was renowned as a

fearless sportsman, and both Bigge and Slade were unsurpassable; they with their gunners

stood up in the open from 1.30pm till the Zulus retreated at 5.30pm, and by utilising the ridge

were enabled to find excellent targets with cover during the first attack on the southern slope and
later on the northern slope, and suffered but little loss.25Among those losses, however, was

Lieutenant Nicholson, who was hit by a Zulu bullet as he stood on the parapet directing his
guns.The reports of the details told off to bury the dead confirm that the artillery had caused

considerable execution. At one point, as the Zulu left emerged from the valley to the south of the
camp and mounted a determined charge at close range, the guns had fired several rounds of

case-shot. Afterwards Sergeant Edward Jervis of the 90th Regiment wrote home to his brother:

‘A more horrible sight than the enemy’s dead, where they felt the effects of shellfire, I never saw.
Bodies lying cut in halves, heads taken off, and other features in connection with the dead made

a sight more ghastly than ever I thought of.’26After iSandlwana, reinforcements were hurried to
Natal, including three field batteries (M/7, N/6, 8/7), a Gatling gun battery (10/7), and an

ammunition train (0/6). Most of the field batteries were equipped with 7-pdrs but N/6 had the 9-

pdr 8-cwt RML gun, which was in fact standard issue for field service. This had a slightly greater
range than the 7-pdr – its maximum range was 3,500 yards (3,231 metres) – and a greater

muzzle velocity. Because of the heavy calibre, the shells, too, had a greater bursting charge. The
guns were mounted on the same carriage which had been adapted to provide the 7-pdr’s

‘Kaffrarian’ carriage. In addition to the artillery reinforcements, the Navy also landed a number of
guns with its additions to the Naval Brigades.All of this potential firepower was, of course,
distributed among Chelmsford’s reorganised columns. In the event, those batteries attached to
the 1st Division, on the coast, were destined to see no action but on 4 July the combined 2nd

Division and Flying Column defeated the main Zulu army at the battle of Ulundi. Chelmsford’s
forces on that occasion included a concentration of guns unprecedented in the British Army’s

history in southern Africa – two of N/5 Battery’s 7-pdrs, six 9-pdrs of N/6 Battery and four 7-pdrs
of 11/7 Battery. In addition the two Gatling guns of 10/7 Battery were heavily involved in the

action. The battle was short, for the Zulus were growing disheartened by the end of the war, and

the British were in any case able to lay down an impenetrable wall of fire around the square.
Although the number of rounds fired by the guns was much lower than in the protracted fighting

at Khambula, at one point N/6 still had to fire case-shot to halt one particularly determined rush,

and afterwards clumps of bodies were found lying within 50 yards of the guns, where they had
been cut down. During the retreat, too, when the Zulus showed signs of rallying on high ground,

where the pursuing cavalry could not reach them, they were subject to well-placed shells fired at
longer ranges which dispersed them.As Mitford’s informant had recognised, while the Zulus had
the courage, discipline and numbers to withstand the losses necessary to take a position

protected by just two 7-pdrs, as they did at iSandlwana, the fire from concentrated batteries was
far more destructive, and all the more discouraging because its effects could not easily be
avoided. Perhaps nothing demonstrates more clearly the essentially unequal nature of the

struggle in 1879.And why did the Zulus call field guns ‘ubainbai?’ Perhaps the earliest recorded

explanation can be found in the writings of the Revd Allen Gardiner, the first missionary to work

at Port Natal, who wrote in 1836 thatthe origin of this term is somewhat curious. Lieutenant

Farewell RN, who was the first settler at Port Natal, had constructed a fort round his house, on

which some carriage-guns were mounted. These guns excited much curiosity among the
natives, and he was frequently questioned by them as to their use. His usual reply was ‘You shall
see bye and bye’; until hearing the last words so frequently repeated in reference to the guns,

they naturally concluded that was the proper name.27The term is still widely used in rural
Zululand today.BaSothoThroughout the war in 1879 the British had a habit of referring to their

mounted auxiliaries as ‘Basutos’. This was a reflection of the favourable impression the baSotho

had made on the British consciousness rather than a statement of fact; in reality only one troop

of mounted auxiliaries was Sotho in origin.These were the followers of Hlubi kaMota Molife,
inkosi of a group of Sotho-speakers living in Natal called the Tlokoa. The Tlokoa had originally
lived on the upper reaches of the Mzinyathi river but had been driven over the Khahlamba

mountains by the violence which characterised the rise of the Zulu kingdom. They had wandered
the interior for a number of years, earning a fearsome reputation under their queen, MaNthathisi.

After MaNthathisi’s death the main section of the Tlokoa remained in the high veld under her son
Sikonyela, but a section under Sikonyela’s brother Mota apparently quarrelled with its

neighbours and crossed the mountains into Natal. Mota had previously established a
relationship with the amaHlubi people, and his son – born about 1835 – was named Hlubi to

commemorate this. The Tlokoa settled in the foothills of the Natal Midlands with the amaHlubi as
their neighbours.In 1873, however, the Hlubi inkosi, Langalibelele kaMthimkhulu, fell foul of the

colonial authorities and attempted to move his followers in the opposite direction, across the

mountains. Natal’s Secretary for Native Affairs, Theophilus Shepstone, sought support from
Natal’s African population to prevent the amaHlubi escape and the Tlokoa, their historic links to
the Hlubi overridden by the need to maintain Shepstone’s goodwill, agreed to provide a

contingent of mounted men.Unlike most African groups south of the Limpopo, the southern

Sotho had recognised early in their contacts with Europeans the value of the horse and by the
1870s sure-footed mountain ponies had become a major factor in Sotho warfare. The Tlokoa,

therefore, were ideally placed to assist the troops dispatched by Shepstone into the mountains.

They were led by Hlubi himself, then a young man, and were attached to a small column
commanded by (then) Major Anthony Durnford RE. Hlubi acted as Durnford’s personal guide.
Also present was a contingent of Christian Africans from the Edendale mission outside

Pietermaritzburg. On 4 November 1873 Durnford’s command intercepted a strong column of
amaHlubi attempting to cross the Bushman’s Pass into BaSotholand. In the ensuing skirmish

Durnford was wounded and several of his men killed but the black auxiliaries retained their
discipline and covered his retreat.When Durnford was asked in late 1878 to draw up a plan for
raising auxiliary forces he naturally turned to both the Tlokoa and Edendale men. Hlubi, by now

in his forties, agreed to raise a troop of fifty men. Armed with Swinburne-Henry carbines, and
dressed like most of the mounted auxiliaries in hard-wearing yellow corduroy, and with their hats

wrapped round with a red band, they were attached to Durnford’s no. 2 column.The column was

initially deployed at Middle Drift but was ordered to Rorke’s Drift to support the advance of the

Centre Column. They arrived at iSandlwana on the morning of the 22nd, and Durnford’s decision
to probe Zulu movements on the iNyoni heights led to an encounter with the Zulu army and
precipitated the battle. His men – including Hlubi’s BaSotho troop – made a determined stand in

a donga in front of the camp but retired when their position was outflanked and their ammunition
nearly spent. During the retreat Hlubi kept his men together, fighting their way through the Zulu

right ‘horn’ and retreating towards the crossing at Rorke’s Drift. At the crossing they halted briefly

to rest their exhausted horses, then crossed by way of the Drift and reported to Lieutenant Chard
at the Rorke’s Drift post. At Chard’s request they deployed in a screen to the south of the
Shiyane hill, but after firing a few shots at the advancing Zulus they broke and rode towards

Helpmekaar.After iSandlwana the Tlokoa and Edendale men were based at Helpmekaar and
patrolled the exposed border. When the auxiliary units were reorganised they were posted to
Colonel Wood’s column. During the battle of Khambula on 29 March they formed part of the

mounted sortie which rode out to harass the Zulu right into a premature and uncoordinated

attack. Rather than retreat towards the dubious safety of the British laager, however, a number of
the auxiliaries preferred to trust to their horses and remain in the open. They stayed outside
throughout the battle and harassed the Zulu flanks.Despite their failings at Rorke’s Drift – which

even Chard was prepared to forgive them – the Tlokoa had earned a good reputation among the

British. Hard-riding, resourceful and courageous, they seemed to represent the best that the
auxiliary forces could offer, and their tough, wiry ponies epitomised their spirit to the extent that

the British took to calling all mounted auxiliary units after them.The Tlokoa took part in various
patrols towards oNdini at the beginning of the second invasion in June 1879, and formed part of

the mounted force which skirmished across the White Mfolozi on 3 July. On the following day
they played a major role in the battle of Ulundi, at first harassing the Zulu attack, then riding back

to take shelter in the British square before riding out again during the pursuit.After the war Sir
Garnet Wolseley, in implementing a political settlement on Zululand which best served British

interests through indirect rule, offered Hlubi chieftainship of a swathe of land on the eastern bank

of the Mzinyathi. His intention was to provide a sympathetic buffer beyond the Natal border and
to eradicate the influence of the prominent royalists, the amaQungebeni, who lived there. Hlubi

and his followers arrived in the area in October 1879 and built a homestead in the Batshe valley,
not far from the ruins of inkosi Sihayo’s old homestead. Throughout the 1880s Hlubi repaid his

appointment by turning out his men several times to support British intervention in the

successive crises which wracked post-war Zululand. In 1882 the traveller Bertram Mitford
suggested the extent to which Hlubi associated himself with the European world:A middle-aged
man, rather stout, with an intelligent face, dressed in a velveteen jacket, tweed trousers, and

flannel shirt, and with a general air of native well-to-do-ness, such is the chief Hlubi. His

aspirations tend in the direction of comfort, for he lives in a substantial stone house with a
verandah, and uses tables and chairs. Furthermore, he drives his own trap, an American ‘spider’
– albeit given to loading up the same rather inordinately: for to drive seven full-grown persons in

a vehicle constructed to seat four is inordinate loading-up. At the time of my arrival the chief was
engaged in presiding over a ‘trial-at-law’ … About fifty natives – Zulus and Basutos – were
squatted around in a circle, with the defendants, six in number, in the centre; the ‘court’ was held

in the open air, Hlubi being the only man who affected a chair, the others sitting on the ground
tailor-fashion.28As this passage suggests, Hlubi’s Sotho formed the governing elite of the

Mzinyathi border community, a position he maintained successfully for more than a decade. With
increased British intervention in Zululand following the Dinuzulu rebellion of 1888, and the

subsequent annexation, Hlubi found himself increasingly marginalised, his power restricted to

his immediate followers in the Batshe valley. Ironically Hlubi discovered a truth which
underpinned the advance of British imperial interests across southern Africa – that it ultimately

undermined the power and prestige of all traditional African leaders, whether collaborators or
no.Hlubi became ill in 1897, showing signs of mental instability which may have been the result

of long-term exposure to malaria. He died in October 1902. He was succeeded by his son Isaak
Lenega but in the 1940s the South African Government effectively removed what remained of

Tlokoa authority in Zululand and their influence there effectively came to an end.Their influence

can still be seen among their descendants, however, in the number of cut-stone round Sothostyle huts still to be found in the Nquthu and Nondweni districts.Beards (British)
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Michael D Harrison, “Five Stars. A good book to add to my collection.”
Steven J. Sass, “Knight's new offering fills neglected gap in Zulu War literature. In the genre of

historical inquiry and interpretation, a book bearing the word "Companion" within its title, seems
to immediately conjure the image of a reference manual. Often, such references are quickly
dismissed as dry, boring and only of value to the most zealous students. In this instance
however, the term Companion is somewhat misleading. To be sure, it does fulfill it's reference

expectations in the manner one would expect from Ian Knight, with absolute accuracy,

unassailable scholarship and thorough annotation. But the real genius of this work did not strike
me until I was near the end of page 53. I had devoured the first twelve topical studies, from

Ammunition Boxes to Burying the Dead, in one swipe----as if I were on vacation guiltily reading
tawdry fiction. Within this type of book, which seems to have more ambiguous literary

parameters than that of a serious history, Knight is able to stretch a bit, and he shows himself as

a writer of most excellent quality. Indeed, it is his commentary on the facts and anecdotes
examined that gives this work it's tremendous value.Regarding the gap in Zulu War literature

alluded to in the title, it's filled by this book in the following manner. A quick examination of my
book shelves revealed a count of no less than 75 major titles dealing specifically with the Anglo-

Zulu War of 1879, not to mention countless magazine articles, society journals and smaller

specialty books dealing with aspects such as uniforms and weapory. The point is then, when

one is reading these accounts, often they cause as many questions to arise as those they

answer. A simplistic yet clear enough example is the Ammunition Box controversy at
Isandlwana. It's well and good to read about a possible shortage of ammuntion due to the

nature of the boxes. However, this book explains why or why not that may have been the case

but only after a comprehensive look at the evidence, from the design of the box, to survivor

testimony and archaeological data. As this is the standard methodology applied to all the
scrutinized subjects, a great many of my questions finally have answers.A feature that should be
well appreciated for it's convenience factor, is the inclusion within the introduction of maps

associated with every major military action of the war. The biggest visual treat however is on the

dust cover, which features a newly discovered contemporary painting from an as yet unknown
artist, of the action at the mission station at Rorke's Drift. Unfortunately, as the size of the

original painting is obviously too large to fit even wrapped around the cover, one is not afforded a

truly satisfying view. Hopefully at some point the entire painting will be made available in print
form.In the age of the internet, many students of history find themselves debating and
discussing favorite subjects online with others of like interests. For those who find themselves

emeshed in the history of the Anglo-Zulu War, having this book will most assuredly lend an
advantage over fellow debaters, as well as saving one from rampaging through 75 books for that
one all important reference!”

benoit, “Great Idea. Great idea to extract salient points that are always being asked about this

conflict.......great detail and wonderfully anecdotal....right down to HR Haggard's model for
Umslopogaas in She etc.”

DeM, “very useful, thorough range of. very useful , thorough range of knowledge”
The book by Ian Knight has a rating of 5 out of 4.0. 7 people have provided feedback.
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