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Introduction 

In the growing field now largely referred to as public history, there is a consistent 

fascination with matters of representation of the past. In focusing on representation, 

contributions within this scholarship tend to devote more energy on the interpretation of 

representational modes, particularly on how they use or abuse the past. Interpretation 

here, also involves a reading of aesthetic forms and their representation or 

misrepresentation of the past. The focus here is largely on the finished representation, 

which is now largely read in textual terms. The processes of the production of such texts 

have hardly received much detailed attention. As a result much of this scholarship has 

focused on either the successes or failures of different modes of representing and 

remembering specific historical events. Misrepresentations are usually identified with the 

‘correct’ versions of the past that is remembered being provided. These kinds of exercises 

have proven fruitful as they have critiqued different abuses of the past, for either political 

or commercial gain.  

 

However, in my acknowledgement of the importance of these contributions I use this 

study to suggest that studying the processing (or the production) of representations is 

more useful to historians than the interpretation of finished texts. Using the case of the 

king Shaka memorial, I argue that studying the production of such symbolic forms 

reveals complex historical relations and raises significant questions. These historical 

relations and significant quest that arise from my studying of the production of the Shaka 

memorial are not necessarily relating to the historical figure (or associated events) that 

was commemorated. They relate to the contemporaries when the memorial was produced. 

Like ‘the event’ which is the focus of inquiry in conventional history, the study of the 

production of the production of the Shaka memorial reveals the nature of relations and 
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raises questions about the past.  I am therefore, beginning the paper with a brief 

background as context for the emergence of the Shaka memorial.  

 

1. Background 

In 1910, the Union of South Africa was established under the Union Act of 1909. A 

merger of two republics and two self-governing colonies, the new Union altered the lives 

of African people, for better or worse. Discoveries of minerals had already taken place 

when the Union was established. These discoveries meant there was increased demand 

for both labour and agricultural produce in the expanding urban areas. The demand for 

labour in both these sectors was increasing. The immediate challenge facing the Union 

government was - how to satisfy the labour needs of both these major sectors of its 

economy? The Union government’s response was to develop a legislation that would feed 

the mining sector with enough labour, whilst making sure that agricultural produce is 

sustained by the availability of cheap labour in the sector. The first and most significant 

of the initiatives in this regard, was the enactment of the Land Act of 1913. Under the 

Act, African people were only allowed to purchase land in areas set aside as Reserves. 

All African tenants on white owned farms would have to become ‘labour tenants’. 

African tenancy in white owned farms was abolished. The Act, according to Cope, sought 

to reduce the ability of Africans to maintain rural economic independence, and ‘so force 

them to become wage labourers either on white farms or in urban areas’.1    

 

The impact of the Act in Natal and Zululand was varied. Zululand was an African 

Reserve, established by the 1902-1904 Zululand Land Delimitation Commission under 

the Theophilus Sheptsone system. Zulu people living there were less unsettled by the Act. 

Most land in Zululand continued to be distributed on the basis of communal tribal tenure. 

Most affected by the Act were Zulu people in Natal, particularly in Northern Natal. A 

significant number of Zulu people who lived outside the reserves owned land in which 

they lived.2 Most of these were the Kholwa, who were Zulu middle class. They had 

converted to Christianity and secular values copied from Europeans. The Kholwa were 

                                                 
1 N. Cope, To Bind the Nation: Solomon kaDinuzulu and Zulu Nationalism 1913-1933 (Pietermaritzburg, 
University of Natal Press, 1993), p. 18. 
2 Cope, To Bind the Nation, p. 22. 
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significant property owners in Natal and Zululand. Pointing to the effects of the Act on 

the Kholwa class, Peterson states that the Act ‘effectively denied the Kholwa what, until 

then, had been their main source of social mobility, the purchase of freehold land.3 This 

contributed to the emergence of political organisation between the Kholwa and other elite 

classes in Natal and Zululand. An alliance was emerging between the Kholwa, the chiefs, 

the Zululand planters and the Zulu Royalty.4 According to Shula Marks, it was only after 

1918 that looser connections began to take shape, in meetings between the members of 

the Royal family and their immediate circle and the Kholwa, who were largely led by 

John Dube.5 This political organisation would culminate in 1924, with the establishment 

of Inkatha kaZulu which existed until 1933.     

 

The inaugural meeting of Inkatha was held at Nongoma in October 1924. The meeting 

was organised by S.D. Simelane. Inkatha sought to gain state recognition for the Zulu 

king. It also sought to cement Christian values in the Zulu society. These values were to 

be expressed through ideas of education and progress of the Zulu people. Inkatha, 

according to La Hausse, was an expression of a peculiar synthesis of Zulu tradition and 

Western modernity.6 A marriage of the values of Christian respectability and Zulu ethnic 

consciousness within Inkatha.7 The most established leaders and intellectuals within 

Inkatha were established Christians. An ethos of Christian individualism was to be 

advanced through self-help schemes. These schemes were to be designed to assist Zulu 

people to establish individual and sustainable economies. An alliance of these ideas 

would manifest itself in the idea of creating a memorial to king Shaka in the early 1930s. 

The subject of the recognition of the Zulu king by the state had confronted Solomon 

years before the establishment of Inkatha. Symbolic ways were used by the king to re-

establish his authority.  

 

 

                                                 
3 B. Peterson, Monarchs, Missionaries and African Intellectuals: African Theatre and the Unmaking of 
Colonial Marginality (Witwatersrand University Press, 2000), p. 93. 
4 Peterson, p. 93. 
5 S. Marks, Ambiguities of Dependence, p. 69. 
6 La Hausse, Restless Identities, p. 88. 
7 Ibid., p. 205. 
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1.1. A Non-king Seeks Residence in the Graves: Harnessing the Symbolism of the 
      Past 
 

The Zulu Royalty was affected by the new political developments as the Kholwa, and 

Zulu people generally were. After the 1906 Zulu rebellion, king Dinuzulu who was seen 

by the Natal government to have been the instigator of the rebellion, was exiled to the 

Transvaal in 1913. Due to ill health, he died in the Transvaal and his body was 

transported to Zululand for burial. He was buried at Nobamba homestead, which was part 

of eMakhosini (the Place of the Kings), where homesteads and graves of most Zulu kings 

were located. This, without the Union government’s sanctioning, signalled the return of 

Zulu Royalty into Zululand. A surviving section of Usuthu (a section of the Royal family 

which fought the Madlakazi in the famous civil war of the late 19th century), which was 

led by Dinuzulu, was divided and placed under several chiefs. Solomon kaDinuzulu, heir 

to the late king, was not even awarded the status of a king or chief.8 The new Department 

of Native Affairs, it seemed, wanted to do away with the figure of the king through non-

recognition.  

 

The chances of Solomon resuming his hereditary position were made worse by the 

unavailability of official residence for someone who was still seen as a leader by Zulu 

people. Solomon had a few huts in Nobamba and Zibindini situated on the farm 

‘Koningsdal’ owned by S.B. Buys. Solomon was therefore the tenant at the farm. There 

were constant tensions between Solomon and Buys. These ranged from Solomon’s 

irregular payments of rent to his erection of huts without Buys’ consent. In 1916, Buys 

handed the matter to the courts to force Solomon to pay his rental debts. In 1917, the 

court ruled in favour of Buys and requested Solomon to pay his rental debts. This affair 

was coupled with Solomon’s requests to purchase the land with homesteads from Buys. 

 

At first, Solomon requested that the land around Nobamba to be given to him. The CNC 

refused Solomon permission to settle at Nobamba. Instead, the CNC suggested to E. 

Dower, the Secretary for Native Affairs (SNA), that rather than giving him Nobamba, 

                                                 
8 NAB, CNC 57/29, ‘Application by Solomon’, C.A. Wheelwright, CNC: Natal to E. Dower, SNA: Cape 
Town, 4 April 1916. 
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alternative land should be purchased by the Department of Native Affairs (DNA) for 

him.9 He suggested purchasing one or two farms in the Babanango portion of the Vryheid 

District. He preferred farms where some of the other graves of Zulu kings were situated. 

These were farms where lots 220 of Koeningsdaal and 256 of Dwarsrivier. Relocating 

Solomon to these farms, the CNC hoped, would have the effect of removing Dinuzulu’s 

homesteads in Zululand and stop the necessity of Solomon’s constant visits to 

Nobamba.10  The CNC feared Solomon’s presence in Zululand would instigate unrest. 

His constant visits to Nobamba, the CNC felt, would also serve to undermine the chiefs 

that were appointed to rule the Zulu people in the area. Solomon’s ‘status’ would be 

retrieved, they feared.  

 

Realising the government’s reluctance to purchase these farms the CNC lobbied the SNA 

further for their purchase. In further motivating for the purchase, the CNC pointed to the 

danger of the possibility of Zulu people making financial donations towards the purchase 

of land for Solomon.11 This would strengthen the feeling of allegiance of the Zulu people 

towards Solomon and reinforce his symbolic position as the head of the Zulu people. This 

would be detrimental to the CNC. Its attempts to persuade the government to purchase 

the two farms were not successful. Solomon was also failing to secure Nobamba and 

Zibindini as his official residences.  

 

In the late 1920s, Solomon still did not have official residence, even though he was now 

recognised as a chief. By the 1920s, Solomon had narrowed his request for residence to 

Zibindini. He wanted the land on which Zibindini homestead was situated, to be reserved 

by the government and failing this, to get permission to purchase the land himself. The 

owner of the land agreed to sell the farm to Solomon, only if he got 6 pounds per 

morgen.12 Solomon was not in a position to meet the price demands of the farm.13 In the 

                                                 
9 NAB, CNC 57/29, ‘Application by Solomon’, C.A. Wheelwright to E. Dower, 4 April 1916.  
10 Wheelwright to Dower, 4 April 1916. 
11 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Application by Solomon’, CNC: Natal to SNA: Cape Town, 17 Aug. 
1916.  
12 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Application by Solomon’, J.W. Norton, CNC: Natal to Magistrate: 
Vryheid, 8 Oct. 1928. 
13 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Application by Solomon’, The SNA: Cape Town to N.W. Pringle, CNC: 
Natal, 23 Nov. 1928. 
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same period, Buys was lobbying high state officials for the eviction of Solomon from his 

farms and the recovery of unpaid rentals.14 The subject of Solomon’s residence finally 

rested when he took up permanent residence at Mahashini, one of Dinuzulu’s old 

residences, which lay in the Nongoma district, a site where the Shaka Memorial initiative 

was conceived.  

 

The issue here is clearly about the status of Solomon, but more significant for this study 

is that, this background is also about Solomon’s quest for the site of symbolic 

significance – a quest for memorialisation. Clearly, there was an evident desire by 

Solomon in his early stages of his symbolic leadership of the Zulu people for a 

historically significant space. Taken further, the sites where the graves were located, it 

seems had memorial power for Solomon. The symbolic power of his leadership of the 

Zulu people, it seemed, lay largely in his harnessing of particular landscapes that 

symbolised generations of Zulu royal leadership. Some state officials were aware and 

feared the symbolic power of such landscapes and graves. C.A. Wheelwright, CNC, for 

example, expressed his concern in 1920 by the visits of Solomon’s brother, David ka 

Dinuzulu to king Cetshwayo’s grave. He warned the keepers of the grave against the 

‘consequences of continuing to be a hindrance to the government and getting mixed up in 

political matters.’15

 

2. The Birth of the Idea 

The decision to erect a memorial to commemorate king Shaka was taken at an Inkatha 

kaZulu executive meeting held at Mahashini in Zululand on 16 December 1930.16  

During this meeting, a Shaka Memorial Committee was established to oversee the task of 

commemorating and erecting a memorial to Shaka. The Committee consisted of John 

Dube, William Washington Ndhlovu, William F. Bhulose, and Gilbert Majozi.17 In 

addition to these individuals, African church ministers and teachers would each elect one 

                                                 
14 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, S.B. Buys to J.B.M. Hertzog, Prime Minister, 31 July 1928. 
15 NAD, SNA, 1/955, C.A. Wheelwright, ‘CNC Notes Regarding Visit of David to Cetshwayo’s Grave’, 
Nkandla, 24 May 1920.  
16 NAB, CNC 57/29, ‘Tshaka Memorial’, Gilbert Majozi, Secretary Shaka Memorial Committee to T.W.C. 
Norton, Chief Native Commissioner: Natal, 12 June 1931.  
17 NAB, CNC 57/29, G. Majozi to Norton, CNC: Natal, 17 June 1931.   
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or two members amongst themselves to the committee. The Committee members were 

prominent individuals in African politics; they were landowners and businessman; they 

had advanced education backgrounds which enabled them to speak on behalf of other 

African people; and had  close relationship and accepted traditional authority in both 

Natal and Zululand. Below I provide brief backgrounds of these individuals and in doing 

so, I draw\ heavily from Shula Marks and Paul La Hausse  

 

Dube, for example, captures most of these features. Born in 1871, Dube was educated at 

Inanda and Amanzimtiti Theological School.18 He studied in the United States of 

America at Oberlin College for more than five years. In 1901, he established a school in 

the Inanda district and started a newspaper called Ilanga Lase Natal. He was a founding 

member of the Natal Native Congress in 1901 and was the first president of the South 

African Native Congress (which later became the ANC) from 1912 to 1917.19 In 1924, he 

became the leader of an Inkatha Committee and continued being a prominent figure in the 

Zululand and Natal politics. He was also involved in a number of entrepreneurial 

activities including sugar planting.20 Furthermore, by the 1930s, Dube’s relationship with 

the Zulu Royalty had been consolidated. According to Shula Marks, after Dube was 

pushed away from the SANNC’s presidency in 1917, he was forced to mobilise his own 

constituency.21  He turned to the Zulu Royal family and forged a close relationship with 

king Solomon who provided a ‘rich history and ritual’ for the mobilisation of Zulu ethnic 

nationalism as a new constituency. 

  

Ndhlovu, just like Dube, was also an educated individual. In the early 1890s Ndhlovu 

worked as a clerk in the office of a lawyer named T.H. Brokensha.22 In 1898 he was 

appointed as a tutor to king Dinuzulu. In 1904 he left Eshowe, his original home, to 

                                                 
18 S. Marks, The Ambiguities of Dependence in South Africa: Class, Nationalism, and the State in 
Twentieth-Century Natal (Johannesburg, Ravan Press, 1986), p. 43. 
19 Sechaba, Jan. 1982. 
20 Marks, Ambiguities of Dependence, p. 67.  
21 Marks, Ambiguities of Dependence, p. 67. 
22 P.I.H, de Lalouviere, Restless Identities: Signatures of Nationalism, Zulu Ethnicity and History in the 
lives of Petros Lamula (c. 1881-1948) and Lymon Maling (1889-c. 1936) (Pietermaritzburg, University of 
Natal Press, 2000), p. 204. 
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Vryheid where he became the ‘first and largest, African landowner at “Schaapkopje”.23 In 

1909 he returned to Zululand to act as secretary to Dinuzulu until the king’s death. As a   

‘prominent resident of the Vryheid East township’, Ndhlovu did not only own a number 

of businesses in Vryheid. He was also chairman of the local Natal Native Congress. 

Bhulose was also one of the prominent leaders of the Natal Native Congress. He was a 

landowner based at Inanda, in Durban.24 He began his career as a Durban municipal 

employee before running a ferry on the Umngeni river and establishing himself as a 

trader. He was chairman of the Durban Branch of the Natal Native Congress, until he lost 

the position to Petros Lamula. In 1924 he became the first chairman of Inkatha, a position 

he held until 1930. According to La Hausse, having lost his position as chairman of the 

Durban Branch of the Natal Native Congress to Lamula, who was seen as a leader of a 

brand of ‘radical nationalism’,  Bhulose ‘looked increasingly to Inkatha to realise his 

political ambitions as the arbiter of a conservative regional nationalist movement.’25  He 

was a Kholwa just like Dube and Ndhlovu. Majozi was an ordained Minister of the 

Wesleyan Church, a Richmond chief and son of James Majozi, a Kholwa chief from the 

same Richmond. Majozi, a former teacher at the Driefontein Native Day School near 

Ladysmith and the owner of several acres of land; was the Shaka Memorial Committee’s 

Organising Secretary.26  

 

The Shaka memorial initiative was communicated to the state as a non-political initiative. 

According to Majozi, the ‘movement’ to establish a memorial to Shaka was apart and 

distinct from any existing establishment of whatsoever kind or any political 

organization.27 This was done to smoothen negotiation with the state in order to get 

permission to erect the monument. This negotiation required the use of particular and 

non-threatening languages in order for the Committee to solicit the desired permission. 

Particular protocols were designed to be strictly followed by the Committee.  

 

                                                 
23 De Lalouviere, Restless Identities, p. 205. 
24 De Lalouviere, Restless Identities, p. 54. 
25 De Lalouviere, Restless Identities, p. 114. 
26 De Lalouviere, Restless Identities, p. 206.  
27 Majozi to Norton, 17 June 1931.  
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During the founding meeting several resolutions were taken. Firstly, the government was 

to be approached with the view of obtaining permission for the establishment of the 

movement. Secondly, permission was also to be solicited to erect a monument on the site 

reserved as Shaka’s grave at Stanger, in Natal. Lastly, permission was to be entreated for 

the collection of donations for the initiative. In addition to these resolutions, a Shaka 

Memorial Fund was to be established. The names of contributors to the Fund would be 

listed in Ilanga Lase Natali.28 Norton who was Chief Native Officer in Natal 

recommended to the Secretary for Native Affairs that permission for requests by the 

Shaka Committee be granted only if they meet certain government demands. One of these 

demands was that the Committee should submit to the CNC, plans for the 

commemoration and erection of the Shaka Memorial.29 The CNC recommended that 

monetary contributions by Zulu people to the initiative should be made without there 

being suspicion of the ‘government appearing to sanction the movement by granting 

permission for the holding of meetings for this purpose or in any other way’.30  

 

Objections at higher levels of the state seemed invisible despite the concerns raised by 

Native Commissioners in different districts of Natal and Zululand. The CNC had asked 

Native Commissioners from different districts of Zululand to ascertain ‘without directly 

consulting the Natives’, whether there is any general desire among the Natives of their 

districts for the erection of a memorial to Shaka.31 For example, the Native 

Commissioner of Ingwavuma informed the CNC that as far as he could gather, ‘the 

monument is of no interest to the chiefs and natives of this district.’32 The Native 

Commissioner of Melmoth informed the CNC that chief Nkantini of his district informed 

him that only chiefs and their immediate attendants should take part in the 

commemoration.33 His reason was that he did not trust the people from south of the 

                                                 
28 Majozi to Norton, 12 June 1931. 
29 NAB, CNC 57/29, ‘Tshaka Memorial’, Norton to The Secretary for Native Affairs: Pretoria, 15 Jan. 
1931.   
30 Norton to SNA, 15 Jan. 1931. 
31 NAD, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72, T.W.C, CNC: Natal to Native Commissioners, 10 Feb. 1931. 
32 NAD, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72, Native Commissioner: Ingwavuma to CNC: Natal, 3 June 1932. For similar 
views see, NAD, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72, Native Commissioner: Mahlabathini to CNC: Natal, 13 Feb. 1913; 
Native Commissioner: Nquthu to CNC: Natal, 21 Feb. 1931. 
33 NAD, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72, Native Commissioner: Melmoth to CNC: Natal, 8 June 1932.  
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Thukela river, especially those from the urban areas as they were associated with the 

I.C.U., which was considered radical by both leading Zulu nationalists and the state. The 

subject of commemoration was further clouded with a number of rumours that were 

circulating. The Melmoth district experienced an outbreak of the malaria disease in 1932 

in locations and native reserves. It was rumoured that the disease was a result of poisoned 

waters from Thukela and Mhlathuze rivers.34 The Native Commissioner’s informants told 

him that the ‘Dutch people’ were the culprits. Furthermore, it was rumoured that the 

‘Dutch’ were very much against the erection of the Shaka Memorial and that they 

intended to knock it down.35 The ‘Dutch’ people, it was further stated, were waiting to 

see which way the monument was going to face. Should it face towards the Transvaal, 

they would destroy it; should it, however, face towards England then they would leave it 

as the English people did not mind. Added to this rumour was that most Zulu people 

believed that during the commemoration there will be a manifestation of some kind.36 

The Native Commissioner of Ixopo district stated that there was a rumour which was 

being circulated to the effect that when the memorial was unveiled, the rule of the Zulu 

king would be restored and that of the white authorities would cease.37

 

However, the main problem which seemed to concern state officials was the subject of 

regulating Zulu people during gatherings, where the object of the commemoration of 

Shaka was to be explained and contributions solicited. Acting CNC N.W. Pringle stated 

that the government has ‘no objection to the collection of funds for the purpose in view, it 

is not considered desirable that special meetings should be held in the Locations and 

reserves, and other means of collecting should be used.’38 Indeed other means of 

collecting contributions were temporarily explored. Instead of extensive meetings with 

Zulu people, the committee’s first step was advertising the initiative in printed media. 

Significant in this, was Ilanga Lase Natali which published a call for contributions by 

Solomon. He wrote: 

                                                 
34 NAD, CNC 57/29, Vol 72, Native Commissioner: Melmoth to CNC: Natal, 20 May 1932.  
35 NAD, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72, Native Commissioner: Melmoth to CNC: Natal, 20 May 1932. 
36 NAD, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72, Native Commissioner: Melomoth to CNC: Natal, 20 May 1932. 
37 NAD, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72, Native Commissioner: Ixopo, to CNC: Natal, 22 July 1932. 
38 NAB, CNC 57/29, ‘Tshaka Memorial’, N.W. Pringle, Acting CNC to S.G.E. Majozi, 20 June 1931. 
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‘Nantso ke Intando Zulu. Asikho isizwe abakulu baso esi ngenzi 
izikumbhuziso ngabo. Natike asenze into eso dunyiswa ngayo yizizwe 
zonke nabantwana betu.’39  
(translated – ‘Here is the wish of the Zulu nation. There is no nation that 
does not create memorials to commemorate its heroes. Let us do likewise 
and do something that will make other nations and our children proud of 
us’).    
 

Printed media, although it managed to spread the word to Zulu people in the Transvaal, it 

still seemed insufficient for the committee. This insufficiency was reflected in Majozi 

and Bhulose’ constant requests for permission to hold meetings in Reserves to explain to 

Zulu people the ‘object of the movement and to get necessary funds’.40 Permission for 

such meetings was granted by the government and the collection of contributions 

continued.  

 

3. Commemorating Shaka 

Indeed, in June 1931 the Shaka memorial committee purchased a memorial stone from a 

company called the Monumental Masons based in Newcastle. The memorial stone cost 

the committee 1000 pounds. With the Shaka Memorial, three memorial stones to king 

Mpande, king Cetshwayo and king Dinuzulu were also purchased from the company. 

Plans for the unveiling of the Shaka Memorial were therefore initiated. These plans had 

to be submitted to the Department of Native Affairs (DNA) through the CNC. The Native 

Commissioner of Stanger promised to make available necessary support during the 

unveiling.41 One of these resources was the police, who would provide ‘protection’ and 

control the flow of traffic. These terms were approved by the Stanger Board in August 

1931.42  The DNA requested a detailed programme of the commemoration arrangements 

                                                 
39 Ilanga Lase Natali, 29 May 1931. 
40 NAB, CNC 57/29, ‘Tshaka Memorial’, H. Rogers, SNA: Pretoria to T.W.C. Norton, CNC: Natal, 15 Jan. 
1931. 
41 NAB, CNC 57/29, Tshaka Memorial’, Native Commissioner: Stanger to Norton, CNC: Natal, 21 July 
1931. 
42 NAB, CNC 57/29, Tshaka Memorial’, H.N. George, Town Clerk: Stanger to Magistrate: Stanger, 18 
Aug. 1931. 
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from the committee. These arrangements would be submitted to the police for opinion 

and suggestions.43  

 

There were extensive deliberations which included the Shaka Memorial Committee, 

particularly Majozi, the Stanger Town Clerk, the Stanger Magistrate and the CNC, over 

the logistics and the regulation of Zulu people during the commemoration. These 

deliberations also included matters relating to the transportation of Zulu people to and 

from Stanger, and the estimations on the number and availability of cattle to be 

slaughtered during the festivities. Much of this deliberating, especially from the CNC, 

was a raising of concerns rather than attempts to solve the matters, in order for the 

unveiling ceremony to be a success.    

 

The Shaka Memorial Committee could say nothing on certain issues which were of 

concern to the CNC, such as policing. The detailed submission of the plans by the 

committee was therefore limited to a programme for the unveiling ceremony. The 

commemorations were to take place from the 3 to 6 of July 1932. Commemorating would 

include sports, the performance of a Zulu war dance and a concert which would be held 

in the Stanger Town Hall.44 The commemoration would end on the 6th July with the 

unveiling of the Shaka Memorial. The committee preferred a government official to 

perform the task of unveiling the memorial. Desired was the Governor-General who was 

seen as the supreme authority by the committee.45 Solomon even went on to request 

Heaton Nicholls, who was a Member of Parliament, to facilitate the involvement of the 

Governor-General in the commemorations.46  The Governor-General would unveil the 

memorial on the 6 July, and give an address to the Zulu people. Solomon would then 

speak followed by a ‘well-known old chief from Zululand and another from Natal’.47 

These would be followed by a speech by an ‘educated native’. These speeches would 

                                                 
43 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial’, J.M. Young, CNC: Natal to SNA: Pretoria, 17 Dec. 
1931. 
44 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial Fund Draft Programme’, 4 July 1932. 
45 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial’, Minutes of the Shaka Memorial Committee, Mahashini 
Royal Kraal, 28 May 1932. 
46 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial’, Solomon ka Dinuzulu: Nongoma to G. Heaton 
Nicholls, M.P. House of Assembly: Cape Town, 28 May 1932. 
47 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial Fund Draft Programme, 4 July 1932. 
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then be followed by a ‘big’ war dance in honour of the Governor-General. He would then 

perform the unveiling, a marker of the closure of the commemorations. Getting the 

Governor-General involved, it seems, was an attempt to complete state support of the 

commemoration. Moreover, it seems that the attempt by the Zulu elites was to establish 

closer relations with the upper levels state leadership. Solomon would share the podium 

with the Governor-General during a remembering of a Zulu king, an acknowledgement of 

the significance of the Zulu royalty and its leadership of the Zulu people.      

 

The involvement of the Governor-General and the state, generally, had been opposed by 

J.M. Young, CNC of Natal during the period. He felt that the government should hold 

aloof from the commemoration, and leave it to the Zulu people to ‘celebrate the occasion 

in their own way’.48 Young did not want to see the commemoration to seem as if it is 

sanctioned by the government. There was no legislation in place that restricted Young 

and the state from participating, but regulating such events. He saw the role of the 

government, as that of maintaining order during the commemorations. It seems that 

Young was keen on ensuring that the commemoration of Shaka never saw the light. His 

language was mainly that of a sober state bureaucrat, whose personal opinions were 

mainly restricting and never in support of the commemoration, particularly the rendering 

of state support. He failed in his attempts to limit the role of the government to policing. 

In fact the Minister of Native Affairs was keen on the involvement of the state during 

commemorations, particularly the participation of the Governor-General during the 

unveiling of the memorial.49  

 

In April 1932, Young seemed to blow the whole project by suggesting that the Minister 

of Native Affairs would not be able to approve the unveiling ceremony in Stanger, owing 

to the impossibility of arranging suitable accommodation of such host of people without 

proper sanitary and other arrangements.50 Young wrote that only chiefs and their 

                                                 
48 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, J.M. Young, CNC: Natal to J.F. Herst, SNA: Pretoria, 27 Feb. 1932.  
49 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, J.F. Herst: SNA: Pretoria to J.M. Young, CNC: Natal, 20 May 1932. 
50 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, J.M. Young, CNC: Natal to G. Majozi, Organising Secretary, Tshaka 
Memorial Committee, 25 April 1932. 
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attendants be allowed into the unveiling ceremony.51 He further stated that the unveiling 

should not take place until the costs of the memorial were paid.52 The SNA, J.F. Herst, 

pointed out that the if the memorial was paid up, the Minister of Native Affairs, having 

regard to representatives which had been made to him, had agreed that the government 

should be involved in the commemoration and take control of it. This would include the 

visit by Governor-General. Without proof of payment, the memorial would not be 

unveiled. The state did not want to be financially associated with the memorial. The 

subject of the unpaid memorial was to stop the whole unveiling ceremony which was 

planned.      

 

4. From the Veiled Memorial to a Monument  

The Shaka Memorial was erected in 1932 on the site where Shaka was supposedly 

buried, in Stanger where Shaka’s KwaDukuza homestead was located. The memorial was 

described by The Natal Mercury as ‘a very simple affair of plain dressed stone about 15 

feet in height’.53 It cost 1000 pounds. With other memorials to Mpande, Cetshwayo and 

Dinuzulu included, the costs were estimated at 4000 pounds.54 The amount was inclusive 

of the costs for the erection of these memorials.  

 

Majozi who was active at all levels in the organization of the commemoration, died in 

July 1932. Owing to his death, the CNC did not receive any financial statements in regard 

to the Shaka Memorial Fund. Solomon met the CNC on 14 July 1932 and promised to do 

his best to have the financial aspects of the memorial cleared up.55 During this meeting, 

Solomon indicated that he does not know much about the purchase of the three 

memorials.56 What transpired was that, still due, was 309 pounds for the Shaka 

                                                 
51 Chief Nkantini of Melmoth shared this sentiment. Nkantini expressed this view mainly because he did 
not trust the Zulu people from the south of the Thukela River to attend the ceremony. He associated them 
with the activities of the I.C.U. See, NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, Native Commissioner: Melmoth to 
Young, CNC: Natal, 8 June 1932.  
52 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, J.M. Young, CNC: Natal to G. Majozi, The Organising Secretary: Tshaka 
Memorial Fund, 17 May 1932. 
53 The Natal Mercury, 22 April 1932. 
54 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial Fund’, Messrs Shaw & Co.: Solicitors to Chief Matole: 
Mahlabathini, 15 June 1933. 
55 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial Fund’, J.M. Young to SNA: Pretoria, 18 July 1932. 
56 Young to SNA, 18 July 1932. 
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Memorial, plus 3000 for the other three memorials.57 Solomon then appointed William 

Bhulose, who was already the member of the Committee, to take control of the 

organization of the commemoration.58 Bhulose did not do much in this regard. In March 

1933, Solomon died. Some Zulu people celebrated the fact that the idea of a memorial to 

Shaka came during Solomon’s and thanked him for this in his death. One of these was 

B.W. Vilakazi, who wrote a poem titled Khulani MaZulu (translated Zulu People 

Expand), which read: 

Yebo, Nkayishana enkulu,  
Langa lisahlul’ amadoda,  
Ulibekil’ itsh’ elihkulu   
Emzin’ omkhulu kwaDukuza    
Wavus’ amathambo kaShaka   
Nomhla silind’ ukub’ uvule   
Lezozimfihl’ eziphezu,    
Nezicindezelw’ etsheni.   
 
(Translated:  
Yes, the Great Nkayishana,  
The Sun that Beats Men, 
You Placed a Big Stone 
At the Supreme House in KwaDukuza 
You Woke Shaka’s Bones 
Today we are Waiting for you to Unveil  
Top Secrets, 
That is Suppressed by the Stone.) 
 

The poem emphasized that the Zulu people were waiting for the memorial to be unveiled. 

This would not happen as the memorial, it was thought, was in debt. Individuals who 

would have knowledge of the project’s finances were no longer available to account for 

the ‘unpaid’ monuments.     

 

In 1933, Harry Lugg assumed the position of CNC, replacing Young. His father, Henry 

Lugg was a British immigrant who came to Natal in search for farming opportunities 

offered in the province. A pioneer and soldier, Henry was born in 1859 in Devonshire, 

England. At 19 years, with 25 other young men, Henry emigrated from England to pursue 

                                                 
57 Young to SNA, 18 July 1932. 
58 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial Fund’, Z.N.T.I: Principal to The Native Commissioner: 
Nongoma, 7 Dec. 1933. 
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farming in Natal, a land of opportunity.59 He held several minor government posts. As a 

soldier, he fought in the Anglo-Zulu war and Anglo-Boer war on the side of the imperial 

forces. Harry Lugg was born on 9 May 1882 in Umzinto.60 He grew up with his four 

brothers on his father’s farm at Murchison near Port Sheptsone on the South Coast. In 

1895 Henry Lugg was appointed district adjutant with headquarters at Greytown. As a 

result of this appointment, the family moved from the farm to Greytown. The thirteen-

year-old Lugg went to the Greytown Government School on their settling. At young age 

Harry had mastered the Zulu language.61 This was the result of his companionship with 

young Zulu boys whom he played with and hunted small game.62 His mastery of the Zulu 

language persuaded the registrar accompanying Judge Sheptsone to advice Lugg’s 

parents to prepare him for the government service as an interpreter. On 5 December 1899 

Lugg joined the Natal Civil Service as an acting clerk and Zulu interpreter in the Pholela 

Magistracy.63 In 1903, being the only one to be passed by the Zulu Board of Examiners, 

Lugg was transferred to the Native Affairs Department. In 1908 he became the interpreter 

and assistant registrar for the Native High Court. In 1916, he was sent to Durban as 

Assistant magistrate, and in 1919 was appointed as Magistrate of Ingwavuma. In 1932 he 

was appointed President of the Native appeal Court of Natal and Transvaal. In 1933 he 

was transferred to Natal as CNC, the position from which he retired in September 1941. 

According to Duggan, wherever he went in Natal and Zululand, Lugg always inquired 

about Zulu ‘beliefs and attitudes’.64  

 

On his arrival as CNC of Natal, Lugg resumed an inquiry into the financial status of the 

Shaka Memorial. He began by requesting the solicitors representing the Monumental 

Masons, to inform him whether any balance was still due from the purchase of the Shaka 

memorial.65 Lugg was informed by the solicitors that the costs of the memorial were paid 

                                                 
59 H.C. Lugg, A Natal Family Looks Back , p. 15. 
60 Daily News, 18 Nov. 1979. 
61 Kellie Campbell Africana Library, KCM 54785, File 5, J.F. Duggan, ‘Harry Lugg Memorial Lecture’, 27 
Oct. 1982.  
62 Daily News, 18 Nov. 1979. 
63 KCM 54785, Duggan, ‘Harry Lugg Memorial Lecture, 27 Oct. 1982. 
64 Duggan, 27 Oct. 1982. 
65 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial Fund’, H.C. Lugg, CNC: Natal to Messrs Shaw & Co.: 
Solicitors, 26 June 1933.  
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in full. The outstanding amount, according to the solicitors, was 60 pounds and was paid 

on 14 December 1932.66 The solicitors ascertained that only the Shaka memorial was 

paid for in full. The other three memorials were unpaid for. Lugg realized that a delay in 

unveiling of the Shaka memorial was unnecessary.67 He further pointed to a range of 

factors which, he thought, impacted on the delay.     

 

The first of these factors he identified was the lack of financial records and ‘possibly a 

lack of appreciation that the payment of the account for the memorial itself had met the 

government’s requirement in regard to the financial aspect.’68 Lugg further pointed to the 

confusion over the debts contracted for memorials to the other three Zulu kings. Those 

debts, he pointed out, were still due and the CNC refused to allow collections to be made 

from Zulu people for the purpose of paying them off. Lugg also pointed to the death of 

Solomon and the disinterest by the Zulu Regent, Mshiyeni, in the arrangements for the 

unveiling of the Shaka memorial and the payment of the other three memorials. 

 

There was clearly overt disappointment from Zulu people over the fact that the memorial 

was not unveiled on the dates chosen for the commemoration. Zulu readers of The Bantu 

World were writing letters to the editor of the newspaper expressing their shame over the 

matter.69 In responding to these letters, the Zulu editor of the newspaper bypassed the 

Zulu royalty in his requests for updates on the subject of the unveiling of the memorial. 

Instead, he approached Lugg to furnish the Zulu people with information on the matter.70 

Lugg’s response would be published in the newspaper. He had become the trusted word 

on the subject of the commemoration of Shaka. The matter was no longer the interest of 

Zulu leadership.  

 

Having established the financial status of the Shaka memorial, Lugg had to facilitate 

discussions on the declaration of the Shaka memorial as a ‘historical monument’. The 

                                                 
66 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, Messrs Shaw & Co.: Solicitors to H.C. Lugg, CNC: Natal, 4 July 1933. 
67 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, H.C. Lugg, CNC: Natal to SNA: Pretoria, (undated). 
68 Lugg to SNA, (undated) 
69 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial Fund’, R.R.R. Dlomo, Zulu Editor: The Bantu World to 
H.C. Lugg, CNC: Natal, 26 Oct. 1936. 
70 Ibid. 
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Commission for the Preservation of Natural and Historical Monuments, Relics and 

Antiques (HMC) approached the SNA to make suggestions on what role should the HMC 

play in the development of the Shaka memorial.71 The HMC was anxious not to neglect 

monuments that were of interest to African people. It was requesting the SNA to 

recommend declaration of the Shaka memorial as a Historical Monument under Act No. 

4 of 1934. The SNA did not recommend for declaration. Rather, it forwarded the matter 

for handling by Lugg. Lugg, as a Trustee of the Shaka memorial, recommended 

declaration.72 In September 1937, the HMC turned around and said it would not declare 

the Shaka memorial a monument, until the unveiling ceremony was performed.73 Still 

unclear of the financial affair of the memorial, the HMC demanded that the government 

pay-off the balance of the debt. Lugg cleared the air by updating the HMC on the subject. 

On the subject of the unveiling ceremony, Lugg informed the HMC that the ceremony 

had been left to the initiative of Mshiyeni.74 In January 1938, the HMC requested consent 

from the SNA, a co-Trustee of the memorial, for the declaration of the memorial as a 

historical monument.75 The case for declaration had been made stronger, according to the 

HMC, by the fact that Lugg had ‘strongly urged the proclamation’.76 The consent of the 

third Trustee, the Surveyor-General for Natal was also requested. The HMC, finally, had 

to request the Minister of the Interior to declare the Shaka Memorial a national 

monument.77  On the 29 June 1938, the Minister declared the Shaka Memorial a national 

monument. The Zulu leadership was absent in all these developments. In the following 

section I explore this absence. 

 

5. The Zulu Society’s Memorialism: Ignores the Veiled Shaka 

                                                 
71 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, Tshaka Memorial Fund’, B.W. Malan, Acting Secretary, Commission for 
the Preservation of  Historical Monuments, Relics and Antiques (HMC): Cape Town to the SNA: Pretoria, 
(undated).    
72 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial Fund’, H.C. Lugg, CNC: Natal to B.W. Malan, The 
Secretary: HMC, 15 April 1937. 
73 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, ‘Tshaka Memorial Fund’, B.W. Malan, HMC to H.C. Lugg, CNC, 7 Sept. 
1937.  
74 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, H.C. Lugg, CNC to B.W. Malan, HMC, 7 Oct. 1937. 
75 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, B.W. Malan, HMC to the SNA, 28 Jan. 1938. 
76 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, B.W.Malan, HMC to the SNA, 28 Jan. 1938.    
77 Malan to SNA, 28 Jan. 1938. 
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After the death of both Majozi and Solomon, there was no serious, organized and active 

involvement by Zulu people in either the ‘debt’ affair or the unveiling of the Shaka 

Memorial. Inkatha kaZulu was dissolved in 1933 after the resignation of prominent 

leaders such as Dube and the death of Solomon. Majozi, one of the prominent leaders of 

Inkatha and active organizer of the Shaka commemoration had also died. The affairs of 

the Shaka memorial and commemoration from the mid-1933 were dominated by state 

authorities. There was clearly an absence of Zulu leadership in these affairs during this 

period. The Zulu leadership did not have any contributions on discussions over the 

declaration of the memorial as a monument. This was the case despite the fact that by the 

end of 1936, a Zulu nationalist organization, the Zulu Society, had been established with 

prominent members of the Zulu leadership as its members. 

 

The Zulu Society was inaugurated in 1936 under the auspices of the Natal Bantu 

Teachers Union (NBTU). The Society was led by A.W. Dlamini who was its President. 

However, more active was Charles Mpanza, who was both the Society’s Secretary and 

Treasurer, and the General Secretary of the NBTU. The Society’s advisor was the veteran 

Zulu political leader in Natal and Zululand, Dube who was the only surviving leader of 

Inkatha involved with the Zulu Society at higher levels of leadership. The Regent, prince 

Mshiyeni and the Minister of Native Affairs were appointed as patrons of the Society. As 

a marker of its recognition by the Union government, the Society received an annual 

grant of 250 pounds from the government.78 The Zulu Society saw itself not as an elite 

organization, but a structure that represented both the Zulu leadership and people in 

regard to the preservation of ‘cultural heritage’.79   

 

The Society had, as one of its chief objectives, lobbying the government for the 

recognition of the Zulu paramouncy.80 During a Zulu Society conference which was held 

in 1939, the Society made a request to the CNC to accord the title of Paramount Chief on 

                                                 
78 NAB, Zulu Society Papers, Correspondence CNC, File A1381, Vol. II/12, C. Faye, CNC: Natal to C. 
Mpanza, Secretary and Treasurer: The Zulu Society, 24 June 1940.   
79 NAB, Zulu Society Papers, Correspondence CNC, File A1381, Vol. III/3, C. Mpanza, Secretary and 
Treasurer: The Zulu Society to H.C. Lugg, CNC: Natal, 15 March 1938.   
80 NAD, Zulu Society files, No. 25, III/1/7, C. Mpanza to H.I.E. Dhlomo, 28 Dec. 1943. 
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the Regent, Prince Mshiyeni.81 They also requested that he be accorded the “Bayethe” 

salute. Prior to the Anglo-Zulu war of 1879 the salute was accorded the Zulu king and no 

other person. It had since become the custom to accord all chiefs the “Bayethe”.82 In 

furthering the preservation of Zulu culture, laws and customs; the Society saw as its task, 

the collecting of Zulu customs and traditions for publication. The South African 

Broadcasting Corporation (SABC) assisted by including slots on aspects of Zulu culture 

in its broadcasting.83 There was also a marked interest by the Society in improving Zulu 

orthography. There was a feeling amongst the leaders of the Society that there was space 

for the improvement of the written Zulu language. This would signal cultural 

advancement of the Zulu people. 

 

In polishing Zulu orthography, the Society was in constant communication with Carl 

Faye, who was then a Principal Clerk at Lugg’s CNC office in Pietermaritzburg. Born in 

1888 in Natal, Faye joined the Native Administration immediately after leaving school.84 

He was a ‘Zulu linguist’ and interpreter. His knowledge of the Zulu language earned him 

invitations from the authorities, especially during important occasions. For example, he 

was in attendance at the South African visits of the Prince of Wales, Duke of Kent, King 

George VI and Royal family. During these occasions he was used as interpreter to the 

African population.85  

 

Faye availed his expertise to the Society in its quest to advance Zulu orthography.  Faye’s 

enthusiasm was displayed in the early years of the Society when he requested its 

members to send him all writings that they wished to be published.86 He believed that the 

publication of the Society’s work would make the European public acquainted with the 

achievements of the Society. He seemed fascinated by the Zulu language, especially in 

written form. At some stage, he got frustrated by The Natal Mercury’s irregular 

                                                 
81 The Natal Witness, 3 Aug. 1939.  
82 The Natal Witness, 3 Aug. 1939. 
83 See NAB, Zulu Society Papers, Broadcasting Correspondence, File A1381, Vol. II/14, which contains 
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84 The Natal Witness, 14 Aug. 1965. 
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publication of the daily Second World War news in the Zulu language.87 Furthermore, he 

requested responsibility to correct the ‘improper’ Zulu orthography in the Society’s 

publications. He wrote, ‘I invite you to publish anything you wish in Zulu, under the sub-

heading: “An Essay in Carl Faye’s Zulu Orthography”, so that you may not get involved 

in any bother over the spelling. Then the responsibility will be mine – and I gladly take 

it.’88  

 

As indicated, the Society also undertook to preserve Zulu history. This would be 

achieved mainly through the publication of books relating to Zulu history. It was 

emphasized that these books should be backed by sound historical research. This research 

would include a compilation of ‘authentic’ information from reliable sources.89 The 

books, it was hoped, would be used by the general public and in Zulu schools.90 The 

Society, during the late 1930s and early 1940s produced a series of manuscripts which, it 

was hoped, would be published as books. These manuscripts were mainly narratives of 

episodes and figures in Zulu history. 

 

Despite its commitment to the preservation of Zulu cultural heritage and history, the 

Society never considered participating in discussions regarding the Shaka memorial and 

commemoration. This absence includes discussions on the other memorials to the three 

Zulu kings. Harold Smith, who owned Monumental Masons, the company in which these 

memorials were purchased had died by 1938. His company was taken over by James 

Crankshaw (Pty) L.T.D.91 This company inherited three memorials that were purchased, 

but unpaid for and therefore uncollected. It was prepared to dispose of these memorials at 

‘very reasonable prices’ to Zulu chiefs in both Natal and Zululand.92 Despite this offer, 

the Zulu Society leadership never bothered to inquire about a possibility of a purchase of 

these memorials.  
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It seems that, for the Zulu Society, narrating the Zulu past through published material was 

seen as more significant than the symbolism of monuments. This desire to narrate beyond 

the monument was displayed by the Society’s quest to write and publish historical 

material on homesteads of past Zulu kings, instead of just declaring them as monuments. 

One can even go on to argue that, the written narrations – texts, were seen by the Society, 

as a major site of memorialism. A memorialism that would escape the limits of space and 

provide a guided reading of the Zulu past. The envisaged mediums of this memorialism 

were diverse, ranging from electronic broadcasts to books. These would escape state 

sanctioning, unlike monuments which, in the case of the Shaka memorial, displayed a 

great deal of state regulation. To argue that the Zulu Society was uninterested in the 

affairs of the Shaka memorial merely because of the controversies surrounding the 

memorial, would be a shortsighted analysis of a range of developments that were taking 

place during the period. Rather, there is evidence that the Society displayed its faith in the 

written word. Possibly influenced by a Western, if not modernist idea that if you write 

something and publish it, somewhere it might change something. A possible attempt at a 

consistent engagement with modernity by the Zulu leadership. 

 

However, like Inkatha, the Zulu Society was also keen on harnessing symbols from the 

Zulu past and presenting them to the public. The intent by Inkatha with king Solomon, to 

preserve traces of Zulu history through a construction of a symbolic memorial linked the 

practice of memorialism in the Zulu ‘state’ to other modes of remembering practised 

largely in the Western world. To a lesser extent, and with failure, the Zulu Society 

attempted to use publicly represent the legacy of Zulu kings through the preservation of 

their graves sites in the eMakhosini area. In pursuing this, the Society employed official 

state discourses. In that it did not attempt to raise funds to construct memorials in 

different homesteads and grave sites of Zulu kings. Rather it approached the HMC and 

requested declaration of eMakhosini as a historical monument. 
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The Society ‘inquired’ about the possibility of the ‘declaration’ of homesteads and 

gravesites as ‘historical monuments’ under Act No. 4 of 1934.93 Unlike Inkatha, there 

was no attempt to include Zulu publics in selling the idea. The Society requested the 

HMC to recognise each of the homesteads and graves to King Jama, Ndaba, Mageba, 

Phunga, Sithuli, Zulu, Ntombela, Malandela, Senzangakhona and Dinuzulu; as national 

monuments. The request was forwarded to the HMC by Lugg. Not much materialised 

from these efforts. In fact the Society’s efforts on this subject, displayed less vigour when 

compared to its attempts to publish aspects of Zulu history and culture. Indeed, even on 

these homesteads, the Society saw in them, an opportunity to compile and publish more 

historical material. Sources for this material would be ‘eye-witnesses’ who were ‘still 

alive in their old age’.94 The compiling of the historical material on these sites never saw 

the light. Except that Mpanza submitted, to Lugg, a document discussing the location and 

significance of the homesteads and royal graves to Zulu people. In compiling the 

document, Mpanza relied on three informants. They were the 90 years old Maphelu 

Zungu ka Mkhosana an Induna to chief Godlumkhonto; Mlokothwa Zulu son of Ndaba 

kaPhunga kaMageba, an adherent of chief Ndluyamandla; and Qungisibindi Zulu who 

was a younger brother of Mlokothwa Zulu all from Mahlabathini district.95 In the 

following discussion, I draw on the knowledge provided by these informants.  

 

The homesteads were important mainly because each gravesite of Zulu kings was located 

in a homestead erected by the king concerned. No king was buried outside a homestead. 

The area of eMakhosini, according to Mpanza (and his informants) was tabooed by the 

Zulu as a place consecrated and held in sacredness as belonging to the ‘great spirits’ of a 

long succession of Zulu monarchs.96 Therefore when Zulu people suffered tribulations of 

any king, these ‘great spirits’ would communicate their desire to the king who would in 

turn inform his great councillors of such a desire. An order would then be given 

throughout the land under Zulu leadership, for all heads of homesteads to contribute each, 
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a herd to be sacrificed to the service of the ‘great spirits’ in the eMakhosini area. The 

king would decide on the number of cattle to be slaughtered. This slaughtering would 

then be followed by a great ceremony which would serve to plead with the ‘great spirits’ 

for succour. With this ceremony, the land was saved from its troubles.  

 

Mapelu had personal experience of the occasion when king Cetshwayo took all his troops 

to eMakhosini to appeal for the blessings of the ‘great spirits’ over his army just before 

the battle of Isandlwana. According to Mapelu, on that occasion, the warriors greeted all 

the names of the Zulu kings that were buried on the site.97 This greeting was 

accompanied by a ‘war-cry’ in the form of a ‘prayer’. This prayer consisted of two words 

only. The warriors shouted these two words throughout the day. These words were 

Ngathi! Impi!. The first word ‘ngathi’ was the introduction of the warriors to the spirits. 

The word embodied an appeal for fatherly care over his children. It was also a sharp 

correction to any of the spirits that may mistake the warriors for the foe. The second word 

‘impi’ (war) explained to the spirits the mood in which the warrior were. It is also an 

appeal for guidance during the war. The victory at Isandlwana, was thus attributed to the 

intervention by the spirits on the site of the Zulu army against the British. Emakhosini 

became so sacred in such a way that a buck which ran into the site saved its life from 

hunters mainly because no one was allowed to kill game on the site.98 The above insights 

provide a fresher perspective about the ideas of the contemporaries with regard to the 

significance of the homesteads and graves of the kings to Zulu people. It brings us closer 

into understanding reasons why king Solomon was keen on settling at Nobamba, which is 

a site in the eMakhosini valley.   

 

Conclusion 

The Shaka memorial was unveiled on 24 September 1954 by king Cyprian ka Dinuzulu. 

Charles Ballard credits Cyprian for ‘building’ the memorial to Shaka.99 In concluding 

this, I do not intend identifying such inadequacies, which I believe are a result of the 
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mistreatment matters and sources relating to the production of such public representations 

of history. Rather, I want to highlight two brief points.  

 

 The first of these relates to the complexity of the modes of remembering and the use, or 

attempts to use these to harness and influence different kinds of powers. I outlined the 

significance of symbolic power of particular landscapes to Solomon. One can even argue 

that this was a rather indigenous form of remembrance, which was in no way intended to 

win the hearts of the state. It was an attempt to by Solomon to symbolically entrench 

himself as the leaders of the Zulu people. The Shaka memorial, it seems, emerged as a 

result of frustrations over these failed attempts. Even though it sought to retain the 

symbolic authority which was the motive in Solomon’s quest to settle at Nobamba and 

Zibindini, the Shaka memorial was also an attempt to use Western modes of 

remembering with an added attempt to work closely with the state. All attempts satisfy 

state requirements were made and state officials convinced (symbolically) of the need to 

work together with Zulu leadership.   

 

My second concluding point involves the complexity of native administration. The 

analysis of the production of monuments forces one to read the actions as that of 

individuals and not of the state. I have highlighted the inabilities to, or the refusal by 

individuals within the state to follow matters, in making conclusions about policy. These 

could be read as political acts intended to inhibit certain undertakings, particularly by 

Zulu people. I displayed that Young went against the wishes of senior officials in the 

native administration, particularly with regard to plans for the unveiling of the Shaka 

monument. Besides stalling the initiative for its impossibility of accommodating about 5 

000 Zulu people who would attend the unveiling ceremony, Young was also suspicious 

of the motives of the project. For him, the whole initiative was foreign to ‘native ideas’ 

and ‘one got up by Majozi, Bhulose and other members of the “Nkata kaZulu” for their 

own aggrandisement’.100 Young was also keen on blocking the initiative by denying the 

Shaka Memorial Committee access to resources. I pointed out that several meetings were 
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held to inform the Zulu people about the objective of the project and their role in it. One 

of such meetings that were planned, was a meeting of chiefs and headmen of the Howick 

District. Young told Howick’s Native Commissioner not to grant facilities for such a 

meeting. The granting of facilities, according to Young, would ‘lend the movement a 

colour of officialdom that it does not posses’.101

 

Young occupied the same position as Lugg, but their approaches to similar matters were 

different. I briefly highlighted Lugg’s background as a possible reason for sympathy 

towards the interests of Zulu people. Lugg, I indicated above, was the one who made sure 

that the issue of the unpaid memorial was closed. This in turn, led to the declaration of 

the Shaka Memorial as a monument, a higher stage in official state remembrance. I 

pointed out above that Young had argued that the government should not get involved 

with the Shaka Memorial project, and the affair be left to the Zulu people. His reason, I 

pointed out, were purely about the protection of state resources. Lugg also said to the 

HMC, that the matter of unveiling the memorial should be left to the Zulu people. Lugg’s 

reason for this suggestion was different from Young’s. For Lugg, the ‘grave of any Zulu 

king or chief is always regarded by the people themselves as being forever sacred 

ground’.102 He was inviting the HMC to deal with matters of Zulu culture accordingly, 

and be sensitive to its protocols.  

 

As a result, Lugg worked closely with the Zulu Society as its patron and advisor on 

matters relating to Zulu history and culture. In fact, he was the only CNC that was given 

a farewell by the Zulu Society. Even Faye who also worked with the Society did not 

receive a ceremonial farewell from Zulu leaders.103 Mshiyeni, on hearing of Lugg’s 

retirement said that in his experience he had ‘never met an official in Natal as 

sympathetic and kind to the Native people as Mr Lugg’.104 He then wrote call for 

donations to all Zulu chiefs and leaders in Natal and Zululand. Most Zulu chiefs, 

including Albert Luthuli made monetary donations towards the purchase of a gift as part 
                                                 
101 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, J.M. Young, CNC: Natal to Native Commissioner: Howick, 30 Oct. 1931. 
102 NAB, CNC 57/29, Vol. 72A, H.C. Lugg, CNC: Natal to B.W. Malan, HMC, 7 Oct. 1937.  
103 NAB, Zulu Society Papers, Correspondence CNC, A1381,  The Zulu Society to H.C. Lugg, 15 Nov. 
1941. 
104 The Natal Witness, 01 Aug. 1939. 
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of Lugg’s farewell. This performance of gratitude was significant. Clearly Lugg had done 

something for the Zulu people that the other native administrators were not able to do.  

 

Clearly, we are forced away from a homogenous reading of the state in particular spaces 

in time. The study of the production of monuments, the mundane aspects of it, pushes for 

an analysis of individual actions rather than state policies which not be necessarily 

followed by state bureaucracy. Such analysis awards us opportunities to engage with 

abilities and inabilities of states to regulate, in this case, matters relating to the use of the 

past and associated symbolic power. It would be difficult to do this, if one focuses largely 

on the interpretation of finished representations.  
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