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CHAPTER 1
Introduction


I don't believe in black majority rule ever — not in a thousand years, I think it would be a disaster for Rhodesia.

Ian Smith Prime Minister, Rhodesia March 1975




It seemed like a dream when we won the elections! We had thought that through armed struggle we would achieve victory perhaps in 1981 or 1982, but the reality of independence came earlier than that.

Robert Mugabe Prime Minister, Zimbabwe November 1981



As Rhodesia became Zimbabwe on 18 April 1980 the new government lowered the British, not the Rhodesian, flag. The raising of the new Zimbabwean flag hailed the successful struggle of the Zimbabwean majority against white minority rule. The lowered British flag symbolised the role of the Frontline States – Angola, Botswana, Mozambique, Tanzania, Zambia – in support of that struggle.

When the white settlers unilaterally declared independence for Rhodesia from British colonial rule on 11 November 1965, the British government refused to intervene against the illegal regime and only partially invoked economic sanctions. After their formation in 1974, the Frontline States, through support of guerrilla warfare and through diplomatic pressure, insisted that Britain resume responsibility for independence of its colony. As a small power alliance, the five states provided a united 'frontline' behind the Zimbabwean nationalists' demand for majority control of the state and of the economy.

This Zimbabwean demand required the use of military force, begun only after a long history of unsuccessful negotiations and peaceful petitions. Ian Smith, leader of the Rhodesian Front party, went to Lancaster House in 1979 and agreed to internationally supervised elections, only when the guerrillas were able to control much of the rural areas and the economy could no longer support a war effort costing more than $1 million per day. The victory of Zimbabwe belongs to its people, whose long and difficult struggle against a highly industrialised state with sophisticated military weaponry finally forced the Smith government to negotiate.

The guerrilla army, however, did not win a final military victory; instead, peace was negotiated on the 'second front', a term the late guerrilla military commander Josiah Tongogara gave to the Lancaster House discussions. The nationalists had followed the dual policy supported by the Frontline States: armed struggle and negotiations.

The Role Of The Frontline States

The Zimbabweans won their own independence, but they were not alone. The focus of this study is on the Frontline States, the five neighbours that aided the Zimbabwean liberation movement, much to their own economic and political peril. The Frontline States played three important roles in promoting majority rule for Zimbabwe. First, the military forces depended on guerrilla bases and training camps initially in one (Tanzania) and ultimately four (Angola, Mozambique, Tanzania, Zambia) of the Frontline States. (As will be discussed in Chapter 3, only Botswana was constrained from offering vital military support.) The alliance provided rear base logistical support and training for guerrillas, sanctuaries for refugees, weapons, food, clothing and medicine. International aid from outside the region was also important, but the Frontline States clearly carried the major burden - in terms of both capital and casualties - of the international support for the nationalists.

Equally important, the Frontline States provided a diplomatic base for the Zimbabwean nationalists. Pledging a united stand in support of Zimbabwean independence, they initiated the negotiating conferences that eventually led to Lancaster House. Mobilising, first, African support through the Organisation of African Unity (OAU), and then wide international support for the nationalists, the Frontline was decisive in exposing the diplomatic manoeuvres of the Rhodesian regime and its allies to establish a neo-colonial government of black leaders dependent on the white minority, rather than the African majority, for their power.

A third key role of the Frontline States was to keep the nationalists united in their demands. A well-known tactic in war is to divide the enemy, and the Smith regime often tried to take advantage of important historical differences among the nationalists. These divisions – ideological, tactical, ethnic – were not unique to the Zimbabwean nationalists, but typical of any guerrilla struggle for liberation. The Frontline States helped the nationalists work through some of the differences and find ways to present a united front to Smith across the negotiating table. The role of the Frontline States was crucial to the united front which finally won the negotiated settlement, primarily because the two nationalist groups were never fully integrated: the nationalists always retained two armies and such divisions remained a legacy for the new government to resolve. However, Smith's inability to divide the political leaders of the guerrilla forces, Robert Mugabe (Zimbabwe African National Union - ZANU) and Joshua Nkomo (Zimbabwe African People's Union - ZAPU) was an important factor in his defeat.

The Western powers of Britain, the United States, and South Africa gave substantial and vital economic support to the white minority regime until the day of its demise.1 An abundance of strategic minerals, combined with cheap labour and minimal taxes, made the nation attractive to investors. Foreign corporations systematically violated the economic sanctions voted by the United Nations to protest the unilateral declaration of independence, Furthermore, South Africa's white minority regime saw Rhodesia as an important economic and political ally, one that could strengthen South Africa's trade and investment in the region.

The Frontline States were not directly challenging international capitalism, as Western critics contended; the nature of the Zimbabwean economy was to be determined by the Zimbabwean people, during and after the armed struggle. Rather, the Frontline States supported national liberation: majority rule, sufficient state power to control national resources, and support for parties not beholden to South Africa for achieving power. That they could sustain this challenge is surprising, given the fact that all five states are economically dependent on British and American capital, and three of the five (Botswana, Mozambique, Zambia) have economies closely integrated with South Africa's. Despite the tremendous economic leverage the Western powers exerted in Southern Africa, they were unable to withstand the challenge of a few relatively poor and dependent African states. The small alliance won a major victory. In analysing the three roles of the Frontline States, the first problem is, therefore, to explain how these poor and weak states were able to challenge dominant interests in the region.

The 1979 negotiated settlement raises a second major problem. Critics of the negotiations say the war ended because the dominant powers achieved everything they wanted: the Frontline States were not 'successful'; the Western powers maintained or even strengthened their control in the Southern African region. An African government in Zimbabwe provides greater political stability for foreign investment, which the new state must accept for economic viability. This study addresses that problem as a hypothesis, not a premise: did the negotiations and elections compromise the goals of the nationalists? With a negotiated settlement that leaves state structures still very much intact, it would be more difficult for the Zimbabweans to realise their victory. Prime Minister Mugabe readily admits that many problems of the government would not exist if there had been a clear military victory: 'Previously we had hoped that the war would go on to final victory. If that happened, then obviously we wouldn't have Ian Smith here and would never have had General Walls [Commander of the Rhodesian Army]. Quite a number of people would have been brought to trial. But this is not the way that things went.'2 To understand the reasons for the negotiations and to evaluate their possible impact on the new nation of Zimbabwe, it is necessary to understand the political-economic role of the Frontline States in that struggle.

The third major problem for investigation arises from the success of the independence struggle; it raises the question of the future of the Frontline States in the Southern African region. The national struggle for an independent Zimbabwe was political. The independence victory did not defeat imperialism in the Southern African region. As stated earlier, nationalist goals, which the Frontline supported, were modest: majority rule based on one person-one vote with the government in power not beholden to South Africa and with legal capability to take control of production. Yet these political goals became the basis for economic co-operation to transform the Southern African region. As a central state geographically, and one whose industrial production is second only to South Africa in the region, the political independence of Zimbabwe was viewed as a crucial step toward the economic independence of each of the Front-line States. The five states, joined now by Zimbabwe, Lesotho, Swaziland and Malawi, proposed regional economic co-ordination to end their dependence on South Africa, in particular, and on foreign capital in general. The co-operation is too nascent to evaluate its outcome, but this study will assess the obstacles which must be overcome to achieve its goals.

In summary, this study addresses these problems in the Front-line States' role in support of Zimbabwean political independence by investigating the following questions: 1) How were the Frontline States able to sustain their support for the Zimbabwean nationalists in spite of economic reprisals and direct armed attacks by Rhodesia and South Africa? 2) What factors obliged the white majority regime to negotiate and did negotiations compromise the goals of the nationalists? 3)Based on political co-operation of the Frontline States, the new regional economic co-ordination is proposed as a means for economic liberation; what is the likelihood that regional economic co-operation will promote local control over the productive sectors?

Theoretical Approaches To The Study

In analysing the role of the Frontline States in the liberation of Zimbabwe, two major theoretical issues emerge: the importance of the internationalisation of capital and the centrality of the role of the state. These issues are not new, but the experience of the Frontline States suggests further elaboration of the theories.

Since World War II, internationalisation of capital, through transnational corporations and international bank consortia, has increased to unprecedented levels. This dramatic growth from the centres of advanced capitalism spawned political-economic theories which emphasised the difficulty of newly independent states to weaken economic links which systematically removed capital from their national control. Political independence became regarded as simply an inexpensive variation on the theme of colonialism; neocolonialism or dependency described the subordinate economic position of states too weak to challenge their exploitation by the dominant powers. In this period of monopoly capitalism, growth in the concentration and power of the monopoly sectors seemed to breach the wave of political independence of African and Asian colonies. Political independence was described as an indicator of the strength of monopoly capital: it no longer needed to command political control to maintain economic control over raw materials, cheap labour, and new markets.

Emphasising the international economic context of monopoly capital, dependency theories were important in challenging analyses which treated the peripheral states as isolated entities – divorced from their histories of underdevelopment and from the contemporary world economy. They clarified the structural constraints on the peripheral economies and specified economic exchange variables which could perpetuate subordination of those economies. However, what the theories ignore is as important as what they include. Dependency theories designate economic restraints, but cannot analyse the causes or the political effects. Indicators of dependence are used in this study as a description of the international economic linkages of the Frontline States; in short, the theories help to designate international economic pressures which circumscribe the Frontline economies, but they cannot explain the ability of the Frontline to challenge the regional political-economic status quo.

Internationalisation of capital integrates not only economic exchange but also the international division of labour. The spectacular increase in the internationalisation of capital, therefore, was perhaps a sign of its strength but also set off contradictions which challenged its hegemony. One source of antagonism is the rivalry among capitalists themselves. They formed new institutions such as the Trilateral Commission and the international bank consortia to ameliorate this rivalry.3 More serious contradictions, however, which are the subject of this study, are the challenges arising from the subordinate classes in the periphery. To understand these contradictions, analysis of the peripheral capitalist state becomes crucial. To assert its importance is not to reify the state, but to recognise it as an arena for class struggle.

The state has always been central to the social formation. In emphasising the importance of the dominance of monopoly capital, dependency theories simply lost sight of the importance of the political in the class struggle. In the early stages of mercantile capital, for example, the state aided primitive accumulation which allowed the emerging bourgeoisie to challenge the hegemony of the feudal lords.4 As Marx analysed, the state also was important in passing laws to ameliorate the class contradictions arising from the sordid labour conditions in industrialised England. These laws were instrumental in changing capitalist attention from absolute surplus value to improving production techniques and efficiency in order to increase relative surplus value. Under laissez faire capital, the state was necessary to appear as the disinterested arbiter to regulate contracts and work conditions between labour and capital. Under monopoly capital, the state has entered the sphere of production while retaining its juridicopolitical functions, in an attempt to delimit the crises of capitalist production: declining profits, stagflation, soaring unemployment.

This study accepts the importance of the international economic context, but it reaffirms the importance of the state in a social formation. The state can be the site of the class struggle, for juridical control and political hegemony are powerful instruments in the class struggle. The state is definitely worth fighting for. But control of the state is only a necessary, not a sufficient, condition for promoting political and economic transformations of peripheral capitalism.

Part of the reluctance of the Frontline States to sustain the armed struggle without negotiations is that they knew from their own histories that not even war will destroy the structures that are a legacy of the colonial political economy. They must be transformed after the guns are laid down. Very few revolutionary governments have successfully broken away from capitalist domination entrenched by years of colonialism. Although the revolutionary parties of Angola and Mozambique won fully their demands from the Portuguese colonialists, the history of 400 years of economic structures subordinated to the development of other economies weighs heavily on their ability to change. The army and the judiciary are the first to be transformed; as repressive state apparatuses, they must serve the new authority.

The more difficult question is: how must the centralised bureaucracy, the commercial sector, and the productive sector be changed, and at what rate? The Mozambique government nationalised petty trading and then turned it back to private entrepreneurs saying the state cannot be concerned with selling toothpaste. Angola has taken majority ownership of corporations running the commanding heights of its economy but, for obvious reasons of capital investment and lack of skilled personnel, has refrained from outright nationalisation. The international division of labour retards national control of production. National revolution may put a new government in power. Social revolution may even put a new class in power. But neither national nor social revolution automatically changes the international economic structures which encase the new state.

It is necessary, therefore, to analyse the role of the state in the periphery to investigate the successes and limitations of the Frontline States. Several differences among the states produced tensions along the Frontline: support for one nationalist group over another, degree of support of the armed struggle, willingness to compromise with minority rights, ability to withstand attacks from Rhodesia and South Africa. Because of the importance of the Frontline in material and logistical support, these differences were as significant to the outcome as the differences among the Zimbabwean nationalists. To understand the vagaries of Frontline support and the tensions which almost split them apart, the central task is to analyse national class alliances and their relationship to each state.

Theories of relative state autonomy raise the question of the relationship of the state to the dominant class. They facilitate comparison and contrast of national social formations which, in turn, help to explain the different roles each state played in the Frontline. It is hypothesised that the successful support of the ZANU-ZAPU nationalists (instead of a Bishop Muzorewa) was possible because four of the five states were able to assert relative autonomy from the dominant classes – although in different ways and certainly to different degrees. Even though the state in Botswana could not claim relative autonomy, the importance of its ideological support will be demonstrated. The analysis uses the theories in a consciously critical way, in order to assess their limitations. As will be discussed in Chapter 6, the theories are highly controversial, because like many of their predecessors, they are partial; they cannot fully explain Frontline hesitancies and successes. However, by focusing on the role of the state in the class struggle within the context of international capital, the theories do indicate directions for further inquiry – and even offer partial answers as a basis for continuing the debate. This study helps to elaborate the theories of relative state autonomy. The theories do facilitate understanding of the Frontline States, but the analysis also develops the theory.

Focus Of The Study

This study enters the Zimbabwean independence struggle at the very end, the last six years of what could be defined as a 15-year struggle (from Unilateral Declaration of Independence – UDI – in 1965) or even a 90-year struggle (from the arrival of white settlers under the leadership of Cecil John Rhodes in 1890). Why? Why bother with analysis of the independence movement when the focus is so narrow?

First, this study is not a history of nationalist organising, peacefully and then militarily, against minority rule. There are several writers much closer to the conflict for at least the last 15 years who are documenting the inside story.5 Hopefully, others will join them.

Nor is the study an account of guerrilla warfare. The armed struggle began with sabotage in the 1960's to scare the whites into compromise. Organised guerrilla warfare began in earnest in 1966-1967. Full evaluation of the strategy and tactics are needed to determine military successes and failures: this analysis would assist the next struggle in which oppressed peoples are forced into taking up arms to survive. Certainly, Zimbabwean commanders will pass on their legacy.

The study is, rather, an account of the support of Zimbabwean nationalist demands by their neighbours. This support expanded and intensified after the liberation of the Portuguese colonies of Mozambique and Angola, the final stage of which was precipitated by the Portuguese coup d'etat on 25 April 1974. Their independence surrounded Rhodesia – except for a small stretch less than 250 kilometres contingent to South Africa – with independent black states hostile to white minority rule on the African continent.

In 1974 the armed struggle was several years old, but important military and political leaders had been languishing in Smith's jails for ten years. The first successful act of the Frontline States was to obtain their release. And this is where the study begins.

Negotiations led by Britain had failed; Smith was intransigent. However, the independence of the Portuguese colonies altered the political and economic status quo of the Southern African region. The leaders of the independent African states moved to increase their material and diplomatic support of their Zimbabwean neighbours.

Chapters 2 and 3 set the historical context for the subsequent analysis. Not simply an enumeration of the events in the liberation struggle, they introduce the major themes of the negotiating conferences. First, in Chapter 2, the debate between the white minority government and the African nationalists is outlined. The controversy was not limited to the question of colour, of black versus white; the issue was more fundamentally about minority control of production; land, minerals, manufacturing. The minority government became willing to share political power but wanted to maintain full control of economic production, a proposal which was unacceptable to the Zimbabwean nationalists. Second, the chapter analyses tensions between the nationalists and the Frontline States as they try to offer a united front to the white regime. The strategies for achieving shared goals were often at variance, with the Frontline States at times putting nationalist leaders in their own jails. In Chapter 3, the tensions along the Frontline itself are explored. As stated above, the states are quite diverse and the minority government took every opportunity to profit from their divisions. In addition, a discussion of the cost of the war to each of the Frontline States reveals the high price – in terms of both development retarded and development diverted – of their support for the liberation struggle. These findings accentuate further the question of how the Frontline States were able to sustain their support.

Chapters 4 and 5 present the international economic context of the struggle. The analysis begins with an empirical investigation of the relationship between the Frontline States and their adversaries. Indicators of productive structure, trade, and capital transfer for each Frontline State are presented to show the dominant pattern in the region. To document the strategic interest of Western capital in Rhodesia, Chapter 5 investigates the extent and variety of foreign capital involvement in the Rhodesian economy. The white settlers declared unilateral independence, but they were not economically independent from foreign capital. Rhodesia, after UDI and the imposition of international sanctions, could not have survived without support from Britain, South Africa and the United States. The historical dominance of these economies over Rhodesia is analysed empirically. While foreign capital was dominant, it was increasingly constrained as the Frontline States promoted international isolation of the Rhodesian economy. The general decline of the hegemony of the advanced capitalist powers, symbolised by the defeat of the United States in Vietnam and of South Africa in Angola during the first year of Frontline negotiations, was a weakness that the Frontline States were able to exploit.

Given the economic vulnerability of the Frontline States and the contradictions in their struggle, Chapters 6 and 7 employ the theories of relative state autonomy to help explain the Frontline States' success. They delineate the reasons for the ability of the states to challenge the dominant economic powers in the region.

The Frontline States are in the process of trying to transform their political success into economic independence. Chapter 8 investigates the Southern African Development Co-ordination Conference (SADCC) which was formed after the independence of Zimbabwe. At this point the SADCC countries (nine in the region) are unified mainly by similar problems: mutual underdevelopment and the desire to overcome their close integration into the South African economy. But the potential is great; rich in minerals, the region could be an important industrial area. Zimbabwe is not yet free from colonial linkages which impede its development, and the problems are similar for the other states. SADCC is a co-ordinated effort to turn the political success of Zimbabwean independence into eventual economic independence for the Southern African region.


Notes

1. These three were by no means the only supporters of Rhodesia; certainly, the Federal Republic of Germany, France, Japan, Portugal, Switzerland and others continued economic relations with the minority regime. But, as discussed in Chapter 5, South Africa, Britain, and the US were by far the largest financial supporters, and the most important politically.
 2. Interview by Anthony Lewis, November 1981, Broadcast on Public Broadcasting Service (PBS), 5 January 1982.
 3. Holly Sklar, ed., Trilateralism: The Trilateral Commission and Elite Planning for World Management (Boston: South End Press, 1980). Carol B. Thompson, 'The Politicization of Monopoly Capital: The Trilateral Commission and International Bank Consortia,' Transition, 2, no, 1 (May 1979).
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Chapter 2
 The Alliance In Action

To understand the role of the Frontline States in the liberation of Zimbabwe, it is necessary to highlight and analyse the events in which they figure prominently in both the war and the negotiations for a Zimbabwean settlement. This chapter begins the discussion of the historical developments in the conflict from the inception of the Frontline, but it is not simply a historical description. Three major themes are analysed: 1) nature of the changing conflict between the Rhodesian government and the Zimbabwean nationalists; 2) quest for unity among the Zimbabwean nationalists; 3) serious disagreements between the Frontline and the nationalists. A careful look at the negotiating conferences is essential, for they are like signposts, indicating points of contention and of compromise. With these understandings, we can begin to assess the accomplishments of the Frontline States and the limitations to those successes.

Origins Of The Frontline States

In April 1974 the military coup d'etat in Portugal toppled not only the Caetano dictatorship in Lisbon but also the political status quo in Southern Africa. The armed struggles in the Portuguese African colonies precipitated the coup, for the Portuguese army refused to continue to fight wars they could not win. The guerrilla wars in all three of the colonies – Angola, Guinea-Bissau, Mozambique – were highly successful against the low morale of the overly extended Portuguese army. By the time of the coup, Frelimo (Front for the Liberation of Mozambique) had liberated one-third of Mozambique and had opened a passage into Rhodesia through Tete province as early as 1970. ZANLA (Zimbabwe African National Liberation Army), the military arm of ZANU, began operating from these liberated areas, with Frelimo's assistance, in 1971. Rhodesia had also been helping its ally, sending troops into Mozambique to fight with the Portuguese against Frelimo before 1970. Both sides viewed the struggle of the white minorities in Mozambique and in Rhodesia as one. Samora Machel, leader of Frelimo, said in 1970, 'Some of us, when we look at the situation in Mozambique, realise that if we liberate Mozambique tomorrow, that will not be the end. The liberation of Mozambique without the liberation of Zimbabwe is meaningless.'1 With the independence of the Portuguese colonies, the minority regimes of Rhodesia and South Africa could no longer rely on those territories as buffer zones to independent black Africa; they had to face states whose leadership pledged their support for majority rule in the whole region.

As important was the economic threat of an independent Mozambique and Angola. Frelimo's forces had been threatening the transport line from Umtali, Rhodesia, to Beira before the April coup d'etat; with the new government in Mozambique the line to Maputo, over which the oil was shipped to keep the Rhodesian war economy running, would also be cut off. The situation would make Rhodesia totally dependent on South Africa for an outlet to the sea. South Africa also had close economic links with Mozambique. Seventy per cent of the ore from its rich Witwatersrand was shipped through Maputo; the new Cabora Basa dam was to supply electricity to the mines; and the Portuguese had provided as many as 350,000 Mozambican men to work in the South African mines. In addition, South African corporations had major investments in the iron ore and diamond mines of Angola.

Prime Minister Vorster responded to this drastically altered political and economic situation in a practical way. In a speech on 24 October 1974 he stated that Southern Africa had reached the crossroads where it had to choose between peace and escalation of strife; the consequences of the latter choice were easily foreseeable and the 'toll of major confrontation would be too high for Southern Africa to pay.'2 He backed up his words with practical action: he opened discussions with Frelimo instead of supporting a coup attempt by Portuguese settlers against the transitional Frelimo government. President Kaunda immediately responded to the speech, during celebrations of the tenth anniversary of Zambian independence on 25 October, calling it the 'voice of reason.' The two speeches were the first public indication of talks that had been going on between Zambian and South African officials since April. (It is notable that Lonrho, a British corporation which had considerable investments in Rhodesia, South Africa and Zambia, was instrumental as a mediator in these talks.) Meeting in secret, representatives from both Zambia and South Africa hoped to find avenues to a negotiated settlement in Rhodesia. On 8 October they had drawn up a document, 'Towards the Summit: An Approach to Peaceful Change in Southern Africa.' As the title implies, the emphasis was on peaceful, for it discussed a six-month scenario to establish the basic requirements for a negotiated settlement in Rhodesia, such as 'ensuring that ZANU and ZAPU desist from armed struggle ..Further, it made promises for Frelimo and SWAPO (fighting for the independence of Namibia) about their relations with South Africa without having consulted either of them.3

President Kaunda was anxious for a peaceful solution to Rhodesia for moral and practical reasons. Disappointed over the armed strife among the liberation groups in Angola, he did not like the idea of a protracted war in Rhodesia that might also end up with Africans killing each other. The practical reason was the fundamental need for Zambia to be able to transport its copper to the sea and to import basic commodities. The Benguela Railroad was periodically closed because of the fighting in Angola; Kaunda was concerned that enforcement of economic sanctions against Rhodesia by an independent Mozambique would also cut Zambia's link to the sea through Beira. Hopeful that the altered status quo in Southern Africa was sufficient impetus for the white minority regime to negotiate, he decided to take the risk of compromising in order to promote a peaceful solution to the Rhodesian conflict.

The leaders of Botswana, Tanzania, and ` agreed to share Kaunda's risk-taking (but did not accept the 8 October document). They joined together to formulate a united policy for negotiations with the Rhodesian government. Their first demand was the immediate release of the Zimbabwean nationalist leaders who had been in Smith's prisons for ten years. By 8 November 1974 Smith, under pressure from South Africa, paroled selected nationalist leaders to attend talks in Lusaka.4 This parole and subsequent release (December) of the Zimbabwean nationalists was the first success of the group that would later be called the Frontline States.*

Smith acquitted the nationalists to obtain agreement for his demands for a ceasefire and for no preconditions to a constitutional conference. Immediately, the points of contention emerged. The Frontline States hoped Smith was agreeing to negotiate majority rule; no preconditions to him meant that the question of majority rule was not necessarily a topic on the agenda. He would talk of more political power for the African majority but not majority rule. Further, the Frontline States' bargain for the release of the leaders was immediately criticised by the Organisation of African Unity (OAU) because some members feared the border states were negotiating peace at any price. The Smith-Vorster forces were hopeful they were.

The OAU criticism was based on previous experiences of negotiations with South Africa which had ended in total intransigence on the part of the apartheid regime. In April 1968 Vorster and Kaunda had exchanged emissaries and messages in an attempt to find common grounds for talks on Rhodesia. By October, 'dialogue' had come into the South African vocabulary. The Presidents of the Ivory Coast, Senegal, Liberia and Malawi (Houphouet-Boigny, Senghor, Tolbert, and Banda) all promoted dialogue with South Africa as the alternative to violent confrontation. They asserted that trade and co-operation with independent African states would help to liberalise South Africa's domestic policy. Other OAU members pointed out that if South Africa wanted dialogue it could start at home with the African leaders who were in its prisons. The issue became divisive within the OAU.

Kaunda was one of those who criticised the leaders who were willing to trade and receive capital from South Africa. In 1971 Vorster tried to destroy Kaunda's credibility by publicly stating that he too was part of the 'dialogue.' Kaunda responded by publishing the 1968-69 letters to show that although he had agreed to talk with Vorster, he had demanded changes in apartheid as conditions for regular exchange between the two countries.5 The published letters exposed Vorster as misrepresenting the exchange and further discredited his attempt to normalise relations with independent Africa. 'Dialogue' of 1968-71 became a euphemism for the international legitimisation of apartheid. Although eager for trade relations and air transport rights with independent Africa, South Africa was not willing to transform apartheid. The government gained economic advantages without making concessions about its race policies. In 1974, therefore, it is understandable that some of the African states started to accuse the four states' response as another capitulation to South Africa. The criticism at first seemed well placed, for the initial activities of the new entente were purely negotiations with the Smith and Vorster regimes. The Zimbabwean nationalists were divided, and the armed struggle was weak.

The four, however, did not intend to compromise their opposition against minority rule. The basis of the 'dialogue' had been the Lusaka Declaration, which urged peaceful methods of struggle, with armed struggle only if absolutely necessary:


We have always preferred, and we still prefer, to achieve liberation without physical violence. We would prefer to negotiate rather than destroy, to talk rather than to kill. We do not advocate violence, we advocate an end to the violence against human dignity which is now being perpetrated by the oppressor of Africa. If peaceful programmes to emancipation were possible, or if changed circumstances were to make it possible in the future, we would urge our brothers in the resistance movements to use peaceful methods of struggle even at the cost of some compromise on the timing of change.6



Tanzania and Zambia had signed the Lusaka Declaration but argued that peaceful negotiations did not require trade and capital exchange with the apartheid regime. They later fully supported the 1971 Mogadishu Declaration which rejected 'dialogue' and reaffirmed the armed struggle:


... there is no way left to the liberation of Southern Africa except armed struggle to which we already give and will increasingly continue to give our fullest support, that the policy of dialogue advocated by a small group of African leaders which has already been rejected by the OAU is again rejected because it is a ploy to hoodwink the African people . . . We condemn the African countries which, in establishing diplomatic and other relations with South Africa and Portugal, have betrayed the African freedom struggle.7



The argument in the OAU about whether the four states were legitimising apartheid by negotiating with South Africa intensified in the first months of 1975. The Zambian Foreign Minister stated the debate was finally silenced by exposing the critics: they came from countries which had regular trade relations with South Africa.8 At the Ninth Extraordinary Session of the OAU Council of Ministers (Dar es Salaam, April 1975), the issue was debated and resolved. The Frontline States won formal recognition as an ad-hoc committee of the Assembly of the Heads of States of the OAU. More important than the formal recognition, the Council issued the Dar es Salaam Declaration which supported the negotiations the border states had been pursuing:


As long as the objective of majority rule before independence is not compromised, the OAU would support all efforts made by the Zimbabwe nationalists to win independence by peaceful means. This may mean a holding of a Constitutional Conference where the nationalist forces will negotiate with the Smith regime. If that takes place, the OAU has the duty to do everything possible to assist the success of such negotiations, until and unless the Zimbabwe nationalists themselves are convinced that talks with Smith have failed. In this event, the freedom fighters will have to intensify the armed struggle with the material, financial and diplomatic assistance of independent Africa.9



Legacy Of Previous Negotiations For Majority Rule

The four states turned to South Africa because they assessed that South African influence would be crucial to bringing Smith to agree to majority rule. About 2,000 South African police had been helping Smith since 1967 and further military support would be necessary if the war escalated. Prime Minister Vorster and Head of Bureau of State Security, General Hendrik van den Bergh, were open to negotiations, rather than to escalation. The South Africans put pressure on Smith several times during this period, the first time being their insistence that he release the nationalists from prison. They viewed the Rhodesian situation as different from their own. With the white population in Rhodesia only 3 percent of the total, a greater role for Africans would have to be found as the growing economy required more skilled personnel. The South Africans were not talking about majority rule; they wanted Smith to look for a formula by which to share political rule in order to maintain economic control and stability. The South African leaders considered Smith's political intransigence a serious threat to economic stability; they wanted him to talk with the nationalists.

These overtures to South Africa by the Frontline States were only after Britain, the colonial power, had repeatedly failed to convince Smith to accept substantive constitutional changes. The British Labour and Conservative Parties had worked out six principles which were then accepted by the Commonwealth as the basis for constitutional negotiations:

1. guarantee of the principle and intention of unimpeded progress to majority rule;

2. guarantee against retrogressive amendments to the Constitution;

3. immediate improvements in the political status of the African population;

4. progress towards ending racial discrimination;

5. British government to be satisfied that the basis for independence is acceptable to the people of Rhodesia as a whole;

6. regardless of race, no oppression of majority by minority or minority by majority.

Prime Minister Harold Wilson had met with Ian Smith on the HMS Tiger (December 1966) and the HMS Fearless (October 1968) to discuss them. Smith accepted the proposals in principle but would not abandon the 1965 UDI constitution during the transition. In short, he accepted the principles but not the mechanism necessary to implement them. The British Foreign Secretary, Sir Alec Douglas-Home, met with Smith in Salisbury in November 1971 and an agreement was reached, which the British government interpreted as fulfilling the six principles. The Pearce Commission was then sent to Rhodesia to survey African opinion; their leaders had been excluded from the talks about the proposed constitution which postponed majority rule to the distant future.10 Bishop Abel Muzorewa, with a mandate from the imprisoned ZANU and ZAPU leaders, led a successful campaign to oppose the proposal of independence before majority rule. As the Commission travelled around the country, they heard a resounding shout of 'No independence before majority rule,' later to be known as the NIBMAR position.

Smith was encouraged, not discouraged, by the talks, for he asserted that the Rhodesian position had became stronger. As he stated in the House of Assembly on 5 April 1973:


I believe it would be appropriate to point out... that on every occasion on which we have held talks we have strengthened our position. We came back from HMS Fearless with terms which, for us, were an improvement on what we had been offered on HMS Tiger. Then, in turn, the Constitution negotiated in 1971 ... is an improvement on what we were offered on Fearless. I must warn people who are clamouring for fresh negotiations, that if these were to take place, there would be new demands which I would make on the British government... and we would emerge stronger than before.11



After the African rejection of the 1972 constitutional proposals, the British government, in practical terms, relinquished all responsibility as the colonial power to the hands of Smith. As will be discussed in Chapter 5, sanctions were not effective; political pressure ceased; the British government appeared to have accepted the unilateral declaration of independence of its rebel colony.

The willingness of each of the Frontline States to try to resolve the hostility was consistent with the development of their policies, emanating from their own anti-colonial struggles. Presidents Julius Nyerere, Kenneth Kaunda and Sir Seretse Khama led independence struggles that identified closely with social democracy. Their independence movements were based on high moral principles for racial and social justice; colonial political structures had to be changed because they violated basic human values of racial equality. Further, the strategies that the movements pursued were based on Gandhian principles of moral persuasion with non-violent resistance if necessary. The leaders all led strikes and boycotts to convince the British government that self-rule was necessary. Their non-violent confrontations exposed the contradictions between the social democracy professed by the British Labour Party and the treatment of Africans as subject and inferior peoples. The moral convictions directed the strategy of their own political struggles.

After winning the struggle to end minority colonial rule, the Tanganyikan government, at independence in 1961, refused to join the British Commonwealth unless South Africa withdrew; South Africa was subsequently asked to leave. In 1965 Tanzania (Tanganyika changed to the United Republic of Tanzania, one year after its uniting with Zanzibar) broke diplomatic relations with Britain because it did nothing to nullify the UDI proclaimed by white Rhodesians. As a result Tanzania lost £7.5 million (approximately $21 million) aid from Britain which was considered essential for the 1964-1969 development plan. Frelimo affirms that its war against Portuguese colonialism could not have been won without Tanzanian support. Tanzania sacrificed much for the liberation of Mozambique by offering guerrilla training bases and material support. The Tanzanian leaders viewed the Zimbabwean struggle as yet another step necessary to eradicate racism and minority control in Southern Africa. Tanzanian support for racial justice has been consistent for the last two decades.

Zambia was born in the struggle to resist subordination to white Rhodesia in the Central African Federation (CAF), The CAF, established in 1953, consisted of Northern Rhodesia (Zambia), Nyasaland (Malawi) and Southern Rhodesia. But the African majority in the British Protectorates — Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland —rebelled against political and economic subordination to the white minority of Southern Rhodesia and the Federation broke up in 1963. Using populist appeals such as the platform of Humanism, Zambian leaders pledged support for the African majority in Rhodesia. Racial justice was not to stop at the border.

As an independent state whose economy was captured by the South African Customs Union, Botswana was situated between the two minority regimes. With the escalation of the Zimbabwean hostilities, Botswana's position would quickly become untenable, for it was quite vulnerable to any economic or military reprisals that could be taken by either Rhodesia or South Africa. At the same time, however, because its economy was captured by the South African Customs Union, the Botswanan leaders knew well how hollow political independence was without economic control over production. An independent Zimbabwe would facilitate Botswana's own economic release from South African hegemony. Caught in the middle, both geographically and economically, Botswana was limited in its ability to help the Zimbabwean liberation struggle. The strong will of the Batswana to preserve their independence, first articulated by their most prominent leaders in the late nineteenth century, surprised many observers who doubted the country's ability to adopt a principled stand because of its economic vulnerability. President Khama told the Development Committee of the European parliament:


My country depends on those minority-ruled regimes whose policies we deplore... The beef that we sell to the Community is transported to the sea through South Africa. Our whole economic life and transportation system are bound up with those of Rhodesia and South Africa. This is the extent to which we find ourselves at the mercy of the regimes against which we support the liberation struggle.12



In spite of this vulnerability, the Botswanan leaders chose to become a Frontline State.

As stated earlier, the revolutionary struggle in Angola and Mozambique precipitated the discussion for change in Zimbabwe. They fought Portuguese colonialism for about a decade during which time the leaders had many contacts with both ZANU and ZAPU. In fact, leaders of ZAPU had been organising for independence before Frelimo and the MPLA were formed. But the armed struggle was slower to develop in Zimbabwe. First, Zambia was not independent until 1964 so no contiguous territory was available from which to launch incursions into Rhodesia. Second, it was difficult to infiltrate arms and men into Rhodesia across the Zambezi River even after Zambia became independent. The river border between Zambia and Rhodesia was a natural setting for ambush by the Rhodesians as the guerrillas tried to cross. Frelimo offered a passageway through Tete to ZANU and ZAPU by 1970. ZAPU was going through a leadership crisis at the time and could not send forces; ZANU was ready to go in and therefore started its operations from a liberated sector of Tete. With long personal, political and military contacts between the MPLA and Frelimo leadership and the Zimbabwean nationalists, joining the Frontline States as the newly independent states of Angola and Mozambique was a logical continuation of the exchanges.

In spite of this history of shared struggle against racism and colonialism, the terms accepted by the Frontline States for the release of the nationalists created two immediate crises between the Frontline and the nationalists. One condition for the release of the nationalists was an immediate ceasefire. The Frontline States decided it was a necessary gesture for negotiating in good faith. But ZANU had been escalating the guerrilla war in the north-east and knew that Smith was willing to negotiate only because of their recent successes against his forces. To halt the armed struggle would remove the incentive for him to talk. They were angry with the Frontline Presidents for this concession, made without consulting them, and immediately argued against it.

The second crisis was the demand for the nationalists to dissolve their individual parties and to unite under one. The Frontline assessed that if negotiations were to be successful with Smith, the nationalists had to unite and present him with unified demands across the negotiating table. At this point, the MPLA was not yet part of the Frontline because of its own difficulties with two other guerrilla forces in the transitional government to an independent Angola; the Frontline leaders, especially Kaunda and Nyerere, did not want to see Zimbabwe torn apart by similar factions among the guerrillas. Ignoring Zimbabwean history, they demanded not simply a united front, but a single party. The Zimbabwean nationalists were divided into four groups at the time of their release: ZANU, ZAPU, FROLIZI (Front for the Liberation of Zimbabwe), ANC (African National Council).13 When the Frontline States insisted on a unified party against Rhodesia, the nationalists resisted. ZANU refused the Frontline demand that the groups dissolve their own parties into one and that they pick one leader. The one leader was likely to be Joshua Nkomo, whose command they had chosen to leave (see pp. 44-46). Finally, after much heated debate with the Frontline Presidents, they agreed to a united front. Their parties were not dissolved but put under an umbrella ANC, with Bishop Abel Muzorewa as the compromise head. On 7 December 1974 they issued a unity statement in which they agreed to 'merge their respective organs and structures into the ANC within four months. They also, however, recognised 'the inevitability of continued armed struggle and all other forms of struggle until the total liberation of Zimbabwe.'14

The Frontline States' initiative opened a path for a negotiated settlement, but also immediately put obstacles in that path which set up tensions between themselves and the nationalists. However, although the Frontline was economically vulnerable to their more powerful neighbours, they did not 'sell out' as their critics had predicted. They were interested in trying to save lives by negotiating majority rule. If Ian Smith had been willing in 1974 to negotiate transition to majority rule as he did in 1979, tens of thousands of Zimbabwean, Zambian, Mozambican, Tanzanian, Angolan, and Botswanan lives would have been saved. But the white regime, still supported by its Western allies, could be persuaded only by five more years of warfare.

Tactical Changes By The Rhodesian Government

The unilateral declaration of independence (UDI) proclaimed white settler refusal to accept one person, one vote. The subsequent diplomatic discussion over majority rule had two stages, for Smith changed his tactics as the war mounted and the international community increased pressure. At first, Smith refused to accept 'majority rule in my lifetime.' In June 1974, before the formation of the Frontline States, Smith talked with Bishop Muzorewa of the ANC. He proposed to discuss majority rule in 40-50 years, not sooner; Muzorewa refused to discuss it. Right after the umbrella ANC was formed, Smith had a series of talks with Joshua Nkomo. On 19 March 1975, they broke down because Smith was talking about majority rule in ten to fifteen years. He considered this time span as a reasonable basis for discussion with the newly released nationalists. When the talks failed, Smith angrily reiterated that there would be no majority rule 'in a thousand years.' Not until April 1976 when US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger began his shuttle diplomacy in Southern Africa did Smith agree to majority rule within two years. It was a major breakthrough and the only real success of Kissinger's shuttles. By August, however, Smith tried to renounce that agreement. The drastic reduction in transition time for majority rule from fifty (1974) to two (1976) years resulted from the successful guerrilla warfare and the international diplomatic isolation of the minority regime. Both the war and the international outcry were escalating.

The tactical change that Smith made as the pressure mounted was to change the definition of majority rule. Smith manoeuvred to make it look as though he was accepting majority rule within 'two years,' but in fact, he was accepting only the semantics of majority rule, not the substance. The Frontline States were clear about what they meant by majority rule, as President Nyerere summarised: 'The purpose of Africa's independence struggles is the freedom of Africa and Africans. Our independent governments . . . must be the instruments through which the peoples of Africa develop themselves and their countries and enlarge their freedom until it means a life of dignity for every individual African.'15

Rhodesian tactics to extend the time to majority rule and then to change the definition of majority rule, involved five attempts for internal settlement:

1. 1969 — While in Smith's jail, Ndabaningi Sithole agreed to renounce the armed struggle not only personally, but for the party he then led, ZANU, in return for the release of ZANU members. The other party members in jail condemned the deal. No release took place.

2. 1975 — After the Victoria Falls conference in August, Smith opened bilateral talks with Joshua Nkomo. A series of talks between the two, supported by Zambia, continued until 19 March 1976 when both parties announced they had reached an impasse; Smith, clearly, was not willing to discuss a short transition period to majority rule.

3. 1976 — After the abortive Geneva Conference in October, Smith brought Chiefs Chirau and Ndiweni into his government. Owing their status totally to Smith, the manoeuvre did not succeed in establishing legitimacy for the regime.

4. 1978 — During the discussions about the Anglo-American proposals at the Malta conferences, Smith staged his own 'settlement.' In March, Muzorewa, Sithole and Chirau agreed to a new constitution for Zimbabwe-Rhodesia.

5. 1978 — Smith started secret talks in August with Nkomo to bring him into the March settlement, with Muzorewa, Sithole, and Chirau, in an obvious effort to make it look more respectable. The negotiations broke off when Mugabe denounced the secret talks and Nkomo refused to compromise.

At first the settlements were simply an attempt to bring a few black faces into the government. For the third settlement Smith even tried to legitimise chiefs who owed their status to his sponsorship as the 'fair' representatives of the African majority. In later attempts, he began to talk of shared political power with leaders elected by a limited, but larger, franchised African voting population. Throughout these discussions, majority rule meant only shared political power with the whites retaining veto power in parliament, control of the army, police, judiciary and civil service and total control over the economy 'Majority rule with minority rights' became the semantic camouflage for white blocking power in parliament and white monopoly of the productive forces. By the time of the 1978 internal settlement with Muzorewa, the rhetoric and the programme had been refined; Smith even agreed to universal suffrage for the Africans with their right to choose an African prime minister. Although Nkomo entered into talks on two occasions, ZAPU remained allied with ZANU in the position that they were not fighting for a few seats in parliament, but for land: 'We have a strange situation in our country where three percent of the population, on account of their race, have seized 50 percent of the land through many and diverse techniques. Do you protect property in the possession of thieves?'16 To the nationalist forces, majority rule meant no less than majority control of the productive forces of the economy, a mandate by the people for the party they chose to run the state and the economy.

Disagreeing with Smith's initial refusal to discuss majority rule with the Zimbabweans, South African Prime Minister Vorster did put pressure on Smith to release them from prison and to engage in talks. But the South African government's policy changed as Smith gradually moved toward some form of shared political power. In May 1976, after Smith had refused any compromise at the 1975 Victoria Falls conference and the guerrilla war was escalating, South African Secretary of Information, Eschel Rhoodie, an influential member of the government and a close friend of Vorster, stated, 'We will not under any circumstances undertake an upholding operation. Military intervention by South Africa to uphold the Rhodesian government is absolutely out of the question.'17 By the second all-parties conference in Geneva in October 1976, Vorster was prompting Smith to accept shared power. He felt that Smith was lying to him and simply using his auspices to maintain a hard line. They were supplying Rhodesia with trade links by breaking international sanctions and had their troops in Rhodesia, but they told Smith that his position was untenable. When Smith did change his strategy from refusal of majority rule to changing the definition of majority rule, Vorster rallied support behind him stating in parliament in January 1977 that 'it would be wrong in principle to exert pressure on Smith ... I am not prepared to do anything dishonourable.' He noted that Smith had to convince his cabinet to accept the Kissinger plan which led to Geneva while 'Nkomo and Mugabe are not responsible to anybody and they can change their stance all the time.'18 The South African leader's attitude softened even more by the time Smith succeeded in bringing Muzorewa, Sithole and Chirau into the government. As will be discussed in Chapter 5, South Africa gave considerable support to the Rhodesian army: aircraft with pilots, soldiers, heavy equipment, and low interest loans. South Africa's key role strategically gave the government leverage to convince Smith to enter the talks and then to encourage him to find a formula to bring Africans into the legislature and executive without relinquishing white control of the state apparatus or of the economy. Although South Africa was an ally of Rhodesia and the key to Smith surviving as long as he did, the South African government was quicker in realising that the end of the war was possible only if the Zimbabweans assessed they had some political role. Both the South African and Rhodesian governments, however, were incorrect in assuming that token government positions for Africans and no change in the economy would suffice.

Negotiating Conferences: Camouflage Or Compromise?

Victoria Falls

In 1975 South Africa only pressured Smith to attend the first allparties conference at Victoria Falls. After months of personal meetings between Smith and the released nationalist leaders ('talks about talks'), the conference, held on 25 August in a train on the Victoria Falls bridge between Rhodesia and Zambia, was to start the process for the constitutional conference as the first step toward majority rule. President Kaunda led the Frontline negotiations and was hoping South Africa would pressure Smith to agree to steps for a constitutional conference. But the meeting seems to have been as much for promoting South African international prestige as for negotiating any change in the Rhodesian government. Prime Minister Vorster was delighted that the South African regime received international attention as an 'arbiter' in the negotiation. (When Vorster arrived, a sign held by a member of the Zambian United National Independence Party (UNIP) read, 'Vorster becomes great in Africa today.') The delegation from Mozambique was not even informed that Vorster would be at the meeting, and they were furious when they saw him, South African Foreign Minister, Hilgard Muller and General van den Bergh at the Musi-O-Tunya Hotel on the Zambian side of the falls. Smith had been using the ceasefire, enforced on the guerrillas by the Frontline, to move equipment and troops to his advantage. With no armed struggle to pressure Smith, he was not even willing to grant amnesty to six key members of the executive of the umbrella ANC, including Sithole and James Chikerema (leader of Frolizi), so they could return to Rhodesia to negotiate a constitutional conference; he remained intransigent about the long transition time to majority rule and about continuing dominance and control by the Rhodesian Front party during the transition. The talks lasted only a few hours.19

The role of 'arbiter' that South Africa was trying to play at Victoria Falls is rather ironic since at the time of the conference it had begun its invasion of Angola. In alliance with two guerrilla forces, FNLA (National Front for the Liberation of Angola) and UNITA (National Union for the Total Independence of Angola), the South Africans were trying to prevent the MPLA from forming the government of Angola at independence which was scheduled for 11 November 1975. The invasion was turned back later only a few hundred miles outside of Luanda whert Cuban forces were invited by the MPLA to help them withstand the attack. The South African strategy was to promote a moderate black government that would not be hostile to apartheid, and they decided that a full scale invasion was necessary to help those factions (FNLA and UNIT A) to win. South Africa had the same goal for Zimbabwe, but was interested in trying to negotiate such a government.

The Angolan 'second war of liberation' also divided the Frontline States.
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