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REGIONAL DESTABILIZATION IN SOUTHERN
AFRICA

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 8, 1982

HouskE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AFRICA,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 2:08 p.m., in room 2172, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Howard Wolpe (chairman of the subcommit-
tee) presiding.

Mr. WoLpE. The subcommittee will come to order.

This afternoon the Subcommittee on Africa is meeting to hear
testimony from expert witnesses on regional destabilization in
southern Africa. The hearing is designed to explore the origin and
process of destabilization in southern Africa and, in particular, will
focus on South Africa’s pattern of increasing aggression toward its
neighboring states of Angola, Mozambique, and Zimbabwe.

Additional matters to be addressed are how South Africa’s op-
pressive racial system of apartheid is, in itself, a source of regional
instability; the role the Soviet Union, Cuba, and other Eastern bloc
countries play in abetting the destabilization process in southern
Africa; and whether or not southern African nations’ political sup-
port for liberation struggles in Namibia and in South Africa also
contribute to a destabilizing pattern of cross-border violence.

The task before the subcommittee today will be to give fuller ex-
posure to a dangerous development of escalating instability in a re-
gional subcontinent of great potential and natural riches, but also
to focus attention on how current U.S. southern Africa policy could
help to curb or arrest regional destabilization. At the same time,
we also seek to continue to help achieve Namibia’s independence
and to assist broad political change in South Africa itself.

Since the early 1970’s, the process of decolonization in southern
Africa has naturally led to an increase of instability and violence
there as liberation groups turned to armed conflict as a means of
accelerating the achievement of independence from more heavily
armed white minority regimes.

This was the case in the former Portuguese colonies of Angola
and Mozambique and in the former British colony of Zimbabwe.
Long, arduous, and often violent struggles accompanied political
negotiations which ultimately led to self-determination for these
countries. But the interim consequences were widespread depriva-
tion among the local populations, the creation of major refugee
centers throughout the region, and a spiraling destruction of often

L



2

flourishing local economies and infrastructure, especially in the
transport sector. It is equally clear that during these years a devel-
oping pattern of militarily destabilizing actions by the South Afri-
cans and Rhodesians was employed to impede the decolonization
process.

What we are withessing now, however, as these decolonized coun-
tries are seeking to secure their hard-won independence by usefully
turning to economic reconstruction and development within their
borders, is an escalating pattern over the past 2 years of marathon
violence and insurgency. Much of this violence has been perpetrat-
ed by South Africa and aimed at Angola under the rationale of hot
pursuits against SWAPOQ fighters. The assaults against Angolan
territory by South Africa have been constant despite U.N. Security
Council Resclutions condemning these actions. Recently, the
United States alone chose not to support a U.N. Security Council
resolution condemning the South African invasion of Angola, de-
spite the majority vote by other UNSC members, including our
close allies. Now the South Africans have created a military buffer
zone in southern Angola and have secured it by keeping their
forces there, a clear violation of Angola's legitimate sovereignty
and an incipient threat of future violence should ever South Afri-
can and Cuban/FAPLA troops engage each other.

South Africa’s continued support to UNITA also poses serious
problems for national reconciliation in Angola. Similarly, South Af-
rica’s military logistical and command support to the MNR (Mo-
zambique National Resistance) in efforts to weaken and possibly
overthrow the Frelimo government of Mozambique has consider-
ably stymied that country’s fledgling efforts to reconstruct its econ-
omy and exacted a toll on its landlocked neighbors as well.

Last month the Zimbabwe Government announced a rationing of
oil supplies to its manufacturing sector due to MNR economic sabo-
tage against the Beira/Umtali pipeline and rail lines. This targeting
of attacks on crucially important transport and commodity links
appears to be a calculated pattern of economic destabilization prac-
ticed by South Africa (and its proxy insurgent groups) to under-
mine the nine-nation SADCC, the Southern African Development
Coordination Conference, an organization which is dedicated to re-
ducing and eliminating economic dependency of its members on the
South African economy.

These are but a few examples of destabilization that we intend to
explore this afternoon through the expert testimony of our wit-
nesses, almost all of whom have spent considerable periods of time
in southern Africa and in the respective countries to which they
will refer.

I would like to welcome this afternoon Prof. Allen Isaacman of
the University of Minnesota, who will offer new evidence of South
Africa’s involvement in Mozambican insurgency; Prof. Gerald
Bender of the University of Southern California, who is widely
known for his research on Angola; Dr. lan Butterfield of the Heri-
tage Foundation, who is a policy analyst on African matters; Mr.
William Sutherland, a widely respected consultant to the American
Friends Service Committee, who has just recently returned from an
extended stay in Zimbabwe; and Dr. Seth Singleton, of Ripon Col-
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lege in Wisconsin, who has carried out extensive research on Soviet
and Eastern bloc activities in southern Africa.

Given the large slate of witnesses and the length of some of the
prepared testimony, we would urge the witnesses to summarize
their statements and to try to keep them to no more than 7 to 10
minutes in length. The full text of your written statements will, of
course, be submitted, along with any other solicited materials or
materials you wish to volunteer for the hearing record.

In closing, I would like to state that political stability and eco-
nomic progress are the two highest goals of the peoples of southern
Africa, along with the overriding quest for racial justice. Of course,
this is true of the African Continent as a whole; therefore, we be-
lieve that U.S. policy toward that region should reflect an enlight-
ened commitment to assist the promotion and fruition of those
goals. We should not be seen as contributing to increased instabil-
ity in the region.

I should add that an invitation was extended to the administra-
tion to appear here today, but because of foreign travel of senior
State Department officials responsible for African policy, the ad-
ministration has declined to testify at this time. It is the subcom-
mittee’s intention in early 1983 to ask the administration to give
an overall assessment of its policies in southern Africa, at which
time it would also address the matter of regional destabilization.

Let me ask my ranking minority member if there are any re-
marks he would like to make at this point?

Mr. GoopLiNG. No, thank you.

Mr. Worrk. If not, we now turn to our witnesses. May I first call
upon Dr. Allen Isaacman.

STATEMENT OF ALLEN ISAACMAN, PROFESSOR OF HISTORY,
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Mr. IsaacMaN. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I
appreciate this opportunity to examine the complex issues of desta-
bilization in southern Africa. I will limit my discussion to the situa-
tion in Mozambique, a country in which I have lived and worked
during the past 15 years and from which I have recently returned.

Although my principal area of research is Mozambican history, I
did spend a month this summer interviewing government officials,
American expatriots and Western diplomats about the causes and
effects of destabilization. During the past several years I have also
traveled frequently throughout the country and had an opportuni-
ty to speak at length with a large number of Mozambicans.

I would like to include for the public record two articles which
Barbara I[saacman and I wrote in the Christian Science Monitor
and Africa Report, which treat the subject of destabilization, as
well as the complete text of my presentation from which I will ex-
cerpt appropriate portions this afternoon.

Because I have to be in The Hague tomorrow, I may have to
leave this hearing before it concludes. If that is the case, I would be
happy to submit written responses within a week to questions
which come up during my absence.
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Finally, throughout my testimony I will be quoting from cap-
tured Mozambican National Resistance documents, which 1 will be
happy to include in the record if the chairman or members of the
subcommittee so wish. Because they are in Portuguese, it will take
about a week for me to translate them and submit them.!

Although international attention has been focused on South Afri-
ca’s activities in Namibia and Angola since the end of 1979, Pretor-
ia has been waging a largely unnoticed, undeclared war against
Mozambique. The January 1981 attack on a suburb of Maputo, the
capital, the recent assassination of Ruth First, an outspoken critic
of the apartheid regime, at the University of Eduardo Mondlane
this August, and the landing of southern African troops in south-
ern Mozambique several days later, are but a few examples of
South African aggression. Most ominous is the August warning
from South African Defense Minister Magnus Malan that his coun-
try might find it necessary to initiate a “Lebanese-type invasion”
of Mozambique. As recently as November 24, the Mozambican rep-
resentative to the United Nations reported a massive buildup of
South African troops and military equipment along its border.

At the moment, Pretoria’s main weapon in this war is the Mo-
zambique National Resistance which over the past year has inten-
sified its military activity in the southern half of Mozambique, at-
tacking bridges, railroad lines, communal villages, and priority de-
velopment projects.

Paralyzing key sectors of the rural economy and deestablishing
Mozambique, however, are not its only objectives. It also seeks to
sabotage SADCC, the integrated regional alliance forged in 1980 to
break South Africa’s economy hegemony. Thus, assistance to the
MNR cannot be separated from South Africa’s heightened econom-
ic and military pressure against Zimbabwe and its increased at-
tacks on Angola.

But what is the MNR? According to former Rhodesian intelli-
gence chief Ken Flowers, the Rhodesian special branch organized
the MNR as an anti-Frelimo fifth column to work inside Mozam-
bique. Gordon Winter, in his book ‘“Inside Boss,” which documents
his career as a South African spy, claims that the idea came from
South African military intelligence.

Whatever the case, from 1976 onward, Rhodesian security offi-
cials working with their South African counterparts, recruited Por-
tuguese settlers and mercenaries, black and white secret police
agents and former African members of the elite special forces of
the Portuguese Colonial Army who had fled to Rhodesia after Mo-
zambican independence. To this initial group were added ex-Fre-
limo guerrillas who had been expelled for corruption or had left be-
cause of unfulfilled personal ambitions. André Matzangaissa and
Alfonso Dhlakama, two former Frelimo soldiers, received promi-
nent positions to give the MNR visible black leadership.

From 1976 until the Lancaster House agreement, the Rhodesian
Government provided the MNR with arms and bases along the Mo-
zambican border and logistics support. With the signing of Lancas-
ter guaranteeing the end of majority rule in Rhodesia, the Mozam-

! The three documents have been translated inte English and are included at the end of his
prepared statement.
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bican Government failed to anticipate that the remnants of the
MNR would transfer its base of operations to South Africa, and it
underestimated the amount of military and logistic support South
Africa would provide.

Whereas the Rhodesian Government used the MNR to collect in-
formation on Zimbabwean nationalist operations and to intimidate
refugees who had fled to Mozambique, South Africa saw the roving
bands as instruments of havoc. At a meeting between Dhlakama,
the nominal head of the MNR, and Colonel Van Nikerk of South
African security on October 25, 1980, at a military base in the
Trangvaal, the latter ordered the MNR, to quote from the captured
documents, to interdict rail traffic from Malverne to Gwelo—that’s
in southern Mozambique—establish bases inside southern Mozam-
bique adjacent to the South African border, open a new military
front in Maputo Province, and provoke incidents in the cities of
Maputo and Beira.

The South African strategy was clear—the MNR must extend its
activity to the strategic southern Provinces, thereby discouraging
Zimbabwe and Botswana from exporting its commodities through
Maputo. To accomplish these broader objectives, South African offi-
cials agreed to provide large supplies of war material, including
rockets, mortars, and small arms, as well as instructors “who will
not only teach but also participate in attacks.”

Mozambican field commanders with whom I spoke indicated that
“Boers” regularly accompanied MNR bands in the central part of
the country. When pressed for concrete examples, a young officer
who had fought in Manica Province informed me that his battalion
discovered several dead European soldiers when it overran an
MNR base at Chidogo. South African passports and other docu-
ments were captured at other MNR bases. I have provided pictures
of those documents for the staff.

Sara Muchalima, a 26-year-old woman who had been kidnaped
by the MNR, saw 10 European advisers who, along with Dhlakama,
were evacuated by helicopter shortly before the Garagua base fell.

Emphasis, however, is on South Africa training MNR forces at
South African military bases in the Transvaal and providing sup-
plies and logistical assistance to the guerrillas inside Mozambique.
According to Mozambican field commanders, MNR forces are regu-
larly resupplied at night, and the Government lacks the communi-
cations and air support to prevent these airdrops. Mozambique's
long coastline is also ideally suited for naval landings which are be-
coming more frequent. Captured MNR documents suggest that this
is the preferred route—it is much cheaper for South Africa and
Mozambique's fledgling Navy cannot patrol effectively.

Western diplomats in Maputo estimated the MNR numbers at
about 5,000, appreciably lower than Dhlakama’s claim of 17,000
armed soldiers. Most MNR recruits seem to have been coerced into
joining. John Burlison, a British ecologist held prisoner by the
MNR for several months, reported seeing hundreds of forced re-
cruits who were kept under armed guard.

Nevertheless, Mozambique's serious economic problems make
MNR recruitment that much easier. Droughts, which the MNR at-
tributes to the alienated ancestors, the Mozambican Government’s
failure to provide sufficient support for the family farming sector,
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and the lack of consumer goods in parts of Manica, Sofala, and In-
hambane provide fertile ground for MNR overtures. So does the
MNR’s manipulation of tribal divisions and appeals to Shona
chiefs, spirit mediums, and “traditional” Shona values.

Whatever the initial attraction of these appeals, wide scale plun-
dering and increasing terrorism quickly evaporate support for the
MNR and alienate the rural population which, above all else,
wants to be left alone. Western missionaries living along the Mo-
zambican-Zimbabwe border reported that in December 1980, the
MNR launched a terrorist campaign around Espangabera in
Manica ‘‘beheading Machel loyalists, abducting girls, and press-
ganging young men into service.”

Reports filtering in from the bush make it clear that these are
not isolated acts by a few disaffected MNR members, but rather re-
flect the underlying strategy of an organization committed to ban-
ditry, marauding, and terrorism. One high-ranking diplomat with
whom I spoke admitted that he was initially skeptical, but now
finds “reports of widspread MNR barbarism credible.”

These tactics, together with the MNR's reliance on narrow tribal
appeals, directed exclusively at Shona-speaking people, only one of
a dozen ethnic and cultural groups in the country, belie its claim
that it is a nationalist movement of freedom fighters disillusioned
with the Frelimo's social strategy. Apart from its anti-Communist
rhetoric, it lacks any political program and has made no effort to
organize the peasants in the areas in which it operates. The Ameri-
can Chargé d'Affaires in Maputo acknowledged that “its political
program is flimsy at best” and Western diplomats doubt that the
MNR can unseat Frelimo, Mozambique’s governing party. All the
evidence suggests that it is little more than an arm of South Afri-
can gecurity.

Nevertneless, the MNR is an important arm and has played a
significant role in Pretoria’s undeclared economic, political, and
psychological war against Mozambique and its SADCC allies.
Roving bands repeatedly attack strategic economic targets and key
development projects. But South Africa’s main target right now ap-
pears to be SADCC. At the SADCC organizing conference in 1980,
the member nations agreed that strengthening the transportation
and communication links, without which all other forms of region-
al cooperation are impractical, had to receive the highest priority.
Prelimina? indications suggest that the SADCC transportation
network of international commerce is gradually being redirected
away from South African ports. Zimbabwe, for example, which was
totally dependent on South African ports during the Smith regime,
exported 30 million tons through Maputo in 1980 and 203 million
tons in 1981, as well as an additional 166 million tons through the
adjacent port of Matola.

The importance of the two railroad lines from Zimbabwe to
Maputo and Beira to this strategy explains the insistence of South
African security officials in their 1980 meeting with Dhlakama
that both be regularly sabotaged. In fact, this has occurred repeat-
edly. The latest major attack on the line from Maputo to Zimbabwe
took place in July 1982, cutting service for 50 days.

While disclaiming any explicit links with the MNR, South Africa
maintains that its own threats and military actions are necessary
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countermeasures against both the African National Congress,
which Pretoria claims has bases in Mozambique, and Mozambique’s
decision to deploy sophisticated weapons on the South African
border.

Mr. WoLrrE. Could I interrupt just for a moment. You have about
another minute to go.

Mr. Isaacman. OK, thank you.

Both claims are vigorously denied by high Mozambican officials.
Maputo’s claims are supported by Western diplomats with whom 1
spoke who remain skeptical about the South African changes,
pointing out that above all else Mozambique wants to avoid a
direct confrontation with South Africa, which would have devastat-
ing economic consequences,

I would like to conclude my testimony by addressing the question
of U.S. foreign policy. To the extent that the Reagan administra-
tion chooses to view events in southern Africa through the prism of
the cold war, and adopts a pro-South African posture, its policies
send a signal to Pretoria, a signal that aggression against South Af-
rica’s neighbors is acceptable. The failure of the Reagan adminis-
tration to condemn South African aggression and the reign of
terror which the South African-backed MNR has inflicted on un-
armed men, women, and children in Mozambique can only rein-
force Pretoria’s bellicose posture.

Finally, there are ominous signs that U.S. agencies are or were
cooperating with the South African war machine., The most rele-
vant for this discussion is the February 1980 exposure of CIA activ-
ities in Mozambique, including documented charges that American
agents passed on information which facilitated the South African
attack on the Maputo suburbs, charges which, to the best of my
knowledge, Washington has never denied or refuted.

To be sure, the Government of Mozambique is pursuing a social-
ist path of development. But it is also pursuing a nonalined policy.
Witness its autonomous position on Namibia, Zimbabwe, the Sino-
Soviet split, its refusal to provide naval bases to the Soviet Union,
and its recent military agreement with Portugal. The Reagan ad-
ministration’s increasing ties to Pretoria and its unwillingness to
condemn the South African-sponsored aggressions are, however,
narrowing Mozambique’s international options, which in the long
run is in the interest of neither Maputo nor Washington.

Thank you.

[Mr. Isaacman’s prepared statement follows:]
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evidence that we have from discussions with Western diplomats in
Maputo indicated Mozambique played a very important role espe-
cially in discussions with ZANU and President Mugabe.

I have less specific evidence immediately at my disposal with ref-
erence to the question of Namibia, but I do know that on several
occasions President Machel met with the head of SWAPO and en-
couraged negotiated settlement of the Namibian question. I think
that is the general assessment of most Western analysts in Maputo
on Mozambique’s posture on those two areas.

Mr. SiNGLETON. I would like to add one further point to that.

It is my understanding that on his visit to the Soviet Union, in I
believe November of 1980, Samora Machel also made great efforts
to persuade the Soviets to recognize the legitimacy of the Mugabe
government in Zimbabwe, which the Soviets then d?d.

Mr. Worpe. I want to turn to another question which is that of
Angolan recognition.

Does U.S. nonrecognition of Angola help or hinder Soviet objec-
tives in southern Africa, and help or hinder American objectives in
southern Africa? Why don’t we begin with Dr. Bender.

Mr. BEnDER. Well, I think American nonrecognition can only
help the Soviet Union and hurt American interests in Angola and
southern Africa. There’s no doubt about it. As long as the United
States is unwilling to compete with Soviets, Cubans, and others to
provide assistance to the Angolans, then the Soviets enjoy a mo-
nopoly. The United States is the only Government in the entire
world that does not recognize the Angolans, and after 7 years and 1
month of independence, I think the record is quite clear that the
United States has had practically zero influence in Angola. That is
in large part because we have no presence there.

Mr. WorLpe. Would you care to respond, Dr. Singleton, and then
Dr. Butterfield.

Mr. SINGLETON. I would essentially agree with Dr. Bender in the
following sense, that nonrecognition clearly does give the Soviets
and their Cuban allies more influence there, although I do not
think it is a monopoly. I believe the Brazilians, the Portuguese, and
the West Europeans have considerable contacts and I don’t think
we should forget that element of the situation.

I think the Soviet hope—and I say hope rather than intention,
because intention implies things you can control—is that. South
African intransigence will prevent a Namibian settlement so that
the Soviets may continue to deepen their involvements not only
with the Angolans but also with SWAPOQO as part of the general
policy of polarization.

I think the United States would be wise to recognize Angola. I
think the prior issue is some Namibian settlement. Of course, I am
not at all privy to the details of the diplomacy concerning that.

Mr. Worpk. Dr. Butterfield.

Mr. BurTerFIELD. | think there’s another side to the question in
the sense that the long-term aim of U.S southern Africa policy
must be to obtain some sort of political stability in that part of the
world. It is in our political interest and in our economic interest.
There is not going to be political stability in Angola until the
MPLA and UNITA have come to some form of a settlement. I don't
see how we're going to facilitate an MPLA/UNITA settlement by
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recoghizing one-half of the problem as the legitimate government
of Angola. It just gives the MPLA less motivation to settle with
UNITA, and they’re going to have to do it at some stage.

Mr. BENDER. But there is a presumption here, of course, that the
United States can somehow trade recognition with Angola for rec-
onciliation between the MPLA and UNITA. I think there is abso-
lutely no evidence to support such an assumption. In fact, I would
state it's false. There is no way the United States can convince the
MPLA to reconcile with UNITA for in exchange with U.S. recogni-
tion. The prize isn't that great.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. I quite agree, that this isn’t something that we
can use to directly pressure the movement. It is, however, some-
thing which might help us to achieve our end. I am not saying we
can ﬁimply bargain one for the other. We're just not worth that
much.

Mr. WorLpe. Mr. Sutherland, would you like to respond to that
question?

Mr. SutHERLAND. No. I think probably-—I say “no” and then I
speak. But I would just add that I do think there are other factors
among the Angolans themselves in regard to the whole question of
whether they come to some kind of agreement. I support the posi-
tion that it isn’t a U.S. position which would matter all that much.

Mr. WoLpE. I would have thought that one part of the calculus
here would be the ways in which America may put pressure on
South Africa. I would have thought that U.S. recognition of Angola
Xould be a very effective tool and the diplomacy vis-a-vis South

frica.

Would any of the panelists care to respond to that proposition?

Mr. BenpeR. I totally agree. I have written the same thing
myself. I think it would be a very clear and strong message to
South Africa that the United States is not only committed to South
African strategies in the area, that we have our own strategies as
well, that may or may not coincide with South Africa’s strategies.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. There is a slight problem with recognizing the
MPLA, since we are dealing with a movement that seized power by
force with the assistance of foreign troops and refused to abide by
an election procedure to which it had signed its own name just a
few months before. This should give us pause, I think, before you
want to rush in and recognize such a movement. Granted, we have
relations with some other minority regimes around the world, but
that is not a cue to recognize one more.

Mr. BENDER. Well, the President just met last week in Central
America with a number of leaders who were not exactly elected.
This Government, under any administration, doesn’t seem to have
problems with that.

Mr. WoLre. Dr. Singleton?

Mr. SiNgLETON. If, in fact, our objective for Angola is as I think
it should be, a peaceful country, not alined to a great degree with
any foreign power, non-African power, it is clear that some resolu-
tion of the UNITA problem does have to take place, because other-
wise that country itself will not be at peace. It seems that the
UNITA issue, the question of Cuban troops in Angola, and
U.S. recognition, and also increased investment—I believe Mr.
Rockefeller of the Chase Manhattan Bank has been talking about
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increased investments in Angola—are all useful subjects for discus-
sion. How one links them is obviously a matter of fine-tuned diplo-
macy.

Now, I don’t believe that nonrecognition is the correct policy, be-
cause I think that with recognition the United States will have
more ability to engage in a constructive diplomacy involving all of
those three issues.

Mr. WoLrE. Judge Crockett.

Mr. BENDER. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. If I may make an obser-
vation, there's an assumption in our discussion that the United
States has the capability of bringing about reconciliation in
Angola. I would suggest that when we look around the continent
neither the United States nor any other major power or medium or
minor power has the capability of putting together countries in
which certain ethnic groups or racial groups are excluded from
power. We cannot cut out a position for the Buganda in the Ugan-
dan Government; we can’t guarantee the Ndebele are going to be
accurately represented in the Mugabe Government; nor can the
UFited States even bring about some black participation in South
Africa. :

I find it frustrating, whereas everybody always tries to figure out
how the United States can bring about reconciliation in Angola but
nobody ever asks the question “How can we bring about racial rec-
onciliation in South Africa”. When we get to South Africa, it is
suggested that the United States lacks the capability or ability to
do it. In Angola, nobody suggests that we don’t have those capabili-
ties. I would like to put in the record that I don’t think we can.

Mr. WoLre. I would like to yield to my colleague, Judge Crockett.

Mr. CrRoCkETT. On the question of recognition, I don't think there
is any doubt that Angola would like very much to be recognized by
the United States, so that does not pose any problem. The reluc-
tance seems to be on the part of our own Government.

But on the whole question, I think what disturbs me most is the
coyness of American business. They do big business in Angola. We
were over there and we saw evidence of that. The committee has
had a luncheon meeting with some of the representatives of busi-
ness interests in Angola. And yet, we almost never hear of any
demand, shall [ say, on the part of Gulf Oil or the big banking in-
terests in New York, that the State Department or the Govern-
ment of the United States should recognize Angola.

Usually it is a situation of trade following the flag. Here we are
asking that the flag follow trade. But those who are concerned with
that trade do not seem to be interested in that.

Are there any comments on that?

Mr. Benper. I think the former president of Gulf Oil production
and exploration, twice before this committee in 1981, did advocate
recognition—or maybe it was once in 1980 and once in 1981. Chase
Manhattan Bank, including David Rockefeller, has advocated rec-
ognition. I think most of the major companies operating in Angola
have at one time or another publicly stated that they favor U.S.
recognition.

Mr. Crockert. I have no doubt of each of the instances you men-
tion. They do favor. But where is the customary pressure that we
get from the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, for example, or the Na-
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tional Association of Manufacturers, when they really want to
bring about a policy change in government?

Mr. SINGLETON. I just wanted to add one comment on the irony
of Angola. I believe Professor Bender mentioned Soviet aid to
Angola. The fact of the matter is, if one looks at real Soviet aid to
Angola, that Gulf Oil and its American consumers have done a tre-
mendous lot more to finance the Angolan revolution than the Sovi-
ets or their allies ever did.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. One other point I would like to raise here that
in this particular instance Gulf Oil remained in Angola because it
recognized the priorities of the Angolan Government and its re-
quirements, and that one of the big problems, as I have stated in
my testimony, is to get both government and business within the
United States to recognize the fact that it is the people who are
living in a country who have the right to determine the direction
and priorities.

Mr. WoLpk. Dr. Butterfield.

Mr. BurterrieLD. I find the question somewhat curious, in the
sense that this administration is often accused of being the slave of
big business. I really don’t think it is the place of big business to
demand that we follow certain political policies which will coincide
with their economic interests. It is the place of the elected adminis-
tration and you, the elected officials. I don’t think that Gulf Oil has
any business at all in trying to dictate U.S. foreign policy.

Mr. Crockert. It may not be their place but they usually do.
[Laughter.]

hMr. ButterrieLp. Well, let’s hope in this case we can control
them.

Mr. WoLpk. Let me pursue the question of the Soviet role. Why
have the Soviets and the Cubans essentially allowed South Africa
to continue to occupy Southern Angola, to really move into that
country virtually without any effective response? More generally,
what has been the Soviet response to South African destabilization
efforts in the region?

Mr. SiNnGLETON. Thank you. I appreciate the question.

The immediate response, which is the correct one up until the
present, is that the Soviets are simply too beleaguered on so many
other fronts. Their economy, their military competition with the
United States, the war in Afghanistan, the counterinsurgency cam-
paigns in Indochina, one could go on and on. They simply do not
have the resources to devote to southern Africa, and they will not
make any commitments which would put them in the position of
having to oppose the formidable South African defense force. They
have steadfastly refused to make any such commitments to the An-
golans or the Mozambicans. They refuse to make any such commit-
ments to the Syrians and the PLO. In fact, the analogy between
the Israeli activities in Lebanon and what the South Africans are
doing in southern Africa bears a great deal of useful comparison.

There is, however, a dangerous possibility which should be recog-
nized, that if the South African defense force decides to deliberate-
ly engage the Cuban troops in Angola—and I have no idea how
likely that is because I am really not an expert on the thinking of
the South African Government—the Soviets will have their credi-
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bility backed into a very tight corner. If that ever occurs, I would
make no predictions as to how they might react.

Mr. WorLre. Would you differentiate, Dr. Bender, between Mo-
zambique and Angola in their relationships to the Soviet Union
and to the Cubans?

Mr. Benper. Well, the Cuban presence in Mozambique is not
that great. I don’t know how to differentiate them, frankly.

I do think that because of the military exigencies in Angola
there is a larger Soviet presence, although even that isn’t so great.
I think the total number of Soviet and East German military and
civilian personnel is still less than a thousand. Ironically, there are
more Soviet technicians in Egypt today, after all the problems be-
tween the Soviet Union and Egypt, than there are in Angola.

Mr. WoLrk. It is Soviet technicians you are referring?

Mr. BENDER. Soviet, East German, Bulgarian, Rumanian——

Mr. WoLrE, Exclusive of the Cuban presence?

Mr. BENDER. Yes, not counting the Cubans.

Mr. WoLreE. Dr. Singleton.

Mr. SingLETON. Numbers on such matters are highly suspect,
wherever they come from. Basically, it is absolutely true that the
presence in Angola is much larger than that in Mozambique. Mo-
zambique is, in fact, something of a bother to the Soviets. The Mo-
zambicans keep asking for aid, which the Soviets refuse to provide.
There is some circumstantial evidence that the Mozambicans asked
to become a member of the CMEA or COMECON in 1981 and were
refused. CMEA policy is to level the poor members up to the stand-
ards of the richer ones, and leveling up Cuba and Vietnam is more
than the Soviet economy can sustain these days.

One figure that I did see—and I think it was in the military bal-
ance, which I regard as a reasonably reliable source—was that
there were something over 2,000 East Germans in Angola, many
most involved with the People’s Liberation Army of Namibia. But
any of these figures can be somewhat suspect.

I think the Soviet and allied stake in Angola is much greater
than that in Mozambique. I would not expect the Soviets to take
any kind of action, drastic action, even in the event of a South Af-
rican invasion of Mozambique. But you can never be sure. I think
Angola, if the Cubans were engaged, would be a rather different
case and a dangerous possibility.

Mr. BENDER. I should note that my figures come from U.S.
sources.

Mr. WoLrE. Dr. Singleton, you have indicated, in explaining the
reason for Soviet restraint within the region, which is really the
general thrust of the observations you have made, that you have
referred, in explanation of that restraint, to such factors as the
Soviet economic difficulties they’'re facing, their overextension in
much of the world and so on.

To what extent is Soviet policy constratined by the reaction of
frontline states, the African states themselves within the region?

Mr. SINGLETON. As I did say, or would have said had I had a bit
more time, 1 think the whole Soviet position in southern Africa de-
pends on being voluntarily accepted by Africans. The Soviets will
be and have been highly reluctant to do anything which would
brand them as a heavy-handed imperialist within the region. In
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fact, the Soviets are extremely sensitive to muted African criticism
that they might, indeed, be imperialist. They are refuting it con-
stantly in their statements, which is an indicator that they are, in
fact, worried about it. So I would not expect them to do anything
that would make them be perceived by the other frontline states as
controlling a government—Angola or Mozambique would be the
possibilities.

And I would not expect them to engage in any kind of internal
destabilization even if the Angolan or Mozambican leaderships de-
cided to change their policy in a significant way. But then, again,
one could never be sure. We really just don’t know what the close
interconnections are between the Cubans, the Soviets, and the var-
ious leaders in Angola and Mozambique, at least I certainly don't.

Mr. Worpre. Reciprocally, from the American standpoint, are
there measures we could be taking that we have not been taking
that would strengthen our relationships with the frontline states?
What would you recommend in that regard, any of the panelists?

Mr. SutHERLAND. First of all, I believe that if this government
could be encouraging to the Southern African Development Coordi-
nating Conference, which is really making a serious effort to pro-
mote regional development, that this would be of real value.

I mentioned earlier, of course, that Zimbabwe is one place where
the U.S. Government has done some positive things as far as assist-
ance is concerned. 1 think this is important, since the Zimbabwe
approach is one of the most hopeful developments on the continent.

Of course, along with that I have to say that it would be a little
bit ridiculous if the United States did give any substantial help to
SADCC and at the same time carried out a policy which encour-
aged the South African government to continue to support move-
ments which were blowing up the bridges and blowing up the rail-
ways, et cetera, so it might have to be a two-way policy—discourag-
ing destabilization efforts by South Africa and encouraging the re-
gional SADCC. '

Mr. BENDER. One thing that the Congress itself could do to help
our government to strengthen our ties with the frontline states is
to repeal legislation prohibiting U.S. aid to Angola and Mozam-
bique. I think at some point down the pipeline this administration
may regret that it doesn’t have that ‘‘carrot” to use in negotiating
an end to the Namibian problem or even reconciliation in Angola.

Mr. WoLpE. Let me just say in response to that last observation,
there is right now no legislative inhibition on aid to either Angola
or Mozambique, except for the Clark Amendment, which prohibits
covert military assistance to Angola.

The issue has been the administration’s reluctance to be very
forthcoming, particularly with Mozambique, at this point. My sub-
committee has, in fact, repeatedly urged a much larger response to
the Mozambicans in particular. We think that would be very help-
ful in facilitating the current diplomacy.

I want to come back to the issue of Angola in a moment, but I
want to raise another broader dimension that I see out there on
the horizon.

I don’t think there is any question that the intransigence of the
South African Government is certain to produce gradually escalat-
ing violence. The intensity and frequency of their violence will in-
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crease with time. The African National Congress, the ANC and
other groups, will be centrally involved in that activity. I think the
United States needs to think through very clearly what our re-
sponse will be and ought to be to the African National Congress
and to activity directed at the overthrow of the South African
regime and Government.

I would be interested in the response of the panel to that general
question.

Dr. Singleton.

Mr. SincLETON. Maybe I could start by outlining what the Sovi-
ets and other African Communists have in mind for South Africa. 1
say African Communists specifically because there is a very inter-
esting document, “For the Freedom, Independence, National Reviv-
al, and Social Progress of the Peoples of Tropical and Southern
Africa,” published by an unnamed number of African Communist
parties, but the language in it seems to indicate a Soviet origin or
translation because of the wording. It outlines, and other publica-
tions reinforce the outline, a very clear—again I would say hope—
for South Africa.

What it outlines is a policy or strategy of long-term polarization.
It is the idea of using the guerrilla attacks at the present time to
simply get the ball rolling, to increase repression by the South Af-
rican Government, to have the South African Government elimi-
nate all forces other than the underground ANC movement in
South Africa and outside, and at the same time to increase the in-
fluence of the South African Communist Party, which exists within
the umbrella of the African National Congress. This is a classical
united front strategy, very similar to the Chinese Communists in
the Komintang in China in the 1920's—in fact, it goes all the way
back to that time.

The hope is that the Communists within the ANC, being disci-
plined and organized, will then emerge within the ANC as the
dominant force, so you will end up over a relatively long period of
time with an increasingly repressive South African regime on the
one side and a single, organized, disciplined Communist-led move-
ment on the other, which then represents the national cause. This
is clearly, I would say, hope from the point of view of the Soviets
and the unnamed authors of this document, which probably includ-
ed the South African Communist Party.

Now, I think there are certainly things that can and should be
done. Mostly, they have to be done by the South Africans to pre-
vent such an outcome.

Mr. WorrE. I don’t know that that was responsive to my question
really, which is, What should American policy be? I mean, we have
heard the ANC described as a terrorist organization that is fighting
a legitimately formed government in South Africa. Now, should
that be our posture? Should it be one of condemnation of all ANC
activity as, indeed, constituting terrorism, that is somehow inimical
to American values and interests? Aside from the ANC, if terrorist
activity develops that is directed to the overthrow of the South Af-
rican regime, whether or not it is ANC-related, what should be
America’s response to that?

Mr. Benper. [ think, minimally, this administration or the
United States should treat the ANC no less than it treats UNITA.
In the case of UNITA, it is considered as a legitimate political
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movement that deserves a fair share of the pie. That is the admin-
istration’s position. Now, they have never said that about the ANC,
but the ANC is no more or less terroristic than UNITA. On the
contrary, they have been in business for a long time, back to 1912,
and for over a half a century they pursued nonviolent policies.
They took up violence when it was the only remaining means of
obtaining legitimate political representation in their own country.
That is the same reason why UNITA took up violence.

Now, the United States understands when the South African
white regime uses violence. The United States understands when
UNITA uses violence. It does not understand when the ANC uses
violence. I think minimally we must accord the ANC political le-
gitimacy.

Mr. WoLpre. Would you go beyond political legitimacy?

Mr. BEnDER. If [ answer as to my own personal views, I would
say yes. If I answer as somebody who is managing policy, I would
say 1t is probably not efficacious in terms of working with South
Africa, who we would have to work with, for a solution there. But
I'm not sure. I have to think about that some more.

Mr. WoLrpe. Dr. Butterfield.

Mr. BuTTERFIELD. Presumably we are supposed to be encouraging
peaceful change rather than violence change. In Angola, we have a
military situation there of foreign troops and the only avenue of
expression is military. We still have, however, many large and im-
portant groups which are supporting peaceful change.

It seems rather ironic that we are sitting here discussing the
ANC, an almost insignificant group compared to Inkata [phonetic].
I think we should be putting much more effort on them getting
some sort of U.S. support behind Inkata, a group which I believe is
now twice the size the ANC was when it was legal.

Mr. WoLPE. Are you familiar, Dr. Butterfield, with the public
opinliogl polls that have been produced within South Africa quite re-
cently’

Mr. BurterrIELD. South Africa is not exactly a highly skilled
country in terms of polling. It is an exceptionally primitive mecha-
nism. [ don’t actually accept those, no.

Mr. WoLPE. In other words, you just dismiss that?

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. I know most of the pollsters and they don't put
a great deal of faith in them, either.

Mr. Worrk. Dr. Singleton, would you care to respond to the origi-
- nal question?

Mr. SINGLETON. I think that the original question boils down to
this: What can the United States do in relation to the Government
of South Africa to get it to change its policies so that within that
country there will be increasing improvement of the opportunities
for political expression, which then would be taken up presumably
by many groups, one of which would be the ANC. The ANC may
turn out to be the most important.

I do not know what the United States could or should do to per-
suade the Government of South Africa to allow greater pluralism
and political freedom within its own country. I think that is really
where the question comes.

Mr. WoLpPE. Mr. Sutherland.
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Mr. SUTHERLAND. I find it rather strange to hear us talking
about peaceful change and no vioclence when we're talking about
one of the most structurally violent regimes in history. Over a long
period of time I have talked with a wide range of people who have
suffered and gone into exile, and the message 1 get from them all
the time is that if this Government and this society stops support-
ing the structurally violent regime of South Africa, that they
wouldn’t worry too much about recognition of ANC or anything
else. If we could take care of that job, that would be the most im-
portant thing that we could do.

Mr. Worre. I have simply been struck, over the years I have
been immersed in foreign policy issues, with what strikes me as an
extraordinarily obvious kind of double standard that we tend to
apply. It is not as if the United States is beyond giving military
support to destabilizing efforts. We have done so in Latin America.
According to newspaper accounts, we are doing so presently with
respect to the Nicaraguan regime. We were involved in supplying
covert military assistance to factions operating during the Angolan
struggle. So it is not as if the United States is beyond providing
arms and materiel to movements that are concerned for the strug-
gle for power within one country or another.

But somehow, when it comes to addressing the issue of South
Africa itself, suddenly all of the arguments are advanced that sug-
gests the United States should never ever be identified with or be
in a position of possibly lending political legitimacy to a movement
that is engaged in violence.

I ask this because there have been instances in recent political
history, both in Zimbabwe and in Namibia, where America’s oppo-
sition to the revolutionary movement seeking independence in those
countries led to a situation where the movements themselves were
forced to turn elsewhere.

I wonder if the panelists would care to simply reflect on why it is
that we adopt a different posture in these different situations. Was
the United States position enhanced by our historical antipathy to-
ward SWAPQ as we look at the Namibia question? Is it being en-
hanced by our historical opposition and resistance to becoming po-
tentially identified with groups that seek the overthrow of the
South African Government? In Latin America, is our position being
enhanced by our identification with military regimes and efforts to
destabilize the Nicaraguan Government?

Mr. BurrerrieLD. I think it is very important that we don’t
accept the Soviet standards of behavior and launch our own
policy of subversion. If we are trying to subvert states in Central
America, then I will be the first to condemn it. We should not be
doing that. We have no business in the subversion game. People
should have the right to basically choose their own governments.

Similarly, we shouldn’t be doing it in South Africa. It is for the
South Africans themselves to decide what they wish to do. If the
Soviets wish to get involved in subversion movements, ultimately
they will do g0, to their own detriment. I think in these situations
that Africans who take arms from the Soviets are often profoundly
suspicious of why the Soviets are giving them arms and usually at
the first opportunity they cut their contacts with the Soviet Union.
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If we get into that game, we will find ourselves in just the same
position that the Soviets do and we should keep well clear of it.

Mr. BEnDER. I agree, that 1 think people in all countries should
choose their own governments. But the question is how. How can
blacks in South Africa help choose their own government? And
when they are not in that position, to exercise this option of their
own they turn to others for help. When there is no response from
the United States, then I think there are serious problems.

I totally agree with the rhetorical questions that you posed. I
would agree in the sense that the United States has not helped
itself by opposing these various movements along the way. We
have hurt ourselves. Also, I think it is very difficult, however, for
us to determine who really is popular or not popular.

Your question I think about the opinion poll was well directed,
and I would like to ask Mr. Butterfield why would you be skeptical,
for example, of an official opinion poll in South Africa, but then in
your testimony you gave us you refer to things like “Savimbi is the
most popular leader in Angola, was in 1975 and is today.” In other
places you have written that he is favored by half the population.
How do we know that? There has never been an election. There
has never been an opinion poll.

People told us that Muzorewa was the most popular leader in
Zimbabwe, until there was a fair election. So I think we have to be
somewhat careful in saying that Inkatha is more popular than
ANC or ANC is not popular at all, because we really don’t know.

Mr. BuTTERFIELD. I quite agree. I have never said that Dr. Sa-
vimbi had the support of half of the population of Angola. If you
notice in my statement, I said “probably” in terms of Savimbi’s
popularity, just because there are certain indicators. He was
thought to be popular at the time in 1975. He had fought the war
from inside the country The very fact that he has maintained a
movement over this period of time, against fairly dedicated opposi-
tion indicates a certain amount of popularity, but I am not saying
that this can be quantified.

When we look at South African polls, we simply should not pre-
sume that these are performed with the sophistication of polls in
this country. This is not the Gallop poll; it's not the Harris poll. It
is not something we can put a great deal of weight upon.

I had a long talk with Lorrie Schlemmer when I was in——-—

Mr. WoLrE. That’s fine, Dr. Butterfield, but the question is, then,
how do you assert that——

Mr. ButTerRrFIELD. That's the problem, if you get into the subver-
sion game, who are you going to support, the ANC or——

Mr. WoLpE. No, no, that's not the problem. The problem is, on
the one hand you have made an assertion with respect to the popu-
larity enjoyed by one particular movement within South Africa, to
which 1 offered alternative evidence. You say that’s irrelevant.

Mr. BUuTTERFIELD. As far as Inkatha is concerned, that's——

Mr. WoLpeE. What I'm leading up to is a different kind of proposi-
tion. What I'm leading up to, isn’t it the case that what is funda-
mentally at issue in terms of our acceptance or rejection of govern-
ments, or acceptance or rejection of movements, relates not to nec-
essarily the legitimacy of the independence struggle itself as much
as to whether we are comfortable or not with the values espoused
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I:;T;o travelled frequently throughout the countryside and had an oppor-

E Moz amb ¢ any
tunity to speak at Tength with a large number of paasearts about the con-

temporary situation. I would 1ike to include for the public record two

articles wnich Barbara Isaacman and I wrote in The Christian Science

Manitor a4 Africa Report, which treat the subject of destabilization

in Mozamaigue.

Aithough international attention has been focused on South Africa's
] Pritor 4
setiizies in Wzmibia and Angola, since the end of 1979, ¥t has been waging

a largaty une

siiced undeclared war against Mozambique. The January 1981
zttack on a susuro of Maputo, the recent assassination of Ruth First--an
autspoken critic of the apartheid regime--at the University of Eduardo
iandlana tanis August, and the landing of Scuth African troops in Southern

Moczambique several days later, are but a few examples of South African

agqgression.  Most ominous is the Rugust warning from Scuth African Defense



107

by the leaders as we understand those values. So what happens is,
we end up projecting our own personal political preferences in
terms of whether or not we support a right wing government or a
leftwing government, and the basic issue I think gets lost, which 1
think is the issue of self-determination.

Would that be a fair——

I agree completely with your cogent statement although I
wonder if we shouldn’t add to your phrase “* * * as we under-
stand those values’ the notion of also ‘““distorting those values”—to
make them seem more like ours. This, I think, is done frequently
with South Africa. South Africans—and some Americans—often
refer to South Africa sharing so many common values with Ameri-
cans but this is a distortion or myth. We don’t really share many
values with white South Africans other than a certain anticom-
munism. Beyond that, however, the practices of the South African
regime and the values held and propagated by that regime are not
shared or accepted by most Americans.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I find myself in some difficulty here because
when we speak about “we” in the Government, I find oftentimes
that I see elements and movements within our society that I can
say definitely have these values that we talk about with these
other groups. But I don’t know, unless there were a Jeffersonian
approach, that I would say the Government does. But I don’t think
we have anything more to comment on it.

Mr. WoLrk. I would like to turn then to Angola again. There has
been some reports that a new dissident group, COMIRA, is active
in Angola. Can you give us any information on this, Dr. Bender,
any external aid that COMIRA may be receiving?

Mr. BeENDER. 1 discussed it with various Angolan leaders before 1
left the country on August 1 of this year, and it was their opinion at
that time that COMIRA, insofar as it operated out of Zaire, did so
without President Mobutu'’s blessings or necessarily knowledge.

Mr. WoLpE. Is that about Congo-based——

Mr. Benper. It is Congo based. They do operate along the bor-
ders. I think they do get some support from certain Zairian gener-
als acting more or less on their own. But COMIRA's activities have
not grown that much. Here was one reporter who went through
parts of northern Angola with COMIRA for a few weeks, I think if
you read that story very carefully you can see that that reporter
didn't see very much activity or even numbers of COMIRA people.
So I don’t think they are very serious and I don’t think their activi-
ties are particularly bothersome for the Angolan Government.

Mr. BurterrieLp. I would like to say an acquaintance of mine ac-
tually just returned about 6 months ago from seeing COMIRA in
operation. I think we're talking something in the region of 2,000,
not a huge force.

I disagree only with the fact that they do seem to have a certain
amount of support from Zaire. This particular acquaintance of
mine saw members of the Zairian Government who did admit there
was a certain amount of under-the-table support, mainly because of
corruption rather than because of actual political support. Certain
people were being paid to facilitate supplies to COMIRA.

Mr. WoLrE. Thank you.
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Mr. Bender, would you agree with Mr. Butterfield, that South
African aid to Savimbi has been minimal, primarily taking the
form of gasoline and medical supplies? Is there any intelligence
supplied, military training, military supplies that can be attributed
to South African origin?

Mr. BEnpEr. Well, I think Mr. Savimbi’s—by the way, he’s not a
doctor. I never have figured out why everybody calls him “doctor”,
unless——

Mr. ButTerriELD. I thought he holds a doctorate from the Uni-
versity of Lausanne {phonetic].

Mr. BENDER. No, he has a master’s degree.

He himself has indicated that he receives South African support,
so I see no reason to question Savimbi's own testimony to that
effect. Certainly you could ask our Government witnesses when
they show up, but at least people in our Government that I have
spoken to seem to have a fair amount of evidence that there is con-
siderable military materiel support for UNITA.

Mr. BuTrTERFIELD. | just want to point out that I said he had no
significant support before 1979. I think since then the situation
may well have changed and he may well have significant military
support from South Africa.

Prior to 197% he was hanging on and beginning to expand his op-
erations, his area of control, he did not. He was then receiving gas-
oline and medical supplies. ,

Mr. WoLpE. Outside of support for Savimbi, how would you char-
acterize the general pattern of South African military intervention
in Angola? What are its major purposes and is it an effort to
simply cause political havoc and problems for the regime, or does it
have rather more extensive objectives?

Mr. BenDiR. 1 think that the pattern initially was to hit SWAPQO
camps, until about 1978-79, that period, when South Africa turned
her vengeance on Angola itself, as well as continuing to hit
SWAPO.

I believe that the goal is to weaken the Angolan Government’s
support of SWAPO and to also guarantee that the Angolan Govern-
ment is economically unable to deliver to people in the rural areas.
They have succeeded very well, 1 think, in part, and I also agree
that a good part of Angola’s economic problems are her own doing,
as Mr. Butterfield suggested, although I wouldn’t put it in the
same way he did. Their problems are very serious and a lot of it
has to do with the Angolans, but the South Africans, whether it is
$10 billion worth of South African caused damage or $3 billion
worth of damage, it is considerable.

Now, I think their goal, however, will not be realized. The Ango-
lans are not going to support SWAPO and endure punishment for 7
years to then suddenly give up the struggle at the last moment
when SWAPO is in a position perhaps to win an election. They are
not going to kick SWAPO out. They are also not going to reconcile
with UNITA because of South African attacks.

I do believe that it does help UNITA’s military campaign be-
cause the less the MPLA is able to deliver to the rural areas, the
more easily UNITA can operate and recruit. There is a direct con-
nection. So in that respect I think South African attacks strictly
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against Angola do help, particularly against Angolan economic tar-
gets, do indirectly help UNITA’s own recruiting.

Mr. Worpre. Would anyone else care to respond to that?

Mr. SuTHERLAND. | would simply add once more that there is
great competition between the South African concept of a constel-
lation of states in the whole southern Africa region, which some
people have described as a little more like a solar system, versus
the Southern African Development Coordination Conference.

It certainly is true that if there were not all of this conflict, then
the problem, let’'s say, of Zambian copper going out through the
Benguela Railway to the Atlantic Ocean would be solved and the
whole development of the Southern African Development Coordina-
tion Conference could advance. So I think that fear of SADCC is
behind what South Africa is doing within the whole area in terms
of its attacks.

Mr. Wovrpe. I want to thank you all at this point. It has been a
long hearing and I think a very useful one.

I remain deeply concerned that our policy at times tends to ob-
scure South Africa’s contribution to the destabilization that is
taking place in the region. Certainly every African state has inter-
nal difficulties. I think that is taken for granted. And even if South
Africa were not in the region, a number of these countries would
very likely be having difficulties in and of themselves because of
the nature of the problems they are confronting. The contributions
that were made with respect to what American policy can do to
assist in the economic development areas and so on I think are cer-
tainly in point and on target.

But the broader question from the American foreign policy
standpoint is, how do we posture ourselves to the cross-border ac-
tivity that is taking place, and how do we posture ourselves with
respect to the national liberation movements within the area. Do
we adopt the posture of saying, in effect, that the national liber-
ation movements are to be treated in the same fashion as the
system of apartheid in terms of America’s response, or do we con-
tinue to insist on recognizing that it is the system of apartheid in
the first instance and South Africa’s illegal occupation of Namibia
in the second instance that are the principal underlying sources of
instability.

It was suggested in response to one of my questions earlier, I
think by Dr. Butterfield, that the issue is not who is right or wrong
but how do we achieve a political settlement. Well, there is an
issue of what is, in fact, the historical record. And to the extent
that this administration fails to understand the causes of the insta-
bility, then the political solution is beyond its reach. I mean, if we
continue to insist that all parties are equally responsible for what
is happening in that region and fail to direct pressure at the ori-
gins of the problem, then I don’t think we will ever get at that in
any kind of effective way.

More to the point, American interests within the region and
throughout the African Continent are going to be seriously jeopard-
ized if African states believe we are, in eflect, saying that there is
nothing to differentiate the national liberation movement in terms
of its moral value or character from the perpetuation of the system

16-4533 O—83——%8
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of apartheid or the perpetuation of South Africa’s occupation of
Namibia. So that is not an unimportant question.

Certain, it is a major foreign policy issue. It is not simply a ques-
tion of moralizing; it is a question of what is American interests
and how do we posture ourselves to the movements, to the cross-
border activity, the liberation movements, and in the final instance
to South Africa itself.

I think the testimony that each of you has provided this after-
noon is very helpful in expanding upon our understanding of the
dimensions of that activity that is taking place within the region.

Thank you very much.

{Whereupon, at 4:40 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.}



APPENDIX 1
SouTH AFrIcA’s EFFORTS ECONOMICALLY TO DESTABILIZE THE REGION
(By Prof. Willard R. Johnson and Ms. Catherine Boone)

lntrofuction

The Jdependence of the "froont-line states™ on Scuth Sfrica's transit
infraustructure, on imports from and exports to South Africa, and on the
foreign exclanges ygenerated through worker migratisn to South Ahfrica
translates into political leverage for Jouth Africa. The South Africans
know the struteqgic value of these trade linka., They do not hesitate to
show muscle by manipolating trade agrceaents Lo sccure political
vansessions. South Africae ulso sponsors sabataje and pliysical attocks on

its peigyhbors' cocuomic infraestructure and comrzrciel traffic -- rail

ad6, and oil plpoline facilitics ere freguont targets of ccononic
aggression.  Those wttacks not only thwzart Southern Afurizan Developnent
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hfrican manipulation of its bilateral transport, lubor, and tradle
ayreem#nts. Hozampbigue bore the brunt of South African-sponsored yuerrilla
aygression and destruction of cconomic infrastructure. Zambia, a much more
moierate and deferent eritie of South Africa, also felt the pressure of

South African economic machinations in the region.

hiozambique's Position

With South Africa's attack on an AlIC base outside itaputo on January
39, 1981, relztions between the two countries entered a new phase. Tha
Hozambigue cconomy bore the impact of Jdeteriorating political relations and

ipcroasing activity of the South Africu-backed gurrrilla movement, ilovemaat

sational .le Resistance (530 South Africa issueld threats to boycordi trude

and embargo the rail traffic of all ccuntriss supporting not only the Us

i

moves for economic sanctions, but alse A4C activities. Hozambiyus aocuse

South Africa <f using the MHIR and economic ties betwesn the bwo countrizs

23 political weepons.

The najsr aspects cf Hozambkijgus's Jependence on 5S5cuth Bfrica are

transit traffic aad lsbor nigretion. Both activities bring much neadcl

]

foreign exchangs into otambigue and contribute tha bulk of lazambiguz's

invisible balance of pay:

€nts recelpis, Railways play & Jominant role in
the MNosambigue e¢coneomy. Undor norwal coaditions, hozambicue @2rives much
of its income by playing thes widdleman role by carrying goods betwsen

Zimbabwe, Zambia, Halawi, Swaziland, South Africa, and its parts. i1

transit were re-routod to shut cut Scath Africa and Mogamdigue miyrant

taborers were sont home, MNozambilgue would lose forzign cxchange and inccue

in the short run. South Africa’s position vis-a-vis ilozanbigue, lLowever,
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would also be weakened, since it would loose two of the political levers

its uvses agalnst Mozembigue.

Zimbzbwe's Position

In 1981, Zimbabwe expressed strong support for economic sanctions
against 3outh Africa. 1t gave political and diplomatic support to
liberation movements such as the AWC and S1APJ. Zimbabwe also became a
lzading member of SABCC, whose objactive is to ease economic ties to South
Africa by Jdeveloping trade links betwveen the indepepdent stdtes in socuthern
Africa. As a cunseguence of these moves, relatieons between South A f5rica
and Zimbatwe took o marked turn for the worse. glthhugh South Africa is
anwilling to apply coonomic sanctions, as such, against Ziﬁbabwe in view of
the tareat thds poses tw 1ts cwn ceconomy, it has suployed lesser means of
retaliation. Sver 93% of Zinbabwe's foreign L.>de ooos through South
Africa, and throughout 1251, South africa tried to use its powar over
dimbabwe's tronsport situation to cextract politiczal cuacossions,  Transport
Dottlengcks in Limbabwe, exaceruated by South African manipulstion of the
situation, were IZimbabwe's main constrainls Lo increased cconomic growth
and foreign cxchange earnings in 1%51.  During wucihh of the yrar, Zimbabwe
losk an estimated 2§4.5mn to S§émn a week in export revenuae due to

deficiencias in 1lts transport systom. South Africa kKept its thumb on

Zimbabwe's transport wimdplpe and dewmanded some ceyree of political
recoynition and cooperation in sxchange for help.
At the same time, South African-sponscred MR guerrillas werce

resgonsible [or cutting Zimbabwe's transit links with Mozambigue. ihis

2nsured Ziwmbabwe's dependence on and vulnerability to South Africa.
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Zambia's Position

Like Zimbabwe, Zambia is landlocked. Zambia's twe chief trade iroutes
to the sea are to Beira via Zimbabwe and to the Atlantic via the Benguela
Railway. The problems aloung these trade routes have been exacorbated
greatly by South Africa's destabilization of the ragicnal transport systom.
Zouth Africa supports the UNITA guerrillas, who continue to periodiocally
sabotage the Benguela railway. It also supports the 1AR guerrillas, whose
primary objective is to sabolage the transit routes through lozanbigue.
Zumbia has responded teo growing gressure on its econcomy and its inercasing
dependence on South African trade routes by turning dirvetly to South

Mrica to scek rapprochement.

The MUR {also called the RAM or the MdM) is zn cnti-Ferlimeo guerrilla
group that gperates in all but the three northern provinees and the lapuls
provipeoe of Hocembigue. EZupported by thez Smith regime in Bholosia from’
12761979, the HdR how appoirs to be fully supported by Zouth Afvica.
Ubservers estimate that between 6,200 and 16,uJd guerrillas are Invoived.
(CLR, LJo. 3-1%32, p. 17:; (IR, 1981 sum;arcy.) Considerable evidoencoe
indicates that MHR recruits are traimed in South Africa, and a-radio
station in the Transvaal beams the movement’'s propazanda into- Motambigue.
(The Guardian, {(Brit.] July l2, 1982, p. 67).

1981 and 1932 were a period of steady intensification of the srmed
conflict between Frelimo and the NiR. Ihere has beéen a shift vver tinue
towards increasingly overt Scuth aAfrican involvement and a yrowing
concentration of the MR on terrorism and economic sabotage. (QLR, tHo. 3-

1832, p. 16).
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The MR attacks economic targets inside Mozambigue -—- roads, ruilwuys,
bridges, power lines, and reoad and rail traffic. One purpose of Lhis
activity is to disrupt Mozambigque. 1n a 1982 intervicw with Reuters . in
Lisbon, Manuel Kahluza of the Exccutive Committee of the INNR cxplained
attacks on Mozembigues transit system: [Mahluza said, "Our objective is to
Avprive the Machel regime of the revenue he takes in from international
Lransport." [(3JER, Lo. 4-1982, p. 18} A prime overall obiective is to
disrupt 500CTs efforts ko reduce communicationa and transport links with

south Alrice through grester coopcration among the indchpdent southern
~Irican states.  The transport lincs from Mozambigue and Zimbabwe and other
landlocked countries {Zanbia, ialawl) are essential te SALSC's plans:
consejuently, the linas to fapute and Beira have come in for the heaviest
and nest froguent FNR aEtacks. (h. Confidential, July 21, 1932, p. 40} 7o
closing of these nain arteries to the sea leoaves Zambia and Zinbudbwe
neavily degendent on South African routes.  This gives Zouth Africa leveage
it can use to extract pelitical concessions.  JMozambilgue claims that soms

£

of the more recent MR satotage operations have actually invelved South

frican military personnel. (The Times, {BR) June 24, 1932)

South Africa's Involvement with the MIR

Although South Africa denies its links with the MER, nearly allA
apservers are convineed of the connection. South Africa's history of
involvement with the iR and its means of support, training, and cownmand of
the guerrilla army are fairly well documented and confirmed. See, for
ciample the article by Paul Fauvet and Alves Gonmes, "The 'Mozambigue

National Resistance'", reprinted in Lhe 3uptember 1982 issue of the
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hosociation of Concerned nfrican =Zchiolars' Hewsleter. Defectors from the
iR have told their stories, as have HLR prisoners captured by the Frelimo
army. TFormer officials of the Rhadesian Special Branch, which set up the
14R in 1976 and acted as its sponsor until Zimbabwe's independence, have
now disclosed information about the. extent of their involvement with the
s_.}rou\p. Documents found at MHR bases capturcd by Frelimo forces in June,
1923 (Sitatonga base} and Decenber, 1931 (Grargua base) give evidence of
the BER's dependence on SZouth Africa for traininy, supplies, cowmfaand,
tactical support, propayganda, and for rear bases in the Transvaal. Baxas
of ammunition and other supplies dropped by parachute inte ®.R cawps in
riczambigue arg marked in EZnglish and Afrikaans, leaving no Joubt as to
their country of origin.

Recont evidence indicates that South African military "specialists™
accompany the MAR to teach the use of heavy weagons and subatage
techniques.  These specialists Jo not simply take a back-sa2ot rele -- they
travel with the BER and are based 2t K3R canps inside Nozambigue. Zecause
of the teciinical sophistication of recent M.4R sabotage operations, man
observers argue thot Bcuth African wilitary personnel participate directly
in MUR attacks on Mozambique's economic infrastructure.

By 1379, Scuth Africa had taken over Rhodesia's pesition of the Min's
sponsor. At that time, South Rfrica began airliFting supplies to the iR
te airstrips on white farms near Chipinga, in Mozambigue. (AE.
Confidential, July 21, 1982, p. 46) There are numcrous incidents that
confirm allagations of 3cuth Africa's continuing involwvemant with the Mo
For exawmple, in June 1984 Frelimo forces captured a main gquerrilla
strongheld at Sitatonga. In the course of that opcration, Frelimo found
extensive evidence that confirmed wide-spread allegations of South africa's

support for the MHER {2LR, 9801 Sumnmary, p. 21} KYR prisoners and releasc
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Minist.er Magnus Malan that his country might find it necessary to initi-
ate a "Lebanese-type invasion" of Mozambique. As recently as November
24th, the Mozambican representative to the United Mations reported a massiﬁe
build-up of South African troops and military equipment along its border
and new threats of a South African invasion.

At the moment, Pretoria's main weapon in this war is the Mozam-
bique National Resistance {MNR) which, over the past year, has intensi-
fied its military activity in the southern half of Mozambique, attacking
bridges, railroad Tines, communal villages and priority development pro-
Jects. Paralyzing key sectors of the rural economy and de-establishing
Mozambique, however, are not its only objectives. It also seeks to
sabotage SADCC (Southern African Development Coordinating Conference),
the integrated regional alliance of Zimbabwe, Angola, Swaziland, Lesotho,
Botswana, Malawia, Zambia, Tanzania, and Mozambigue forged in 1980 to
break South Africa's economy hegemony. Thus, assistance to the MNR
cannot ke separated from South Africa's heightened economic and mili-
tary pressure against Zimbabwe, its increased attacks on Angola, and its
effarts to seduce Swaziland with the Kangwane Bantustan and the Ingwavuma
strip. Viewed from this regicnal perspective, MNR activity, like that of
UNITA, is a valuable South African weapon to keep the region divided and
in turmoil.

But what is the MNR? According to fermer Rhodesian intelligence
chief ¥en Flowers, the Rhodesian special branch organized the MNR as an
anti-FRELIMO fifth celumn to work inside Mozambique.] Gordon Winter,
in his book INSIDE BOSS--which documents his career as a South African

spy--claims that the idea came from South African military intel]igence.2
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priscners of the MUR said that Souvth Africa supplied the asovement with

arms, smmunition, food, and othor supplics droppad by parachule into the

guerrilla camps. Accordiung to these prisconers, South Sfrican military

until shortly boefore the :ssault by

Frelimo forces began. ({(LIR, Uo. 3-1950, p. 13}
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MR hcts of Sabotage

Hearly 1,000km of Meorambigue's main north-south road is subject to R
attack, and the twe railways to the ports of Maputo and Deira have come
under repeated attack since the end of 1983. Traffic between Zimbabwe and
Malawil and Mozambigue had wirtually stepped by July, 1932. (P:%4
Confidential, July 21, 1932, p. 48) Powerlines from Hozambigue's Caborra
Bassa Dan and the ©il pipeline brom DBeira to Untail (now Hutare} were
fregquent MNR targebs in 1981. The following list cites soms of the most
damaging and disruptive MER operations:

December 6, 1938: The MJR dynamited two pylons, one ‘oo cach of the

twin direct curreut linegs carrying electricity from the Caborra Yassa
Lydropower scheme to South Africa. Repairs to the line were deluyod by
cver a month, owing to security problem in the arss. In the ncoantime,
Lhe company running the scireme, in which the tozambigue govenment has
a 1%% helding, lost sone $2,4d0 a day in export sales revenue. (LR,
g, 2-1981, p. 13) The Caborra Bassa scheme is the government's third
ranking source of foreign exchange: Mozambigue receives around §2Z7m
1er year from power sales. The dam is Mozanmbigue’s focal point for the

development of mineral and agricultural resources of the lower Zambezi.

Carly 1981: The 4R twice successfully sabotaged the power
transmission lines between Caborra Eassa and Scguth Africa. {CLR,
Summary 1951, p. 21) The export of energy was halted for another six
months. This long disruption lead to the suspension of the agreement
between Hidroelictrica de Caborra Bassa, the Portuguese company that
runs the project, and ESC3M, the Scuth African Electricity Supply

Conmission. ESCCM is the chief consumer of Caborra Bassa output.

varge 1928l: Guerrilla activity centered on the Deira-Umtali corridor,
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with bombings of railway and road bridges, the oil pipeline, and buoys
at Beira port- These acts appeared to be intended to block Zimbabwe's

supply lines and to isolate Beira from the rest of the country.

October 1931: MuR guerrillas were blamed for explosion under the road
and rail bridges over the Pungoe River in 53ofala Province, 33xm {rom
Geira. The rcad bridge cost 5l.4mn to repair, [QER, Ho. 1-1982, n.
13) Transpert was disrupted for over a nionth., The Deira-Umtali ail
pipeline was damaged in the attack and its reopening was delayed once

again.

[l

lovember 13 1981 : Eight marker buoys in the_Boira channol were
destroyed. Traffic was disruptad for three days. {QER, Jo. 1-1902,

p- 15)

Herch, 1982: A train was attacked at Lemego, EBOLkm norlh ol Beira,

killing 5 persons and injuring 3J more.

Rpril, 1332; Two trucks of the Zimbabwe ational Freightway Company
wore ambused 6km inside liczambigue's Tete province.,  (QIR, o, 3-19d2,

p. 16).

Lpril-Jduly, 1982: MIR carried out 7 awmbushes, 1 invelving the killing

of a Lruck driver, along the Zimbabwe-Mozambiyue road through
wgamapanda. This forced truckers to use the longer route through

Gambia. {Financial Times, Rugusi &, 1983}

May, 1982: Two turbines in the Mavuzi dam were destroyed by the bR

May., 1902: A train near Chimoio was attacked. At least 40 passengers

were Xilled.
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‘July 14, 1982: Deira's power lines from the Mavuzi power station,
280km west of Beira near the Zimbabwe border, were cut by HI

guerrillas.

July 26, 1982: The oil pipeline from Beira to Mutare {formerly Umtali)
was hit again by MER guerrillas. The damage was apparently light, and
repairs were expccted te be comnpleted within a week. They
psychological effect was particularly damaging since the pipelinc was

fully reopened carlier in July after being out of operation for 17

yaars.

August 10, 1932: Fourtcen people died and 53 were wounded in an attach

by the MUR on a passenger train on the line linking Malawi and Zeira.

September 25, 1282: nHUR sabotage to power lines left Beira withcut

electricity. In the same wecek, four people were killed <hen the truchk
they were travelling in, in northern #ozambigue, was ambushed by HUR

guerrillas,  {Rand Daily Mail (S5A) Zeptember 27, 192382).

impact of MR Operations on Mozambigue's Leonomy

The spread of MWR activity through large parts of Mozambigue is
inhibiting economic growth. Prospects for the economy are becoming even
more closely tied to improvements in the security situation. The war is
hitting the econcomy in o number of ways: loss of internatlional transit
earnings, direct disruption of agricultural production, and the slowing
down of major investment projects. The war alsc diverts scarce government

respurces into military spending and inhibits the inflow of foreign
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investment. The impact of the war has been felt in a declinc in
agricultural production and in industrial and commercial activities.

Local economic activity in the central preovinces has undoubtecdly been
disturbed by the increcasing level of MER acitivity, Interfercnce in
internal traffic had a sericus negative impact on the marketing of foed
crops in 1981 and 1%32. Reports from lManica suggest that in some arcas
peasants are afraid to collect the harvest, and that even if crops are
harvested, road mines and attacks prevent the marketiang of food in the
towns, (0ZR, o. 3-1932, p. 17) In Chimcoio district, the IMAR has captured
and held towns, cutting them off {rom trode with surroundinzj arcas and Lhe
provincial capital. (Q;R; Uo. 1-1932, p. l4; LEIR, 1931 Summary, p. o1}

FWR interest in developnent projects and fnrelgn technicians has

lsolated or wevan zshut Jown Sovernment- The

onsorec development schemoes.
Z1lling and intiwmidation of foreign technicians 1s an aspoct of L0
aperations that provoxes the departure of bedly nesedad foreign technical

cipertlise and cssistancs from Mosagabigue.

in the Zpripg of 1222, 0K leaflots urging g

ople to attack foreign

techulelens were discoverad in Hapeto. [

LaG. 2-1222, p. 12} That

year, in two seperabte inclidents, two Portuguese teclmicians werg murdered

by tlie NXNR and a Zpanish zoologlist woas kidnappad, (Lo, Lo
Guly 1932, 5 U agricaltural research slation was destroyed by the H0R.
The station, the UGuabasa Center [or Trairing and reseavrch 1in

Srypanvsomiasis (stecping

scotse Control, was located in
<nharpine provinco.  Tesidznt foreign staff had Deen pulled out of the

cenbtre in 1231 on security grounds, and even vislis by forelguers were

holted an April 1952, The centre was an

sortent reszerch focility with

70 cottle, laboratories, and o school. (The Coardian, July 27, 1942},

wther ar_ e projects have boeen hit by the intimidation of expatriate
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workers by MAR terrorism: Portuguese workers on the Revue dam project
reyuestaed to be repatriated in March 1952 pecause of the deteriorating
security situation. In May 1982, 49 Swedish construction workers are
reported to have fled to Zimbabwe after 2 of their workmates were killed.
[GER, lo. 3-1982, p. 17)

Sn August 21, 1932, there was a MNR commando raid on the border town
of Lamaachza. A Portuguese techpicwl assistant was Xilled. According to
the Mezambigue cofficial new agency, a 43 strong commando unit led by 3
whites was dropped by heliccpter near the town- The killing of the
technician was seen a4z consistent with BHR bacties of murdering ond

kidnuagpping foreigners. (JBER, lo. $-1902, p. 10)

sn Speraticns on Yimbanwe

tmpoact of HER Sper

With rail, road, and 0il connecticons to the sea through ozambigue,
Jirbabue is Jdirectly eEffected by the escalation of LR attacks.  The
continuing sctivity of the MNWR disrupts vimbabwe's rail lines with Zeizeo
and Haputo and threatoens Zimbabuwe's hopes of ever znjoying chcaper fuel
from the direct pipeline to kutare, cheapter transit costs for all

conmodities, and reduced congestion along its transit lines. Keapiug the

H

darare-riczambigue lines closed Jown inpozes considzrable premiums on
Zimbzbwean cxporters and ilnmporters, The distuace from Yerare o 2eira is
59ixm compared with 2,521 to Caze Town. anterfuzorence with the transit
lincs also exscerbates trensit botilenecks by forcing Zimbabwe to nove oil
by rail znd by cutting off potential accoss routes to ithe sea. Sgne
Sinbabwean exporters and importers 3o use the lines through Hozambigue,

2lthough they are reluctant to do this since !IXR altacks closs the line ito
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Maputo for days at a time. In some areas, trains can only run in duylight
because of MUR activity. Full use of these transit routes and the pipeline
is essential if Z2imbabwe is to reduce its dependence on Scouth Africa.
Under normal ceonditions, Mozambigue could handle all of Zimbabwe's overseas
trade. (OCR, 1981 Summary, p. 16) TFor 3outh Africa, the MiHR has proved a
useful wvehicle for preventing Zimbabwe's re-oricntetion towvard Mozambigue
znd thereby for maintaining cconomic pressure on Zimbabwe for its political
Jain.

MRR metivity cxacerbates one of Simpbabwae's most sovele economic
problem -- transport bottlenccks and ineiliciencies. FureEﬁn trade with
dimbabwe was greatly redoced in 1831 due to transport Jifficultices: on one

eslimate, Zimbebwae only moved two-thirds of the volume of its trade thet

yuear. The Ltransport situation worsaned stzodily throughout 1231, creating

domestic shortages, blockiag ernpores, and reusing long delays, The mas?

seriocus cons2qaences were the effects on fael lmports an malse cxportus.

wicdespread shortages of Loth diesel and petrol in Zeptoubor 1931

sifeoted 23ll sactors ol the aconumy. sericulture was particalarly

virlnerable at Lhat iz becavse canl at thoe beginning of

the pianting seasons.

rpe 32) 2elays in the arrival of

70,003 tons of fertilizgr redoced the 1%62 agricultural ouipuot.  hocord

ag

to reports in The quotas were cxports in March ¢f 19.031:

out of 1&mn kg of tabacco, only 7Tun kg werw moved. The record maise ¢rop
was the chief casaulty. it was eslimated that less than half of tho lon
Lons mmaize surplus left Zimbabwe in 1901, despite the desperate necd for

maize in neigboring countries. To meet the demand [rom Ziare, Linmbabue

needed to send betweon 40-93 wagons ol maise a oweek iustead of the 6ot
it was able to send. Also cut back were 1,303 tons due for Malawi anl

15,088 tens [or Mozawmbigue, Zimbabwe's neighbors turned Lo South Africa to
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make up their cwn maize shortfall, and 2imbabwe lost millions of dollars in
SXport revenue.

Shortages of raw materials due to transport delays and foreign
exchange difficulties also lowered the ceiling of industrial preduction an
pushed up costs and thercfore inflation. Inflation for 1981 was predicted
mid-year to be around 28%. (2QER, fo. 3-1901, p. 3)

The re-opening of the Lonrho-owned oil pipeline betweon Mutare and
Beira was delayed repcatedly by MNR sabortage. The re-opening of the BGJI-
mile line would have two major results; it would make Zimbabwe independent
of South Africa as a source of fuel and will case Lthe skrain on railvays.
Zimbabwe stands to realize considerable cost savings by the cutting of the
3outh Africa link. Tuel from South Africa is expensive, partly bocause
Youth Africa is subject to an oil boycott by meslL oil producing states,
furthermore, transport costs by pipeline will be considerably cheaper. 1t
costs about S§51¢0 a ton to move 0il products Lrom Sculh africa by rail, but
Lonrho 18 to charge between 2525 and 2525 a ton for pumping. (wER, Hdo. 4-
1982, p. 15) Zimbabwe stands to gain an estimated 2§36m a ycar in foreign
eéxchange once the pipeline is in operation. {Financial Times, August 4,
1932)

The biggest question hanging over the successful operation of the
pipeline is the ability of the Frelimo army to protect it from sabotage
attacks by MIR. 3Zimbabwe officials say the line can be repaired within 24-
48 hours, given adequate military protection for technicians. A greater
threat would come from.attacks against the pumping stations, but they are
all close to Frelimo camps. It is now clear that Frelimo control in Manica
province and the elimination of MHR strongholds near the route between

Deira and Mutare are a critical preconditions to the reopening of the oil
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pipecline. {QLCR, ilo. 3-1932, p. 17)

More Q2vert South African Military Aggr

Four white South African Defense Force commundos were kXilled 20 miles
inside *imbabwe by the Zimbabwean military on August 18, 1982, This was
one of several event in the Spring of 1982 that pointed ta an
intensification of overt military confrontation between Zimbobwe and
Mozambique on one hand and South Africa on the other. In the Augusk 18
incident, the Zimbabwe military racovered documents from the bLodics
indicating that the group planned Lo sabotage the railway linc running
through Gona-RezZhou Hational Park to lMaputo harbor. This krack is carrying
an increesing amocunt of Zimbabwe's imports and exports according to the

Sunday Hail, Zimbabwe's national newspaper. (Africa News, Scpteolimer 13

1982) lMugabe claimed that the infiltrators were part of a South Lfrican
efforcv Lo rount an extensive destabilization campaign. Although Proloria
initially dismissed the charges, reveclations about the incident in
following weeks suggestaed that Scouth Africa is indeed hzavily involwved in
covert acktivities in the region. in late August, South Africa admitted
that the four slain men were menbers of its armed forces. Later, soveral
disaffectad 3ADF scldiers involved in similar operations in Zimbabwe and
Mozanmbigue confirmed allegations of high-level Scuth African involvement in

the econoric destabilization campaigns. (African News, Septcbmer 13, 1932}

Scuth African Railways

South African Railways withdrew 24 locomotives on hire to Jimbabwe in

16-453 0—83——19
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July, 1982. This action lent strength to the belief expressed by Hakoni,
Zimbabwe's Minister of Energy, that "there is a deliberate effort on the
part of the South Africans teo disrupt the flow of traffic. (QER, WHo. 4-
1981, p. 14) The return of the 24 locomotives cxacerbated Zimbabwe's acute
shortage of tracticn., According to the Zinbabwe Minister of Transport, in
Fiay 1981 there were only 120 locomotives in service cut of 223 needed.

In September 19281 South Africa offered to lend Zimbabwe locomotives if
South Africa were approached at the ministerial level. In other words, the
price of economic help would be some degree of political rccognition.
Zimbabwe rcfused the offer.

In early 1932, the congestion os Zimbabwe's transit system was eased
somawhat by the lcan of locomotives from neighbering countries.  Soputh
africa agreed to provide 26 locomotives. Dy mid-1232, Zimbabwe had rebulit
its fleet to the point where the 32 locomctives on hire from South Africa
Mozambigue, and Halawi could be returned. SiXty new cnes were purchased
from General Hotora.

South kfrican Railways' tie to Mozambigue has also bzen manipulated,
to Hozambigue's disadvantage. 1n mid~1981 there were signs that the South
Lfrican authorities were diverting the most lucrative high value traffic
awey frem Maputo to South African ports. (QG6R, No. 3-1961, p. 15) 1n
March 1981, South African Railways imposed a temporary total embargo on all
rail traffic between South Africa an Maputo. The embarge lasted for almost
2 weeks. According to a South African Railways spokesman, the reason far
the embargo was that South African trucks were not being returned Fast
enough. The Mozambigue government accused South Africa of using the rail
embargo as a political weapon, and most obscrvers agreed that the timing of

the embargo was intendad to demonstrate Mozambique's vulnerability teo
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Whatever the case, from 1976 onward, Rhdoesian security officials working
with their South African ceunterparts, recruited Portuguese settlers and
mercenaries, black and white secret police agents and former African
members of the elite Specfal forces of the colonial army {GE} who had
fled to Rhodesia aftet Mozambican independence. Two former agents of

the Portuguese Police (PIDG} figured prominently in the formation of the
MNR. Evo Fernandes, who infiltrated the anti-fascist student movement

in Lisbon during the 1950s and subseguently rose to influential position
within the PIDE hierarchy in Mozambique became MMR spokesperson in Furope.
Casimiro Monteiro, a professional assassin implicated in the 1965 murder
of Portuguese opposition leader Humberto Delgado and probably was ip-
volved in the morder of FREUIMO's first president Eduardo Mondlane took
over as liaison with South African security. To this initial group were
added ex-FRELIMO guerrillias who had beep expelled for corryption or had
teft because of unfulfilied personal ambitions. Andre Maitzangaiza and
Afonse Bhlakamg, two former FRELIMO soldiers, received prominent
positisns to give the MNR visible black 1eadership.3

From 1973 the Rhodesian government provided the MNP with arms

3

and basas aigng the Mozambican border and logistics support. In retali-

aticn for Mozambijue's Tampoistion of U.N.-backed sanctions against

2

.

thodesia, 1t sent MUR bands repeatedly into Mozambigue to burn willages,

phundar agricultural cooperatives, attack railrosd Jines and road traffice,
dirsupt commerce and raid re-education camps, from which they recruited
additional members. They also collected valuable intelligence data on

LAMU forces in Mozambigue and intimidated Zimbabwean refuqses.

In return for its assistance, Rhodesian security demanded MNR
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sanctions by South Africa. (QER, No. 3;1931, p. 22}

Labor Migration

South Africa has used Zimbabwe's and Mozambique's despendence for jobs
as a political weapon. Mozambigue is particularily dependent on the
foreign exchange it earns from the employment cof Morambicans in South
African mines. Befeore 197E, approximately 194,233 liozambican mineworkers
went to the South African mines. After 1978, South Africa has recruitead
only 32-23,0u00 kHozambicans a year. South Africa's decisicon to employ fewver
Hozambicians in its mines had reduced Mozambique'g earnings from this
source greatly. (LBR, 1901 Summary, p. 33}

tiozambigue's carnings have also been eroded by South Africa's
unilateral revision of the wage payment system it had estalblished in
agrueement with the Portuguese government in 196l. This system continued to
operate betwecn Mozambigue's independence and 1978, During that time,
South African Mines pald only 40% of the Mozambican's wages in rands; the
rest was paid to the Mozambican government in gold. The gold was sold:on
the world market at the going rate. The workers reccived their deferred
wages when they arrived home in Mozambique and the Kozambique government
kept the forecign exchange and the prewium it earned on the gold. Imn 1976,
Mozambigue is thought to have entered $153mn in foreiyn exchange from these
gyol@ sales. MAs a result of falling gold prices and the decline in the
number of Mogambicans working in the mines, the 1977 foreign exchange
earning was estimated at $13Jdmn. Since 1978-79, none of the Mozambican
ninaworkers wages has beeb paid to the HMozambigue government in geld. In

1978-79, Mozambique's income from labor migration to South Africa was only
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$38mn. (QCR, Summary 1901, p. 33}

In Spring, 1982, South Africa declared its intention to expell the
17,008 Mizambican migrant agricultural workers in the East Transvaal by the
end of the year. The wove wasa justified as an attempt to render more
difficult the infiltratieon of ANC guerrillas from Mozambigue. Unamployment

\ .
problems in Mozambigque will be sericusly aggravated by the repatriation of
these workers together with the reduction of empleyment opportunities in
the South African mines.

In July 1981, shortly after South African agents were blamed for the
assassination of an AKC official in Harare, South Africa anncunced that
employment contracts for Zimbabweans working in South Africa weould not be
renewed. According to cfficial zimbabwe rzcords, some 22,030 individuals
are affected. The action was seen as part of the political-economice
campaign being dirccted against 2imbabwe by 3outh Africa. (QBR, ilo. 4-
1981, p.- 16} The loss of income repatriated by Zimbabwe mine workers from
Scuth Africa is estimated to be almost $Gmn a year. (Chr. Science lionitor,

april 14, 1532}

The Preferential Trade Ayreement

The ending of the Preferential Trade Agreement sighied between Rhodesia
and South Africa was announced by South Africa in 1%81. This action came
shortly after Hugabe stated Zimbabwe's support for the principle of trade
sanctions against South Africa. South Africa's nove had obvious political
overtones and was accompanied by allegations that Zimbabwe give; active
support to ANC guerrillas.

Zimbabwe would suffer considerably from the loss of a 25% preference
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on its exports to S5outh Africa, which was to become effective as of March
1982. The Confederation of Zimbabwe Ipdustries estimated that the ending
of the Preferential Trade Agreement with South hfrica could cost Zimbabwe
Z353mn in foreign exchange a year and 7,900 jobs in the manufacturing
sector. A CZI report said a lapsing of the trade pact would effectively
add a 7.5% surcharge on exports to South Africa and "in many
instances...Zimbabwean exporters are likely to be priced out of the
market." (QER, Ho., 1-1982, p. 15}
in a reversal of its earlier statement, South Africa extended its
Preferential Trade Agreement with Zimbabwe in January 1982, one month
before the agreement was to expire. Tariff adjustment swere to be
negotiated between various affected parties.
lt is clear that éouth Africa has adopted a policy of disrupting the
economies and societies of its neighboring countries. Sometimes it has
resorted to direct military action. ©Often, its methods are covert and
indirect. In either case, part of the responsibility rests with the
international community, especially its majer investment and trading
partners in the Upited States and Zurope, who, by failing to respond even
to the overt military aggression with determined and effective pressurés.
allows South Africa to "feel free to carry out such attacks" on its

neighbors.



130
APPENDIX 2

ZIMBABWE AND SOUTH AFRICA: DEPENDENCY, DESTABILIZATION, AND
LIBERATION

{By Larry W. Bowan, Michael Bratton, and Rukudzo Murapa)

The independence of Zimbabwe in April 1980 occurred within a context
of mounting tegional and intermational tensions over the politics of
racial domination in South Africaz. Qur purpoee in this chapter is te
briefly reyiew the legacy of Zimbabue-South African relations as a back-
drop to a more extensive analyais of the interaction between the two
states in the contemporary period. This is an interesting case study
because thé histories of Zimbebwe and South Africa haverbeen intimately
associated especially siance the founding of a settler state in Sopthern
Rhodesia in 189bl, For the next ninety years telations between the two
states were generally friendly, This is not to say that the respective
ruling elites did not have their.differences, but the fact that each coun~
try was dominated by a small white minority provided an affigity of
purpose and a similarity of governmental style that has long been tecog-
nized.? Ties of trade, fisance and investment, as well as t}anspnrt and
labor migration routes led from Zimbabwe to South Africa and grew iato a
complex network of structural dependence. For the former white leaders of
Fhodesia dependéncy relations were generally viewed benignly--as some
combination of tifeline and security blanket.

Since April 1980, this has not been the case. The accession to power
of frimeAHinister Robert Mugabe and the Zimbabwe African Wational Union
(Patriotic Front} (ZANU (PF)) marked a sharp break with the past. For

the new leadership, structural dependence on capitalist South Africa
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represented an awesome and humiliating set of comstraints on their
hard-won independence, Overnight, integration with South Africa institu-—
tions became a threat to be met rather than a security to be treasured.
For Tretoria too, the leadership change in Zimbabwe meant mew concerns and
problems. Far from having been irrevecably committed to the ipcreasingly
fragile and endangered rule of Tan Smith, South Africa would have nonethe-
less preferred a different African leader to Robert Mupshbe. An indepun;
dent Zimhabwe liberated by armed force and led by a socialist was precise—
1y the outcome that South Africa had sought to prevent. A primary object
of this chapter ic to evaluate the initial reactions of the tuling elites
of Zimbabwe and South Africa to the uncomfortable contiguity and confron-
tation into whiph they have been thrusrc.

This cage ig interesting too on theoretical rrounds. To begin with,
it offers a chance to probe the cpportunities as well as the limitations
encountered in situations of structural dependence, The various dimen~
sions of dependence - economie, political, military, cultural — are too
aften reparded as expressions of a single basic relationship. The impli-
cation is that escape from subordination is all but impossible because
depencency 1s a web of murually reinforcing ties. Yer if the concept is
disassembled into cowponent parts, then movement is seen to be possible,
Some aspects of dependence may be more easily cbanged than others., The
cese of Zimbabwe and South Africa suggests that disengagement can probably
be effected relatively gquickly in the political and military spheres,
compared with the economic. The issue for the long term is whether pre-
vailing economie structures will undermine a drive for political autonomy,
or whether political initiatives can insert the thin end of the wedge of

eventual structural change in the economic sphere. The first analytic
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task, however, is esimply to distinguish the alterable relationships from
those that are more uhstinafe.

A further proposition emerges from the contemporary material om
Zimbabwe and South Africa, Where regional power is ordered irto telations
of dominance and dependence, the policy choices available‘to_ill the
governments involved is profoundly affected. Even dominant govermments do
not enjoy an uninhibited facility to achieve foreign policy objectives;

To the extent that dominance results from economic or military coercion,
the legitimacy of a powerful state is vndermined and oppositien te it
mobilized. 1Indeed, a regional power may find itself in a restricted posi-
tion if dependent neighbors and their allies withhold pelitical recogni-
tion or deny normal Aiplomatic intercourse. In these circumstances, the
only policy cptions left open are the more coercive omes, The exercise of
economic force or military might, however, is self-damaging to the extent
that it leads 2z dominant power into deepening political isolaticm.

The preseat strengths of the South African regime are a wast produc—
tive capaqity and a geographic position astride region&l transport routes.
Dependent countries in Southern Africa, including Zimbabwe, are forced to
adjust their political programs to take account of these, largely econ-
amic, realities. An advantage held by Zimbabwe and the other Frontline
States comparced with South Africe, however, lies in the political legiti-
macy enjoyed from domestic populations, the rest of Africa, and the inter-
national community, In the highly internaticnalized end-game of decolo-
nization in Africa, the odiwm of apartheid has left Pretoris with few
allies willing to express open political support,

Hithin this contexg, each actor in Zimbabwe-South Africe relations

uses ite accumulated strengths to cndeavor to overcome its endemic
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veaknesses, The overriding objective of the South African government_is
political, namely to guarantee the security of the state. To this end
Pretoria has shown iteelf willing to disrupt economies and governments te
the north where liberation movements have found political rep;esentation
or military sanctuary. A related though somet imes contradictory objective
is to win acceptance for apartheid and Bantustans, both within the region
and in the wider Western world. Although South Africa seeks to project
its power and prevent its adversaries from consolidating their own, it is
also constrained by a general need for regional stability and internation-
al approval. South Africa’s direct economic ties to the Southern Africa
region, while considerable, are not vital to the survival of ‘thg state.
They are useful principally to the extent thset leverage is gained over
weaker neighbors. In the event that Zimbabwe and other members of the
Southern Africa Develoment Coordination Couference (SADCC) are able tao
win larger shares in the regional market, however, ecomomic considerations
may become salicnt in South Africa's calculus of regional relations.

By contrast, Zimbabwe's 3mmediate interests vis—a-vis South Africa
are heavily economic. The need to deliver the fruite of independence to
the people of Zimbabwe has compelled the Mugabe govermment to be selective
in political confrontation with apartheid. 1In foreign as in domestic
policy, the choice has been made to modify gradually existing structures.
In the first two years of independence top government pricrity was givén
to the congolidation of state power, reconstruction and reconciliation in
the aftermath of-war, and the launching of & redistributive development
strategy3. The restoration of growth to the economy involved the
expansion of international economic transactions, one effect of which was

to reinforce existing trade and treusport ties through and with South
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Africa, From the outset the leaders of Zimbabwe experienced a sharp dis-
junction between foreign policy preferences and external dependence. The
guest for peace, national unity and an development at home argued against
sudden disengagement and confrontation. At the same time, however,
Zimbabwe's position as the newest of the Frontline States imposed obliga-
tions and strengthened commitments to carry forward the last phase of the
struggle for national liberation in Southern Africa. Leaders spake Dut‘
about the inequities of apartheid. The Zimﬁabwe government also began the
arduous process of reorienting economic relations towards SADCC countries
and of bui}ding alternative routes to world markets., Only if and when the

economic dependence of Zimbabwe is reduced, however, is the exertion of

political pressure on South Africa likely to become more militant.

Historical Ties and the Roots of Dependency

In the nineteenth century, both African and European pecples wade
their way northward from South Africa to the land that is now Zimbabwe.
The Ndebele people, Zimbabwe's second largest ethnic and linguistic group,
fled northward to escape the consclidation of the Zulu nation during the
early part of the century. Later they were followed by white missionar-
ies, prospectors, hunters and other adventurers. Cecil Rhodes hoped that
gold and other minerals would be found in sufficient quantity to tip the
economic center of gravity away from the Afrikaner Transvaal in favor of a
British territory to the north. Finzlly, in 1890, with the push north-
ward of the Pioneer Column, and the establishment of Southern Rhodesia,

the modern history of the country began.
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Zimbabwe was initially administered (1890-1923) by the aptly named
British South Africa Compan& which invested heavily in railways and other
infrastructure to link the fronfier economy to export routes to the south.
When the uew white settlers ran into trouwble, as with Shona and Ndebele
rebellions in the 18508, reinforcements from Scuth Africa rescwed them and
helped subdue the Africans. Along uith.soldiers and arms came racial
attitudes, and the defense of white privilege became a2s second nature in
the administration of Southern Rhodesia as it already was in South
Africa, TFor a moment in 1922 it was even possible that Southern Rhodesia
would join South Africa as a fifth province. This course of action wahs
supported by both the British and South African goveroments but the oppor-
tunity passed when a referendum on the matter was rejected by a majority
of Southern Rhodesia's white settlers, But for under 1,500 white votes at
that time, South Africa's northern border today would be with Tanzania
instead of at the Limpopo and there would be no story of the changing
character of Zimbabwe-5outh Africa relations for us to Teport.

With the rejection of incorporation into South Af;ica, the white
settlers of Southern Rhodesia embarked on a constitutional path unigque in
the British Empire. Responsible self~governmeut gave the white elite wide
domestic powers to construct a state without serious restraint from
British colonial authority, represented in Salisbury by the sole figure of
the Governcr. The settlers were not inhibited by Britain from developing
a broad set of institutional arrangements that were primarily copied from
South Africa. The major legislation governing the sepregated division of
land {the Land Appnrtioqmenc Act of 1930}, the administration of Africans
(the Native Affairs Act of 1927), and the protection of white workers (the

Industrial Conciliation Act of 1934) were all heavily influenced, by
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similar legislation promulgated in Pretoria. Moreover, links with the
outeide world for investment, banking and wholesale trade primarily flowed
to and through the South. The absence of political integration did not
impede & large measure of economic integration.

The electoral victory of the National Party and the Af;ikaners in
South Africa in 1948 came as something of a surprise to the English-
speaking white settlers of Southern Rhodesia. They skilfully manipulated
British fear of the spread of Afrikaner influence to establish their owm
ill-fated Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland from 1953-1963. Little

“
need be said about. this political effort except that it was lroniec that an
experiment, ostensibly born out of a fear of a Afrikager—dominafed South
Africa, would itself die for its inability to conviuce the African people
of the three constituent territories that it was anything more than a
barely disguisad version of the same thing., By thez end, even Britain was
forced to admit that there was insufficient diFference between South
Africa and the Federation to warrant the latter's survival.® The inflow
of foreign investment during the Federal period was concentrated in
Southern Bhodesia and remains today as an important source of the
country's economic structureﬁ. The expansion of the mining industry and
the birth of manufacturing was based on capital imports from South Africa
and Britain,

Just as the vhites drew heavily on South Africa for their institu—
tions, attitudes and resources, so top did the Africans of Zimbabwe. With
secondary education sparse and college educativn for Africans nonexistent
in Southern Rhodesia until the 19505, Zimbabwe Africans made their way
southuard for education, as well as for work, There they encountered the

African Hational Congress of South Africa and returned home to build upon
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subservience--as is clear from MNR documents found stuffed down a latrine
when the Mozambican army captured the Garagua base. In the words of
Matzangaiza's successor, Dhlakama,

We were oppressed by the Rhodesians and the leaders of our

movement were not allowed td make any of the decisions., ., . .

We worked for the English, neither I nor the deceased Andre

could plan any mititary operations. It was the English who

determined the areas to attack and where to recruit .

Hith the signing of the Lancaster House Agreement, guaranteeing -
the end of minority rule in Rhodesia, the Mozambican govermment, feeling
confident that it had the situation firmly under control, began to turn
its energy toward national reconstruction after nearly five years of war.
It was during this pericd that SADCC programs were crystallized, and
several important economic agreements with Western nations were signed.
The popular militias were alsd dishanded in many frontier regions,
Machel's government failed to anticipate, however, that the remnants of
the MNR would transfer its base of operations to South Africa, and it
underestimated the amount of military and logistic support South Africa
would provide.

litereas the Rhodesian government used the MNR to collect in-
formation on Zimbabwean nationalist operations and te intimidate refugees
who had fled to Mozambique, South Africa saw the roving bands as instru-
ments of havoc. At a meeting between Dhlakama and Colonel Van Nierok of
South Africen security on October 25, 1980, at Zabostad, amilitary base
in the Transvazal, the MNR Supreme Commander unveiled plans to reestab-
lish bases in Sofala and Manica, and to attack beth the railvpad lines

between Beira and Umtali and road traffic on the north-south highway.

Yan Nierok insisted that this was not sufficient. By the end of 1981 he



137

the nationalist consciousness that had begun with the 1947-4B rail strike,
When African natiomalism emefged in Southern Rhodesia in the 1950s, their
organization would use the same name and strategy as the ANG in Seouth
Africa,

In Zimbabwe, the whites regrouped after the {ailure of Federationm.
Their desirve was For independence, but an indepepdence like that of South
Africa, under white rule. This was not to be forthcoming for the simplé
reason that the 1960s were not like 1910 or 1922 and Britain did not wish
to formally abandon Zimbabwe to the control of under five percent of i}s
population. And so the settlers seized independence, or claimed it at any
rate, with their quixctic Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI) in

November 1965,

UDI and the Consolidation of South African Dominance

The UDI was 3 cavalier jump into the unknown which led to the legal
excommunication of Rhodesia frsm the international community, Wo member
state of the United Nations granted formal diplomatic recognition to the
Ian Smith regime and mandatory economic sanctions were imposed in 196B.

In the First decade of UDI {1966-1975) only Portugal and South Africa were
willing to engage in open ecomomic relatione with Rhodesia. Later (1975-
197¢), following the military coup in Lisbon and the hasty withdrawal of
Portugal from Mczambique, the FRELIMO government sealed the border to its
west. With this step South Africa, which had long provided the major
logphole for the evasion of sanctions, gained almost total control over

the economic and strategic survival of the Rhodesian government,
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The ways in which South African domination was consolidated into a
largely unanticipated and almost unparalleled dependence of one state and
economy on another will be analyzed under five categories: financial,
trade, transport, military and Aipiumatic relations. The South African
government at First supported the settler rebellion and later shifted
ground to promote conservative African politicians in an "internal settle-

ment "

1. Finance. The close economic relationship between the two coyn—
tries is forged at root by flows of capital and by shared owmership of
producéive assets. BSouth Africa's private investment stake in Zimbabwe is
larger than in any other economy in the Southern Africa region. Over the
last thirty years, and particularly under sanctions which worked to the .
relative disadvantage of British firms, South Afriﬁan capital came to
constitute a rising share of the total capital stock. Most investment in
Rhodesia between 1965 and 1979 was from funde "locked up" behind the sanc-
tions wall, but 2 substantial proportion-of the fresh capital from extern-—
al sources originated from south of the Limpnpn.? In addition, the
Rhodesian private sector teceived up to US $40 million a year in credit

.loans from South African banks during the 1970s. As for capital flows out
of Rhodesia, the transfer of dividends to Western Europe and North America
was blocked, but mo such Testriction was imposed on the payment of invest-
ment income to South Africa.

By 1976 about one-half of the estimated foreign investment stock

"8 guch

c¢ould be called "British" and sbout one—third "South African
designations are necessarily imprecise given the difficulty of specifying

national origins for companies with diverse directors and shareholders and



139

given that South Africa serves as regional subcenter for imternational
capital. At the time of UDI, South African firms were most prominent in
agricultural sector but subsequent investments were also directed inte
mining ventures. By 1970 five out of ten of the largest manufacturing
companies were wholly or partly South African—controlled.9 By 1380 South
African interests were entrenched in the suvgar, citrus, timber, paper,
food processing, fertilizer, copper, nickel and coal industries and had
important holdings in mogt other sectors including the press and financial
institutions. 10 Rhodesia served ag an outlet for investment surpluses
which the low wage economy and restricted market of South Africa could not
absorb, From a South African perspective, investment‘ties with the
Southern Africa region were always more important than trade ties. The
presence of investment capital gave South Africa a direct material stake
in the outcome of the struggle over political power in Rhodesia.

The préssures of guerrilla war and ecomomic recession combined by the
late 1970s to put the settler tebellion under extreme stress, During this
period infusions of capital were secured from South Africa to directly
supplement the public budgets of the Smith and Muzorewa administrations.
From 1977 to 1979 loans were negotiated with commercial banks-in South
Africa up to a total of perhaps 5200 million as & means of Financing an

escalating budget deficit,l!

As a consequence, approximately three-—

guarters of the international public debt inherited by the povernment of
independent Zimbabwe was payable to South Africa. In addition to private
loans for public.expenditure, direct subsidies were provided by the South

Africans on a government—to-government basis, A& member of the Rhodesian

Cahinet estimated as early as 1976 that the Pretoria goveroment was
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financing fifty percent of the war effort in the form of material assis—
I:ance.12

Finally, the state in Rhodesia took an increasingly interventionist
role in the economy during the ﬁDI years, It is not unreasonable to
assume that the Smith regime drew inspiration in economic policy, as it
did in race relations policy, from the pnst—l?ﬁB_South African model.
Advisors on ecenomic planning from the Republie were hired by the
Bhodesian government and a policy of industrialization_decentralization,
which failed in both countries, was adopted.l3 The impulse ta consol;
idaté capitalism through state intervention in infrastructure and produc—
tive industry was one more aspect of the general process of the."South
Africanization" of the Rhodesian ecnnumy.m

2. Trade. In 1965 Rhodesia had an open economy marked by a heavy
reliance on for;ign trade and, therefore, a supposed vulnerabiligy to
sanctionsls: Exports accounted for 45 percent and imports 34 percent
of gro;s domestic product on the eve of UDI. The export trade was concen-
trated in a narrow range of unprocessed products, mainly tobacco, but also
beef and minerala. Rhodesia's principal international economic role was
to serve Britain as a reliable source of primary commodities within the
sterling arca. In I965 trade with Britain accounted for 27 percent of
exports, including the bulk of the tobacco, and 30 percent of imports.

With the aavent of UDI, South Africa led the way in assisting the
rebel government to alter the composition and direction of trade. For
example, "South African consumers, along with the Swiss, absorbed the beef

exports that had previously been directed to London's SmithField Market.

By also accepting cotton, tea and coffee at secured high prices, South
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African traders helped underpin the Rhodesian government program to diver-
sify export agriculrture away from tobacco. South Africa had begun to
challenge Britain as the main supplier of imparts before UDI and, as other
sourcea of capital and intermediate goods became nnavailable, South
African suppliers moved to fill the gap.

A preferential trade agreewment was signed between the two governments
in 1964, and renewed annually throughout the UD.I period, which permitted
manufactured goods from Rhodesia to enter Sowth Africa with minimal
import duty. The capacity of the Rhodesian economy to produce cansumer
manufactures like textiles, clothing, footwear, furmiture and electronics
was bnc;sted, not only by the need f;n' import substitution under sanctions,
but by export demand from a friendly neighbar. The Vorster government
allowed access to Rhodesian goods even in the face of cpposition from
South African manufacturers, in part Lo counterbalance the trade deficit
which Rhodesia amassed as impart sources were switched to South African
suppliers, The trade balance came to stand at approximately two to one by
value in South Africa's favor. By 1981 Scuth Africe accounted for 21
percent of Rhodesia's exports and 19 percent of imports and had long
displaced Britain as 2imbsgbwe's principal trading partner.l6
As well as serving 4s the principal source and destination of trade

"go-betueens' for economic

goeds, institutions in South Africa acted as
retations with the rest of the world. Private companies based in the

Republic re-exporced Fhodesian poads, particularly minerals, under South
African markings or with false certificates of origin, Other companies

used Scuth Africa as a2 conduit for imports into Rhodesia and concealed the

ultimate destination by means of a "paper chase'" of intermediate
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transactions, South African entrepreneurs reaped extra profits from their
captive cusiomers to the north, by buying from Rhodesia at a discount and
selling at a premium. Financial services for international trade were
provided by the South African Reserve Bank and by commercial banks with
regional headquarters in Johannesburg. The Rhodesian governmént and
private companies had in any event transferred financial reserves from
London to Zurich and Johannesburg. in anticipation of a British freeze on
funds after UDI. A patte?n emerged whereby the acquisition of foreign
exchange and payments for imports were no longer conducted directly or
through Britain, but almost exclusively through banks in South

Africa.l?

3. Transport. As a landlocked country without oil rtesources
Rhodesia was criticslly dependent upon reliable transport linkages boéh
within the country and to the sea.lB From UDT onwards and lncreasing-
ly during the war years (1972-79) the supply of petrolewn products and
maintenance of efficient railroad services became policy matters of top
strategic importance.

One of the first casualties of the settler rebellion was the fuel
pipeline from Be%ra, Mozambique to Umtali, Rhodesia, opened in April 1965
but closed barely six months later under the sanctions blockade. Fuel
shortages and rationing became a standard aspect of economic Yife under
UDT. Immediate needs for petroleum products were met by road transporé
from South Africa through Beitbridge including private donations from
South African citizens sympathetic with Rhodesian kirth and kin. Over
time, however, a cheaper and more systematic method was devised. South

African-based subsidaries of multinational oil companies, notably Mobil,
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Caltex and Shell~BP, established a covert chain of transactions to supply
Genta, the‘Rhodesian government purchasing agency.l9 SAS0L, the South
African govermment—owned energy corporation served as one of the key
intermediaries, as did Freight Services, & subsidary of the South African—
controlled Anglo-American Corporatiom, the largest single business
conglomerate in both South Africa and Rhodesia,

The fuel route most commonly used invqlved trans—shipment from
Durban, South Africa to Lourenco Marques, Hozambique, and thereafter by
rail to Salisbury. Until 1974 almost all petroleum imports and about&ﬁo
per cent of all other imports and exports arrived in Rhodesia by routes
through Portuguese-controlled territury.20

By 1974 the reliability of the Beira railroad route was called into
question due to guerrilla attacks by FRELIMO. Mo:rambican independence in
1975 led to theuc}osure of the Mozambique-Rhodesia border in March 1976 in
accordance With Unitea Nations sanctions. Rhodesia had little option but
to redi}ect all. trade through South Africa, A rail link from Rutenga
direetly to the Northern Transvaal was hastily constructed to supplement
the only existing line through Botswana. The reorientation of transport
routes was costly, not simply in terms of the capital investment required.
It led to a dramatic increese in conveyance charges, to delays in the
arrival of imports, and to a loss of export markets. Rhodesia's exports
of tobacco and ﬁinerals were particularly bulky and could not be guarante
ed loading priority. The South Africam rail and port network was congest—

ed, particularly at peak periods when agricultural harvests and winter

coal supplies were being moved. Scuth Africa was never the most
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profitable or efficient entrepot for Rhodesian trade, but for the last
five years of the settler rebellion it was the only ome available.

4. Military. As African opposition to UDI hardened into armed
struggle 8o South Africa and Rhodesia were driven into a EE.EEEEE.militarY
alliance. &f first,.South African military strategists evidently saw
opportunities in the Rhodesian dispute to keep armed conflict sway from
their homeland or, at minimum, to gain experience in guerrilla warfare.

A long-standing arrangement to pool military intelligence information
had existed between the two countries at least since the early
1960s, 21 Prior to UDI an agreememt was quietly concluded between
South Africa, Fhodesia and Portugal for the commen defense of the entire’

"22  The war sctivated those

region against "communism and nationalism.
commi tments. Contingents of South African Palice performed border duties
on the Zambezi and saw actian elsewhere in Rhodesia between 1968 and 1975.
Liaison officers from the South African Defense Force {S5ADF) were attached
to the Rhodesian Army at brigade level and helicopter pilets and techni-
cians were seconded to the Ai; Force, Soﬁth African soldiers on leaves of
absence were recruited into exiating army units and wore Rhodesian
‘uniForms, or, as in the case of heavy artillery support, were incorporated
as whole units.

The Rhodesians were at first well supplied uiLh-armaments, having
gained with British acquiescence the lion's share of the equipment of the

23

armed forces of the defunct Federation. As the war intensified,

however, supplies of arms, ammunition, artillery, helicopters, planes and
spare parts were obtained with South African assistance or directly frem

the burgeoning South African arms industry. As part of the subsidy to the
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war effort, used military vehicles were ™written of£" early by the SADF
and transferred northward.‘.The armaments trade was probably more diversi-
fied than other aspects of Rhodesia's trade given the fact that South
Africa was itself technically subject to an international arme embargo.
Indeed, on eccasion, the Rhodesians were probably able to provide a gquid
pro quo by acquiring militsry material that the South Africans could not
get for themselves.zb

The liberation war demonstrated that South Africa had the capacity te
intervene militarily in Zimbabwe, A k%ey issue durimg the independence
negotiations of ldte 1979 and the interlude of British rule in early 1980
was the disposition of South African troops. The fact that South Afriea
was slow to withdraw its troops from Rhodesia, provided refuge for
military personnel frem the Phodesian Security Forces and Muzorewa's
private army, and concentrated a large force in the Northern Transvaal,
cast a shad;u over the events leading up to Zimbabwe independence.25
In the end South Africa did not intervenme to overturn an election result
which it did not favor. Direct wilitary linkages were instead severed and
personnel and equipment withdrawn actces the burder. The remnants of
intelligence ties, however, probably lingered. It would be surprizing if
South Africa did not use its ready access to leave behind agents in the
Zimbabwe Republic Police, the Zimbabwe Mational Army, and elsewhere.

5. Diplomatic. The South African decision to stop sh;rt of total
military commitment to Rnodesia must be scen in diplomatic context. The

rash act of UDI was never fully embraced by the South African ruling

elite, The 1962 election in Southern Rhodesia brought to power a
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government influenced by Afrikaners and advocating a program resembling
separate development, Nonetheless, Ian Smith won no advance encouragement
from South African Prime Minister Hendrik Verwoerd to proceed in a break
with Britain.‘ Indeed South Africa probably preferred the retention of
British legal responsibility for Rhodesiaz as a deterrent to the escalation
of violence and outside intervéntiun in the regi?n. South Africa's
sepport for UDI can be largely explained as tactical response to a fait
accompli. It 1s notable that South Africa never gave full recognition to
Bheodesia's trade and diplomatic representatives in Pretoria. The frequent
informal centacts between political leaders of the two countries were used
as much to try to exact political concessions from the Smith government as
to confirm South Africa's political support.

That South Africa favored a negotiated settliment to the Rhodesian
impasse became ;Vident by 1974 in the wake of FRELIMO advances in
Mozambique, =~ As part of the conditions of the "detente" arranged between
Prime Hinister vorster and President Kaunda of Zambia, the South Africans
forced Smith to release the Zimbabwe nationalist leaders from detention
and to begin the tortuous series of talks that led, over five years later,
to Lancaster Mouse. By 1976, with trade routes reduced, the Rhopdesian
government became extremely vulnerable to the cxertion of economic
pressure for political ends. Sounth Africa, itself under international
censure for the suppression of the Soweto uprising, sought to ease rela-
tions with the West and Africa by wresting substantive concessions from
Smith. The South Africam government took advantage of an already congest-
ed rail and port system to delay Rhodesian imports and exports in transit
and thereby to squeeze foreign exchange, fuel and ammuniticn reserves.

Imports of Rhodesian beef were cut back during this period and oo ome
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ordered them to “interdict rail traffic from Malverne-Gwelo [southern
Mozambique], establish bases inside Mozambique adjacent to the South

African border, open a new military front in Maputo province, and provoke
5

-

the MNR must extend its activity to the strategic southern provinces,

incidents in Maputo and Beira."” The South African strategy was clear--
thereby discouraging Zimbabwe and Botswana from exporting its commodities
through Maputo, Ten days later Orlando Cristina, a former Portuguese
secret police official working with South African security, urged Dhlakama
to “destroy power lines with transport energy from Cahorra Bassa Dam to

South Africa in crder to deflect charges that South Africa was aiding

the MR, "D

To accomplish these broader objectives, South African of-
ficials agreed to provide large suppiies of war material, including rockets,
mortars and small arms as well as instructors "who will not only teach
but also participate in attacks."?

Mozambican field commanders with whomtae spoke indicated that
"Boers” regularly accompanied MNR bands in the central part of the country.
When pressed for concrete examples, a young officer who had fought in
Manica province infurmedI;; that his battalion discovered scveral dead
European scidiers whan it overran an MNR base at Chidogo. South African
passports and other documents were captured at other MNR bases. Sara
Muchalima, a twenty-six year old woman who had been kidnapped by the MNR,
saw ten Curcpean advisors who, along with Ohlakama, were evacuated by
helicopter shortly before Garagua fell,

Emphasis, however, is on South Africa training MNR forces at

mititary bases in the Transvaal and providing supplies and logistical

assistance to the guerrillas inside Mozambique, According to Mozambican
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occasion the commencement of the tobacco suctions in Salisbury were delay~
ed while South African financial imstitutions withheld credit. Police and
helicopters on loan to the Rhodesian government were withdrawn and a
training program for Rhodesian pilots in Pretoria abruptly cancelled.

Smith's belated and reluctant response was to publicly accept the
principle of majority rule. In 1977, having helped the Geneva constitu-
tional conference to fail, he launched an initiative for an internal
settlement with Muzorewa and others. These commitments failed to c;nvince
the guerrillas or the world that a genuine transfer of power was underway,
but were apparently enmough to induce a renewal of South African support
for the government of the day.

That the "Zimbabwa-Rhodesia" experiment (197B-19B0) survived as long
as it did is not explicable without reference to South African backing,
Bishop Abel Muzorewa's first internatiopal trip as Prime Minister was to
Pretoria, Direct budgetary assistaoce from the South Africam government
reached a peak during his tenure. Muzorewa permitted heavy armed attacks
into the Frontline States and spoke openly about the need for a formal
military alliance between his country and South Africa. In the campaigns
for the 1979 and 1980 elections his UANC party and auxiliary forces were
lavished with South African funds, vehicles and advisors. Support for
Muzorewa, however, was a serious miscalculation on the part of South
Africa. Their acquiescence to the Lancaster House agreement on Zimbabwe
independence was due not only to Western pressure but to the incorrect
assumption that Muzorewa could command a sizeable électoral following.

The UANC ultimately won only three National Assembly seats in 1980, This
was tesgimony to the difficulty that South Africe has ia obkaining reli=

able intelligence and securing credible allies in black Africa.
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An analyeis of bilateral retations between South Afrieca and Rhodesia
during UDI shows that the economies of the two countries became umbilical-
ly connected, South Africa, mindful of its own pariah status, had an
interest in demonstrating that economic sanctions could not work as a
weapon in international relationa. Hence Rhodesia's economic growth up to
1974 was nurtured by capital flows and trade transactions mediated by
South African Institutions. So ccmplete was the dependence that
Rhodesia's prospects ultimately became subsumed beneath the breader inter—
national conflict over apartheid. The South African govermnent consigj
tently treated its own security as the top priority, Until the mid-1970's
that interest was best served by rescuing the white minurity from its
self-imposed isolation and bolstering Rhodesia as a buffer state against
guerrilla armies. Thereafter, with the collapse of its Portuguese ally
and the deterijoration of the military and economic situation in Rhodesia,
South Africa applied its now enhanced leverage to press for the tramsition
least distuptive to the status quo. South Africa had the economic and
military power to prolong the comflict in Rhedesia, but decided instead to
retreat to more defensible borders and to preserve that power to fight

another day.
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The New Setting of Regional Relations

The emergence of Zimbabwe as an Independent country under Mugabe
— - necessarily meant that relations between South Africa and
Zimbabwe would be altered. Given sharp political and ideological
differences, there could be little doubt that a redefinition of the close
relations of the past ninety years was at hand, Fﬁr independent Zimbabwe,
existing structures imposed a heavy legacy on freedom of sction; for
Pretorié, the past provided the potential leverage to inhibit demands for
change.

In the period April 1980 to April 1982, both sides staked out basic
positlons by means of rhetoric and action. Zimbabwe took steps to sever
ties that could be interpreted as an endorsement of apartheid,and South
Africa made it clear that it would brook no ammed intervention froﬁ a
neighbor%ng revoelutionary state. Beyond thiz, other aspects of the
relatlonship were laid opeun to redefinition in practice. "Zimbabwe had
little ipdication of the precise conditions under which South Africa
would unleash its economic and military capacity for destabilization.
Similarly, the South Africans were uncertain of the direction a Mugabe
govermment would pursue in domestic and forelgn pollicy. As a consequence
the two protagonists began their relationship by probing each others'
Teactions. In so doing, each used the resources at its disposal.

In the case of Zimbabwe these resources were largely political and, in the
case of Scuth Africa, largely economic.

fhe view from Zimbtabwe from the _ outset was that relations be-

tween the two countries could not simply continue along previous lines.

16453 0—83—10
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Coexistence, as before, would Imply assent to apartheid and that was in-
tolerable, The new leaders saw the dissolution of race domination im South
.Africa as an extension of: the struggle they had fought themselves. On the
other hand, Zimbabwe's eccnomic dependence on South Africa made a break in
trade and transport ties difficult without sustaining crippling costs. The
immediatg solution to this dilemma was to try to separate political from
economic considerations. Within three months of independence the Zimbabwe
governmeht took the bold step of breaking off diplomatic relations with
South Africa. At the same time, however, it confirmed that trade relations
would be maintained, at least temporarily, until such time as alternative
arrangements could be made.

The most difficult question for Zimbabwe concerned its attitude towards
liberation movements, particularly the African Rational Cengress of South
Africa: Mozambigque and Zambia had each paid a high price to support the
Zimbabwe guerrillas in terms of weathering economic sanctions and military
raids. Could Zimbabwe be expected to do anything less for N South
African brothers and sisters? The DAU and the domestic supporters of
ZANU(PF) assumed that Zimbabwe would demonstrate solidarity and leadership
on the lihkeration 1ssue. The new leaders of Zimbabwe restated clearly thelr
commitment to South African liberation but acknowledged that there were
limits to what they could do. Zimbabwe could not afford te participate
1n economic sanctions against South Africa, nor could it offer military
bases to the ANC.

In sum, Zimbabwe sought to define a position of political suvpport for
liberation without jeopardizing itself either economicélly or militarily.
The government tock actions to intensify the diplomatic isclation of South

Africa and to strengthen trade and transport ties with other neighbors.
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Above all, Zimbabwe sought to develep ita own people and resources “n a
manner that expressed é moral reprcach and viable alternative to the segrega-
tion and exploitation of apartheid,

How did Pretoria look at the new Zimbabwe government? What kind of
nefghbor did it prefer? One key question was whether the interests of
South Africa were served by a stable and prosperous African nation on its
frontier. The answer from Pretoria was, at best, ambigucus. Scuth Africa’s
foredgn policy in the region has oscillated between two poles. On the one
hand an "outward-looking" posture has been adopted according to ghich
economic ties are promoted throughout the region without regard to the
domestic pclicies of individual states.za The most recenf incarnation of

; L ; f /an . .
this policy was P.W. Betha's propesal forAecnnnm1c constelilation of
Southern African states (CONSAS) with South Africa at the center.27 On
the other hand South Africa has periodically embarked on campaigns to
harass-states that harbor or support goerrillas. In the extreme, this
policy has Included the use of Iarge-scale punitive military force, as
witnessed in Angcla in 1976 and\__Jcarly 1981.

In the early 1980s the policy of politiéal and military confrontation
gained ascendancy over the pelicy of economic integration. With the
defeat of Muzerewa and the victery of Mugabe the idea of a conetellation
of states was severely sget back, the SADCC couvntries arguing that_CONSAS
was simply "apartheid as foredgn policy."28 Not only ;ere Mugabe and
ZNAU-PF far less sympathetic to South Africa’s regional visions than
Smith and M;zurewa, but an independent Zimbabwe, as the linchpin of SADCC,
had the potential to compete with South Africa as a regicnal supplier of
foed and manufactured gnods. As a result, South Africa appeared. to come

to the conclusion that its cwn interests were best scrved by provoking

political and eccnomic uncertainty among 1ts neighbors, including Zimbabwe.
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In the process it hoped to demonstrate to the world that African states
could net run themselves competently and prosperously and, thereby, gain
indirect credibility for apartheid.

There were at least three reasons why South Africa would wish to per-
petuate dependence and engage in déstabiliza;ion in Zimbabwe: to make
Zimbabwe pay for its verbal commitments to liberation; ta insure that Zim—
babwe did not beceme a staging area Ffor guérrillas; and to stifle at birth
any econoﬁic unicn of black states ceﬁtgr;d on Zimbabwe rather than South

Africa.29

Zimhabwe and South Africa: Pressures and Conflicts

The narrative of events in the early years of the new South Africa-
Zimhabwe éelationship can best be unfolded with reference to the various
elements of dependence. South Africa used its deminance of trade and
transport networks to remind Zimbabwe of its economic vulnerability. In
the same vein, the Zimbabwe government began deliberateiy te tackle the
guestion of the cwnership of South African assets within its borders.

On the political front, each side engaged in vituperative rhetoric against
the other. South Africa, however, was aggressive in adventuring into acts
of insurgency and sabotage, particularly against Zimbabwe's neighbors.

~ In general, the relationship between the two countries deteriorated
badly, reaching a low point in late_1981 and tecovering slightly in early
1982. An attempt will be made not only to des;ribe the ups and downs of
thg relationship, but also to illusérate how actions by one side gave rise

to reactions by the other.

1, Diplomatic. Zimbabwe took its strongest stand against South Africa
on the diplomatic and political fronts. Even before independence, Prime

Minister-elect Mugabe made it plajn that his goverpment had strong objections
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to apartheid and that South Africa wust learn, in light of Zimbabwe's
bitter strugple, to make changes in its policics.30 He emphasized that
"people camnot stand too lonmg any apartheld nonsense," 3L
In international forums the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and at home the
Ministry of Information, were given clearance to enunciate a clear public
"cemmitment to the emancipation of Hamibia and South Africa.">?
At the same time, moral and political commitments were tempered in

the light of prevailing circumstances. Said Mugabe, "we must accept that

South Africa is a geographical reality and, as such, we must have some
-

minimum relationship with it.“33 His carefully balanced position was "

te
maintain trade relations with South Africa....We would hoee that South
Africa would reciprocate and not resort unduly teo hostile acts against us.
We are pledged to peaceful coexistence with it. We are opposed to the
politics of South Africa, but we do not regard the people of South Africa
as our enemies at all.“aﬁ The tightrope walked by the Zimbabwe povernment
is well illustrated with refereace to proposals for United Nations economic
sancﬁions against South Africa. Mugabe stated tﬁat,while Zimbabwe would
not stand in the way of the international commnity imposing sancticﬂfc
his government was "not in a position to implement (them) to the full

! 3
because of our present dependence on South Afriea." 3

In July 1980, against protests from Pretoria, the Zimbabwe government
closed the'South African diplematic mission in Salisbury and withdrew its
own representative from Pretoria. The reason given was that Scuth African
envoys were engaged in recruiting mercenﬁaries for subveraive activities ih
Zimbabwe. Early pQrtents for this move were the discontinuation by Zimbabwe
of sporting links and of rebroadcasts of South African news tulletins,

Trade commissioners were not affected by the severance of diplumatié 1links,

save that the South African representative could no longer have official
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contacts with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Consular services for the
35,000 South African nationals resident In Zimbabwe and the 150,000 tourists
per year from the Republic were also retained. The South African government
retaliated \“___f;,,by requiring vieas of all Zimbabueap visitors to thejr
«_. Country. Horeover, the war of words across the Limpopo intensified.

The South African Foreign Minister, Pik Botha, stated that Mugabe had

made the "mistake of his life if he thinks that South Africa will sit

back and accept his provocative remarks."36 A South African business
representative arpued that trade would be difficult without diplomatic

/further that
ties, warning "Zimbabwe would immediately have problems with eil...and

export industry would be severely restricted uit%out access to the .c;ea."37
The ¢ross pressures under which Zimbabwe's foreign policy was made

were clearly observable in the case of relationships with freedom fighters.
The Zimbabwe Foreign Minister, Witness Mangwende, affirmed that Zimbabwe
had pledged "full support as a front-line state” to liberation movements in
Southern Africa and would "give every assistance possible within the context
of the DAU."38 The president of SWAPO, Sam Nujoma, was invited to attend
Zimbabwe-Namibia seolidarity celebrations and Zimbabwe publicly praised the
role played by the Cubans in Angols during a visit of thé Cuban Foreign
Minister. Zimbabwe became actively involved in negotiaticns over Namibia
and acted as a center of diplomatic pressure on Scuth Africa. The South
African military charged that Zimbabwe was supplying arms and fooﬁstuffs
to SWAPO guerrillas operating out of southern Angola.3

Towards the African National Congress (ANC) of South Africa, however,
the Zimbzbwe government was circumspeect, Mugahe said on the one hand that
"we stand firmly behind the liberation movements of South Africa...in their’

40

revolutionary endeavor to bring democracy." {n the other hand he regretted,

"we are simply not strong enough to give bases as such since there would be
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reprisals from South Africa.”dl The Scuth African Prime Minister, P.W.

Botha, attempting to tie ZImbabwe down yet tighter, stated in public and
private messages that the opening of an ANC office would be regarded as a
prelude to military actlon and would not pass unmolested. The July 1981
assassination in Salisbury of Joe Ggabi, a prominent ANC official, followed,
closely on the heels of an una%}unced decision by the Zimbabwe Cabinet to
permit the opening of an ANC office. Since that time, liheratiom movement
representatives and refugee groups from South Africa have been forced to
0pera£e underground Iin Zimbabwe.

i

2. Finangce. One thrust of the economic policy of the Mugabe povernment

wag to urge foreipn and domestic rcapital te contribute to redistributive

'
development. In an effort to maintain the confidence of the international
business and [inancial communities, assurances were given that profits
could be repatriated and that public debt obligations, even to Scuth Africa,
would be honored. This prapgmatic stance helped to stem impulses towards
a flight of capital and to create conditions under which national partici-
pation in the econowy could be brought about at measured pace. The govern-
mant made it clear that the siLate would intervene in sgrategic sectors
and that wages and working conditions would be Improved throughout the
economy .,

Tn peneral, the pattern uf ownership and control of capital in Zimbabwe
was left intact, but the first minor ndjystments, made as much for political
as ecooomic reasons, were simed at reducing South African influence. With
a grant {rom Nigeria, the Zimbahwe government purchased a centrelling in-
terest In the countty's only newspaper chain from the Argus group of

Johannesburg. A similar acqguisition was made of Rhobank (renamed 2imbank)

the third largest commercial bank in the country and previously owned by
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the Netherlands Bank of South Africa. Legislation was initiated to make
possible the removal of mineral marketing from mining companies and to
confer responsibility on the Zimbabwe government. Some multinational
companies changed thelr moéus operandi after independehce, in voluntary
response to government distaste for ties with South Africa. The Amax
corporation and the Dickinzon Robinson group, for example, transferred
operations in Zimbabwe from the control of the South African subsidiaries

to parent companies oversecas. The two largest banks, Standard and Barclays,
also teversed their UDL procedures by reorienting wansartions awry from
offices in South Afric% and back to beadquarters in Britain.

Nonetheless, ties of capital ownership remained. The stake of some fouth
African-controlled conglomerates loomed so large in Zimbabwe's asset base
that it was difficult to foresee rapid chanpge. Within three weeks of
independence, Prime Minister Mugabe met with ﬁarry Oppenheimer, chief
executive of the Angle-American Corporaticn to outline governmant policy.&
Anglo-American, along with other fu;eign companies, pressed in return
for investment guidelines and asserted that state participation would be
wclcomed.ég What 1irtle new investment occurted after Independence ap-
peared to come from Western Furope rather than South Africa. South African
firms, perhaps more leery than most of Mugabe's long-term intentions,
cngaged instead in takeovers of existing enterprises. The Anglo-American
purchase of Huletts, South Africa, for example, made for a highly concen-
trated pattern of owmership and control of the suger and cthanol Industries.
Local capital began to explore investments outside Zimbabwe, particularly
in Botswana, as its own way of diversifying portfolic and spreading risk.

The leakage of capital through white cmigration was not significant,

due largely te the tight currency restrictions inherited and reinforced by
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field commanders in Tete and Manica provinces, MNR forces are regularly
resupplied at night, and FRELIMO forces lack the communications and air
support to prevent these air-drops. Mozambique's long coas;]ine is also
ideally suited for naval landings which are becoming more frequent.
Captured MNR documents' suggest that this is the preferred route--it is
much cheaper for South Africa, and Mozambique's fledging navy cannot
patrol effectively. In addition to the small arms, mortars, mines and
anti-aircraft weaponry, Mozambican officials acknowledge that the MNR
receives communications equipment which is far more sophisticated than
that available to their own forces. This enables MNR bands to maintain
contact with South Africa, whose reconnaissance planes flying inside
Mozambique provide valuable fnformation on Mozambican troop movements.

Western diplomats in Maputo estimate the MNR numbers at about
5,000--appreciably lower than Ohlakama claimed of 17,000 armed soldiers.
Most MNR recruits seem tc have been coerced into joining. According to
Sara Muchalima, "The bandits came to my house and told my parents I had
to go with them. My father refused, but they beat him up, tied my hands,
and with a gun to my head tock me to their base at Garangua."8 John
Burleson, British ecologist held prisoner by the MNR for sever.. months,
reporied seeing hundreds of forced recruits who were kept under armed
gluar'd.9

Mevertheless, Mozambique's sericus econgmic problems make MNR
recruitment that much easier. Droughts, which the MNR attribute to the
alienated ancestors, the Mozambican government's failure to providé suf-
ficient suppert for the family farming sector, and the lack of consumer

goods in parts of Manica, Sofala and Inhambane provide fertile ground for

16-453 0—83——2
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the Mugabe government. The more serious loss was that of skills needed
to maintain proddction'and services in Zimbabwe.aﬁ The majority of emi-
grants, 62 percent since independence, went to Sourh Africa.&s Along with
about 250,000 former Portuguese colonists, the 45,000 Rhodesians who went
to South Afriea From 1977 to 1981 created heavy employment demands on the
South African economy. As a dissatisfied and vocal minority, these proups
helped to reinforce racial prejuodice in  South Africa and fan opposition to
black governments. As for skilled blacks, Zimbabwe will derive some benefit
from tke 20,000 contract workers to be withdrawn in 1982 from South Africa
due to the Zimhabwe government closure of the Wenela lator recruitment
agency. The main question was whether the Zimbabwe economy, particularly
mining, could expand fast enough to absorb them. Ironicazlly, this depended
alreod
In part on new investments in a sector where South African capitalkheld a
substantial share and where the Zimbabwe government hsd spearheaded state
intervéntion.

3. Trade. At independence, trade between the two countries was of
greater economie Importance to Zimbabwe than to South Africa. Zimbabwe had
19 percent of its total trade with South Africa, whereas South Africa had
just 6 percent with the whole of Africa. 46 The firsq}ué years generally
showed the inertia of trade relationships. Zimbabwe was able to increase
exports of primary commoditles, principally to Western Evrope as a result
of entry into the Ldmg trade pact in November 19B80. Indeed, the ;eestab—
lishment of pre-UDJ patterns began before independence with the relaxation
of sanctiuné and the resumption of direct trade contacts in late 1979, |
With the reduction of rosts Involved In conduocting international business
in secret, Zimbabwe's terms of trade began to improve.47 Exports boomed.

But the reorientation of trade to SADCC or other Third World or nen-Westerm
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countries was a structural task that was barely begun by 1982.

The main bone of contention over trade between Zimbabwe and South
Africa was the renewal of the préferential trade agreement (PTA). Just aa
the PTA was at first used by South Africa tc express political support fof
Smith, so it was applied In an effort to ex;ct politicalhconceésions from
Hugabe, In March 1981, the South African delegatifon to the PTA renewal
talks in Salisbury unexpectedly declated.an intention to revoke the agree-
ment. The Zimbabweans were nevertheless assured that renegotiation was
possible within the twelve-month period remaining before Lhe PT;;actually
lapsed. The South Africans wanted a Cabinet Minister to represent the
Zimbabwe government at renegotiation talks in Pretoria. %he Zimbabweans
refused on the grounds that such a visit would viclate the suspension of
diplomatie relations and constitute tacit recognition of South Africa.

In dariug Muhammed to come to the mountain, the South Africans were testing
the rcsolve of the Zimhahwean government to stand by ité declared diplomatic
position.hs

There is little doubt that the loss of preferentiai access to South
African markets would be serious to Zimbabwe. In 1930, 41 percent of all
manufactured exports went to South Africa and 60 percent of these were
covered by the PTA. Without the PTA, manufactured gocds would be subject
to higher tariffs and surcharges, an end to quotas, and the need for new
import permits. Under these conditlons, Zimbabwe producers would likely
be priced out of the South—Afrigan market. The estimated direct impact
in Zimbabwe would be an annual loss or.i$50 million in foreign exchange énd
a permanent loss of &500 manufacturing jobs.ag In any case Zimbabwe appeared
to be losing its competitive edge due to a drop in industrial productivicy

after independence and a decline iIn the exchange rate of the Zimbabwe
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dollar in relation tc the South African Rand.SD A temporary continuation of
the PTA would at least provide an opportunity for export production and trade
diversification to be %ursued wlth vigor.
The signal given by South Africa was that initiatlves for trade
ldisengagement could come From both sides. The onus was imposed all the

more heavily on Zimbabwe to build new markets. Yet the first two years
of indefendence did not provide much cause for optimism. The EEC and Lom§
cosignatories ShOHBdlitéle interest in manufactured goods from Zimbabwe,
though some openings for textiles and footwear seemed possible in Eastern
Eurépe. Nor were the SADCC countries well positioned te take up the

F <l

slack. Although Botswana hnported goods from South Africa thac Zimbabwe

produced, it was restraiesdfrom switching its source of supply by commit-

ments vnder the South African Customs Union. Zambla and Malawi lacked
the foreign exchange to purchase Zimbabwean manufactured goods and continuell
to turn to suppliers like South Africa that could offer generous cfedit
terms.. Greater botential for expanded trade seemed to exist with
Mozambique, p;ovided Zimbabwe could use exports in kind to paf for import
trangit costs, ‘

The one success that Zimbabwe registered as a regiomal supplier was

with malze, following the bumper harvest of 1981. With a potential export

capacity of at least half a million tonnes per annum, Zimbabwe promised
to undercut South Africa's state-subsidised maize price and to replace the

Republic as key regional supplier. Zimbabwe's advantage was particularly marked with'
Aregard to tountries in the immediate vicinity such as Zambia, Zaire and

Hozambique.SI

4. Transport , Due to transport realig£menta afrer 1976, Zimbabwe
inherited a situat?on where 80 to 90 percent of trade, including oil
imperts, passed through South Africa. 1In this light, the partial switcl
back to Mozambican routes between 1980 and 1982, particularly for

strategic fuels, was a significant achievement by the Zimbabwean government.
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This is not to say that all transpert bottlenecks were broken. By
1980 Zimbabwe had passed through the gsarly stages of Import substitution
and possesced a suphist}cated set of productive industries which required
substantial infusions of inputs from the outside uorld.52 Economic growth
in the Industrizl and manufacturing sectors was crit;callg tied to the
generation of forelgn exchange to purchase capital and intermediate inputs.
Forcign exchange cou;d only be earned if Zimbabwean exports got to market:
In the second . year of independence transportation delays impeded trade
and contributed to chronic shertages of foreign exchange. South ﬂfrica

continued to intercede in the movement of essential commodities across

'its own territery and, in a departure in relations with Zigbabwe, was im+
plicated in disruptions of transportation in adjacent countries.
The!g?%gsure point was a famillar one. Scuth African Railways,

claiming that demand for rail transport was up by 130 percent in the first
eight mbnths of Zimbabwe independence, hegan to extend the time taken‘to
return railroad wagens. Loadings per day, particularly of diesel fuel
tankers, were reduced, In APTi1981 South Africs withdrew ‘25 railroad
locomotives loaned to the previous government. This, coupled with the exo-
dus of skilled arrisans frem the Rational Railways, which dmpaired maintenance
capabllities, meant that in 1981 Zimbabwe could call upon fewer than half
of its 275-strong fleet.53 By September, the transport system was in crisis.
The national supply of diesel fuel dipped to a Lhree~déy TeEELVeE ;t the
height of demand for read and rail transport to move the maize crop. Zim-
babwe was forced to turn down export orders, some from African countries, and
to stockpile maize, steel and 5ugar.54 Losses in export earnings amounted
to almest 2§7 millien a week.

in response to these unfolding events, Zimbabwe pushed ahead with a

realipnment of trade and fuel supply routes. By the end of 1381, 27 percent
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of general trade and about 35 percent of petroleum products, mostly gaso-
line, came through Mozambique. The principal route was again the railroad
from Maputo. Due te an tncrease In domestic demand for fuels in Zimbabwe,
as well as inefficlencles and derailments in Mezambigque, however, shortages
of diesel and pasoline persisted. A permanént solutiep was meanwhile sought
in the rehabilitiation of the Beira-Umtali pipeline. Even theough the re-
opening of the pipeline wa; technically feasible by the epd of 1981, two
political events iutervened. First, a bridge over the Pungwe River carrying
the road, rail and pipeline inks to Beira was blown up in November 1981.
Although quickly repaired, the damage demonstratced the vulnerability of
alternative lifelines. Second, the Zimbabwe and Mozambican povernments
had difficulty in agreeing on a pipeline tariff. At issue was whether the
royalty to be charged should include compensation to Mozambigue for freight
chargeg to be lost on the Maputo rail line. Despite the fact that Mozam-
bican routes had previously been by Far_ihe cheapest, tﬁe final %ipeline
.agreement regged charges at a level Toughly equivalent to oil imports through
South Africa.55
Despite setbacks, there were indications ip 1982 that Zimbabwe's
transport quandaries were casing rather than worsening. The arrival of
replacement locomotives from the United States and Canada and railroad
technicians from India improved internal operations. Plans For railroad
electrification promised an altornative to reliance on diesel fuels, The
pipeline, ance fully operational, should permit Zimbabwe to dispense
entérely with fuel shipments through South Africa. Along with seme other
SADCC countries, Zimbabwe pledged to end all import and export traffilc with

that country within ten yYears. Much will depend on whether Mozambican

ports can be made larger and more efficient with aid from donors to SADCC)
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From the outset the Zimbabwe goverrment tried to persuade businessm.
use alternatives to trade routes and supply sources In South Africa. Bu,
structural linkages die hard. That - +the business community in Zim-

babwe did not respond favorably tec appeals to bulld ecast-west economic

began to emerge ae a problem for both the Zimbabwe

linkeges across the subcontinent and Nozambigue governmentt.

5. Military. At the Commonwealth Prime Ministers' Confevence in
Canberra, Australia in October 1981 Mugabe stated that "South Africa
1s not engaged in a game of sport with us; it is creating havoc, destroying

56

our economy and destabilizing our position.' At meerings of the Frone-
line States in Lusaka and Blantyre in 1981, South Africa was Com;;mned for
attacks on neighboring countries and Fbrtraining dissident political exilcs
from several co.uncries.s7 Mugabe interpreted Scuth Africa’s military

strategy in regional terms: to assert hegemonic control across the scouthern

subcontinent from the Atlantie to Indian Oceans.58

In the first twe years of independence Zimbabwe was affected by
military acfions and incidents of sabotage beyond her horders. The raid em
the ANC complex at Matola, Mozambique in January 1981 in which a former
Selogs Scout was killed, indicated that trained Rhodesians with an intimate

knowledge of the terrain of Zimbabwe were operating within the South African
Defence Force. The demolition of navigation buoys in Beira harbor in Qctober

1981 wae conducted by a seaborne commande unit, widely presumed to be
South African. The Pungwe bridge explosion and derailments on the Maputo line

were hlamed by the Machel government on the Mozambique Resistance Movement
{HRM)}. This group was firet cosponsored by the Rhodesian and Scuth African
military intellipence services to undermine the FRELIMO povernment, though
since 1980 logistical support and technical personnel came exclusively via
South Africa. The.MRH appeared to be able to move back and forth across
the Mozambique-Zimbabwe frontier and was one of the main reasons that the

two countries reached agreement on mutnal defense. With respect to dissidents
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from Zimbabwe, Mugabe made frequent accusations that South Africa was
training several thousénd UARC supporters at a base east of HMessina in tho
northern Transvaal for Insurgency and destabilization within Zimbabwe.59

While difficult to verify in all cases, the popular percéptinn <in
Zimbabwe was that South Africa was to blame for all anti-government inci-
dents. Official analyses implied a South African role in the following
events: a plot tc assassinate leaders and dignitaries at the Zimbabwe
Independence celebrations; a major arms theft from Cranborne harracks and
the sabotage of an ammmition depor at Inkomo barracks; the assabsination of
the ANC's Joe -3gabi; the escape of a white army officer accused of spying
for South Africa; and the explosion which severely damage& the ZANU(PF}
party headquarters in Salisbury in December 1581. .

The heightrming of international hostiliries had the unfortunate domestic
effect in Zimbabwe of undermining the government's policy of racial and
politi;al reconciliation. Zimbabwe's first two yvears passed under state
of emergency legislation. Doubt was ecast upon the loyalty of Zimbahwean
nationals, particularly whites, who might harbor sympathies for the apart-
heid regime. Mugabe publicly warned Ian Smith of arrest if he tried “to
collaborate™ with South Africa.60 One Republican Frent M.P., described és

having "one foot in Zimbabwe and one foot elsewhere," was charped along

with three other vhites with seeking support from ZIPRA to overthrow the

government.61 Joshua Nkomo was tarred with the same brush when he was

dismiszed from the povernment of national unity in February 1962. Alle-

gatlons were made that he had twice approached South Africa to support a’
62

coup attempt.

Nonethelesa, Mugabe was Insistent that the door of reconciliation

remain apen to other partles and people, black and white, willing to work
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with ZANU(PF). WNot only was it sensible to try to avold creatding dis-
affected minorities which South Africa could expleit to its own advantage,
but, more important , one of the chief assets Zimhabwe could deploy againkt

South Africa was an image af a popular, unified, and multiracial democracy.

Conelusion: Dependence and Riposte

The first twa years of the new South Africa-Zimbabwe relationship

was a time of testing. In April 1980 both sides could have benefited from

‘a breathing space. Zimbabwe in particular needed to find dts fe¥t after a
debilitating civil war. South Africa was preoccupied with decolonizing
Namibia on favorable terms and managing tensions at home éngendered by
propozals of apartheid reform, Yet no respite was forthcoming. Simply by
adhering to their minimum positions, Zimbabwe and South Africa were drawm
into confrontatien. Mutual concessions were necessary to prevent relations
deteri;rating beyand cnntrui.

By late 1981 the relationship had reverted to a well-wern pattern in
which South Africa held the Zimbahwe economy hostage. Magabe's thoughtful
vision of political noninterference and economic coexistence was replaced
by accusations against South Africa as "a rabid racist regime gone wild in
our neighbourhood and constituting a serious danger."63 By ecarly 1982,
both sides had pulled back from the brink and relations began to improve.
Zimbabwe taned down invective against apartheid in the official media,
quictly secured the resignation of the Zimbabwean Foreign Minister from
the chairmanship of the CAU Liberation Commitree, and tock the initiative
to reopen negotiations on tra&e and transport. Concessions from Scuth
Africa included the return of locomotives, more expediﬁious delivery of
fuels, and abandonment of the requireﬁent that the PTA and railroad negotia-

continuation of He
tions be conducted at Ministerial level. Both sides agreed to a temporary ,
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preferential trade agreement in March 1982.

But mementarsy reconciliation does not mean that basic issues of structural
dependence were settled. Conflict will builld and recur. Even as trade
nepotiations started up again, Zimbabwe reiterated firm support for libera-
tion ar a SADCC meeting in Mapute attended by ANC President Oliver Tambo.

continued 10 Prepare fora Seige by
Mesnwhile South Africaaannouncng increases in military service requiremepts
for white males. The consistent thewe in South Africa's performance in
the repion was the use of cconomic and military superiority to reduce
political pressures from neighbors to the nerth. Conversely, Zimbabwe
combined with other Frontline States to extend the momentum of politicai
liberatiom suu;huard and to drive towards independent ecconomic development,

The case of Zimbabwe-South Africa relations ralises two refinements to
coenventional assertions about dependency. First, sitvations of strurtural
dependence are nol entirely intractible., Small states can use their poli-
tical Independence Lo carve oul an arena for a redicten  of freedom of
action. In two years, Zimbabwe was able to move towards its objective of
political disengagement in the contéxt of economic ties. It was even able
to bepin to build alternmative :nﬁaﬁnxfunu linkapes. The option was also ta ken
to combine with others into a regional and international front in the
quest for the political isolation of South Africa. While political
solidarity is eclearly not a sufficient condition for econcomic disengage-—
ment and collective self-reliance, it is surely a necessary one.

Sccond, dominant states cannot always fully achieve their foreign
policy objectives. UDespite holding the stronpest cconomic and military
cards, South Africa was unable to obtain a quick eond to the white settler
rebellion in Rhodesia or to dnstall its choscn black candidate as leader

in Zinbabwe., Similarly, South African destabilization is not guaranteed

16-453 0O--83——11
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to weaken the commitment of Zimbabwe to liberation support. Indeed, the
npposite pufbtome could result and levels of confrontarion and viclence
could easlly rise.

In short, the dependency framework does constitute a useful set of
general assumptions that set the stage for analyzing relations between

strong and wesk states. The Zimbabwe-South Africa rase requires no rerrpat
particudarty if Such €ffeds are Seen fuappl
to all parties invoixe
from the position that ccownomic dependence constrains pollcy ch01ce,ﬂ But

a complete analysis of relarions herween particular states alse rvequires
that the various dimemsjons of dependency be analyzed scparatel§ and that

room be left for autcnomous pelitdical riposte.

Postscript: TFuture Relaticons

The bilateral connection between Zimbabwe and South Africa will become
increa;ingly influenced by wider international considerations. The
opportunities asnd vonstraints on foreign policy makers will be shaped not
only by domestic political developments, but by the exertien of other
interests from the region and the world. B§ way of conclusion, a few
thoughts are olfered on the lactors likely te determine future Zimbabwe—-
South Africa relations.

1. Big Powers. Thc West has a considerable stake in the economic
resources and political stability of Southern Africa.. Western influence
is cxerted simultancously on South Afvica and the Frontline States to
rescolve differences peaceably. The Réﬁan policy of "constructive engage¥
ment" and the U.5. refusal to condemn Soutl Africa in the 1.N. for raids
into Angola have been a shot in the arm for Pretoria and the cause of

anger and suspicion throughout black Africa. 0On the other hand, Western
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MNR overtures. So does the MNR's manipulation of tribal divisions and
appeals to Shona chiefs, spirit mediums and "traditional™ Shona values.
Whatever the initial attraction of these appeals, widescale
ptundering and increasing terrq:ism quickly evaperate support for the
MNR and alienate the rural population which, above all else, wants to
be left alone. Western missionaries living along the Mozambican-Zimbabwe
border reported that in December 1980, the MNR taunched a terrorist cam-
paign around Espangabera in Manica "beheading Machel loyalists, abducting
girls, and press-ganging young men into service."gi Peasants from Gaza who
fled to Zimbabwe also spoke of repeated MNR atrocities. "At Madura, they
came and demanded money and food. They accused some people of being in-
formers for government forces and cut off the nose, 1ips and ears of a
nunber of people. Them they told them to go and report to FRELIMO."10
Reports filtering in from the bush make it clear that these are
not isolated acts by a few disaffected MNR members, but rather reflect
the underiying strategy of an organization committed to banditry, maraud-
‘ing and terrorism. A captured SéﬁﬁTt‘\Baque, admitted that he and his
comﬁatriots were ordered to rob and terrorize the popﬁTation in order
to discradit the govermuent. "We cut off many people's ears," he said.

e sent them off and said, 'Now go to FRELIMO and say that we've been

vutl

here. One -high-ranking Western diplomat, who admitted that he was

initially skeptical, now finds "reports of widespread MNR barbarism

credible.” In one of its bloodic . actions, this August terrorists

stopped a packed train fifty miles no. .o of Beira and raked it with
L

12

machine gune- fire killing fourteen and wounding fifty others,

These tactics, together with the MNR's reliance on narrow tribal
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doners have made'substanfial financial contributions to Zimbabwe's effort
at growth with equity and economic 1liberatdion. This is an expression
both of genuine support for Mugabe's policies and of the wish to keep
Zimbabwe involved with ties to the West.

Uéstern pressure on both sides is likely to be used iz the search for a
pelitical settiement in Scuth Africa, as it was before in Zimbabwe. Tor
example, Kissinger intervened in 1976 to get Vorster and Nyerere to deliver
Smith and the Zimbabwean nationalists to the ncgotiating table. Similarly
in 1981, the Western contaet group appeared to have played an imffortant
part in urging Botha and Mugabe to reduce tensions.ﬁﬁ Huch will therefore
depend in Zimbahwe-Scuth African relations o2 reaéLions flom the West to
destabilirzation activities by South Africa. The more overt and dramatic
South African intervention becomes, the more likely that the Western powersy
particula;ly the United States, will urge South Africa to lower the level
aof con%lict. Zimbabwe 1is séen by the West as a center ef stability in the
region, not ooly as a potential growth pole, but as an important transpory
conduit for stratcpgic minerals from Zawbia and Zaire. Western objectiuns‘
are therefore likely to be stronger to incursions into Zimbabwe than to
similar actions directed at Angela and Mozambique.

One likely consequence of South African-initiated instability in
Zimpabwe and throughout the region will be to keep the superpowers invel-
ved there. South Africa might even prefer this inasmuch as Soviet activity
provides South Africa with a rationgle for continuing to meddle in other
countries. The ironic thing here 1s that access to Southern Africa by
Cuba, North ¥orea, Eastern Furcpe and the Soviet Union is made more certain
by the very instability that South Africa is prometing. This suggests that

South Africa's real concern 1s not Soviet activity in the region. TInstead
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it uses Soviet activlty as a peint of leverage agalnst the West, as an

excuse for regional Interventions, and as a pretext for domesric suppressilon.
In this way Southern Africa may come to resemble the Middle East where one
major power dominates its.neighbors in military terms, but 1s incapable of
stabilizing the situation.65 For Zimbabwe and South Africa then, muech

will depend on whose version of the causes cf regional instability comes, to
be more broadly accepted, and acted upon, by the big powers.

2. SADCC. A second crucial determinant in the future course cof
Zimbabwe-South African relations haos to de with regipnal d%velopments.
The wost important of these is the progress made by the Scuthern African
D;velopmcnt Coordination Conference {SADCC) and its related organs such
as the Southern African Transport and Communications Commission (SATCCi
in reducing dependency upon Scuth Africa. SADCC was formed in July 1979
at a meeting in Arusha, Tanzania. Tt marked an effort by the Frantline
States to agree upcen a program of action for development cooperation in
Southern Africa, At the SADCC summit held in Lusaka, Zambia, on April 1,
1980, a Formal declaration, "'Southern Africa: Toward Economic Liberatiom,"
was signed by the nine majority-rule states of Southern Africa. 1In it they
orrounced their commitment o work together for economic liberation and
integrated development and to strive to reduce their economic dependence
on external states, particularly South Africa. Since these organizaricnal
meetings, literally dozens of bilateral and multilatersl talks have been
held throughout Southern Africa to pursue SADCC initiatives. All observers
have been impressed by the speed with which SADCC has been organized and

the seriousness witﬁ which it 4s pursuing 1ts goals.66
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Althéugh SADCC aims at the considerable restructuring of regional
econoﬁic life, its major focus so far has been on the complex Issue of
transport and communication. Thils 1s the area in which SADCC countrifs
are most exposed to South African pressureand this is of particular
importance to the landlocked countries. For Zimbabwe, the key transport
and communication projects have to do with Mozamhique, for it 1s Mozambican
ports which alone offer the hope for ultimate release from the South
African transport vise. Mozambique's needs are great, however. Itse
ports have to be upgraded, rail heds_imprnved, equipment added,‘;eople
trained and much more. Moreover, as tecent sabotage of bridges, roads,
plpeline and harbor have shown, Zimbabwe's exir routes through Mozam-
bique rcmain precariocus.

Zimbabwe :as one other special responsibility. It bas been asked
to coordinate all issues of food security for the SADCC countries.
Zimbabwe's rich agricultural sector makes it an obvious choice for this
task, but its ability to lead the way toward SADCC food security
without recourse to South Africa will depend upon Zimbabwek abilicy to
develop reliable transport and sustain domeétic production. Neither
ie a certainty. In addition, Zimbabwe's role as a regional supplier
of manufactured goods will only be rcalized if other SADCC countries
are willing and able to generate demand and make payment. The success of
all SADICC initiativés depends upon a healthy rate of economic development
in the mcmbgr countries.

The SADCC vision of a future Southern Africa with cconomic dependencf
upon South Africa reduced or eliminated is a compelling one. But how
realistic 1s it? fhe weakness of the SADCC idea lies in its extreme
suscepribility to South African machinations. Whether through the direct

application of military force or the more subtle manipulation of aid,
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eredits, food supplles and transport access, South Africa for the moment
holds the regiQn in its grip. Just as South Africa seems to have a stake
~in keeping the Soviet:Union and other communist states active im the
reglon, so it has a stakerin SADCC's failure. This béing the case, Zim—
babwe and the o£her SADCC countries face the formldable task of holding
South Africa in check while moving toward economie liberatlon. Their

ability to do so must remaln, for now, an open questiom.

3. Domestic Developments. Future relatione will be determined

also by the evolution of domestic power and polilcy struggles withiin
Zimbabwe and South Africa. As ZANIJ{PF) completes the transition to
power so Robert- Mugabe is placed under growing demands to meet the
expectations of his followers. To date he has resisted admoaitions
from within the party for a rapid and radical redistributien of econo- !
mic assets, including those owned from South Africa. He is not likely
to mové precipitously, elther to close the border ar to confiscate
South African property, for as long_as Zimbabwe depends on southern
tradé routes- and Western development finance. He may nonetheless be

sl rgehy as aresponse to 9envine cotes of outeide .
propelled inte continued verbal antipathy with South AfricaA in+4rF€rence,bufcﬂ50

, todiverk attenticn Framm
to provide blame for shortages of imports or}polltlcal divisions at home.

2&5 black resistance swells In South Africa, so the Zimbabwe leadership
will be rawn further into the gathering conflict. Thelir view is that
economic liberation for Zimbabwe and political liberation for South Africa
are two sides of the same coin. Each will be_central in determining the
development prospects of Zimbabwe in the years ahead.

Nor 1is South Africa unconstrained in taking initiatives or selecting
responses in 1ts relations with countries to the north. The government

there does not wish to incur the displeasure of rhe West by engaging,
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particularly in Zimbabwe, in forms of destabflization that are too blatant
or damaging., The risk is also present of inadvertently triggering a larger
military involvement by the Eastern bloc than South Africa can easlly con-
tain. Hence South Africa is likely to restrict its activities so as to
maintain only low levels of instability. It will seek to weaken and
undermine African povernments but, especially in the case of Zimbabwe,

will probably stop short of trying to overthrow :hem.i?;he possibilicy
always exists that carefully calibrated policies have unintended con-
sequences or chat sﬁifts in domestic politics bring changes of policy
emphasis. South Africa’s approach to countries like Zimbabwe so far has
combined the carrot (CONSAS) with the stick (SADF). Each aspect of this
dual policy hasz its domestic constituency., One Ene hand, the Scuth African
Foreign Ministry, the industrial and financisl cowmunities, and

_verligte opinion favor pragmatic economic relations with neighbers. On

the other hand, the political right wing, the small manufacturcrs, and
elements within the SADF will continue to regard econcmic ties as strenglhen-—
ing South Africa’'s enemies and to be predisposed to favor military actlons.
If past performance is any guide, South &frica's orientation will depend
centrally on leadership perception of state security, on both the domestic
and international frents. If unchallenged, South Africa’s lcaders can

live with any kind of stable regime on their bordere; if threatened, they
will lash out.

Our prognosis then Is necessarily sobefing. Two prouvd and resolute
countries, deeply linked by history, find themselves sharply divided on
nearly every crucial questior of future reglonal relations, both cconomic
and political. Though each country has pragmatic and imstrumental reasons

for holding its hostility in check, we would have to be naive to suggest

that lasting amity is around the corner. Until a single vision of the Eutwre
of Southern Africa and its people can 4. shared throughout the region, a

future of stress and Incipient conflict seems inevitable.
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appeals directed exclusively at Shona-speaking peoples, only one of a

dozen ethnic and cultural groups in the country, belie its claim that it

is a nationalist movement of freedom fighters disillusioned with the
FRELIMO Party's Marxist strategx. Apart from its anti-communist rhetoric,
it lacks any political program and has made no effort to organize the
peasants in the areas in which it operates. The American Charge d'Affaires
acknowledged that "its political program is flimsy at best” and Western
diptomats in Maputo doubt that the MNR can unseat FRELIMO, Mozambique's
governing party. A}l the evidence suggests that it is little more than

an arm of South African securjty.

Nevertheless, the MNR is an important arm and has played a sig-
nificant role in Pretoria‘s Undeclared economic, political, and psycho-
Togical war against Mozambique and its SADCC a2llies. Roving hands re-
peatediy attack strategic economic targets, cutting railroad lines, mining
roads and bridges, interdicting traffic, and plundering communal villages,
state farms and shops. In many parts of Sofala, Manica and Inhambane
their actions have parzlyzed the already fragile rural economy. MR
forces haye also disrupted key deveiopment projects. In May 1982 Sweden
evacuated fifty technicians working on a major reforestration project in
Manica which is to supply a multi-miilion dollar wood processing and paper
Industry. Mineral prospecting and geological surveys in Sofala, Zambesia,
and Manica were also disrupted earlier this year.

But South Africa's main target right now appears to be SADCC.

At the SADCC crganizing conference in 1980 the member nations agreed
that strengthening the transportation and communications Yirks, without

which all other forms of regional ccoperation are impractical, had to
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receive the highest priority. About $600 million was pledged by foreign
denors for transportation projects, inc¢luding upgrading Mozambican rail-
raad lines and increasing the port capacities of Beira and Maputo so that
land-locked Swaziland, Botswana; Zimbabwe, Matawi, and Zambia could divert
their traffic from Sodth African ports. Preliminary indications suggest
thaiizﬁzmggﬂcc transportation network international commerce s gradually
being redirected away from South African ports; Zimbabwe, for example,
which was totally dependent on Sputh African ports during the Smith re-
gime, exported 30 million tons through Maputo in 1980 and 203 mi!]ipn
tons in 1981, as well as an additional 3166 million tons through the ad-
jacent port of Matola.

The importance of the two raiiroad lines from Zimbabwe to Maputo
and Beira to this strategy explains the insistence of Scuth African
security officials in their 1980 meeting with Dhlakama that both be
regularly sabotaged, In fact, this has occurred repeatedly. The latest
attack on the Tine from Maputo to Zimbabwe took place in July 1982,
cutting service for fifty days. Although it is ncw cpen, many Zimbabwean
companies have decided to continue relying on Durban despite the appreci-
ahly Tower cost of shipping through Maputo and the ten-day shorter turn-
around time there, when all runs well. The port of Beira, historically
Zimbabwe's major international outlet, has suffered the most. Last year
Zimbabwe exported only 55,000 tons through Beira, a mere fraction of pre-
sanctions trade. Mozambican officials acknowledge that MKR attacks "have
created a profound sense of insecurity and discredited the port in the
eyes cof many Zimbabwean firms."®

Early this year the Mozambican leadership turned its attention to
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combafting the escalating MNR threat. A number of miscalculations, in-
cluding the replacement of guerrillas with a conventional army, and the
dishanding of many rural militia units when the Rhodesian government fell,
left the country unprepared for the MNR's resurgence in late 1980. To
regain the confidence*and support of peasants living in the war zones,

in May 1982, FRELIMO reactivated more than 1,500 former guerrillas, many
of whom are organized in counterinsurgency forces, whose job it is to
harass the MNR deep in the bush. It also strengthened the rural militia.
As of August 1982, abput 40 percent of the adult rural population in
Sofala was armed, and -in the capital the newly-formed militia boasted
upwards of 30,000 men and women. Moreover, since January more than 770
MNR bandits have been killed and another 200 captured.

Nevertheless, Mozambican authorities acknowledge that combatting
the MNR is just the first skirmish in a lengthy struggle with the MNR's
backer--theapartheid regime of South Africa. That regime has invested
a great deal, and is likely to invest even more, to ensure that the SADCC
nations remain in a perpetual state of economic dependency.

grpliert

White disclaiming any*Tinks with the MNR, South Africa maintains
that 1tsﬁ;g;eats and military actions are necessary countermeasures
against both the ANC, which Pretoria claims has bases in Mozambique, and
Mozambigue's decision to deploy sophisticated weapons on the South African
border. Both claims are vigorously denied by high Mnzambican officials,
including President Machel, who have explicitly and publicly linited the
official ANC presence in Southern Mozambigue to a handful of offices.
Moreover, it is hard to imagine how that country's antiquated tanks, the

handful of MIG-17 jets and 3150 miliian military budget could pose a
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a threat to South Africa whose arsenal includes some of the most advanced
weapon systems in the world financed by a 1981-82 budget estimated at
$2.75 biliion.13 Western diplomats with whom I spoke share my skepticism
pointing out that above all else Mozambique wants to avoid a direct con-
frontation with South*Africa which would have devastating economic con-
sequences. Several, however, have suggested that the substantial esca-
lation of ANC military operations in the Transvaal and other areas ad-
jacent to Mozambique suggests that the Mpzambican government is unable

to patrol the long unmarked frontiers through which the guerrillas seem

to pass.

I would like to conclude my testimony by addressing the question
af U.5. foreign policy. To the extent that the Reagan administration chooses
to view events in Southern Africa through the prism of the Cold War and
edopts a pro-South African pesture, its policies send a signal to Pretoria--
a sigral that aggression against South Africa's neighbors is acceptable.
The failure of the Reagan administration to condemn South African ag-
gression and the reign cf terror which the South African-backed MNR has
infticted on unarmed men, women, and children in Mozambique can only re-
inforce Pretoria's bellicose attitude., Finally, there are ominous signs
that U.S. agencies are or were cooperating with the South African war-
machine, The most relevant for this discussion is the February 1980 ex-
posure of CIA activities in Mozambique, including documented charges
that American agents passed on information which facilitated the South
African attack on the Maputo suburbs,14 charges which, to the best of

my knowledge, Washington has never denied or refuted.
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Clearly, the U.S5. policy toward Sputhern Africa must be reversed,
The major cause of regional instability is the system of racial oppression
in South Africa. Until the apartheid regime is dismantied, peace and
stability will he impossible. The United States government must be un-
equivocal on this point. More ;pecifica11y, to avoid any misunderstanding
or misreading of "signals,"” the Reagan administraticn should condemn
South African attacks on Mozambique and the other Front-Line States as
well as the atrocities committed by Southern African-backed guerriilas.
The time has also come to appoint an ambassador to Mozaﬁbique and to re-
move Mozambique frem the economic blacklist.

To be sure, the goverﬁment of Mozambique is pursuing a socialist
path of development. But it is also pursuing a non-aligned policy.
Witness its autonomous position cn Zimbabwe, Namibia, the Sino-Soviet

reAval
split, its refusal to provide mid++tery bases to the Soviet Union, and
its recent military agreement with Portugal. The Reagan administration's
increasing ties to Pretoria and its unwillingness, along with most other

NATO nations, toc candemn South African-sponsored aggressian are, however,

narrowing Moczambique's international options.
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DocumEenT No. 1

Introduction: This report refers to a work session between the delegation of the
M.N.R. and the representatives of the South African government indicated in
early contacts.

Subject: Resupply, political situation of M.N.R., and suggestions for assistance,

The work began about 8:45 a.m.

After having welcomed the delegation to the M.N.R. represented by His Excel-
lency the Supreme Chief,' Colonel Van Nikerk,? representative of the South Afri-
can government, began by referring to the ways in which South African aid would
assist our struggle, He stated that they had finished the first phase of training sol-
diers evacuated from Zimbabwe, and they were being moved to the interior. Also
reached were the objectives discussed at the previous meeting concerning work in
the interior. With regard to this, he noted the opening of fronts in Gaza and Inham-
bane,® and the interruption of rail traffic on the Beira-Umtali line,? and of road
traffic on the Inchope-Villa Franca Save road.s

As a means of enlarging our struggie, the South Africans ordered: interrupting
rail traffic from Malvernia to Gwelo (Zimbabwe); maintaining bases near to the
South African border; opening a front in the province of Maputo; provoking urban
incidents in the cities of Maputo and Beira. These tasks will be launched between
now and December of 1981

The Scuth African representative expressed his wish to resupply our forces
monthly, but raised the problem with the parachutes, criticizing the attitude of our
soldiers who damage them, by cutting the cords. He added that we must remember
that each parachute costs 500 rands.

His Excellency the Supreme Commander, thanked the South Africans for the as-
sistance given and the way in which decisions made at the previous meeting were
carried out. He spoke of the need to acquire more arms. We presently have many
recruits who are not armed and we also need a lot of ammunition which is used up
quickly and is essential for the advance of our struggle. Material urgently needed
include A. K. arms and ammunition, R.P.G.7 and rockets, and 60 mm mortars and
howitzers.

The South African representative then suggested that future resupplying would
be through the Indian Ocean, i.e. by sea, which would be very easy for the South
Africans. In the meantime, they are waiting for more detailed study on this ques-
tion . . .

M.N.R. Military Training Camp at Zoebastad, 25th of October of 1980.

THE SECRETARY (GENERAL,
Raur ManvueL DoMiNGos,
Chief Secretary.
Jose DoMINGOS,
Second Secretary.
Afonso Macacho Marceta Jacame [sic),
Seen, The Supreme Chief of the National Resistance of Mozambique.

DocumMEeNT No, 2
MOZAMBICAN NATIONAL RESISTANCE

GENERAL COMMAND

Important notes from a meeting between the Mozambican National Resistance
delegation and representatives of the South African government.

! The Bupreme Chietf or S8upreme Commander of the Mozambican National Resistance is
Afonso Macacho Marceta Dhlakama, who assumed this position in June 1980. He is also re-
ferred to as the President of the M.N.R.

2 Colone]l Van Nikerk referred to in other documents as “Charlie” or “Colonel Charlie’ is a
member of South African Military Intelligence.

* Gaza and Inhambane are Provinces in southern Mozambique. The M.N.R. has been particu-
larly active in the latter.

* The beira-Umtali line historically was the principal railroad connection linking Mozambique
to Zimbabwe (Rhodesia). It has been repeatedly attacked by the M.N.R.

¢ This is the major north-south highway in the country linking the capital Mapute with Beira,
the country’s second largest city.



22

Colonel Charlie! - affirmed that during the recent meeting between Samora
Machel and Robert Mugabe, the second cannot aid the first for having internal
problems.

His Excellency, speaking of enemy activities, informed us that in the frontier area
of Espungabera,? this attack across the Zimbabwe border was pushed back with
guerrillas.

Colone]l Charlie spoke of the existence of a book written by Christina® that will
be at the disposal of His Excellence the Supreme Commander* whose publication
would be in the interests of the guerrillas if its contents are approved.

At one point, His Excellency 3 said, you South Africans, my fathers, will need to
help me choose Portuguese men who can work with the M.N.R., because 1 only
know Marques and Christina from the time in Rhodesia.

The South African working in journalism spoke of Charles’ bad behavior in
asking His Excellency the Supreme Commander’s wife for money. Actions are being
taken so that this will not recur in the future.

His Excellency, the Supreme Commander, thanks the South Africans for having
evacuated his wife from Zimbabwe to South Africa.

Zoabostad, 25th of October 1980,

THE GENERAL SECRETARIAT,
Raurn ManueL DoMINGos,
Chief Secretary,
Jose DoMINGos,
Second Secretary.
Afonso Macacho Marceta Dhlakama,
The Commander in Chief of the Mozambican National Resistance.

! Colonel Charlie has been identified as Colonel Van Nikerk of South African Military Intelli-
gence.

¢ Espungabera is a town located in Mozambique on the border with Zimbabwe. It was the
scene of a major M.N.R. attack in 1920 in which a number of civilians were killed and tortured.

3phristina refers to Orlando Christina, the Secretary General of the M.N.R. Of Portuguese
nationality, during the colonial period he was reported to have been an official of the Portu-
guese secret police (PIDE). In 1976 after Mozambique became independent, he fled to Rhodesia
bringing with him secret police files of Mozambicans who had collaborated with the Portuguese
colonial regime, many of whom had also fled to Rhodesia. From this group he helped to organize
the first M.N.R. bands in 1976. After the death of Andre Matzangaissa, the nominal black leader
of the M\N.R. in October 1979, Christina was instrumental in promoting the successful candida-
cy of Dhlakama as his successor.

4 The Supreme Commander refers to Afonso Macacho Marceta Dhlakama who assumed this
position in June 1980,

5 This is also a reference to Dhlakama.

DocumMEeNT No. 3
MOZAMBICAN NATIONAL RESISTANCE

GENERAL COMMAND

Introduction: This report refers to a dinner meeting at the ‘Black House’ 1 between
a delegation of the Mozambican National Resistance and Commander Charlie 2
and his staff.

Subject: Current situation of the guerrillas, successes of the trip to Europe, future
aid from African countries.

On the night of November 28, 1980, a delegation of the Mozambican National
Resistance was at the ‘Black House’ at a special dinner prepared by the staff of the
Black House in South Africa.

At the outset, Commander Charlie introduced those present, beginning with his
chief brigadier and commander of the radio, Voice of Free Africa,® a South African.

! Although not specificaily identified, the ‘Black House' was probably located in the Transvaal
in northern South Africa where the M.N.R. has had its principal military and training base
since the independence of Zimbabwe.

2 Commander Charlie has been identified as Colonel Van Niekerk of South African Military
Intelligence.

¥ The Voice of Free Africa was opened by the Rhodesian Central Intelligence Organization in
July 1976. Prior to the independence of Rhodesia, it broadcast anti-FRELIMO propaganda from
stations in Gwelo, Fort Victoria and Umtali. In June 1980, after the fall of the Smith regime, it
began to broadcast from South Africa in the area of the northern Transvaal.



23

The Brigadier told us of the plans to enlarge the Voice's installations so that it
can beam to all African countries and Europe. The brigadier also said that he was
very happy with the Voice which, although not picked up well in the rural areas, is
heard very well in the cities, principally in Maputo.

Then he spoke of the move of our base to that of the Voice, so that there will be a
direct connection of the Supreme Commander ¢ and Radio Voice of Free Africa. He
also was very interested in the current activities of the guerrillas.

The brigadier chief spoke of the difficulties of resupplying, because the planes
cannot carry many things, and he noted the problem of parachutes which are not
easy to arrange. He asked us to arrange other means for more easily reestabishing
our bases.

The Supreme Commander and President of the Mozambican National Resistance
then said that, at the moment, everything depended on them and that they were
like our parents. We therefore hope that their help will be better and stronger, be-
cause the struggle today that we wage inour country is for the well-being of our two
peoples.

Adding to these statements of our leader, the brigadier chief said that they are
also helping us because they are interested in the future of Mozambique and that
peace in Mozambique will mean peace for their people. He added that we must un-
derstand the African ways of life. Then he said that European education does not
interest him, which is to say that it is not of great importance, and thus we must
have recourse to African education and precisely the system of education of south-
ern Africa, seeing that they came from and have an idea of what is happening in
countries such as Lebowa, Bophutatswana, Venda and others. They have had the
opportunity to see the local people govern themselves and develop based on such
education.

Commander Charlie reminded his chief brigadier of the need to have technical
specialists and instructors giving our soldiers instruction in heavy arms and princi-
pally in sabotage. He reiterated the great importance at this time of sabotage. He
added that the instructors who go to the interior will not only be instructors but
also will participate in the general activities of the bases as well as contracts and
attacks.

Concerning basic seurity, His Excellency the Supreme Chief said that security is
high at our base and especially at Chicare.

They asked for two locations at which they could next resupply us because it is
not good always to do it at the same location.

The brigadier responsible for Radio Voice of Free Africa asked His Excellency to
send messages to be read on the Radio because the Radio should transmit what His
Excellency wants the people to hear and not what the Voice wants the people to
hear. The Voice of Free Africa, said the brigadier, shall become dependent on the
Commander in Chief of the Mozambican National Resistance.

He also spoke of the indiscipline that had reigned at the broadcasting station
before the appearance of His Excellency but that at this moment they are proceed-
ing well, because the Supreme Commander is present. They are now willing to work
closely with the Supreme Commander in Chief to improve the Voice of Free Africa.

During this dinner much of the discussion focused on our guerrillas and they con-
cluded they would have to send us specialized instructors when Chicaro was next
resupplied.

At the end of this meeting, they offered to train military and administrative per-
sonnel. They also promised to finance programs and publish information so that our
leader, His Excellency the Supreme Commander, would come to be known as a citi-
zen of honor in their country.

THE SECRETARIAT,
Ravur ManuveL DoMINGGS,
Chief Secretary,
Jose DoMINGoOs,
Adjunct Secretary.
Afonso Macacho Marceta Dhlakama,
Seen: The Commander in Chief of the Mozambican National Resistance.

Black House, November 28, 1980.

* The Supreme Commander of the Mozamhican National Resistance is Afonso Macacho Mar-
c?tﬁiﬂlﬁ}a&uhma, who sssumed this position in June 1980. He is also referred to as the President
of the M.N.R.



24

Soutn Arrica’s HippEn War

{By Allen Iaaacman and Barbara Isaacman)

South Africa is waging an undeclared war in Mozambique. Its main weapon at
the moment is the Mozambique National Resistence (MNR). Over the past year the
MNR has intensified its military activity in Manica, Sofala, and Inhambane, and
extended its operations to four other provinces including Gaza, long considered a
Frelimo stronghold. Attacks c¢n bridges, roads, the railroad lines leading to Zim-
babwe, country stores, and communal villages have created havoc in the country-
side, threatened to paralyze key sectors of the rural economy, and disrupted inter-
nal and international road and rail traffic

Conversations with several ministers and senior military officers in August and
September underscored the gravity of the situation. As one high-ranking official
noted. “We are in a decisive battle in which the real enemy is South Africa.” The
recent warning from South African Defense Minister Magnus Malan that his coun-
try might find it necessary to initiate a “Lebanese-type invasion” reinforced this
concern.

South Africa's threats and support of the MNR have two interrelated objectives:
to destabilize Mozambigue and to sabotage the SADCC (Southern African Develop-
ment Ceoordination Conference), the integrated regional alliance of Mozambique,
Zimbabwe, Angola, SBwaziland, Lesotho, Botswana, Malawi, Zambia, and Tanzania,
forged to break Pretoria's economic hegemony. Thus, its assistance to the MNR
cannot be separated from its heightened economic and military pressure against
Zimbabwe, its increased attacks on Angola, and its efforts to seduce Swaziland with
the KaNgwane Bantustan and the Ingwavuma strip. Viewed from this regional per-
spective, MNR activity, like that of UNITA in Angola, is a valuable South African
weapon to keep the region divided and in turmeoil.

But what is the MNR? According to former Rhodesian intelligence chief Ken
Flowers, the Rhodesian special branch organized the MNR as an anti-Frelimo fifth
column to work inside Mozambique. Gordon Winter, in his book /nside Boss, which
documnents his career as a South African spy, claims that the idea came from South
African military intelligence. Whatever the case, from 1976 onward, Rhodesian se-
curity officials, working with their South African counterparts, recruited Portu-
guese settlers and mercenaries, black and white, secret police agents, and former
African members of the elite special forces of the colonial army (GE) who had fled
to Rhodesia after Mozambican independence. To this initial group were added ex-
Frelimon guerrillas who had been expelled for corruption or had left because of un-
fulfilled personal ambitions.

Andre Matzangaiza and Alfonsc Dhlakama, two former Frelimo soldiers, received
prominent positions to give the MNR nationalistic credentials. Although depicted by
Rhodesian and South African propaganda as long-time freedom fighters who had
become alienated by Frelimo's Marxist orientation, both had been members of the
liberation movement for relatively short periods before being removed for corrup-
tion. The MNR also sought to legitimize its position in the West by adopting anti-
communist cold war rhetoric. Domingos Arouca, one of its initial spokespersons, pro-
clamined, “SBupport for the Soviet Union and its imperialistic ambiticus now comes
solely from tyrants like Uganda’s Amin, and Ethiopia’s Mengistu, from failures like
Guinea’s Sékou Touré or from fumbling incompetents like Frelimon.” Aided by
South African intelligence, the MNR was able to plant a number of stores in To the
Point and The Citizen, parts of which were reproduced uncritically in the Western
press.

In 1976 the Rhodesian government provided the MNR with arms, a military base
at Bindura, and extensive military training. From there MNR bands crossed into
Mozambique to burn villages, plunder agricultural cooperatives, attack railrecad
lines and road traffic, disrupt commerce, and raid re-education camps, from which
they recruited additional members. They also collected valuable intelligence data on
ZANTU forces in Mozambique and intimidated Zimbabwean refugees. By 1979, Rho-
desia had established two more training centers and was regularly resupplying by
air guerrilla military bases in the mountains along the Mozambican-Rhodesian
border and the Gorongosa mountains farther inland.

In return for its assistance, Rhodesian security demanded MNR subservience—as
is clear from MNR documents found stuffed down a latrine when the Mozambican
army captured the Garagua base. In the words of Matzangaiza's successor, Dhla-
kaha: “We were oppressed by the Rhodesians and the leaders of our movement were
not allowed to make any of the decisions. . . . We worked for the English, neither I
nor the deceased Andre could plan any military operations. It was the English who
determined the areas to attack and where to recruit.”
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In 1979, however, the tide turned against the MNR. In October, Frelimo forces
overran its main bases in the Gorongosa mountains, and Andre Matzangaiza was
killed. The Lancaster House Agreement, guaranteeing the end of minority rule in
Rhodesia, forced the MNR to abandon its Rhodesian sanctuaries and bases. In June
1980, Mozambican troops destroyed the large base at Sitatonga and claimed to have
killed or captured almost 600 guerrillas. At the same time many guerrillas were
killed during the power struggle in which Dhlakama eventually prevailed. Accord-
ing to captured MNR documents, “this was a disastrous period in which many sol-
diers and leaders were killed.”

By the middle of 1980 the Mozambican government, feeling confident that it had
the situation firmly under control, began to turn its energy toward national recon-
struction after nearly five years of war. It was during this period that SADCC pro-
grams were crystallized, contacts with multinational corporations were intensified,
and several important economic agreements were signed. The popular militia was
also disbanded in many frontier regions.

Machel's government failed to anticipate, however, that the remnants of the MNR
would seek protection from South Africa which, since 1979, had been providing
direct logistic and military assistance. Even after it became aware of this new alli-
ance, it underestimated the amount of support South Africa would provide and the
rural disaffection to which the MNR could appeal.

At a meeting between Dhlakama and Colonel Van Nierck of South African secu-
rity on October 25, 1980, at Zabostad, a military base in the Transvaal, the MNR
supreme commander unveiled plans to reestablish bases in Sofala and Manica, and
to attack both the railroad lines between Beira and Umtali and road traffic on the
north-south highway. Van Nierok insisted that this was not sufficient. By the end of
1981 he ordered them to “interdict rail traffic from Malverne-Gwelo [southern Mo-
zambique], establish bases inside Mozambique adjacent to the South African border,
open a new military front in Maputo province, and provoke incidents in Maputo and
Beira.” The South African strategy was clear—the MNR must extend its activity to
the strategic southern provinces, thereby discouraging Zimbabwe from exporting its
commodities through Maputo, which had replaced Beira as the major Mozambican
outlet for Zimbabwean products and was drawing substantial traffic away from
South African ports. Ten days later, Orlando Cristina, a former Portuguese secret
police official working with South African security, urged Dhlakama to “destroy
power lines that transport energy from Cabora Bassa Dam to South Africa in order
to deflect charges that South Africa was aiding the MNR.” To accomplish these
broader objectives, South African officials agreed to provide large supplies of war
material, including rockets, mortars, and small arms as well as instructors “who will
not only teach but also participate in attacks.”

Although it is difficult to determine the number of South African soldiers actually
participating in MNR actions, there is no doubt that they are present. Mozambican
field commanders with whom we spoke indicated that they had encountered
“Boers” in a number of actions in the central part of the country. When pressed for
concrete examples, a young officer who had fought in Manica province informed us
that his battalion discovered several dead European scldiers when they overran an
MNR base at Chidogo. Mozambican military officers also have photographs of South
African passports and other documents captured at MNR bases at Chimanemane
and Garagua. Sara Muchalima, a 26-year-old woman who had been kidnapped by
the MNR, saw 10 European advisors who, along with Dhlakama, were evacuated by
helicopter shortly before Garagua fell. The white man blown up last October in the
process of mining the Beira-Umtali railway was probably another of the “instruc-
tors,” as were three South African soldiers killed by Zimbabwean security forces
near the Mozambican border this August.

Principally, however, South Africa trains MNR forces at military bases in the
Transvaal and provides supplies and logistical assistance to the guerrillas inside Mo-
zambique. According to Mozambican field commanders in Tete and Manica prov-
inces, MNR forces are regularly resupplied between 8:00 p.m. and 4:00 a.m., both by
C~4'7 transports and by helicopters, and Frelimo forces lack the communication and
air support needed to prevent these air-drops. Mozambique's long coastline is also
ideally suited for naval landings. Captured MNR documents suggest that this is the
preferred route—it is much cheaper for South Africa, and Mozambiques fledgling
navy cannot patrol effectively. In addition to the small arms, mortars, mines, and
antiaircraft weaponry, Mozambican officials acknowledge that the MNR receives
communications equipment that is far more sophisticated than that available to
their own forces. This enables MNR bands to maintain contact with South Africa,
whose reconnaissance planes flying inside Mozambique provide valuable informa-
tion on Mozambican troop movements.
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South African support breathed new life into the MNR whose numbers increased
substantially. John Burleson, a British ecologist held captive by the MNR for sever-
al months, was told in early 1982 that it had between 15,000 and 17,000 troops. Most
observers place its strengtg at no more than one-third this figure which, neverthe-
less, represents a sizable guerrilla force for Mozambique's 25,000-person army to try
to contain.

Most MNR recruits seem to have been coerced into joining. According to Sara Mu-
chalima, “The bandits came to my house and told my parents I had to go with
them. My father refused, but they beat him up, tied my hands, and with a gun to
my head took me to their base at Garangua.” Burleson observed that those forcibly
recruited were kept under armed surveillance untii they participated in their first
raids, whereupon they were warned that if they fled and were captured by govern-
ment troops, they would be killed as terrorists. Fearing retribution, most feel that
they have no choice but to stay and participate in future MNR activities, although a
number have managed to escape,

The MNR has also skillfully manipulated tribal divisions and appealed to “tradi-
tional” Shona values to gain support. Like the Portuguese colonial regime, MNR
propaganda claims that Frelimo is dominated by southerners and that it has sys-
tematically discriminated against groups living in Manica and Sofala provinces, es-
pecially the Shona-speaking Ndau and Manica. That the MNR military commanders
tend to come from these two groups adds credibility to the claim that when Mozam-
bique is liberated the situation will be reversed. The MNR embraces the chiefs and
spirit mediums and seeks to enshrine itself in the Shona past in order to enhance
its legitimacy. These positions appeal to the region’s “traditionalists’” who are dis-
satisfied with the government’s attacks on such practices as bride-price, polygamy,
and ancestor worship, which are considered to be reactionary and exploitative.

Finally, the economic problems plaguing Mozambique make MNR recruitment
that much easier. Droughts, which the MNR attribute to the alienated ancestors,
the Mozambican government'’s failure to provide sufficient support for the family
farming sector, and the lack of consumer goods in parts of Manica, Sofala, and In-
hambane provide fertile ground for MNR overtures.

Whatever the initial attraction of MNR appeals to economic dissatisfaction and
tradition, wide-scale plundering and increasing terrorism quickly evaporate its sup-
port and alienate the rural population which, above all else, wants to be left alone.
Peasants from Gaza who fled to Zimbabwe to avoid the MNR spoke of repeated
MNR atrocities. “At Madura, they came and demanded money and food. They ac-
cused some people of being informers for government forces and cut off the nose,
lips, and ears of a number of pecple. Then they told them to go and report to Fre-
limo.” Another refugee added: “They raped girls, using sticks, and left them to die.
In some cases, they cut off men's private parts and hung them on a tree.”” Reports
filtering in from the bush make it clear that these are not isolated acts by a few
disaffected MNR members but rather reflect the underlying strategy of an organiza-
tion committed to banditry, marauding, and terrorism. A captured bandit, Raque,
admitted that he and his compatriots were ordered to rob and terrorize the popula-
tion in order to discredit the government. “We cut off many people’s ears,” he said.
“We sent them off and said, ‘Now go to Frelimo and say that we’ve been here.”’ A
young officer told us how MNR guerrillas had attacked unarmed peasants living in
communal villages in Sofala. “Those whom they did not initially kill were locked in
their houses, which were set afire.” According to accounts from Inhambane, the
MNR murdered people and stuffed them in wells in order to poison the water, and
in one of its most violent actions, terrorists stopped a packed train on August 9 and
raked it with machine-gun fire, killing 14 and wounding 50 others. One high-rank-
ing Western diplomat, who admitted that he was initially skeptical, now finds “re-
ports of widespread MNR barbarism credible.”

The MNR’s intensified reign of terror and its reliance on narrow tribal appeals
directed exclusively at Shona-speaking peoples, only one of a dozen ethnic and cul-
tural groups in the country, belie its cilaim that it is a nationalist movement of free-
dom fighters disillusioned with the Marxist strategy of the present government.
Apart from its anticommunist rhetoric, it lacks any political program and has made
no effort to organize the peasants in the areas in which it operates. All the evidence
suggests that it is little more than an arm of South African security.

Nevertheless, the MNR is an important arm and has played a significant role in
Pretoria’s undeclared economic, political, and paychological war against Mozam-
bique and its SADCC allies. Roving bands repeatedly attack strategic economic tar-
gets, cutting railroad lines, mining roads, and bridges, interdicting traffic, and plun-
dering communal villages, state farms, and shops. In many parts of Sofala, Manica,
and Inhambane their actions have paralyzed the already fragile rural economy.
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MNR forces have also disrupted key development projects. In May 1982, Sweden
evacuated 50 technicians working on a major reforestation project in Manica that is
to supply a multimillion dollar wood processing and paper industry. Mineral pros-
pecting and geological surveys in Scfala, Zambezia, and Manica were also disrupted
earlier this year.

But South Africa’s main target right now appears to be SADCC. At the SADCC
organizing conference in 1980, the member nations agreed that strengthening the
transportation and communication links, without which all other forms of regional
cooperation are impractical, had to receive the highest priority. About $600 million
was pledged by foreign donors for transportation projects, including upgrading Mo-
zambican railroad lines and increasing the port capacities of Beira and Maputo so
that land-locked Swaziland, Botswana, Zimbabwe, Malawi, and Zambia could divert
their traffic from South African ports.

The importance of the two railroad lines from Zimbabwe to Maputo and Beira to
this strategy explains the insistence of South African security officials in their 1980
meeting with Dhlakama that both be regularly sabotaged. In fact, this has occurred
repeatedly. The latest attack on the line from Maputo to Zimbabwe took place in
July 1982, cutting service for 50 days. Although it 1s now open, many Zimbabwean
companies have decided to continue relying on Durban despite the appreciably
lower cost of shipping through Maputo and the 10-day shorter turnaround time
there, when all runs well. The port of Beira, historically Zimbabwe's major interna-
tional outlet, has suffered the most. Last year Zimbabwe exported only 12,000 tons
through Beira, a mere fraction of presanctions trade. Mozambican officials acknowl-
edge that MNR attacks “have created a profound sense of insecurity and discredited
the port in the eyes of many Zimbabwean firms.”

Early this year the Mozambican leadership turned its attention to combating the
escalating MNR threat. It quickly acknowledged the need for a new military and
political strategy, one that would incorporate aspects of guerrilla warfare and peas-
ant mobilization that Frelimo had previously used successfully.

Shortly after independence, in the face of impending attacks from the Smith
regime, the government had disbanded most guerrilla units and begun to organize a
conventional army composed of draftees, believing that tanks, artillery, and jets—
however antiquated—would be an effective deterrent. Then, in late 1979, euphoric
about Zimbabwean independence, Mozambique disbanded many rural militia units
thinking that MNR activity would cease. As a result, it" was unprepared for the
MNR’s resurgence in late 1980, Frelimo, which during the armed struggle had been
so effective as a guerrilla movement, found itself trying to contain guerrillas—who
had sophisticated logistical support from Pretoria—with a relatively inexperienced,
poorly equipped conventional army. To remedy this situation the government, in
May 1982, activated more than 1,500 former freedom fighters, many of whom are
organized into counterinsurgency forces whose job is to harass the terrorists deep in
the bush. Others, working under newly appointed provincial military commanders,
all with substantial experience in the armed struggle, have assumed responsibility
for revitalizing the civilian militias in the war zones. As of August 1982, about 40
percent of the adult rural population in Sofala was armed, and in the capital the
newly formed militia boasted upward of 30,000 men and women. Although the qual-
ity and performance of the militia are varied, they have blunted several MNR at-
tacks in Inhambane and Sofala.

Revitalizing the militia is part of a broader strategy of regaining the confidence
and support of peasants living in the war zones. This is not an easy task. For more
than five years, many in the affected areas have been subjected to periodic attacks,
first from Rhodesian forces and then from the MNR, from which the FPLM (the
Mozambican army) could not protect them. As one close advisor to President Machel
acknowledge, “Frelimo used up a lot of its political capital during the Zimbabwean
war'' by assuring peasants that peace in Zimbabwe would bring prosperity to Mo-
zambique. That the peasants have legitimate grievances that the government must
now address was also stressed by Armando Gabueza, ranking member of Frelimo’s
Central Committee, and resident minister of war-torn Sofala; “We cannot stand idly
by lzlut”must attack the economic and social problems, especially the lack of material
goods.

There is evidence that this is already taking place. According to a knowledgeable
Western journalist based in Maputo, “The army is helping to rebuild villages, dig
wells, and so on, as it did in the liberation war.”” And despite acute shortages of
capital, the Frelimo party made the political decision to provide state support for
the family sector that it had ignored in its campaign to promote communai villages
and state farms. Thus, this year for the first time agricultural implements, seeds,
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and basic consumer goods, such as cloth and oil, may be available to peasants living
in the war zones.

About the long-term effects of these new policies, senior Mozambican officials are
cautiously optimistic. Since May 1982, government forces have become more active
and have captured a number of MNR bases. The oil pipeline to Zimbabwe has been
functioning since June, and the railway between Maputo and Zimbabwe reopened in
August.

Nevertheless, Mozambican authorities emphasize that these are just the first skir-
mishes in a long-term struggle with the MNR's backer—the apartheid regime of
South Africa. That regime has invested a great deal, and is likely to invest even
more, to ensure that the SADCC nations remain in a perpetual state of economic
dependency. Of equal importance is Pretoria’s need to prevent the emergence in Mo-
zambique of a prosperous, nonracial society that could serve as a beacon of hope for
South Africa’s oppressed millions.

MozamiiqQue ReBELS: Do THEIR GUuNs, MoNEY CoME FROM SOUTH AFRICA?

(By Allen and Barbara Isaacman)

MaruTo, MozaMmBIQUE.—“We are in a decisive battle in which the real enemy is
South Africa,” a senior Mozambican government minister says.

South Africa, many top officials here allege, is craftily making it appear as
though increasingly bold attacks on towns, power lines, and bridges in this nation's
border regions are staged by Mozambican rebels who are ideologically opposed to
the country's leftist leaders.

But in fact, these officials say, South Africa is the driving force behind the rebel
strikes. The guerrillas, they assert, are but proxies with no political vision—many of
them mercenaries—in a South African maneuver to dislodge Mozambique's leftist-
leaning government.

South Africa’s main weapon in this drive, say high-level military and civilian offi-
cials, is the Mozambique National Resistance (MNR), which they describe as a dis-
parate band of guerrillas organized by ex-Portuguese secret police agents and Rho-
desian security agents in 1976, This story is corroborated by former Rhodesian Intel-
ligence Chief Ken Flowers, who was intimately associated with the project.

South Africa's ties to the MNR date from its formation, although it was not until
late in 1979, when the Rhedesian government was shifting to black control, that
South Africa took charge of the group, the officials say.

The South African parental link to the MINR appears to be corroborated in an
MNR document captured by the Mozambican Army and seen by the writers of this
story. Minutes of a meeting between MNR Supreme Commander Alfonso Dhlakama
and Rhodesian and South African security men, quote Mr. Dhiakama as saying,
“You South Africans are like my parents. . . . Everything depends on you.” Dhla-
kama is said to have been handpicked to lead the group by the Rhodesians and
South Africans.

Over the past few years, with Pretoria’s backing, the MNR has intensified its mil-
itary activity in the southern half of Mozambique, attacking bridges, railroad lines,
and communal villages—apparently in an effort to paralyze Mozambique’s economy.

South Africa’s overriding objective, however, is said by Mozambican officials to be
to sabotage the Southern African Development Coordinating Conference, the region-
al alliance of Mozambique, Zimbabwe, Angola, Swaziland, Lesotho, Botswana,
Malawi, Zambia and Tanzania forged to break South Africa’s economic domination
of the region.

Another captured MNR document, seen by the writers, describes a meeting be-
tween Dklakama and Col. Van Nierok of South African security on Oct. 25, 1980, in
which Van Nierok ordered the MNR to “interdict rail traffic [in southern Mozam-
bique], establish bases inside Mozambique adriacent to the South African border,
open a new military front in Maputo Province.

These activities, according to the captured documents, were intended to discour-
age Zimbabwe from exporting its commodities through Maputo, Mozambique's capi-
tal, which was drawing substantial traffic away from South African ports.

South Africa promised to supply rebels with large amounts of war material in ex-
change for specific acts of sabotage, according to the documents, The war material
included rockets, mortars and small arms, and advisers “who will not teach but also
participate in attacks,” according to the documents.

Mozambican Army commanders interviewed by the writers indicated that the
Army had encountered “Boers” in battles against the rebels in central Mozambique.
When pressed to explain what they meant, a young officer who fought in the north-
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ern province of Manica said that his battalion discovered the bodies of several Euro-
pean soldiers when they overran an MNR base at Chidego. South African passports
and other documents were captured at other MNR bases, he said.

The Mozambican military and civilian officials say South Africa is training MNR
forces at military bases in the Transvaal Province bordering Mozambique. They say
it is providing supplies and logistical assistance to the guerrillas inside Mozambique.

According to Mozambican field commanders in Manica and Tete provinces, MNR
forces are regularly supplied at night. They say the Mozambique government forces
lack the communications and air support to prevent such air drops. And the coun-
try's long Indian QOcean coastline is ideally suited for delivering armaments by sea.

Western diplomats here estimate the MNR’s numbers at about 5,000. Many, if not
most, of the rebel recruits seem to be coerced into joining.

A Mozambican woman, Sara Muchalima, says: “The bandits came to my house
and told my parents I had to go with them. My father refused, but they beat him
up, tied my hands, and with a gun to my head toock me to their base at Garangua.”

Further corroboration comes from John Burleson, a British ecologist held prisoner
by the MNR for several months, who reports seeing hundreds of forced recruits kept
under armed guard. ‘

But Mozambique has serious economic problems and this, too, is a factor contrib-
uting to guerrilla recruitment, ohservers say. Droughts, failure of the family farm-
ing sector, and lack of consumer gocds in some areas provide fertile ground for
}\éINIIl recruitment. The MNR also appears to play on tribal values against the leftist
idealogy.

But as quickly as the support builds for the MNR, it fades. Looting and terrorism
in the areas in which the MNR is active are alienating the rural population. A
growing number of peasants have fled to Zimbabwe.

In Inhambane Province, refugees said the MNR murdered people and stuffed
them into wells. Refugees said an MNR band stopped a train on Aug. % and raked it
with machine-gun fire; 14 persons were reported killed and 50 wounded.

One top Western diplomat, who admitfed that he was initially skeptical of such
repg_rg:ls about the MNR, now says he finds ‘‘reports of widespread MNR barbarism
credible.”

Mr. Worpk. Thank you very much.

Dr. Isaacman, I would like to ask, if you could, to supply the
committee with the documentary materials to which you referred,
agld the timeframe that you indicated would be perfectly accept-
able.

Let me just say, again, I apologize for the time stringencies
under which [ have asked you all to operate, given the number of
witnesses and the number of questions that I know I and others
would like to put to you. We would ask you to hold to those time-
‘frames and to summarize your remarks, if you don’t mind. I don’t
mean to be rude, but that warning is to try to assist you in coming
to a conclusion.

Dr. Bender.

STATEMENT OF GERALD J. BENDER, SCHOOL OF INTERNATION-
AL RELATIONS, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Mr. BEnpER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
want to compliment you on your wisdom of holding hearings on the
urgent problem of destabilization in southern Africa during this
lameduck session. It is reassuring to know that at least some
Members of Congress are aware of the dangers facing the United
States and southern Africa. As I am sure these hearings will reveal,
the Republic of South Africa’s destabilization campaign threatens
no1i1 only her neighbors but American regional and global interests as
well. :

I appreciate the opportunity you have provided me to share some
of my views. I have been conducting research in Africa for exactly
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two decades—the last 15 years focused exclusively on southern
Africa. During the last decade and a half I have made eight sepa-
rate trips to Angola and other countries in the area, including Mo-
zambique and South Africa. I have lived in Angola for almost a
year during the late 1960’s when it was still a Portuguese colony,
and have spent over a year in the country since independence on
seven separate trips during which my wife and I traveled to most
parts of the country.

I have published a book on Angola and almost 50 articles in aca-
demic journals and major newspapers on southern Africa and
American policy toward this important region. I have always tried
to be scrupulously objective, and I believe that, with few excep-
tions, my analyses and predictions have stood the test of time.

There are few mysteries surrounding South Africa’s policies
toward her neighbors in southern Africa. One does not require
secret briefings by the CIA, DIA, NSA, or any other agency to see
that South Africa’s strategy toward African states in the region in-
corporates four types of violent activities:

One, to attack camps in neighboring states which harbor armed
or civilian nationalists, such as SWAPO and ANC, who are hostile
to Pretoria;

Two, to arm, finance, and logistically assist dissident movements,
such as UNITA and MNR, in waging armed insurrection against
established governments in the region;

Three, to carry out sabotage against economic targets, such as
the refinery in Angola, bridges in Angola, oil pipelines in Mozam-
bique and Zimbabwe, and powerlines in Mozambique;

And, finally, to bomb, militarily invade, and occupy important
parts of the sovereign territory of her neighbors, for example, in
southern Angola.

While these four components of South Africa’s policy in the
region are well known, less clear are the motivations, intentions,
and goals which underlie this policy. For example, are South Afri-
ca’s direct and indirect military operations against Angola, Mozam-
bique, Zimbabwe, and others designed to topple the existing govern-
ments, or only to soften them up to be more compliant with South
African demands and strategies? Are South African military oper-
ations inside Angola intended to destroy SWAPO or only weaken
the movement to lessen its chances of winning an election?

Answers to these questions are necessary and urgent before we
determine if Pretoria is, indeed, serious in her negotiations with
the United States and other members of the contact group. Thus
far, the Reagan administration has chosen to accept the most opti-
mistic interpretation of South Africa’s violent policy. This has en-
abled them to sustain their hope and optimism that it is possible to
negotiate an internationally acceptable solution to the Namibian
problem.

I have expressed my pessimism over the administration’s opti-
mism elsewhere, which [ would like to append to my testimony
with your permission, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WoLre. Without objection.

Mr. BENDER. In addition, a recent opinion poll published by the
South African Institute of International Affairs shows that 60 per-
cent of the white population—including both English and Afrikaan-
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speaking peoples—oppose direct negotiations with SWAPQO and a
majority of these whites believe that a military victory over
SWAPO is possible. If the South African Government is responsive
to its own white electorate, it is difficult to make anything but the
most ominous interpretations of Pretoria’s violent policies in south-
ern Africa.

Yet, while the Congress, media, and academic community debate
South Africa's true intentions, people are dying every day as a
result of Pretoria’s violent policies in the region.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, too often we
forget during our debates over policies and strategies that there
are real victims out there who suffer more each day as a result of
the nasty and invidious policies of South Africa. Hundreds of thou-
sands, if not millions, of Africans eat a little less, hurt a little
more, and die each day as a consequence of Pretoria’s direct and
indirect use of violence in southern Africa. The fact is that each
day Namibian independence is postponed, large numbers of Afri-
cans in many countries will pay a price in suffering,

I have had the sad opportunity to witness firsthand the Nami-
bian and Angolan victims of this policy of aggression. I have seen
not only the malnourished, starving children, but villagers in the
Cunene Province in southern Angola traumatized by the incessant
bombing and overflights from South African aircraft. The depth of
this trauma was brought home to me 2 years ago in the Cunene
Province when some peasants I encountered became almost cata-
tonic with fear when they mistook me for the South African pilot
who had been shot down 1n his helicopter the previous day.

The magnitude of damage which South Africa has directly and
indirectly inflicted on Angola is impossible to calculate fully. More-
over, one does not even know how to factor in such intangibles as
psychological traumas and nutritional deficiencies. The Interna-
tional Red Cross considers the problem of nutrition in Angola to be
among the most acute in the world today. In a speech commemo-
rating the seventh anniversary of Angolan independence on No-
vember 11, President Jose Eduardo dos Santos calculated that
South Africa has caused over $10 billion worth of material damage
in Angola since 1975.

It is not possible to know how accurate the Angolan President’s
estimate is because he provides no breakdowns of that damage.
Does the figure include the more than $200 million worth of arms
that South Africa seized during a major operation in Angola last
year, and does it include all UNITA attacks or only those in con-
Junction with South African military operations? I asked several
Western diplomats in Luanda this summer if they found the MPLA
claims of damage against them were greatly exaggerated, and all of
them said that they were, as far as they could verify, which has
been my own experience actually. I will leave, however, the exact
extent of the material damage to those more expert.

It is sufficient to say that the destruction which South Africa has
perpetrated against the Angolan infrastructure—from sabotaging
the oil refinery and major bridges, to bombing trucks loaded with
food—is immense. While the direct costs of South African aggres-
sion can be measured in dollars and bodies, the indirect costs are
even greater but not easily measurable. A large number of skilled
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Angolans are diverted to the military effort, leaving voids in civil-
ian bureaucracies which are often filled with expensive foreign
technicians. More importantly, however, is the fact that continued
South African attacks against Angola postpone not only Namibian
independence but reconciliation within Angola. South Africa repre-
sents the greatest barrier today to that reconciliation, as you point-
ed out, Mr. Chairman, in your own opening remarks.

This assertion is, of course, directly contrary to the conventional
wisdom, held by many in this administration, which maintains that
South African attacks actually promote Angolan reconciliation be-
cause the cessation of these attacks can be bargained with the
MPLA as the price for reconciling with UNITA.

For reasons I will develop in a moment, this belief, like so much
of the conventional wisdom about Angola over the past decade, is
wrong. Not only wrong, but dangerous, because it encourages some,
including Pretoria, to add a second linkage demanded of Angola for
a settlement of Namibia: The MPLA is supposed to first expel the
Cuban troops, and second, to reconcile with UNITA. If either or
both of these links are demanded of the MPLA government, I am
certain that there will be no settlement of the Namibian question
during the Reagan administration, Moreover, if the United States is
perceived by the international community as the cause of the
linkages, it is Washington which will be correctly blamed for the
failure in Namibia.

There is a corollary to this conventional wisdom which should
also be noted and dismissed. It holds that the longer the South Af-
rican pressure continues against Angola, the more dissension it
causes the infamous so-called “factions” within the MPLA.

Ultimately, it is argued, the so-called “moderate faction,” which
allegedly favors immediate reconciliation with UNITA, will see
that the only hope for peace is to overthrow the so-called “Hard-
liners” and thus the moderates will carry out a coup. Such a view
represents a total misreading of the factions within the MPLA.
There are fluid factions in the MPLA over many issues, but on one
issue there is almost total consensus: reconciliation is an issue
which will be dealt with after South African support for UNITA
greatly attenuates or ceases, not before. This does not mean that I
personally endorse this timetable. In fact, I personally believe that
reconciliation should have occurred yesterday and should not be
put off until tomorrow. But my view here merely represents my
understanding of the views of the MPLA leadership, both the so-
called hardliners and so-called moderates.

This conclusion should not surprise anybody familiar with nego-
tiations. The MPLA is no more anxious to negotiate with UNITA
while she carries her South African baggage to the table than
UNITA is interested in negotiating with the MPLA and its Cuban
baggage. Since the UNITA-South African link serves as a barrier
to reconciliation, the question which all are prompted to ask at this
point is, what is the extent of South African assistance to UNITA
and what are the ramifications on reconciliation?

I have already written extensively on this question and intend to
devote further effort to it in the near future and, therefore, I do
not want to take the time today to discuss it unless you want to
bring it up in our question period. For now, suffice it to say that
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the support is extensive, although not so great as to “‘occasion the
collapse of UNITA,” as W. Scott Thompson, Deputy Director of
USIA, recently speculated might occur if SWAPO took over Nami-
bia “given the intricately intertwined relationship of UNITA and
its (South African) backers. * * *” Many in the MPLA, incorrectly
perceive UNITA to be a South African puppet or totally beholden
to Pretoria. For them, the “UNITA problem” will disappear once
South Africa withdraws from Namibia. For others, UNITA is seen
as a tribalist movement, because of the strong support that it has
traditionally attracted from the Ovimbundu peoples—who repre-
sent about a third of the Angolan population. Still others hold both
views of UNITA. Unfortunately for the MPLA, the so-called
UNITA problem will not disappear with the cessation of South Af-
rican support for the movement, nor can there ever be meaningful
economic development in the country until reconciliation occurs.
But it appears that these lessons will not be understood nor can
they be dealt with until after the independence of Namibia is a re-
ality.

Thus, it would be futile for the United States to demand or link
reconciliation in the negotiations presently underway. There are
ways in which the United States might usefully promote the cause
of reconciliation in Angola, but these could only work after the Na-
mibian problem has been resolved and diplomatic relations estab-
lished between Washington and Luanda.

Mr. WoLpre. Would you conclude the statement, please.

Mr. BENDER. At present, however, any American policy which
either encourages South African aggression or reacts to it with
“benign silence” merely undermines the prospects for that recon-
ciliation. The most important contribution the Reagan administra-
tion could make in this respect would be to convince South Africa
to stop its violent policies in Angola.

The Reagan administration has claimed that its policy of con-
structive engagement would produce independence in Namibia and
peace in southern Africa. Is the administration prepared to ac-
knowledge that it has not produced the promised results? Will it
devise a new policy capable of producing results? Or will it stick
with the present, ineffective policy, showing the world that produc-
ing results was not the intention in the first place?

The Congress must press the administration for clarity, action,
intent, and, most of all, results.

Thank you very much.

[Mr. Bender’s prepared statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF GERALD J. BENDER, SCHOOL OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CAL[FORNIA

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I want to compliment you for
your wisdom in hélding hearings on the urgent problem of "Destabilization in
Southern Africa" during this lame duck session. It is reassuring to know that
at least some members of Congress are aware of dargers facing the United
States in southern Africa. As I am certain these hearimgs will reveal, the
Republic of South Africa's destabilization campaign threatens not only her

neighbors but American regional and global interests as well.

I appreciate the opportunity you have provided me to share some of my
views. I have been conducting research in Africa for exactly two decades --
the last fifteen years focused exclusively on southern Africa. During the
last decade and a half I have made eight separate trips to Angola and other
countries in the area (e.g., Mozambique, South Africa). I lived in Angola for
almost a year during the late 1960's, when it was still a Portuguese colony,
arnd have spent over a year in the country since independence on seven trips
during which my wife and I travelled to most parts of the country. I have
published a book on Angola and almost Eifty articles in academic journals and
major newspapers on southern Africa and American policy towards this important
region. I have always tried to be scrupulously objective, and I believe that

with few exceptions, my analyses and predictions have stood the test of time,

There are few mysteries surrounding South Africa's policies towards her
neighhors in scuthern Africa. One does not require secret briefings by the
CIA, DIA, NSA, or any other agency to see that South Africa's strategy towards

African states in the region incorporates four types of violent activities:
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- To attack camps in neighboring states which harbor armed or civilian

nationalists {e.q., SWAFO and ANC) hostile to Pretoria;

- To arm, finance and logistically assist dissident movements (e.q.,

UNITA, MNR) waging armed insurrection against established governments;

- To carry out sabotage against economic targets (e.g., refinery in
Argola, oil pipeline in Mozambique and Zimbabwe, and powerlines in

Mozambique) ;

- To bomb, militarily invade, and occupy impertant parts of the

sovereign territory of her neighbors {e.g., southern Angola)

While these four components of South Africa's policy in the region are
well known, less clear are the motivations, intentions and goals which
urderlie this policy. For example, are South Africa‘'s direct and indirect
military operations against Angola, Mozambique, Zimbabwe and others designed
to topple the existing governments or "only" to soften them up to be more
compliant with South African demands and strategies? Are South African’
military operation's inside Angola intended to destroy SWAPD or "only" weakeh
the movement to lessen its chance of winning an election? Answers to these
Questions are necessary and urgent before we can determine if Pretoria is
indeed serious in her negotiations with the United States and other members of
the Contact Group., Thus far, the Reagan Administration has chosen to accept
the most optimistic interpretation of South Africa's violent policy. This has
enabled them to sustain their hope and optimism that it is possible to

negotiate an internationally acceptable solution of the Namibian problem.
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I have expressed my pessimism over the Administration's optimism
elsewhere, which I would like to append to my testimony with your permission,
Mr. Chairman. In addition, a recent opinion poll published by the South
African Institute of International Affairs shows that 60 percent of the white
population (including both English- and Afrikaan-speaking peoples) oppose
direct negotiations with SWARO and a majority believe that a military victory
over SWAPQO is possible. If the South African Government ie regponsive to its
own white electorate, it is difficult to make anything but the most ominous

interpretations of Pretoria's violent policies in southern Africa.

Yet, while the Congress, media and academic community debate South
Africa's true intentions, people are dying every day as a result of Pretoria's
violent policies in the region. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee,
too often we forget during cur debates over policies and strategies that there
are real victims out there who suffer more each day as a result of the nasty
and invidicus policies of South Afirca. Hundreds of thousands, if not
millions, of Africans eat a little less, hurt a bit more and even die each day
as a consequence of Pretoria's direct and indirect use of violence in southern
Africa. The fact is that each day Namibian independence is postponed, large

mumbers of Africans in many countries will pay a price in suffering.

I have had the sad opportunity to witness first-hand the Namibian and
Argolan victims of this policy of aggression. I have seen not only the

malnourished, starving children but villagers in the Cunene Province
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traumatized by the incessant bombirgs and overflights from South African

aircraft. The depth of this trauma was brought home to me two years ago in
the Cunene Province when some peaéants I encountered became alomst catatonic
with fear when they mistook me for the South African pilot who had been shot

dowm in his helicopter the previous day.

The magnitude of the damage which South Africa has directly and
indirectly inflicted on Angola is impossible to calculate fully. Moreover,
one does not even know how to factor in such intangibles as psychological
traumas ard nutritional deficiencies.” The Internaticnal Red Cross considers
the problem of nutrition in Angola to be among the most acute in the world
today. In a speech commemorating the seventh anniversary of Angolan
independence on November 11, President Jose Eduardo dos Santos calculated that
South Africa has caused over $10 billion worth of "material damege" in Angola

sirce 1975,

It is not possible to know how accurate the Angolan President’s
estimate is because he provides no breakdowns of that damage. Does the figure
include the more than $20 million worth of arms that South Africa seized
durirg a major operation in Argola iast year, and does it include all UNITA
attacks or only those in conjunction with South African military operations?

I asked several Western diplomats in luanda this summer if they found the MPLA
greatly exaggerated their losses and all said that they generally found them
to be accurate, insofar as the claims could be verified. This has also been
my own experilemce. But even if we assume that dos Santos exaggerated by a
factor of three, the amount of material damage is still several billions of

dollars:



I will leave the exact extent of the material damage to those more
expert. It is sufficient to say that the desctruction which South Africa has
perpetrated against the Angolan infrastructure -- from sabotaging the oil
refinery and major bridges to bombing trucks loaded with food -- is immense!
While the direct costs of South African aggression can be measured in dollars
and bodies, the indirect costs are even greater but not easily measurable. A
large number of skilled Angolans are diverted to the military effort, leaving
voids in civilian bureaucracies which are often filled by expensive foreign
technicians., More importantly, however, is the fact that continued South
African attacks against Angola postpone not only Namibian independence but
reconciliation within Argola. South Africa represents the greatest barrier

today to that reconciliation.

This assertion is, of course, directly contrary to the conventional
wisdom -~ held Ly many in this Administration -- which maintains that South
African attacks actually promote Angolan reconciliation because their
cessation can be bargained with the MPLA as the price for reconciling with
UNITA. For reasons I will develop in a moment, this belief, like so much of
the conventional wisdom about Angola over the past decade, is wrong: Not only
wrong but dangerous because it encourages some (including Pretoria) to add a
second linkage demarded of luanda for a settlement of Namibia: (1} Expel the
Cuban combat troops and {2) Reconcile with UNITA, If either or both of these
links are demanded of the Armgolan Govermment, I am certain that there will be

ne settlement of the Namibian question during the Reagan Administration.
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Moreover, if the U.S. is perceived by the internaticnal community as the cause
of the linkages, it is Washington which will be, correctly, blamed for the

failure in Namibia,

There is a corollary to this conventional wisdom which should also be
noted and dismissed, It holds that the longer the South African pressure
continues against Angola, the more dissension it causes the infamous
"factions" within the MPLA. Ultimately, it is argued, the so—called moderate
faction which allegedly favors immediate reconciliation with UNITA will see
that the only hope for peace is to overthrow the so—-called “hardliners™ and
thus they will carry out a coup. Such a view represents a total misreading of
the factions within the MPLA. There are fluid factions in the MPLA over many
issues but on one issue there is almost total consensus: Reconciliation is an
issue which will be dealt with after South African support for UNITA greatly
attenuates or ceases, not before. This does not mean that I endorse this
timetable (perscnally I think reconciliation should have oocurred yesterday
and not put off until tomorrow) but merely represents my understanding of the
views of the MFLA leadership after long discussions with many members of the

Central Committee (both so-called moderates and hardliners).

This conclusion should not surprise anybody familiar with negotiating,
The MPLA is no more anxious to negotiate with UNITA while she carries her
South African baggage to the table than UNITA is interested in negotiating
with the MPLA and its Cuban baggage. Since the UNITA-South African link

serves as a barrier to reconciliation, the question which al1 are prompted to
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ask at this point is: What is the extent of South African assistance to UNITA

and what are the ramifications on reconciliation?

I have already written extensively on this question and intend to
devote_ further effort to it in the near future, and, therefore;, I do not want
to take the time to examine the relationship in detail here. (We could,
perhaps, return to this during the guestion peried if you are interested.)

For now, suffice it to say that the support is extensive, although not so
great as tc "occasion the collapse of UNITA," as W. Scott Thompson, Deputy
Director of USIA, recently speculated-might occur if SWAPO took over Mamibia
"given the intricately intertwined relationship of UNITA and its [South
aAfrican] backers...." Many in the MPLA, incorrectly perceive UNITA to he a
South African puppet or totally beholden to Pretoria, For them, the “UNITA
problem” will disappear once South Africa withdraws from Namibia. For others,
UWITA is seen as a tribalist movement, because of the strong support that it
has traditionally attracted from the Ovimbundu peoples -~ who represent about
a third of the Angolan population. Still others hold both views of UNITA.
Unfortunately for the MPLA, the so—called UNITA problem will not disappear
with the cessation of South African support for the movement, nor can there
ever be meaningful economic development in the country until reconciliation
ooccurs. But it appears that these lessons will not be understood nor can they

be dealt with until after the independence of Namibia is a reality.

Thus, it would be futile for the United States to demand or link
reconciliation in the negotiations presently under way. There are ways in

which the U.5. might usefully promote the cause of reconciliation in Angola
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but these could only work after the Namibian problem has been resolved and
diplomatic' relations established between Washington and Luanda. At present,
however, any American policy which either emncourages South African aggression
or reacts to it with "benign silence" merely undermines the prospects for
reconciliation. The most important contribution the Reagan Administration

- could make in this respect would be to convince South Africa to stop its

violent policies in Angola.

Finally, while none of the countries in southern Africa has escaped
Pretoria's vengeance and destabilization, Arngola has been especially
victimized. It has suffered tens of thousands of human casualties and
billions of dollars of material damage. Moreover, South Africa's
destabilization of Angola represents the greatest barrier to national
reconciliation. Ultimately, Pretoria will exit Mamibia and cease its attacks
against Angola leaving in its wake massive destruction and death. All for the

cynical goal of "gaining a little more time" against the inevitable.

The Reagan Administration has claimed that its policy of constructive
ergagement would produce independence in Namibia and peace in southern
Africa. 1Is the Administration prepared to acknowledge that it has not
produced the promised results? Will it devise a new policy capable of
producing results? Or will it stick with the present, ineffective policy,
showing the world that producing results was not the intention in the first

place?

The Corgress must press the Administration for clarity, action, intent,

ard, most of all, results!
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Mr. WorpE. Thank you very much, Dr. Bender.
Mr. William Sutherland.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM SUTHERLAND, CONSULTANT,
AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My name is William Sutherland. I am a consultant on African and
African-American Affairs and I reside in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania,
East Africa. At present I am on special assignment with the Ameri-
can Friends Service Committee, but from 1974 through 1981 I was on
the staff of AFSC as southern Africa representative. During that
time I have traveled constantly throughout the frontline states
which are concerned with helping the people of southern Africa
attain liberation and throughout the United States interpreting to
people here events in that part of the world.

I have been based in Africa since December 1953, primarily in
Ghana and Tanzania. For 30 years my main interest and involve-
ment has been with African liberation movements, although I have
also worked for the Governments of both Ghana and Tanzania.

Today my paper discusses in some detail the destabilization at-
tempts in two countries—the Seychelle Islands and Zimbabwe. The
Seychelles have had a very close relationship with Tanzania where
I reside. In Zimbabwe, I have known the leaders of the Zimbabwe
movement for over 20 years, although I first visted Zimbabwe as
part of an unofficial observer team of the 1980 preindependence
elections. Since that time I have made several more visits, in 1981
and 1982, and most recently in September of this year.

Now, I am not going to attempt to go into detail. My paper is
there before you. I just want to state that the South African Gov-
ernment’s support of an attempted coup in the Seychelles is an
almost classic case of international terrorism which we would not
have known about had not the coup failed and had not there been
two trials, one in the Seychelles and one in Pietermaritzburg in
South Africa.

At the time of those trials, the proof of South African involve-
ment was so clear that the South African Defense Minister, Gen.
Magnus Malan, called for certain evidence not to be heard because
it would be dangerous to the security of the state.

Now, it is always hard, of course, to get evidence about destabili-
zation and that is true to some extent with what has gone on in
Zimbabwe. Nevertheless, on August 18, when there was an incur-
sion into Zimbabwe and three former Rhodesian soldiers were
killed, the colleagues of these soldiers were angry and revealed a
great deal about South African activity against neighboring states.
They contradicted the official version of unauthorized missions and
declared that the South African Government had a policy of invad-
ing neighboring countries and a destabilization center in Pretoria.

The investigating committee of the EEC, which met with the
ACP in February in Salisbury, as it was called then, did receive
complaints from several of the countries about South Africa’s de-
stabilization activities and in July of this year all the leaders of the
nine nations of the Southern African Development Coordinating
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Conference condemned unequivocally Scuth Africa’s acts of aggres-
s101.

I think we have gone enough into the patterns of aggression, but
just to reemphasize two patterns of aggression that we have seen:
One, in which there is an arrogant vioclation of all borders, where
hit squads and secret agents infiltrate and assassinate opponents of
apartheid, and the other, where there is support of dissident forces
who are trying to prevent, through destruction, regional develop-
ment under the Southern African Development Coordinating Con-
ference.

Now, on the whole question of the military and political effects,
certainly we need to emphasize once more how new countries with
scarce resources have had to use those resources for military de-
fense, for rebuilding their damaged infrastructures, and for caring
for refugees. While the citizens of those new countries have looked
forward, after hard long struggles, to independence and develop-
ment, that has not happened, and the plans for regional develop-
ment have been set back. It is possible that through these attempts
at destabilization some potential investors in the area have been
discouraged because of “‘some kind of instability.”

With regard to the U.S. policy, and the question of whether the
U.S. policy curbs or arrests destabilization, we can say it not only
fails to curb or arrest destabilization by the South African regime,
but it actually promotes destabilization. The United States has pro-
vided South Africa with an excuse to continue its illegal occupation
of Namibia, as Professor Bender has very well said, and the long-
standing collusion between the intelligence services of the United
States and South Africa lays the United States open to the charge
that it often has precise previous knowledge of South African mili-
tary operations against its neighbors, if it is not actually involved.

However, I should recommend that the U.S. Government try to
build on some of the positive aspects of the administration’s pro-
gram. Certainly in Zimbabwe, the United States was the first coun-
try to establish an embassy. It has made some contribution to the
rehabilitation of that country.

All of the countries of the Southern African Development Coordi-
nating Conference want desperately to use their resources for de-
velopment. They have indicated a willingness to go into partner-
ship with the Western World in this development, even some of the
so-called Marxist governments. I think that the United States
should actively encourage such participation, rather than to adopt
policies which push these countries and liberation movements to
look elsewhere for help.

It is important that the United States not demand client status
in its relations with Third World nations. I think one of the prob-
lems that we have is not that there is a question really of the coun-
tries of southern Africa becoming puppets of any other force, say
the Soviet Union, but that we do not seem to know how to deal
with countries, ourselves, unless they agree to become vassals or
puppets of the United States. So, if there is a genuine policy of
partnership, and if the cooperation is offered on that basis, I think
it would prove mutually beneficial. The United States could im-
prove its image which is now becoming more and more hated be-
cause it seems as though the United States is doing everything to
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encourage a country which the African Continent regards in the
same way that the Europeans regarded Nazi Germany during the
thirties and the forties.

Thank you.

[Mr. Sutherland’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BiLL SUTHERLAND, CONSULTANT, AMERICAN FRIENDS
Service COMMITTEE

My name is Bill Sutherland. I am a consultant on African and African
American Affairs residing in Dar es Salaam Tanzania East Africa. At present
I am on special assignment with the American Friends Service Committee, but
fram 1974 through 1981 I was on staff of AFSC as Scuthem Africa Representative.
During that time I traveled constantly throughout the fromtline states which
are concerned with helping the people of southern Africa attain liberation and
throughout the United States interpreting to pecple here events in that part of
the world., I have been based in Africa since December 1353, primarily in Ghana
and Tanzania where I have known meny of the principal figures of Eastern Central
and Southern Africa, among them President Kamda of Zambia, President Nyerere
of Tanzania, Prime Minister Magabe of Zimbabwe, Sam Mujoma of Namibis as well
as many of the members of the liberation movements of South Africa itself, For
thirty years my main interest and involvement has been with African liberaticon
movements, although I have alsoc worked for the govermments of both Ghana and
Tanzania. .

Today I shall discuss in same detail destsbilizaticn attempts in two countries:
The Seychelles Island and Zimbabwe. The Seychelles have a very close relation-
ship with Tanrania where I reside, although they are about 1,000 miles east of
mainland Tanzania. Zimbabwe I first visited as part of an unofficial cbserver

team of the 1980 pre-in-dependence elections. Since that time I have made
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several more visits, most recently in September of this year.

My longest stay in Africa this year was in Tanzania, essentially from
April through Avgust. During that time, a subject of much discussion was the
attempted coup in the Seychelles Isle?rlds andl the subsequent trials held in
Victoria,the Seychelles capital mdani-letemnaritzburg South Africa. The
attempted coup has proved to be one of the clearest examples of South African
involvement in destabilization attempts. According to Claudis Wright, Washington
correspondent for the New Statesman, on November 25, 1961, 53 mercenaries led
by Colomel Mike Hpare, who has a long history of mercemary activity in the former
Congo and other Africam states, were imvolved in a gun fight at the Seychelles
airport after weapons they were bringing into the country for their attack
were inadvertently discovered. Hoare and most of his men escaped by hijacking
and air India aircraft to South Africa. Seven persons were arrested in the
Seychelles, among them Martin Dolinschek, an agent of the Natiomal Intelligence
Service of South Africa. In testimony before a three man commission of Inquiry
established by the UN Security Council and later during his trial in Vicreria,
Dolinschek testified that both military J'.tlitelligence and National Inmtelligence Ser-
vices | were aware of and pave tacit approval to the plans to overthrow the
Seychelles govermment, At the trial in South Africa, Hoare testified that the
South African Defense Force had supplied the Russian AK-47 rifles pl s hand
grenades rocket launchers and walkie-talkies for the landing after a meeting with
2 senior officers, Brigadier Hamman and Brigadier Knoetze in Pretoriz in Qctober
1981. Hoare further stated that he was informed by Claasen, second in command
of the National Intelligence Service, that the South African cabinet had given
their approval to the plan, Later on at the trial the Judge agreed to a request
by the Scuth African Defense Minister General Magnus Malan that some evidence

1ot be heard because the evidence fram some defendants and witnesses about their

16-453 O—83— 4
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involvement in army activities could "prejudice state security'. Hoare
further maintained that the US CIA had been aware of the attempted coup bur
the agency had been too "timid" to bark him The Seychelles officals actually
accused the US goverrment of being in on the plan and providing covert
assistance.

In both trials the defendmts were found guilty, but most of the defendants
in South Africa were freed after 4 months in prison.

Why did the goverrment of South Africa support such a blatant act of
international terrorism in a country so far away? WNewspapers have speculated
on wild theories like capturing the Russian embassy plus secrets of the KGB!
It was more likely seen to be a possible base for action against Tanzenia, a
lemg-time host to South African exiles; or part of the "total war strategy”
set up years agc in which any comtry south of the equator could be marked
for milirary action.

Destabilization in Southern Africa:
Zambabwe

To put the question of destabilization in Zimbabwe in perspective, two
observations should be made:

1. “he South African and former Rhodesian goverrment have had the closest cooperation
in military and intelligence operations for many years.

2. Zimbakse has been the key country in the formation of the Southern Afrieca
Development Coordination Conference which challenges South Africa‘s contimed

economic damination of the region.
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Destabilization by Scuth Africa was alse a major topic during my visit
to Zimbabwe this past September. On August léth, there had been a clash between
South African soldiers and Zimbabwean military forces several miles inside
the Zimbabwean border in the region of Sengwa. Three white South African
soldiers, formerly Rhodesians, had been killed, and the black South Africans
fled, leaving behind an array of Soviet bloc weapons and supplies identified
as being from South Africa and Ireland. Chief of South African Military Forces,
General Constand Wiljoen at fjrst denied knowledge of the South african troops
but later confirmed that they came from a base in South Africa and they were
on an "unauthorized mission.™

Several South African Defense Force members declared that the official
version was a lie and that they are regqularly deployed in raids on neighboring
black states, including Zimbabwe., The SADF members were angry because the
official version of an "unauthorized mission" would make the families of the
dead white officers ineligikle for insurance or pensicn benefits. The
disaffected scoldiers went on to say that there is a destabilization center
inside defense headquarters in Pretoria’ working to weaken neighboring black
states.

Earlier, on July 24th, approximately one-fourth of the Zimbabwe air force
was put cut of commission by limpet mines expertly attached to the 13 planes
selected. Five planes were destroyed, including 4 new Hawk jets from Britain
worth 35 million dollars, and eight others were damaged.

Between March and September of this year, the oil pipeline between the
tozambican port of Beira and Zimbabwe had been sabotaged twice and the railway
cut for 17 days. The road between Malawi and Zimbabwe has suffered six

ambushes during the same pericd. These acts have been attributed to the
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Mozambogue National Resistance Movement (MNR), a group supplied and advised
by the South African government. The MNR has alse been responsible for
thousands of refugees who have fJ‘.ed to Zimbabwe from Meozambique after brutal
treatment, including the cutting off of ears and ncses. These refugees constitute
an extra burden for the Zimbabwe government which has assumed respensibility
for their welfare, including accépting their children into the cvercrowded
Zimbabwe schocl aystem.

Last year, in Rugust 1981, 50 to 60 million dollars worth of ammunition
was blown up at Inkomo barracks, home of the former Selous Scouts, composed
of black and white Rhodesiana and mercenaries. Then feollowed the theft of a
sizeable amount of weapons f£rom éranbourne Barracke and the arrest of Captain
Patrick Gericke as an alleged South African spy. Captain Gericke eécaped
with the help of Detective Inspector Fred Varkevisser to South Africa. Other
white Rhodesians were arrested in late 1981 and early 1982, some for being
spies within the Prime Minister's office, while others were charged with
having caches of weapons and trying to involve Africans in plans for secession.

Economic pressures by Scouth Africa on Zimbabwe have been combined with
the military in maxing life difficult. HNot long after Zimbabwe's independence,
South Africa withdrew the locomotives it had loaned to the former government
as well as the railway technicians, Although the locomotivess were later
returned, this act was done at a time when transport for maize was crucial
not only for Zimbabwe but alse for its neighbors. The ending of the preferential
trade agreement between South Africa anéd Zimbabwe and the manner in which
black Zimbabweans have been repatriated from South Africa has also caused
great hardship.

Prime Minister Mugabe, along with top officials from other black states

bordering on South Africa, has been trying to call the world's attention to
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South Africa's destabilization activities for several years. In February of
1952, Zimbabwean, Angolan and Zambian complaints to a European Ecconomic
Community [EEC) fact-finding mission were presented to the African, Caribbean
and Pacific [ACP]~EEC consultative assembly. Prime Minister Mugabe repeated
the charges he has been making since before Zimbabwean independence that
between 5,000 and 6,000 mercenaries, many of them former members of Rhodesian
security forces such as the Selous Scouts or former supporters of opposition
politician Bishop Muzorewa, are being trained by South Africa for infiltration-
into Zimbabwe. Elsewhere the place for training has been located at Palaborwa “jear
Kruger National Park in the northeastern part of South Africa. Zambia also
claims that South RAfrica is trai-ning zambian dissidents known as the "Machala"
gang. Angolan and Mozambican claims will be presented to this committee in
other papers. Violations of the airspace of neighboring states by South
Rfrican planes plus infiltration by Scuth African hit squads and secret
agents have been sc numercus over the past few years that an accurate.count

is almost impossible.

In July of this year, nine lezders uf the Scnthern Africamn Development
Coordinating Conference (SADCC) cendemned South Africa for its pelicy eof
destabilization "aimed at SADCC member states.” The nine said bandits
supported by South Africa were disrupting SADCC transport routes through
Mozambigque and Angola. The Nemibian war had unsettled the entire regicn,
while Zimbabwe, Botswana and Lesothe saw Scuth Africa comnections to unrest
within their borders. “The object of this destabilization is to undermine
the security of the SADCC menber states and to sabotage SADCC efferts to
achieve econcmic liberation™, according to the final communique.

What rationale can the South African government give for its activities
against Zimbabwe? In a speech reported in the Harare Herald of September llth,

1982 te the Zimbabwean Feople's Militia, Prime Minister Mugabe challenged
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South Africa to state what act of destabilization Zimbabwe had planned against
her. Former Minister of Home Affairs Richard Hove in an earlier statement
in the Rand Daily Mail of May 11, 1981, said that:

Zimbabwe remains committed...to receive and care for refugees

fleeing from inhumane, repressive and racist policies....and

to give political and other support through the United Wations,

the OAU and cther intermal agencies to the people of South Africa

who are struggling to liberate their country.
On the other hand, Mr. Hove denied that thare were bases of the banned
hfrican Bational Congress of South Africa in Zimbabwe, noting that "Zimbabwe
had given:South Africa not the slightest pretext for hostile acts.™ Nevertheless,
south Aféica's Minister of Police, Mr. Louis Le Grange made it c¢lear that the
mere presence of a wmember of the ANC was enough and on July 3let, Joe Ggahd,
former political prisoner on Robben Island, was shot and killed in Harare.
The question of how many of the charges made against the South African government
are true and to what extent internal rprises and dissidents are respon;ible
for destahilization in Zimbabwe is difficult, first because the dissident
Rhodesians and the South African government have worked together for so many

years that the Khodesians often appear to act as a somewhat independent arm

of South African intelligence in business for themselves.
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Mr. WoLPE. Thank you very much, Mr. Sutherland.
Dr. Butterfield.

STATEMENT OF R. IAN BUTTERFIELD, FOREIGN POLICY
ANALYST, THE HERITAGE FOUNDATION

Mr. BurrerrFieLp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
it is a great pleasure to be here today to share with you my views
on destabilization in southern Africa. In my capacity as foreign
policy analyst for African affairs at the Heritage Foundation, a
nonprofit research organization based in Washington, D.C., I am
obliged to devote considerable attention to political developments
in southern Africa. My work in the area has led me to formulate
decided views as to the root causes of political instability in that
area.

The very phrase “destabilization in southern Africa” evokes con-
troversy. The black-ruled states of southern Africa frequently
accuse the South African Government of destabilizing, that is to
say, subverting, their respective national governments. In reply,
South Africa reverses the charge, alleging that its neighbors are
doubly guilty, since they harbor terrorist members of the Africa
National Congress and they facilitate the entry of foreign troops
into southern Africa, troops whose ultimate target is the Republic
itself.

Most. of these charges and countercharges simply cannot be veri-
fied here in the United States. Only the files of South African mili-
tary intelligence truly can reveal the existence and the extent of
South African interference in the affairs of the Republic’s neigh-
bors. Similarly, it is difficult to discern whether South Africa’s
neighbors are knowingly sheltering the guerrilla wing of the ANC.

The absence of conclusive evidence as to the guilt or innocence of
the various involved parties, however, is not a signal to abandon
the investigation so much as to change its course. Within the con-
text of southern Africa, a search for heroes and villains, victims
and perpetrators, usually distorts the complex realities of the situa-
tion.

Moreover, within the context of this discussion, the quest for a
destabilizing power blinds us to one fundamental fact; namely, that
southern Africa is an exceptionally unstable area and that instabil-
ity is the product not of external interference but of domestic eco-
nomic and political policies pursued by South Africa’s neighbors
within their own borders. In other words, political instability does
not presuppose an outside destabilizing force,

If South Africa is supplying arms to dissident groups in Angola
or Mozambique, it is capitalizing upon an extant situation. It is not
creating that situation. So long as most of the black-ruled states of
southern Africa persist in their pursuit of one-party politics, sup-
pressing political opinion and opposition, they will continue to en-
counter serious domestic unrest.

The unpopularity of these one-party systems in southern Africa
is exacerbated by their general tendency to implement vastly im-
practical economic policies based upon the dictates of “‘scientific so-
cialism’ rather than economic realities, If the people of a country
are denied the ability to change these irrational policies and to
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remove the personnel which supports them by use of the franchise,
they ultimately will resort to force arid popular rebellion to accom-
plish the necessary change.

Today we must be particularly concerned with the serious civil
wars in Angola and Mozambique. In both these countries, anti-Gov-
ernment guerrillas have scored major successes, expanding their
spheres of control and operations. We must remember that guerril-
la movements require broad rural support, that no guerrilla move-
ment has achieved such notable successes, let alone final victory,
without first capturing the so-called “hearts and minds” of the
people. Guerrilla movements cannot be manufactured. South
Africa may or may not supply arms to dissident groups, but domes-
tic revolts on the scale of those now in progress in Angola and Mo-
zambique presuppose the presence of much more than arms; they
presuppose the existence of a broadly disaffected and frustrated
population which is willing to pick up those arms and use them.
The source of this disaffection and frustration lies not within South
Africa, but within the frontline states themselves.

Mozambique provides an excellent example of the case in point.
In April 1974, a group of Portuguese Army officers overthrew the
autocratic government of Sylvester Caetano and announced their
intention of decolonizing Portugal’s Africa possessions. Presumably
such news would be welcome to the Front for the Liberation of Mo-
zambique, Frelimo, which had been fighting for Mozambican
independence for over a decade. Frelimo did not, however, perceive
this announcement as an unmitigated blessing, because the coup
leaders also voiced their determination to allow the Mozambican
people to select their own independent government in free national
elections.

Frelimo presumably doubted its capacity to win such elections.
Not only did the movement refuse to observe a cease-fire after the
announcement of decolonization, it’s leader, Samora Machel, actu-
ally announced his intention to escalate the fighting, most of
which, incidentally, was directed against Mozambican civilian tar-
gets. Subsequent talks between Portugal and Frelimo in Lusaka
and Mogadishu broke down over the movement’s categorical refus-
al to countenance a one-man, one-vote election in Mozambique, a
somewhat ironic stipulation in the light of the movement’s repeat-
ed demands for the holding of such elections in South Africa.

After several months of continued fighting, the Portuguese will
to fight for a country which, ultimately, it intended to abandon
crumbled. Army mutinies and desertions compelled Lisbon to give
way to Frelimo and to sign an agreement in 1974, handing over the
Mozambican Government intact to Frelimo, without elections or
plebiscites.

Having come to power by force and refusing to face up to a popu-
lar test, Frelimo inevitably alienated a large segment of the Mo-
zambican population. This problem has been exacerbated since
1974 by the illogical policies which Frelimo has followed. Apparent-
ly, Frelimo was aware of its own unpopularity at a relatively early
stage, for one of its first acts upon coming to power was to estab-
lish the National Service for People’s Security, a secret police force
trained by East German experts.
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Frelimo’s illogical agricultural policies have proved uniformly
disastrous. Shortly after independence, the party declared all culti-
vated land to be the property of the state. Within 1 year, FAO
technicians estimated that Mozambique was growing only 50 per-
cent of its food needs. Nevertheless, Frelimo refused to abandon its
ideological course. On the contrary, the Minister of Agriculture
was dismissed from both the Government and the party in 1978 for
refusing to press on wholeheartedly with “scientific socialist” agri-
cultural policies.

Granted, Samora Machel, on occasions, has acknowledged the
failure of these ideoclogically oriented policies, but he has done
nothing to alter them and in March 1981, strict food rationing was
introduced into Maputo.

Frelimo’s social policies demonstrate an acute sense of insecu-
rity. Mozambican journalists have been placed under Government
control through the agency of the National Journalists’ Organiza-
tion. Free trade unions formed prior to independence have been
abolished and even such innocent bodies as the African Association
Club, the Chinese Club, and the Muslim Recreative Association
have been abolished as a result of the party’s determination to con-
trol every aspect of social life.

An article which appeared in the Washington Post in 1977 al-
leged serious human rights abuses in Mozambique. Captives in Ma-
chava Prison had had their hands mutilated by knives. Others had
had their heads held over spikes while soldiers danced on their
shoulders.

Under such circumstances, we need not look to South Africa for
the root cause of Mozambique's civil war. Any government which
comes to power by force and holds on to power by force, while pur-
suing policies which both repress and impoverish its own people,
inevitably embroils itself in domestic rebellion sooner or later.

In short, should the current Mozambican Government fall,
Samora Mache! and his colleagues have been the architects of their
own downfall. On the other hand, if they alter their policies and
allow the people of Mozambique to select their own leaders, and
the style of government under which they wish to live, they need
have nothing to fear from South Africa or from internal parties.
The very existence of a civil war presupposes the presence of a
motive and a will to fight; remove the motive and the will disap-
pears. However, if Frelimo persists in its suicidal, one-party course,
it can expect the war to continue and to escalate, with or without
South African interference.

A similar situation to that in Mozambique now prevails in
Angola. When the Lisbon coup signaled the decolonization of Por-
tugal’s African possessions, three groups were fighting for Angolan
independence—the National Front for the Liberation of Angola,
the FNLA; the National Union for the Total Independence of
Angola, UNITA; and the Popular Movement for the Liberation of
Angola, the MPLA. I list the groups in this order deliberately be-
cause, according to newspaper and diplomatic reports at that time,
the FNLA probably was the largest of the three groups, while Dr.
Jonas Savimbi of UNITA was the country’s single-most popular
figure, probably because he had fought the war from within Angola
while his rivals had directed their campaigns from the safety of



o4

exile. The MPLA generally was viewed as the weakest of the
groups, being heavily dependent upon the country’s few urban
areas and middle-class figures of mixed racial descent.

The three groups fought with each other for some time, but in
January of 1975 signed the Alvor Agreement, by which all agreed
to join together into an interim government with a view to holding
national elections. The cease-fire broke down several times, with
fighting between the FNLA and MPLA largely because the latter’s
importation of large supplies of Soviet weaponry into Luanda, ren-
dering the FNLA suspicious of MPLA intentions.

Ultimately, the MPLA used those Soviet arms and imported
Cuban troops to seize the capital, virtually annihilate the FNLA,
and declare itself the legitimate Government of Angola. Hence-
forth, Angola would be directed by a minority government which
would refuse to hold the free elections which it had promised to
abide by in the Alvor Agreement. Instead, it staked its survival on
the protection afforded by foreign troops, an inherently unstable
situation, regardless of South Africa conduct.

The Cubans, who had proved so successful against the FNLA,
proved useless, however, when faced with UNITA forces in the
south. In this region, Dr. Savimbi enjoys the support of Angola’s
largest tribal group, in a part of the world where tribal loyalties
count for a great deal. Consequently, between 1975 and 1977, he
was able to hang on to his stronghold in Cuando Cubango Province
and, since 1977, has been expanding his sphere of influence. This
fact, in itself, is ample testimony to the popularity of his cause, and
points up the fact that Angola’s current instability is rooted in the
MPLA'’s refusal to share power with other Angolan groups, not in
the policies of the South African military.

Critics of Dr. Savimbi have alleged that he owes his success to
South Africa. However, if dependence upon South Africa is a yard-
stick against which southern African movements and governments
must be judged, Samora Machel, Robert Mugabe and Kenneth
K_augl_da all would have to be pronounced equally guilty as Dr. Sa-
vimbi.

The proposed Cuban withdrawal from Angola has been discussed
almost entirely within the context of the proposed Namibia settle-
ment, as a quid pro quo for South African withdrawal. It should be
stressed, however, that a Cuban withdrawal represents Angola's
own best opportunity to escape that condition of chronic instability
which has characterized it since 1975. Deprived of its shield of for-
eign troops, the MPLA will be obliged to come to terms with
UNITA, either with a view to power sharing or the holding of na-
tional elections. Anyone with the long-term interests of Angola at
heart must support this essential reconciliation. Without it, Angola
never will enjoy political stability or economic development, re-
gardless of developments in Namibia or South Africa.

The Governments of Zimbabwe and Botswana have not made
such blatant attempts to silence their political opposition and, not
surprisingly, their allegations of South African destabilization are
concomitantly milder and fewer. This summer, English-speaking
South African newspapers carried stories of South African troops
boarding helicopters in- Namibia, crossing the border, and killing
big game animals in Botswana. These incidents appear to have
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been substantially proved and must be stopped. However, allega-
tions that they comprise part of a long-term destabilization plan
seem somewhat far-fetched. The incidents appear more typical of
universal drunken soldiery than of a calculated military plan.

Mr. WoLpE. Could you conclude your statement, please?

Mr. ButTierrFIELD. Certainly.

South Africa’s apartheid system, understandably, is extremely
repugnant to U.S. opinion, and it must be reformed on both moral
and practical grounds. However, our distaste for South Africa’s do-
mestic policies must not lead us to distort southern Africa realities
in order to paint the Republic as the chief villain in every situa-
tion; nor should it blind us to the faults and shortcoming of South
Africa’s neighbors. Southern Africa currently is going through a
period of crisis. The United States can assist the area through its
troubles, but only if it adopts a fair and balanced approach to all of
the countries of the region.

[Mr. Butterfield’s prepared statement follows:]
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PrEPARED STATEMENT OF DR. R. IaN BurrerFieLp, ForEicn Poricy ANaLYsT, THE
HeriTAGE FOUNDATION

Mr. Chairman, members of the House Foreign Relations subcommittee
on African Affairs, it is an henor and a pleasure to be here
today to share with you my views on destabilization in southern
Africa. 1In my capacity as foreign pelicy analyst for African
affairs at The Heritage Foundation, a non-profit reserach organiza-
+ion based in Washington, D.C., I am cbliged to devote considerable
attention to political developments in scuthern Africa. My work
in the area has led me to formulate decided views as to the root
causes of political instability in southern Africa.

The very phrase "destabilization in southern Africa" evockes
controversy. The black-ruled states of southern Africa: Mozambiue,
Zimbabwe, Botswana, Zambia and Angola freguently accuse the South
African government of destabilizing, that is to say subverting,
their respective natonal governments. In reply, South Africa
reverses the charge, alleging that its neighbors are doubly
guilty, since they harbor terrorist members of the Africa National
Congress and they facilitate the entry of forelgn troops inte
Southern Africa, troops whose ultimate target is the Republic
itself.

Most of these charges and counter-charges simply cannot be
verified here in the U.S. Only the files of South African military
intelligence truly can reveal the existence and the extent of
Seuth African interference in the affairs of the Republic's
neighbors. Certain prevailing signs and circumstances may enable
analysts to make a tentative judgment one way or the other, but
hard evidence is lacking. Similarly, it is diffieult to discern
whether South Africa's neighbors are knowingly sheltering the
guerrilla wing of the ANC. Presumably, if they are doing so,
they are aware that they may have to pay a high price for their
actions, as was evidenced by the Scuth African raid on Matola.

The absence of conclusive evidence as to the guilt or innocence
of the various involved parties, however, is not a signal to
abandon the investigation so¢ much as to change its course.
within the context of scuthern Africa, a search for herces and
villains, victims and perpetrators usually distorts the complex
realities of the situaticn. Moreover, within the context of this
discussion, the gquest for a destabilizing power blinds us to one
fundamental fact; namely, that scuthern Africa is an exception-
ally unstable area and that instability is the product not of
external interference, but of domestic economic and political
policies pursued by South Africa's neighbors within their own
borders. In other words, political instability does not presuppose
an outside, destabilizing force. I1f South Africa is supplylng
arms to dissident groups in Angola or Mozambique, it is capitaliz=
ing upon an extant situation, it is not creating that situation.
So long as most of the black-ruled states of southern Arica
persist in their pursuit of one-party politics, suppressing
polltlcal opinion and opposition, they will continue to encounter
gerious domestic unrest. This scenario applies equally to friends
of the U.S., such as Kenya, as well as to those states with which
washington has cooler relatiens, such as Mozambigue and Zambia.
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The one party state is, to all intents and purposes, equatable

with the suppression of political expression and the entrenchment
of self-sustaining oligarchies. The unpepularity of these one-party
systems in southern Africa is exacerbated by their general tendency
to implement vastly impractical economic policies based upon the
dictates of "scientific socialism® rather than economic realities.
1f the people of a country are denied the ability to change these
irrational pelicies and to remove the persomnel which supports

them by the use of the franchise, they ultimately will resort to
force, popular rebellion, to accomplish the necessary change.

Today, we must be particularly concerned with the serious
civil wars in Angola and Mozambigue. In both these countries,
anti-government guerrillas have scored major successes, expanding
their spheres of contrcl and operations. We must remember that
guerrilla movements require broad rural support, that no guerrilla
movement has achieved such notable successes, let alone final
victory, without first capturing the "hearts and minds" of the
population. South Africa may or may not supply arms to dissident
groups but domestic revolts on the scale ¢f those now in progress
in Angola and Mcozambique presuppose the presence of much more
than arms; they pressuppose the existence of a broadly disaffected
and frustrated populace which is willing to pick up those arms
and use them. The source of this disaffection and frustraticn
lies not within South Africa, but the front-line states themselves.

Mozambigque provides an excellent example of the case in
point. Im April, 1974, a group of Portuguese army cfficers
overthrew the autocratiec government of Sylvester Caetanc and
announced their intention of decolonizing Portugal's Africa
pessessions: Angola, Mozambique, Guinea Bissau, Cape Verde.
Presumably, such news would he welcome to the Front for the
Liberation of Mozambigue (FKELIMO), which had been fighting for
Mczambican independence for a decade. Frelino did not perceive
the announcement as an unmitigated blessing, however, because the
coup leaders had veoiced their determination to allow the Mozambican
people to select their own independent government in free national
elections. Frelimo, presumably, doubted its capacity to win such
an electicn. WNot only did the moverent refuse to observe a
ceasefire after the announcement of decolonizaticn, its leader,
Samora Machel, actually announced the escalation ¢f the fighting,
most of which, incidentally, was directed against civilian targets.!
Subsequent talks between Portugal and Frelimo in Lusaka and
Mogadishu broke down cver the movement's categorical refusal to
countenance a one man, cie vote election in Mozambigue, a somewhat
irenic stipulaticn, in the light of the movement's repeated
demands for the holding of such elections in neighboring South
Africa. Apparently, Frelimo believed that, having fought the
war, it had the right to dictate the peace and to enjoy exclusive
control of Mozambique's governmental infrastructure for the

H

! AFRICA, Agence France Presse, No. 2008, 2076.
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foreseeable future. This is a dubiocus assumption to say the
least; if anyone had a right to choose Mozambiqgue's form of
government, it was the people of that country, not a minority
group whose support, effectively, had been restricted to the
northern and central provinces.

After several months of fighting, the Portuguese will to
fight for a country which, ultimately, it intended to abandon,
crumbled. Army mutinies and desertions compelled Lisbon to give
way to Frelimo and to sign an agreement on September 7th, 1974,
handing over the Mozambican govermment, intact, te Frelimo,
without elections or plebiscites.?

Baving come to power by force and refused to face up to a
popular test, Frelimo, inevitably, had alienated a large segment
of the Mozambican pecple. This problem has been exacerbated by
the policies which it has followed since 1974. Apparently,
Frelimo was aware of its own unpopularity at a relatively early
stage, for one of its first acts upon coming to power was to
establish the National Service for People's Security, a secret
police force trained by East German experts.?

Frelimo's illogical agricultural policies have proved uniformly
disastrous. Shortly after independence, the party declared all
cultivated land to be the property of the people, that is to say,
the state. Within cne year, FAQ technicians estimated that
Mozambigue was growing only 50 percent of its food needs. Never-
theless, Frelimo refused to abandon its ideological course. ©On
the contrary, the Minister of Agriculture was dismissed from both
the government and the party in 1978 for refusing to press on
wholeheartedly with "scientific socialist" agricultural policies.?

Granted, the movement's leader, Samora Machel, on occasiens,
has acknowledged the failure of these iseclogically-criented
poelicies, but he has done nothing to alter them and in March,
1981 strict food rationing was introduced in the capital Maputo.®

Frelimo's social policies demonstrate and acute sense of
insecurity. Mozambican journalists have been placed under government
control through the agency of the National Journalists' Organization.
Free trade unions formed prior to independence have been abolished
and even such innccent bodies as the African Assogiation Club,
the Chinese Club and the Muslim Recreative Association have been
abolished as a result of the party's determination te control

z Ibid., No. 2090, 2091, 2101.

3 Christian Science Monitor, June 13, 1975.

4 Time, May 3, 1976, pp. 25-26, The Washington Post, April 19, 1976, The Wall
Street Journzl, December 20, 1980, The Africa Research Bulletin, Vol. 15,
No. 4, p. 4812 A, Ibid., Vol. 15, No. &, p. 4954 C.

The Wall Street Journal, December 30, 1982, Agencia de Informacze de
Mocambique: Bulietin No. 57.
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every aspect of social life. An article which appeard in The wash-
ington Post in 1977 alleged -=2rious human rights abuses in Meczamblgue,
Captives in Machava Priscn had had their hands mutilated by

knives. Others had had their heads held over spikes which scldiers
danced on their shoulders.®

Under such circumstances, we need not look to Scuth Africa
for the root cause of Mozambigue's civil war. Any government
which comes to power by force and holds cn to power by force
while pursuing policies which both repress and impoverish its own
pecple, inevitably, imbroils itself in domestic rebellion sconer
or later.

Moreover, given the gecgraphical situation of Mozambique,
such a domestic movement, in all likelihood, will enijcy considerable
success. Mozambigue is a large country with long, unpcliceable
borders. In large areas, vegetatlon covering facilitates guerrilla
operations. The country is heavily dependent upon the earnings
of its rail transit system, which supplies vital impert-export
routes to Malawl, Zimbabwe, South Africa and, to a lesser extent,
Zampla. This dependence enables even a small band of railway
saboteurs armed with crude expolsives, to exercise a disporporticnate
impact upon the national economy. These factors worked in favoer
or Frelimo when 1t was a guerrilla movement but militate against
it now that it holds the government.

In short, should the current Mozambican government fall,
Samora Machel and his colleagues have been the architects of
their own downfall. ©n the other hand, if they alter their
pelicies, and allow the people of Mezambigue teo select their own
leaders and the style of government under which they wish to
live, they need have nothing to fear from South africa or from
internal parties. The very existence of a civil war presupposes
the presence of & motive and a will to fight; remove the motive
and the will disappears. Any groups which persisted in fighting
a duly elected government would perish through lack of popular
support. However, 1f Frelimec persists in its suidical, one-party
course, 1t can expect the war to continue and to escalate, with
or without South African interference.

& similar situation to that in Mozambigue now prevails in
Angala. Wwhen the Lisbon coup signalled the decolonizaticn of
Portugal's African possessions, three groups were fighting for
Angolan indpendence: the National Front for the Liberaticn of
Angela (FNLA), the Naticonal Unicn for the Total Independence of
Angola (UNITA) and the Popular Movement for the Liberation of
Angola {MPLA). I list the groups in this order deliberately
because, according to newspaper and diplomatic reports at that
time, the FNLA probably was the largest of the three goups while
Dr. Jonas Savimbi of UNITA was the country's most popular single

& Afriva Research Bullentin, Vol., 15, No. 6, p. 49078, Ibid., Vol. I3, p.

3964C, The Washingteon Post, August 14, 1977.



60

political figure, probably because he had fought his war from
within Angola, while his rivals had directed their campaigns from
the safety of exile. The MPLA generally was viewed as the weakest
of the groups, being heavily dependent upon the country's few
urban areas and middle class figures of mixed racial descent.?

The three groups fought with each other for some time but in
January 1975, signed the Alvor Agreement, by which all three
agreed tc join together into an interim govermment with a view to
hclding national elections. The ceasefire broke down several
times, with fighting between the FNLA and MPLA largely because
the latter's importation of large supplies of Soviet weaponry
into the capital, Luanda, rendered the FNLA suspicious of MPLA
intentions, Ultimately, the MPLA used those Soviet arms and
imported Cuban troops to seize the capital, virtually annihilate
the FNLA and declare itself the legitimate govermment cf Angela.
Henceforth, Angola would be directed by a minority govermment
which would refuse to hold the free electicns which it had promised
to abide by in the Alvor Agreement. Instead, it staked its survival
on the protection afforded by foreign troeps, an inherently
unstable situation, regardless of South Africa conduct.

The Cubans who had proved so successful against the FNLA
‘proved useless, however, when faced with UNITA forces in the
south. In this region, Dr. Savimbi enjoys the support of Angcla's
largest tribal group, in a part of the world where tribal loyalties
count for a great deal. Consequently, between 1975 and 1977 he
was able to hang on to his stronghold in Cuando Cubango province
and, since 1377, he has been expanding his sphere of influence.
Analysts disagree over whether he now contrels %, 1/3, cr % of
Angola. These debates are, most likely, futile, since the term
Ycontrol" is misleading within the context of the Angeolan struggle.
The country is extremely large and sparsely populated and, outside
UNITA and MPLA strongholds, should the regarded as disputed '
no-man's land. The point remains, however, that, faced with an
onslaught of a Soviet-equipped MPLA army and what was once estimated
as 40,000 Cuban troops, Dr. Savimbi has not only survived, he has
thrived. This fact, in itself, is ample testimony to the popularity
of his cause, and points up the fact that Angola's current instability
1s rooted in the MPLA's refusal to share power with other Angolan
groups, not in the policies of the South African military.

Critics of Dr. Savimbi have alleged that he owes his success
to South Africa. However, two years ago a respected investigation
team reported that his dependence upon South Africa was minimal,
being limited largely to gasoline and medical supplies.?® Of

See The Washington Post, July 7, 1976, September 14, 1975, The New York Times,
June 28, 1975, The San Diego Union, July 12, 1975, and U.S8. News and World
Report, December 29, 1975, p. 19.

Econemist, January 18, 1975, Intelligence Digest, February 14, 1979, p.

8750,

Confidential publication, sold commercially but not available for public
guotation.
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course, the situaticn may have changed in the meantime. However,
if dependence upen South Africa is a yardstick against which
southern African movements and govermnments must be judged, Samora
Machel, Robert Mugabe and Kenneth Kaunda all would have *to be
pronounced equally guilty as Dr. Savimbi.

The proposed Cuban withdrawal from Angola has been discussed
almost entirely within the context of the proposed Namibia settle-
ment, as a quid pro gquo for South African withdrawal from the
territory. It should be stressed, however, that a Cuban withdrawal
represents Angola's own best cpportunity to escape that conditien
of chronic instability which has characterized it since 1975.
Deprived of its shield of fereign treeps, the MPLA will be obliged
to come to terms with UNITA, either with a view to power-sharing
or the helding of national elections. Anvone with the long term
interests of Angula at heart must support this essential reconcilia-
tion. Without it, Angola never will enjoy political stability or
economic development, regardless of developments in Namibia or
South Africa.

The govermments of Zimbabwe and Botswana have not made such
blatant attempts tc silence their political opposition and, not
suprprisingly, their allegations of South African destabilization
are milder and fewer. This summer, English-speaking Scuth African
newspapers carried stories of South African troops boarding
helicopters in Namibia, crossing the border and killing big game
animals in Betswana. These incidents appear to have been substan-
tially proved and must be stopped.l!? However, allegations that
they comprise part of a long term destabilizaticn plan seem
somewhat far-fetched. The incidents appear more typical of
universal drunken soldiery than of a calculated military plan.
Certainly, the shooting of big game animals would appear to be an
exceptionally tortuous route towards destabilizing the government
of Botswana.

I was in Zimbabwe during the recent incident when three
former members cof the Rhodesian army were killed on an incursion
from South Africa into scuth-eastern Zimbabwe. I had the gocd
fortune to speak Wwith several senior figures in the Ministry for
Security, a few days after the incident. Interestingly, while
they did assert that the raiders had had official permission to
conduct their operation, they did not claim that the infiltrators
were directing their efforts against the Zimbabwean government
itself. oOn the contrary, the prevailing analysis at that time
was that the operation had been aimed at the railway sidings at
Nayala, a service and supply center for the Mozambican railroad
system just inside the Zimbabwean border. Throughout Prime Minister
Mugabe's recent troubles with Mr. Joshua Wkomo and his Patriotic
Front/Ndebele supporters, nc evidence has been brought fcrward of
South African invovement with the opposition mevement. Indeed,

to Johannesburg Star, August 17, 1982,
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why should there be? What would South Africa have to gain from
ousting a relatively pragmatic Mr. Mugabe when the only foreseeable
alternative would be a minority Ndebele government heavily dependent
upon the Soviet Union and East Germany, with the ominous possibility
of a direct Cuban military presence?

One disturbing fact did, however, alight from the incident
in southeastern Zimbabwe. Master Sargeant Wessels and his two
companions had left a training camp in South Africa with a party
of at least twelve men. I know of no military facility in a
relatively advanced country where a mere sargeant can take a
party ¢f twelve men off a post without permissicn and not be
missed. The mission must have been authorized at a higher level;
the question is, how high? My own conversation with the Foreign
Ministry in Pretoria has convinced me that the mission could not
have received pelitical authorization. Zimbabwe already is
economically dependent upon South Africa, and the ministry apparently
feels no need to humiliate Zimbabwe militarily. If the mission
was authorized solely by military men, without political permission,
then we must turn to two critical guestions: at how high a level
within the military was the mission authorized, and, to what
extent does the South African military machine function free from
pelitical restraint? These questions are disturbing, but should
not be allowed to distract our attention from the central fact
that the rieing tide of discontent in parts of Zimbabwe springs
not from South African subversion but from the pronouncemerits of
Prime Minister Mugabe -and the conduct of his more extreme Cabinet
members., If the Prime Minister acknowledges that Mr. Nkomoc and
the Ndebele minority are facts of Zimbabwean political life which
must be dealt with through compromise, he will achieve political
stability. If he insists upon pressing forward with his demands
for a one party state, Mr. Nkomec and his followers almost certainly
will resort to violence to secure what they regard as their
political survival.

South Africa's apartheid system, understandably, is extremely
repugnant to U.S. opinion, and it must be reformed, on both moral
and practical grounds. However, our distaste for South Africa's
domestic policies must not lead us to distort southern Africa
realities in order to paint the Republic as the chief willain in
every situation; nor should it blind us to the faults and short-
comings of South Africa's neighbors. Southern africa currently
is going through a period of crisis. The U.S5. can assist the
area through its troubles, but only if it adopts a fair and
balanced approach to 211 of the countries of the region.
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Mr. WoLPE. Thank you, Dr. Butterfield.
I would like to call now on Dr. Seth Singleton.

STATEMENT OF SETH SINGLETON, PROFESSOR OF POLITICS AND
GOVYERNMENT, RIPON COLLEGE

Mr. SinGLETON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1 greatly appre01ate
the opportunity to testify today.

I am professor of politics and government at Ripon College in
Wisconsin, a scholar trained in both Soviet and African studies. I
have lived in Tanzania and traveled elsewhere in Africa and also
in the Soviet Union. For the past 5 years I have pursued research
on Soviet foreign policy in the Third World, particularly in Africa
and southern Africa. That has included summer research at the
Kennan Institute for Advanced Russian Studies at the Wilson
8enter here in Washington, at the Harvard Russian Research

enter.

Of the questions posed by the subcommittee, I am able to speak
to those concerning the objectives and activities of the Soviet
Union and its allies. I will try to explain what the Soviets are
doing in southern Africa and why and how U.S. policy might take
account of that.

I think it would be a mistake, however, to view southern Africa
only as a zone of East-West competition. The United States has
concerns for human rights and democratic majority rule, for trade
and access to resources, and for peace. What I will argue is that
intelligent polices to reduce Soviet and allied influence run parallel
to, not against, intelligent policies to further these other objectives.

The purpose of Soviet policy in southern Africa is to win influ-
ence and control at the expense of the United States and the West.
The Soviets see southern Africa as a political and psychological
battleground, with African nations and regimes as the obhjects of
the struggle. This basic Soviet perception and purpose is highly un-
fortunate, but it is quite real. Their interests are counter to ours,
since one of their major purposes is to weaken and injure the
United States. Southern Africa is a perfect opportunity because the
Soviets can take advantage of the underlying conflict between Afri-
cans and South Africa.

Encouraging Africans to fight South Africa isn't enough, howev-
er. The basic Soviet aim is to polarize southern Africa, with all Af-
ricans on one side and with the United States as the ally of South
Africa on the other. At that point they become the true natural
ally of African interests.

I cannot emphasize enough that the Soviet Union and South
Africa share an interest in conflict and destabilization, which nei-
ther shares with the United States. Above all, the Soviets and the
South Africans share an overwhelming interest in driving or pro-
voking the United States to join South Africa’s camp. The Soviets
have invested 65 years of policy and propaganda in the idea that
the West wants only to dominate and exploit Third World peoples.
Elsewhere in the world—for example, on the Horn of Africa, where
they switched sides in a quarrel among Africans and, most obvious-
ly, in the brutal suppression of the people of Afghanistan—the So-
viets have become and are seen as self-interested expansionists.
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Southern Africa is politically important. It is the one crucial
place where they can maintain a righteous image. It is also a fine
opportunity to expand their network of allies and create more
Communist countries. Southern Africa is not important at all to
Soviet security or to the security of the Soviet-Eurasian Empire,
which always comes first in Soviet priorities. The Eurasian Empire
is in trouble. This means that the Soviets will put few resources
into southern Africa—money, food, oil, anything that ultimately
costs them hard cash.

Further, it means that the Soviets will take few risks. They
cannot risk getting drawn into a war with South Africa, which in
southern Africa they would probably lose. They have tried to leave
as few “tripwires” as possible, and they have made no pronounce-
ments of the irreversibility of anything. The Cubans stay out of
sight, and the East Germans and Soviets, too, when the South Afri-
cans cross the Angolan border.

Soviet power in southern Africa is limited. They cannot com-
mand anyone. Their influence depends on how much they are
needed. How much they are needed depends on whether Africans
need weapons and military training and internal security and ex-
ternal protection. These are all the Soviets and their allies can
offer. The Soviets, thus, have an interest in instability, as long as it
does not become too threatening.

In the world as a whole, Soviet power is now overextended. The
Soviets are supporting four or five counterinsurgency wars. They
have a stumbling and troubled economy, and they are worried
about the growth of American military power to which they must
devote their resources to match. At the moment in southern Africa
the Soviets are holding on, hoping that in Angola and Mozambique
they can keep enough political influence to keep their influence
and presence against the temptation of those countries to turn to
the West for economic development. But if they can promote a
Cuban-style political future for Angola or for Mozambique, they
will be in an excellent position to take advantage of what they
might call the next “upsurge of revolutionary activity.” In the
meantime, they will continue training and arming the Peoples Lib-
eration Army of Namibia and training and arming guerrillas of the
African National Congress for raids into South Africa.

The Soviets also hope to see the United States make the mistake
of becoming South Africa’s ally. Then, when the world situation
changes, when at some future time the United States becomes less
aggressive, the Soviets will already have established that we, along
with South Africa, are the natural enemy.

One widespread view explains Soviet activities as an effort to
gain naval and other military facilities in order to threaten and
eventually to control the oil and strategic minerals essential to the
West. This isn’t wrong, but it puts the cart before the horse. Soviet
policy is fundamentally political, not military. They're Leninists,
not the heirs of Admiral Mahan. If expansion of political influence
provides the opportunity for naval, air, or communications or in-
telligence facilities, the Soviets will certainly take advantage of it.
The same is true for control over natural resources. But this is not
their basic motivation.
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. To take the Zimbabwe example, Soviet and allied weapons and
training to the Patriotic Front was not a policy to get Zimbabwe's
chromite, It was an attempt to implant Soviet influence in a liber-
ated Zimbabwe. The use of that influence at some future time to
corner the world chromite market would have been a happy extra
result.

At present, the Soviets have four objectives in southern Africa,
along with their general objective of polarization: First, to deepen
what they call Socialist orientation in Angola and Mozambique,
and eventually make these countries fully Communist allies;
second, to extend their influence in other frontline States; third, to
make the leadership of SWAPO and the African National Congress
of South Africa loyal to a Soviet connection, to eventually install
their influence in those countries; and finally, continually to harass
and embarrass the United States.

Let me say a word about socialist orientation. It is actually a
new Soviet policy developed in the late seventies. It is designed to
take countries where the Soviets have been invited in and try to
turn them basically into more Cubas. The model for the policy is
what happened in Cuba in the sixties.

The elements of this policy include several things. First, a friend-
ship treaty which allows Soviet or allied intervention if both the
Soviets and the other country, Angola or Mozambique, agree.
Second, party-to-party agreements between the MPLA and Frelimo
on the one hand, the Soviet Communist Party on the other, for
ideological and organizational training and coordination of propa-
ganda. Third, military supply and training of the army, including
its political loyalty. There are joint economic ventures and, finally
and necessarily, formal public commitment by the ruling political
party that they are Marxist-Leninists and seek to build commu-
nism and welcome “unbreakable” friendship with the Soviet
Union.

The question then becomes whether all this will work to make a
Soviet connection permanent. Whether it will work depends on
what others do, particularly South Africa and the United States.
To the extent that Angola and Mozambique are threatened by in-
ternal insurgency and external threat, the Soviet, Cuban, and
East German efforts to build a strong, centralized state, and an
army and internal security police, become more needed. If they are
not threatened and turn to their economic development, Soviet and
allied security and state-building is less needed, and the West be-
comes the natural ally. The best case for the Soviets is one of con-
stant but low-level threat.

Now, I do not believe that the leaderships of Angola and Mozam-
bique are so committed to Marxism-Leninism and the Soviet con-
nection—and it is the Soviet connection that is important, not the
internal policies of the regime—that they will, in fact, join the
Soviet bloc no matter what we do. All of the evidence indicates
they are pragmatists and nationalists as well as Marxists. Both
countries need economic help. They get it from the West and they
have turned to the West, including the Portuguese.

Mr. WoLrpE. Could you conclude the statement, please?

Mr. SinGLETON. Yes, sir, I will conclude the statement.
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The conclusion of the statement is this. The United States should
promote, by any means possible, conditions of peace and stability
which allow the frontline states and a Namibia under majority
democratic rule to turn to their economic development needs. The
United States must avoid the trap of being provoked into support
for South African destabilization, which is what would make the
Soviet Union the natural ally and the protector of African inter-
ests.

[Mr. Singleton’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SETH SINGLETON, PROFESSOR OF POLITICS AND GOVERNMENT,
Riron CoLLEGE

Mr, Chairman: I greatly appreclate this opportunity to testify before
the Subcommittee on Africe at an important juncture in United States Tela-
tlons with the countries of southern Africa, For the last several years
I have been studying Soviet policy in the Third World, perticularly
Southern Africa. This statement will consider the objectlves of the Soviet
Union and 1ts aliles in thet region, thelr strategles and aetivities, and
effective Inited States responses. Simply, what are the Soviets up to in
southern Africa and what should we do ebout it? I am fully aware that
the Soviet-Ameriean competition 1a only part, noct the whole, of United
States concern in southern Africa, end I believe thet 1t would be a major
mlstake to formulate policy considering only East-West confllct. But, as
I w11l try to explain, intellipent United States policy toward reduclng
Soviet and ellled Influence in southern Africa runs parallel to, mot
apalnst, Intelligent policy to advance human rights, to dewvelop legltimate

economlc lnterests, and to promote peace.

The Basis for Soviet Policy

The Soviets see much of the Third World, and southern Africa in par-
tlcular, as a zone of conflict between "soelaliem" end "imperlelism,” or
between the Sovlet-led cormumist bloc and the United Stetes and the West.
Africen natlons end their leeders are the polliticel and peychological
battleground over which the contest is waged. This basic Soviet perception
may be highly unfortunate, but it 1s the bedrock of Soviet poliey.

For the key Soviet planners 1n the Internationel Department of the
CPSU Central Committee Secretarist, and alsc in the Forelpgn Ministry, the
Defense Ministry, the KGB, and the Afrlece Institute of the Soviet Acadenmy
of Sciences, the queation then becomes: Looking at the situatlon in

southern Africa In the most objective and realistic way, what combinatlon



67

of politieal, diplomatic, militery, eccnomlic, and propagenda activities will
met effectively further the influence and comtrol of the Sovlet Union
and its allies, and most effectively reduce the Influence and control of
the West, particularly the United States? The use of particular instruments
of policy will shift in response to circumstance, but elwaye with the basic
obJective in mind. The Soviets are slso realists about resources and
priorities, Some places In the world are more important then others, and
different places are lmportant in differant weys. The securlty of the
Soviet Union and of the contigusus Soviet emplre has always been most
important. Only when that 1s assured will rescurces be spared for expansicn,
and then only in ways whiech do not risk "gaine of soclalism” alreedy won.
This 1e not to argue that the Sovieta never make mistakes. Often they
mfacaleulate badly, as In Afghanietan, And often thelr Intentions are
frustrated by clreumstances and the actlons of others which they camnot
control, Soviet Influence hae been thrown out of China, Egypt, snd many
other countries, end in southern Africa Soviet efforis to implant Influence
In a liberated Zimbabwe did not succeed. I would like to return later to
the important question of how much power the Sovlets reslly have in southern
Africa.

The Importance of Southern Africa
Southern Africa is made to order for Soviet polley. Here, to pursue

expansion end weekening of the West, the Soviets really can be & natural
ally of Africans seeking majordity rule and an end to economie and racial
explolitation. The Soviet Union has invested sixty~five years of polley and
propaganda in the idea that the West is the natural enemy of Third World
pecples, and wents only to dominate and expiloit them In pursult of profit.
But while Soviet obJectlives and rhetoriec have changed very litile over two

generations, the world hes ewolved ocut from underneath them. Asian and
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African patlons increasingly control thelr own economies and natural resources,
and now compete with--and someilmes make war on--cach other. On the Horn of
Africa, everyone understands that the Sovlets sought to galn advantege by
exploiting & quarrel among Africane. Belng branded as lmperialists under-
cuts the whole ediflce and rationale of Soviet poliey. But in southern
Afriea they may become the armorers end protectors of a cause consldered
righteous by all Africens and the world as a whole. As Seviet pollcy elae-
where becomez obviously self-interested--in Indochina, on the Horn, and in
the brutel suppression of the people of Afghanistan--the importence of thoge
few situationz where they can malntain s righteous image and use it increages.

The Sovlets understand perfectly that whlle southern Afrlca is mot
important to them, 1t is Important to the Weet, and that the United States
is ceught between moral opposition to epartheid and the economie beneflits of
the stetus que. In present world circumstances when the Sovilet Unlon 1s on
the military and economle defensive, 1t seeks to foeus attention of the
Unlted States on "the bulwark of militarism and reaction.” Southern Africa
is highly useful for that 1f the Unlted States cooperates.

Southern Afrieca is not lmportant to Soviet security in any wey. The
Sovlets heve a free hand because they have no securlty Interests to protect.
By the seme tcken, southern Africa is not worth mueh risk or cost In splte
of 1ts usefulness. Teklng rlsks in far—off places which might endanger
Soviet securlity 1s "adventurism," s Leninist sin. Nikita Khurshchev's 111-
fated adventure in support of Patrice Lumrba in the Conge is one African
case which Soviet policy makers remember well. 8o ricke end costs will be
kept low. Add policies are tight-fisted, even to such poor countries as
Mozambique, because other uses of resources are lmportant to Soviet security.
The ‘cost of fifteen or twenty thousend Cuban soldlers in Angola, of pro-

viding Scviet and Cuban and East Cerman technical end miiitary adviacrs, of
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equipping and training a few thousand SWAPD guerrillas and handfuls of
African Natlonal Congress commandos, are minimal. Weapons deliverles to the
Angolan and Mozambican armies have been moderate, and the size of those
forces has not Inereased much, T assume the Angolans pay for their equipmant
in hard caah earmed by oll exports to the United Statez, The whole polltieal-
militery operation probably costs less than two of the Seviety Army's 173
divisions, 4s for rlsk, the Soviets have tried to leave no trip-wires which
might force interventlon to saye their reputation. When the South Afrieans
Invade Angola, the Cubans stay well out of sight. Wor are the Soviets likely
1o do anything which would anger snd infiame African or West Eurcpean opinion,
or force a dlrect confrontation with the United States.

If major cost or risk can be avoided, southern Afriea is an almst
perfect opportunity for skillful Soviet poliey. The bullt-in conflict
between the Frontline States and Scuth Africs provides the setting, To
complete the picture, what the Soviets must do is provoke the United States
inte assoclation with South Africa, at which point they really become the
netural ally of Afrlcans against South Afrlca supported by the United States.
This is the situation the Soviets want. It is also the situstion the South
Africans want. The great irony 1s that the real natural allies are the
Soviet Union end South Africa, which share an overwhelming interest in driving

the United States into South Africa's camp.

Recent and Present Activitles
After the Cuben-Soviet interventlon in Angola in lete 19Y5 the Soviets
developed & new policy framework for Africa. Part of it was as old as the
Soviet Union--the Sovlet Tmion as "atural slly" of liberatlon. To this
wes added the cleim that only by relying on Soviet "might" could true
liberation be achieved. The Sovlets boasted that they had the mliltary

reach to protect friends anywhere in the world, and they apparently assumed
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& permanent decline of United States power and opposition.

Establlshed in Angovla, the Soviets and Cubans and East Germens pro-
ceeded to traln and equip ten thousand or more soldiers of ZIPRA, the army
of the ZAPU wing of the Patriotic Front, for wer against the Rhodesians, and
alse two or three thousand guerrillas of PLAN, SWAPO's military organizatilon,
to fight In Nemibla. After the Sowetc uprising, training of South African
ANC puerrillas began in Angolan caemps, where 1t continues., Some training
and equipment alsoc reached ZANU forees in Mozambique, Cubans and East
Germans helped menage propaganda for both wings of the Patriotlc Frent.

All this offensive military activity was only cne part of the policy.
The other was Internal involvement to make real communists out of regimes
which accepted Soviet and allied connections. In the past, economlc and
military ald and diplomatic support had made no permanent allles. Egypt,
Algerla, and Gulnea are African examples. What had worked, in Cuba, was
acceptance of Marrxism-Leninism as offielal ideolegy, Soviet invoivement not
only in technical assistance and military training but also in party-
buiiding, propaganda, and internsl security, and reliance on Soviet "might”
for external protection against the nearby enemy. These conditions, with
Cuba as the model, became the new concept and policy of "socimlist orlenta-
tlon, " first tried out in Angola and Mozambique., Soviet assistance end
protection would now be extended only to countries which accepted these
conditions, and then the Soviets would do everything possible to meke
countries "of soclalist orientetion” fully communlst and Integrated into
the Soviet bloe.

Sovliet writers now maintain that African gcountries must choose between
capitalist and socialist orlentation. The continent is being divided.
African socielism is denounced as fuzzy-heaeded nonsense, and countries such

as Tanzanie, Zambia, or Zimbabwe must elther move on to a Leninist internal
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pysten and & Soviet commection or slip back under the control of "imparielism"
and 1ts exploitation,

Emphasls hes ghifted aince all the offenaive activity of 1976-79. After
the Lsncaster House Zimbebwe settlement the Soviets and thelr allles have
undertaken no major initietives, although militery support to SKAFO and the
ANC continues. The earlier Soviet hope was that Zlmbabwe would become
another "soclalist orientatlon' country. That would have created an entire
zong under Soviet guidence and thus shifted the whole meaning of the Front-
line States from en Africen tc an Internaticnal commnist framewerk, This
wae why the Zirbabwe outcome was so lmportant. The Soviets found they had
m power to ensure the result they wanted. Worldwlde, Afghanistan, turmoil
in Poland, Chinese-American rapprochement, the deepening crisis of the
Soviet economy, end United States military programs all impelled a shift
from expansicn to a cautious poliey and concentration on Sovliet national
security.

Sovlet power projection is pot some mindless, constent force. The
Soviets are Cleusewltzlans {who love to quote Lenin paraphrasing Clausewits ).
When expanslon based on mllitary might reaches ites Iimits the proper course
1s to defend exeting poslitiona, to avoid risk, to bulld up power, and to
go over to the offensive In the battle for hearts and minds while writing
for future opportunities. Much less is heard these days about Sowvlet "might"
and "the changing correlatlon of forces," and much more about United States
policies of "militarism” and "mggression.” In southern Africa the most
importent present tasks are to defend galns of scelalism in Angola and
Mozambique, to meintaln influence with SWAPFO and the other Frontline States
In the hope of establiching socialist orlentation elsewhere, and to establish
that the United States 1s South Africa's patron and ally and therefore

Afriea's enemy. These alms are interconnected, and ell of them depend on
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provoking the United States and the Vest to oppose African interestes,

Destabllization

Do the Soviets and their allies pursue destebllizetion? Yes and no.
Ageinst those governments comsidered part of ™lmperislism"--now only South
Africa and Namibie under South African administration--destabilization is
exactly the policy, but not in ways that might incur unaceeptable costs
or riskg. In Angola and Mozembique, the Soviets and their allles want Just
the opposite--security sgainat South African destabllizetion--me long as
these countrles meintein thelr cooperation with and commectlons to the
Soviet bloe. Elsewhere, in Zigbabwe, Zamble, Botswana and within SWAPO
and the ANC, the Soviets will do whatever they can to gain influence, but
not In ways which would scare their present friends or alienate Afrdicans
generslly. For example, destabilizing the Zinmbabwe goveroment would be
eounterpreductive given its internal support and support from the Front-
line States, If the Migabe government were to become Internally wipopular
or fell out of line with the Fromtline States, destablization might be com~
gidered. Sinee the underlying objective 1s to turn Africens agalnet the
West and toward the Soviet Unlon, destabilization which helps that will be

pursued and destabilizationwhich does not will be avoided.

Strateglce Objectives

One widespread view explains Sovlet sctivities ms mn effort to gain
naval and other military facllities in order to thresten and eventuslly
econtrol the oll and strategic minerals essential to the West. This ian't
wrong, but 1t puts the cart before the horse. Soviet policy 1e fundamentally
politicel, not militery. They ere Leninists, not the heirs of Admiral Maham,
If expansion of political influence provides the oppertunity for naval or
alr or communications or intelligence facilities the Soviets will certainly

teke advantage of it. The same is true for control over natursl resources,
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for denlal to the West or for Sovlet use. Certalnly the Soviets would be
happy to control the world supply of chromite and platirum and much of the
supply of menganese, gold, and dlawonds, But this 1s not thelr besic
motivation, To take again the Zimbabwe example, Soviet and allled weapoms
and trelning to the Patrlotle Front waes not a poliey to get Zimbabwe's
chromite., It was an attempt to implant Soviet influence and presence in
liberated Zimbebwe. The use of that Influence at some future time to

corner the world c¢hromlte market would have been a happy extra result.

Guns, Butter, and Soviet Power

VWhille the Soviets and thelr sllies have great Influence with the govern-
ments of Angols angfh?zambique, and significant iInfluence within SWAPQ and
the South Aﬁican/ﬁaiigil Congresg, they do not dlreetly conirol any of
these os far as I can tell, (On ccceslon they may even have some trouble
contrelling their Cuban allies, although we lmow I1lttle mbout this as Soviet-
Cuban and Soviet-East German discussions are secret and disagreements are
not leaked, ) Hence Soviet power depends on belng needed and accepted by
Africans. \hat makes the Soviets and thelr allles needed? They are pur-
veyors of weapons, mliitary training, and assistance in bullding a streng
centralized state. They arm and train SWAPO and the ANC. In Angole and
Mozambique they train internal securdty pelice and try to create a well
trained army loyal to the cemtral leadershlp. Cubans and East Germans are
the active partlcipante in these activities, with some Soviet perscnnel, To
the other Frontline States the Soviets offer military equipment. Zarzbia,
Tenzania, and now Botswana have accepted Soviet weapons, and Zimbabwe has
goze left over from the liberaticn war, If these natiome accepted the condi-
ticns for scelalist orlentatlon, the Soviets and thelr aliies would gladly
provide the rest of the package designed to implant communism and make 1t

permanent. Therefcore, throughout scoutherm Africa, threats and destablillzation
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from South Africa work to Soviet advantage by increasing the need for weapons
and military tralning and intermal security which the Sovlets and Cubans and
East Germans provide.

The Soviets and their allies cannot provide effective help to ecoromic
development. Thls has become brutally obvious to the Mozambicans and the
Angclans as well as everyone else, and 1s probably one major reason for
Zimbabwe's present polieles, Cubans, East Germans, Sovlets, and other East
Eurcpeans are ective In technicsl assistance projects, which are sheap--Cuba
partleularly has a host of treined and underemployed young people, and Eaast
Germany ray find edvantage in sending = few of its restless youth to Africa--
but the Soviet bloc has no foed, money, oll, or consumer goods to spare In
1ts current condition of economic stress and retrenchment,

The situstion least favorable to Soviet influence is one in which the
Frontline States including Angele and Mozemblque and elso Nemibia under
majordty rule enjoy a period of peace and security and turn toward the
taska of economlc development. In those circumstances the Soviet weapons
and military end security training become largely irrelevant. American,
Eurcpean, and also Brazilian and possibly Chinese money, goods, and tech-
nology become overwhelmingly impertant., For economlc develcopment, the West
iz the natural ally,

The Soviets have begun to do what they can--which isn't very much--to
counteract economic weekness. Soviet propaganda now stresses development
ald. The redoutsble Vasili Soledevnikov, Soviet Ambagsador to Zembia from
1976 to 1981 end former Africa Imstitute Director who coordinated Soviet
policy throughout southern Africm, was replaced in 1981 by Vasili
Cherednik, an ecenomic expert from the Foreign Ministry. Exports to Angola
and Mozembeque have inereased, but are still insignifieant except for

weapons. The Sovlets import almost nothing from southern Africa,
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Will Wegtern economic ties with Angole and Mozamblque pull these
countries emy from the Sovlet bloc, or do they Just pey for a more comfort-
able trensition to commnism? This debate has been going on since Lemin's
time, The Gulf Cll Company and Mr, Reckefeller of the Chase Manhatian Bank
have urged recognition of the Angolen governmeni and expanded trade and
investment. Food eld to Mozamblque could be resumed. The Soviet bloe is
engaged ln activitles which deeply penetrate pollitlcs in Angola and
Mozemblque--perty organization, ideclogical training, sgreements with the
Soviet Commmist Party which provide for coordination of propsgands, intermel
gsecurity police, The Soviet hope is that these connections will becoms
strang enough fast enough te withstand the pull of Western trade and invest-
ment., And 1f the leadershlp 1s secure, why not let Gulf 0il and its
Amerlcan consumers pay for Soviet weapons, or let American taxpayers feed
the hungry in Mozembique as Herbert Eoover's American Rellef Administration
fed the hungry of Russle In Lenin's day? But Angols and Mozembique are not
the Soviet Unlon of 1921. Political tles are not so easlly ensured, end
the influx of West Europeans and Portuguese and Brazillans and possibly
Americans bringing money end goods end skills has potentially fer more lmpact.

The debate bolls down to two questioms, First, ere the present leaders
comnitted commndsts who will joln the Soviet bloe no matter whet? {Whether
the MPLA or FRELIMC leaders are commltted Marxists isn't the point; the 1ssue
i whether they are committed to integration with the Soviet bloc.) Second,
do the Soviete and thelr sllies have power within Angela or Mozamblque to
overthrow and replace any leadership that trles to escape the Scviet cormeo-
tion?

The first question 1s best answered by those more intimately familiar
with Angolae end wdith Mozembique. Angolen dealings with the Western Contact

Grour rnoncerning Nemibla, and Angolan and Mozamblesn Initlatives toward
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greater Western ecanomlc coopersticn indioate o pragmatic epproach to
national self-interest, not blind mcceptance of the Soviet view that the world
1a a dislectic struggle. Contact and cocperation emong all the Frontline
States, end with other Africens ineluding prominently the Nigerlans who

have sypported the MPLA government, indicate that the pulls of Pan-African
cooperation ere strong. Africen tles run directly against the Soviet policy
of dividing Africans from each other according to scelalist and capltalist
orlentation. The Mozambicans have repeatedly asked the Sovieta for more aid,
and have repeatedly been refused. They apparently wanted to join CMEA
{Comecon) in 1961 and were turned down, CMBA members are to be Mlevelled
up" to the stendards of the richer countries. Cuba snd Vietnsm are slready
members, and that ls alresdy more "Mevelling up" than the Soviet ecomomy

can afford, The East Europeens show no inclination to provide support
beyond a few techniciens, except for the East German political-military
involvement, In one particularly pointed ecomment Serglo Vieira, FRELIMO

ideological leader and now Mozamblgue's linister of Agriculture wrote in

World Karxist Review that "we would not like to become & model of 'poor

soclaligtm.! That 1s a particularly sensltive question in Africa." The
Angolans, with more potential wealth, might sey the same. It 1s not known
how much of Angola's hard currency earnings from oil are transferred to the
Soviets and thelir sllies, or how much fish taken by Soviet vessels from
Angolan and Mozemblcan waters goes directly 1o the USSE, or what errangements
might ensue If the Soviet-East Eurcpean teams searching for new mineral
deposits find them and propose Joint mining venturea. But given the
admittedly tight-fisted attitude of the Soviets and East Furcpeans, how much
real aid is belng given ia questionable.

As for the second question, I do not kmow whether the Soviets could

instell new leaders if the ourrent ones began tc renege on soclaelist orienta-
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tion. Given the uncertainties of factiopal politics in Africa, the Soviets
and Cubane snd East Cermens way not know either, and would react to circum-
gtances. The fifteen or twenty thoussnd Cuban soldlers and the more than two
thousand East German military personnel in Angola certainiy glve more leverade
there than the relatively few advisore in Mozemblque. It is important to
repeat that the long-term Sovliet position in scuthern Afriea rests on
wluntary acceptance by Africans., To be seen as subversive manipuletors,
imperielists of a variety well known in Africa, would not serve Soviet

purpeses because the geme might be up for further expansion of influence.

Is Soviet Military Interventicn Poesible?

50 far the Sovlets have made no claims about the "irreversibility"” of
the governments in Angole or Mozemhique, and have no binding commitments to
intervene to pave them against internal insurgenta or South African attacks,
The Cubans could not, and the East Germans would not send troops without
Soviet approval, although the Cuban scldiers in Angola could fight. Never-
thelesa intervention 1s a dangerous possibllity. The Soviet Treatles of
Friendship and Cooperation with Angola and Mozembique sllow intervention 1if
it 15 invited and if the Sovliets agree to it. The Soviets use these
treaties as they see fit; Irag has received po Soviet help during the war
with Iran, while the Sovieta cIted their Friendship treaty with Afghanisten
es a pretert for Invasion. &All the treaties have almrat identical wording.
Angola and Mozambique have slmilar treaties with Cube, Eest Germeny, and
wlth each other, Cepebllities for rapid deployment alsc exist, in the eight
Soviet eirborne divisions end long-range transports which could refuel in
Ethlopia,

In current unfevorstle world circumstances the Soviets will be very
ceutious, They dld nothing for the Syrians and the PLO when Israel invaded
Lebapon, and this lesson hes been noted by the Angolans, the Mozawmblcans,

16-453 O—83—48
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and moet of all by the South Africans. Syrla too has a Soviet Frlemdship
Treaty. Soviet eleims to provide protection are clearly shaky, As noted,
the Cubans stay in their barracks when the South Afrleans cross Anpela’s
border, and a6 far ag I know they have not been in the field against UNITA.
East German Advlsors stey eway when the South Africens raid SWAPO's camps.
General A, A. Yeplshev, who dlrects the Main Political Administretlon of the
Saviet Armed Forcem, visited Mozambique in June presunabiy to talk about
arms needs, but perheps also to talk sbout the relisbility of the Mozambican
army. The Soviets have been more eoncerned with political loyalty and
contrel in the Angolen and Mozembican forces, as part of commmist state-
bullding, then about numbers or equipment, which have Inereased only
modarately. Perhape as a respomss to Soviet reluctance, Mozamblque signed
its military agreement with Portugel in Aprdil and imported Tanzanien military
advisors. Angola waeg talking with the French about a military presence
which adght supplement, or replace, the Cubens.

The Sovietsa would like to geare off South African destabllization
efforts without making any commitments, and take credit for it. In February
1981, following the South Afriean raid on ANC headquarters in Maputo, Soviet
Ambessador Vdovin issued a warning and two Soviet warships visited Mozambique.
This i8 costless &3 long ae 1t works, but it certalnly bhas not had eny
effect on the MNR guerrillas supported by South Africa. The next step would
be to incresse Soviet and allied military persormel and take cherge of the
co‘lm'tiéz/'insurgency campalgn, The . jortant issue is not arms transfers, but
control of operations. The 25,000 FRELIMD troops, with some 200 tanks and
seversl hundred armored care and APCs, probably have all the equipment they
cen use a8 it 1. Direct Soviet or Cuban control of ecounterinsurgency would
probably be considered a last resort by the Mozamblcens., It would, certainiy,

greatly incresse Soviet influence.
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Would direct Soviet or Cuban or East German Interventlon end engagement
ocour under eny coneelvable circumstance? In Mosambique, probably not.
¥ozambiquets soclalist orientaticn 1s welcome and useful, but thr country 1s
not important in economle or military terms. Mozamblcan pressure for more
ald 15 a hother, and the recent ecomomlc reforms and growing Portuguese
commections point toward an eventual Chinese or Yugoslav-style commmism if
the future 1s to be communist at all., Mozemblque is not the place for one
more unwanted counterdnsurgency war, let alone a conventlonal war with the
South African Defense Force which the Soviets and Cubmns would probably lose.
In Angola, the Soviets may now be serfously worrled that a South African
invesion designed to engage the Cubans may force thelr hepd, which is the
last thing they want. This worry may increase the possibility for Soviet
cooperation toward a Namlbian settlement excluding the Soviets and their

allies from Namibla whiie maintaining some presence In Angola.

Zimbebwe, Botswane, Zambla

In Zimbahwe, meny feared thet the Soviets and their allies would try
to destebllize the ZANU govermment of Robert Mugabe, in faver of Joshua
Noomc and ZAPY which had recelved more weapons, training, and propagenda
suppeTt. As far as I can tell, they have not done so. The Mozambicans
apparently used their influence to obtain Soviet assurance thst they would
accept the Mugabe govermment while maintaining "political tles” with ZAPU,
Destebilization of a liberated Zimbgbwe would drastically hurt the Soviet
image a8 disinterested friend of liberatlon. Alse, a Z24PU coup in Zlmbabwe
might easily produce a ZANU-led insurgency emong the majorlty Shona of the
northeast, which would then result in a ZAPY call for ald and protection
from the Soviets, Cubansz, and Eest Germens, The Soviets cannot alford to be
drewn into yet apother unwirmable counterinsurgency war in support of a

minority government seen as illegitimate by other Africans. Vhat the Sovlets
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would 1lke to see 1s feilure of the United States, Britain, and the West
to provide economic ald, end South Africen destabllizetion by ecoromie
sanctions or military threats or covert intervention. This combinaticn
could push any Zimbabween regime (eand the Sovlets probably don't eare much
who 15 rurming 1t) to invite a eloser Soviet connection and perhaps to be
dramm into "soclellst orientation.®

Expctly the same consideratlons apply to Botewana, where the Soviet
erbassy now hes some 29 people, and also to Zambia. Both coumtrles have
recently received Soviet military equipment.

Zimbabwe and Botswana have refused to allow the ANC to operate cemps
and run guerrills operations from their territory. The Soviets would like
to see thet change, end to encourage South African retalistion, but only
when thelr own world position i3 more secure and they become better able to

sustain thelr favorite role of arms supplier and protector.

Vler or Peace for Nmdbla
The real Soviet interest is to esteblish "soceiaiist orientation” 1n e
libersted Kamibia. If elections and a peaceful tranefer of power would
lead to thls result, the Soviets would support them enthusiastically. But
if a pesceful settlement would exclude Seviet and allied influence from
Nomibia contlnued stalemate and warfare is better. The Soviets sgy they
sypport whatever SWAPO decides, and their statements carefully echo SWAPD,

the Frontline States, snd United Nations resclutions. Military vietory agalnst the

South Africana 1s out of reach. But continued fighting reinforces of the
role of East Germans training the People's Liberation Army of Namibla and
increasea the chances that SWAPO's leeders will become committed to the

Sovlet comnectlon, SWAPO {s described as a "national-patriotie™ movement,
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not fully Mardst, but s speech of Sam Nuloma wes recently included in
Kommmiet, the CPSU ldeclogleal Journal, indieating epprevel by the mendarins
of the Central Committee Secretariat's Ideclogical Department, Feilure to
reach a solution dameges the prestige of the United Stetes and the Contact
Group, end fuels useful puspieions that the United Stetes has been eolluding
all along with South Africa. Namibia remming & ueeful issue for Soviet-
Afriean bridge-building and enti-Western propaganda at the United Netions

and in genersl.

Beyond persussion, the Soviets and thelr allies have no power to
prevent & negotiated solution. In November 1981 Moses Garceb, SMAPD
Secretary-General, said that Nemibia under SWAPO would pattern itself on
Zimkebwe, with e pregmatic economic poliey end prohibition of ANC pguerrilla
getivities. This would be the best possible outcome for the United States,
and the worst for the Soviets. During the lancaster House Zimdbabwe negotia-
tions, the Soviets counseled econtinued warfare, claiming that the settlement
wes a British trick to send an occupation force and rig the elections. This
had no dlecernible effeet on the Patriotic Front, even ZAPU whose foreces
had been bullt and equipped snd trained by the Cubane, The talk-fight
strategy of the Patriotic Front needed the Sovlets only for the fight part,
and when they had played their role as armorer to force negotiations, they
were discarded. The same could happen in Namlbia. Only South Africa can
preveni a tranafer of powar by election, and here as in other matters the

Soviets count on South Af'riean Iintranelpgence to help thelr cause.

Long-Term Polarization in South Afriea
Soviet policy toward South Africa bears attention., South Africa 1s
considered by the Soviets a developed country, part of the Western economic -
system, with a real proletarlat, The South African Commmist Party, origl-

nally an organization of white workers, was formed in 1921, joIned the
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Comintern in 1926, and was bammed by the Suppressien of Communism Act of
1950, When the African National Congress also went undergrownd following
the 1961 Sharpeville pase-book riots and police shootings, the SACP began to
work within the ANC, although 1t maintains its semrate identity and organiza-
tilon., This is traditional communist united front strategy designed to
assoelate commnists with the national cause and at the same time to make
them the deminent force, or vanguard, within 1t. Anatoly CGromyko saeys that
Umionto we Sizwe, the ANC mflitary erm, was created by the SACP. Following
the Soweto uprising, Cuban and Fast German instructors began guerrille
training for young South Africens in Angola, and infiltratlion later began
through Mozambigue, These Tecent guerrilla ineursiona have provoked South
African raids against Mozambique and South African pressure on Swaziland to
ban ANC access.

The Soviet poliey for South Africa is long-tern polarization. HRecent
guerrilla attacks are considered only the opening phase of a long struggle.
Spontaneous uprising in South Afrdica, partleularly If led by Black Conaclous-~
neas movements or groups in the homelands, would be the wrong revolution.
What the Scvlets want, and expect, 1s continued repression of labor wmions,
of greoups in the homelands, of intellesetuals and of all liberal forces.

Over time, thie should drive Africans and sll who want majority rule to see
thaet the only solution is to Joln an organized and disciplined revoluticnary
movement. Workers are seen as the primery recrulting ground. The need for
organization and diseipline and armed actlion shouwld elso enable commmists
to gradually assume leadership within the ANC. Eventuslly, o repressive and
threatened white South Africen state will be confronted by a commnist-led
venguard party inereasingly able to carry on esabotage and guerrills werfare,
which will be the anly opposing forece. All this 1s very traditional revolu-

tilonary poliey. Much of it iz explained in an interesting document called
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"For the Freedom, Independence, Natlonmal Revival, and Soclal Progress of
the Peoples of Tropleal and Southern Africa, ™ authored by "a number of
cormunist and workers' perties in Afriea.” '

The real threat to thls strategy 1s not repression, which can be useful.
Hepresslen creates convinced enemlez of the regirme, and also gets rid of
people like Steve Bikeo, who are useful only as martyrs. The real th;'eat 1s
reform and liberalizstion and the growth of a prospsrous African middle class
and a labor moverent with & steke in the system, The Soviets are counting
on the stubbornness of the Natlonallst Party and the short-sightedness of
the United Statez to create the polarization which may allow thelr strategy

to work

United States Policy

The Undted States has three major legitimete cbjestives in southern
Africa--human rights and majority democratie rule for all the people of
southern Afriee; trade, Investoent, and zccess to mineral resources; and
limitstion or reduction of Soviet and ellied infiuence. I belleve that
efforts toward majJority democratic rule are both & morsl and a practicel
Imperative. I think thet President Keunds of Zambia 1s right when he
argues that independent Afrlcen governments have every interest In trade,
investment, and the sale of minerals to the West and therefore have no
interest in denying them, Reduction of Scviet influence 1s a legitimete
interest because the Soviets are Indifferent to humen rights, might seek 1o
deny resources, and most directly because in Southern Africe at least, they
have deslgned their pollcies to weaken and injure the United étates.

The way to reduce or eliminate Soviet and allied influence and presence
in southern Africa seems quite clear, The West and the Unlted States showd
promwte by any meens possible conditions of peace and stabllity which allow

the Frontline States and a steble Namibia under mejority rule to turn to
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their economic development needs. The United States must aveld the trap of
belng provoked into support for South African destabllization which makesm
the Scviet Union the natural ally and protector of Afrlecan Interesia.

The competing view argues that now ia the time to clear the Soviets
and thelr allies out of scuthern Africa by covert and militery means. I think
this pelicy is mistaken even in its marrow purpose of eliminating Soviet and
allied influence, Its consequences even if temporarlly successful would be
United States campliclty with South Africa which would turn s11 Africs
against us, end United States involvement in the policing of southern Africa
against the interests of all Africans seeking majority democratiec rule. The
Sovilets wouid then become the true natural ally. This is not in cur interest,
although it is what the government ¢f South Africa would like 1o see.

Some specific applications in policy which I would propose are these:
Direct diplomacy with the Soviet Unlon and with South Africa to avert the one
possibility that both the USA and the USSR wanit to aveid--a South African
invasion of Angolm {setting off the Cuban trip-wire) or of Mozambique that
would elicit m call for Soviet milltary interventlon and back Soviet credibllity
Into a cormer. Whatever the world situatlon, a Soviet decision to intervene
is possible and the consequences of Intervention fn the present politlcsl
elirate eould be very dangerocus.

Contlnued efforts through the Contact CGroup to reamch a negotisted
transfer of power in Namibla, on condition that Namibis bar ANC use of its
territoery and also that Namibia not allow & major internal Sovlet or Cuban
or East German presence. This last iz fer more important than the Cuban
soldlers in Angela, who would then become superfluous.

Recognition, trade, end investment for Angcia. This, and not the
Namibian settlement, might be linked to the depearture of the Cubans. This

leaves the .question of UNITA which cammot be ignored. Whether 1t might be
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possible to emsure an amesty, or even a poiltical role for Jonas Savimbl,
iz & gquestion for those who know Angola better than I,

Leonomic meesures including encouragement of Angola end Mozembique to
Join the IMF and the Lome Conventions, resumpiion of food shipments ta
Mozambique, and ecoperatison with Portuguese and other European efforts to
expand trade and investment including arms sales,

Continued aid and other measures to strengthen the government of
Zinbabwe.

Encouragement, of economic and also political cooperation among the Front-
line States ineluding contrlbutions to the infrastructure projects of the
SATCC.

Diplomatie efforts to discoursge ANC guerrilla operations end South
Africen reprisals, which are the destabllizatlon eycle that both the Soviets
and the South Africans promcote, I Namibia were to ban ANC operatlons,
¥ozanbique might alsc be persuaded to iInterrupt them 1f South Africa stopped
supplying the MNH,

Thls leaves the major Issue of how to approvach South Africa, At the
present time the Unlted States at the very least should speak out agelnst
the South African military bulldup and destabilizaticon policles which
threaten South Africa’s neighbors. The majJor empbesis, however, should be on
positive measures toward the Frontline States combined witk whatever can be
arranged to reduce the level of cenfliet. This seems the most effective
way to limit Soviet influence,

Thenk you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to present these views.
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Mr. WoLpE. Thank you very much.

I want to thank all of the witnesses for some very excellent testi-
mony that was responsive to the queries that we put to you.

I want to begin with a few questions for Dr. Isaacman, inasmuch
as he will very likely have to be leaving early and we certainly un-
derstand that.

Dr. Isaacman, I wonder if you might respond to Dr. Butterfield’s
thesis, which is essentially, as [ understand it, that the basic cause
of the conflict that is evident today in Mozambique is internal fac-
tors and that we ought not be seeking to place blame on South
Africa as the cause of the problems that Mozambique is experienc-
ing. Would you concur with that? What would be your reaction to
that analysis?

Mr. IsaacMaN. I think it is not only my assessment but the as-
sessment of Western diplomats, including I might note members of
our own mission in Maputo. If we look at the statement made by
Rhodesian security director Ken Flowers in Africa Confidential, in
July 1981, I believe, he acknowledged that he was the one who per-
sonally oversaw and organized the MNR. A variant of this account,
but one that supports it, by and large, is that of Gordon Winter in
his book “Inside Boss.” Now, Gordon Winter worked with South
African security and he acknowledged both Flower's central role as
well as Boss’ central role.

Moreover, the caputured documents to which I made reference
clearly indicate that South African security meeting with the MNR
in the Transvaal designated the strategies that the MNR was to
pursue and, indeed, indicated its displeasure that the MNR was not
acting more vigorously to undercut the SADCC and create an aura
of terror.

But above all else, it seems to me the MNR’s own actions are the
best indication that Dr. Butterfield’s claim lacks validity. That is,
any guerrilla organization whose policies are based exclusively on
terrorism—and there are repeated accounts reported in the Guardi-
an, and in a number of other Western journals and magazines of
MNR’s arbitrary and capricious terrorism—cannot hope to orga-
nize any sort of mass political movement. This is not only my as-
sessment but the assessment of Western diplomats in Maputo.

So I guess, in response, I don’t see it as an indigenous organiza-
tion borne out of popular displeasure within Mozambique, although
to be sure there are very serious economic problems in Mozam-
bique, some of which have been heightened by the MNR and South
African attacks. But I see it, in fact, as a continuation of a policy
begun by the Rhodesians, of funding and providing support for
mercenaries to try to destabilize Mozambique and, more important-
ly, prevent the growth of SADCC.

Mr. WoLpk. I am interested in Dr. Butterfield’s reaction to what
was just said, but beyond that, the point I found a bit obscure and I
wonder if you could help us work our way through to this under-
standing, is—what I heard you say essentially is that there are in-
ternal problems that these countries are facing, and the internal
problems of these countries are, in large measure, responsible for
the instability that they are confronting.

Mr. BurTeRFIELD. I think I should—-—
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Mr. Worpe. I am not so certain that that's terribly useful in
terms of the broader question of what should American policy be in
response to external intervention by South Africa in the internal
affairs of these countries, and by South Africa’s intervention.

Now, I didn’t hear you to suggest that South Africa was not, in
fact, involved——

Mr. ButterriELD. No, I didn’t, and I'm not trying to say that
South Africa is not involved in Mozambique. I am saying I simply
don’t know.,

What I am saying, however, is that you simply cannot manufac-
ture a guerrilla war. It presumes massive discontent. Are we
saying that if Moscow did not supply SWAPO there would be no
SWAPO? I wouldn't say that. I think SWAPQ is an indigenous
movement. It mirrors discontent on the Namibian situation. Simi-
larly, we have to apply the same categorization to the MNR. Its ex-
lstence presupposes major problems within Mozambique. South
Africa may or may not be supplying the MNR, but the MNR would
nonetheless be there and be operating. '

Mr. Worre. Fine. But what should America’s response be to the
South African activity?

Mr. ButrerrELD. QOur first response, logically, should be to en-
courage countries such as Mozambique to follow logical economic
policies which will give them an enhanced degree of stability which
will prevent outside powers from coming in and taking advantage
of that instability.

Mr. WorpE. And should we have no response to South Africa?

Mr. BurterFIELD. Oh, certainly. We should make it always clear
that we are not going to support destabilization and we should try
to find out if it’s going on, which I believe we are doing. But we
don’t have the definite answers which I believe some of the people
here feel they have today. My own conversations with members of
the administration indicate that the matter is somewhat of a mys-
tery.

Mr. Worpk. Dr. Isaacman?

Mr. IsaacMan. I have two responses. First of all, to my knowl-
edge, there is no indication that the Reagan administration has
publicly condemned the South African attacks on Mozambique.
Moreover, there is a sufficient amount of evidence that South
Africa is not only supplying arms to the MNR and logistic support,
but, in fact, is paying black mercenaries. Upward to 3 to 500 rands
per month in support of their activities.

But I want to make one fundamental point. The term “guerrilla”
itself is an analytically imprecise term. What we are seeing in Mo-
zambique is relatively small groups of MNR guerrillas, airlifted
into Mozambique from South Africa, along a very large and open
border, disrupting key economic targets. There is no indication
whatsoever that they have any popular support. I question the
basis on which the claim is made, that there is, indeed, substantial
populace support for the MNR. The best indication is that they
move in and attack strategic sites, they are very effective, they do
intimidate peasants, and in fact do create very serious problems for
the Mozambican Government. To the extent that that Government
has economic problems, and to the extent that that Government is
unable to protect the peasantry, the MNR is relatively successful
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in creating havoc and weakening the position of the Government.
But there is no indication whatsoever that the MNR has made an
effort to mobilize popular support, to create an alternative, legiti-
mate nationalist movement.

Mr. WoLpE. Is there any evidence of Mozambican support for
ANC military bases in Mozambique?

‘Mr. IsaacMman. I put this question to Mozambican officials and to
Western diplomats in Maputo. The Mozambican Government offi-
cials were unequivocal, that there are no ANC bases. Indeed, Presi-
dent Machel and other Mozambican officials have publicly indicat-
ed that the ANC presence in southern Mozambique is to be limited
to a small number of offices and houses.

Now, it is probably true that ANC guerrillas are passing through
Mozambique. Western diplomats with whom I spoke indicated that
the long border between South Africa and Mozambique, which is
unguarded and unprotected, allows for easy access. They have sug-
gested that, in fact, the Mozambican Government is unable to con-
tain small groups of ANC guerrillas who pass through Mozambican
territory. But there is no evidence whatsoever of ANC bases in Mo-
ﬁarl?bique as there were ZANU bases during the struggle over Zim-

abwe.

Mr. WoLrE. What was the motivation for the raid on ANC
houses in Maputo by South Africa in early 1981 if these houses
were not used militarily?

Mr. IsaacmaN. I want to emphasize that they were just that,
houses. I have passed through that area and have lived in Maputo
when 1 was teaching at the university not very far from that area.
It was just that, a series of suburban homes in which South Afri-
can refugees, some of whom belonged to the ANC, resided. There is
no indication that there was any military presence or military or-
ganizing from those homes.

Mr. WoLpE. Is there any evidence—and I would ask this of all
the panelists here—of any Angolan-Mozambican-Zimbabwean
troops crossing into South Africa?

Mr. IsaacMAN. In the case of Mozambique, there is certainly no
evidence. It would be suicidal for Mozambique.

Mr. WoLrE. Is there anyone else who could respond?

Mr. BeEnDER. I don’t think the South Africans ever accused the
Angolans of crossing over, no incidents that I'm aware of.

Mr. WoLpE. Does anyone else have any evidence or any other
comment they could make?

Mr. BurrerriELD. No. I would just like to add that I would agree
with the analysis of the ANC presence in Mozambique. There may
have been a military presence before the raid on Matola, but cer-
tainly after that the Mozambican government did not want to risk
another raid by the South African Defense Force.

Mr. WoLPE. So that all of the cross-border activity with respect to
government forces is one-way—South Africa into Angola in partic-
ular; is that correct?

Mr. BurrerrFIELD. There may be ANC people crossing the border
without government permission. There is not necessarily the capac-
ity, particularly in Botswana, to control a group such as the ANC.

_lIl\dr. WoOLPE. there may be some transit activity of ANC guer-
rilla——
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Mr. BurTerrFiELD. Yes, there may be, but not necessarily with
government permission.

Mr. WoLpE. | am putting that question aside for the moment and
focusing simply on the issue of the governments themselves and
the activity that they would support. What I'm getting at, of
course, is that this posture the South African Government has
taken has been one of justifying its invasions into Angola on the
grounds of hot pursuit of SWAPO forces. The question I put to the
panelists is, should the American policy view that as a legitimate
rationale? Do we put that on the same basis as we would ANC
guerr;lla activity directed to overthrow the South African Govern-
ment? ‘

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, as I indicated, there has been no ac-
cusation by anybody that Angolan troops have ever crossed into
Namibia, nor am I aware of anybody who suggested a single Cuban
has crossed into Namibia from Angola. All of the crossing of the
border by military forces of states is from South Africa crossing
into Angola.

Mr. SuTtHERLAND. I think, in addition, Mr. Chairman, we ought
to point out in the case of Namibia, that this is a country which
the United States agrees, along with the rest of the United Na-
tions, is illegally occupied. So the first problem is South Africa’s in-
vasion and occupation of Namibia itself which has been universally
condemned. The ending of this occupation would go a long way
toward solving the problem of incursions into Angola also.

Mr. WoLrE. Thank you.

Dr. Butterfield, did you want to make a comment?

Mr. BurTerFIELD. Just a practical observation, in the sense that
SWAPOQ is, by definition, trying to get into Namibia. It just doesn’t
have the capacity to do so any more. South Africa is in Angola pre-
venting SWAPO entering Namibia.

Now, the fact that SWAPO has not succeeded in the past year
should not alter the fact that penetration is its essential purpose.
So in a sense it is a cross-border situation with both sides there. It
is just that one has been more successful than the other.

Mr. WoLpE. But in international law, and as a matter of Ameri-
can diplomatic response, should those two situations be viewed as
equivalent situations?

Mr. BurteErriELD. No, I'm not saying equivalent situations. What
I'm saying is, in this particular case, if we are going to solve the
Namibian problem, standing on our honor on questions of legality
and illegality, is not going to take us very far.

Mr. Worrk. No, the issue is not—I am not trying to raise fine
points of international law. What I am trying to raise is the fine
points of what America’s political position is.

Mr. BurTerriELD. We cannot condone foreign troop presence in
other states, and I don’t believe we are doing that at the moment.

Mr. Worre. Well, my recollection is the United States at one
point vetoed a U.N. Resolution condemning South Africa’s invasion
of Angola, and did so on the bagis that it was a two-way exercise that
was involved, because of SWAPOQ activity in Angola that essentially
complicated the situation and justified the American veto.

Is that your position as well?
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Mr. BurTerFIELD. One could hardly call it a simple, one-sided sit-
uation. We have one group crossing one border one way and an-
other cross the other way.

Mr. BENDER. I just want to reemphasize that there has been no
Angolan forces crossing into Namibia, but the Angolan people and
their government has paid a dear price in attacks on themselves.
I'm not talking about SWAPOQ. I acknowledge SWAPQ’s military
forces do try to go into Namibia. But no Angolans go into Namibia,
but South Africa frequently enters Angola and presently occupies
some Angolan territory.

Mr. WoLpE. Are not SWAPO forces Namibian in character?

Mr. BENDER. I must have misspoke. | meant Angolan. SWAPO
forces go in and are punished by South Africa inside Angola. No
Angolan forces go into Namibia, but Angola is severely punished.

Mr. WorpE. Thank you.

We will be recessing for a moment for a vote that is imminent on
the House floor. Before doing so, I wanted to give an opportunity
for Mr. Goodling to ask a series of questions.

Mr. GoobpuLing. First I would say that I'm always glad we eventu-
ally get around to hearing several different points of view. I do
become quite concerned and at times most upset when I hear the
only problem we have is one of American involvement and Amer-
ica not doing what America should be doing. Everyone else in-
volved, of course, is clean as can be, and if we would just, number
one, bridle South Africa—which [ doubt we could accomplish, nor
do I believe that we probably have that right—then everything
would just turn out just fine.

I was glad to hear that there are some other problems in most of
these states in Africa, major problems that are not the result of
U.S. involvement, and we are not going to solve those problems; they
are going to solve those problems internally.

I have a couple of ‘questions that I would like to ask. Dr. Isaac-
man, in your summary you say ‘To the extent that the Reagan ad-
ministration chooses to view events in southern Africa through the
prism of cold war, and adopts a pro-South African posture.” You
apparently know a lot that I don’'t know about the policy of the
United States in relationship to South Africa. Then you go on down
below and say, “the most relevant for this discussion is the Fe-
braury 1980 exposure of CIA activities in Mozambique.”

Are you connecting those two statements? February 1980 is
pretty early in this administration.

Mr. [saacMaN. No.

Mr. GoopLInG. You did not mean to connect those?

Mr. IsaacMaN. The intent was not to connect them, no. If those
charges are correct, they clearly antedate the present administra-
tion.

Mr. GoopLING. Pardon?

Mr. Isaacman. If those charges made by the Mozambican Gov-
ernment are correct, then CIA activity clearly antedated the
Reagan administration.

Mr. GoobLING. Mr. Bender states in his testimony, “The Reagan
administration has claimed that its policy of constructive engage-
ment would produce independence in Namibia and peace in south-
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ern Africa. Is the administration prepared to acknowledge that it
has not produced the promised results?”

Are you saying that, since very little happened since 1948, and
nothing in the 4 years prior, that in the 2 years now a complete
successful handling of the Namibian question should have been
concluded by this time? Is that what you're indicating?

Mr. Benper. Well, I am measuring the present administration
here by their own predictions and claims. Former Secretary of
State Alexander Haig told us that Namibia would be independent
by the end of 1981. Then other administration spokesmen——

Mr. GoopLING. He's not a member of the cabinet.

Mr. BEnDER. But those who were advising him then suggested
that Namibia would be independent by 1982, and——

Mr. GoopLinG. Isn’t that amazing; in all the meetings we have
had with those same officials, we never got that kind of promise.

Mr. BEnDer. Well, they have stated it for the record, and I actu-
ally have a $50 bet with one of them that Namibia will not be inde-
pendent by Easter of this year because they were so sure that it
would. I mean, they have stated it publicly for the record.

Mr. GooprLing. I would up that bet considerably, because it
hasn’t happened since 1948. And I don’t necessarily say it will
happen tomorrow, or by Easter. I think there is at least some hope.
I think that you now have a face-to-face discussion going on with
the MPLA and South Africa. That’s a hopeful sign.

Mr. BEnDEr. But that is no different than the previous adminis-
tration, sir.

Mr. GoopLING. No different than previous administrations? I
would say there was more movement in the last year than there
has been in all of the years up to this point.

Now, again, that doesn’t say by Easter there will be a settlement,
nor do I think there is anything that the U.S. Government can do
to guarantee a settlement. I don’t believe we are in that position
there or any other place throughout this world, nor do I think we
have the right to guarantee that because it would indicate that we
are going to do something forcefully within somebody else’s coun-
try.

Mr. BeEnDER. Two responses. One, if you take movement to mean
movement by American diplomats around the world, you are abso-
lutely correct. There has been more movement than we have seen
before, although [——

Mr. GoopLING. And less rhetoric.

Mr. BenpeR [continuing]. Although I did meet Don McHenry
once in Angola on his 18th trip during a 17-month period, so there
was a lot of movement also in the Carter administration. But we
haven't seen movement on the part of South Africa, Angola, or
SWAPO that convinces me that this administration is taking nego-
tiations appreciably further than the previous one.

Mr. GoopLiNG. | wanted to make an observation, that I had
never heard of a guerrilla operation or a freedom-fighting oper-
ation that doesn’t use terrorism as one of its tools. I sort of got the
impression that maybe you felt that was something new.

I do want to compliment Professor Singleton on many of his
statements. In fact, it is his testimony that I would like to get this
administration to read and read carefully.
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Mr. SingLETON. Thank you.

Mr. GoobpLING. It's unfortunate that every other administration
did not have the opportunity. I would like this administration to
read your testimony carefully when they are dealing with their Ca-
ribbean problems, because you made some very important observa-
tions that if they overlook, they will do no better there than any
prior administration.

I do want to thank all of you for your testimony, and if you have
any other comments or responses that you would like to make, I
have jotted down some of the things and underlined some of the
things because——

Mr. BENDER. I would just like to correct one very serious typo in
my testimony, on page 4, the last paragraph, where it says 20 mil-
lion dollars’ worth of weapons, that should be $200 million. That’s a
very serious typo.

Mr. GoopLING. Speaking of arms, 1 always tell my dear friend,
Mr. Solarz, that if he could help me stop the flow of Israeli arms to
South Africa, maybe I could help him do some of the things he
would like to do in relationship to South Africa.

Mr. BENDER. 1 didn’t respond to your second question because I
wasn’t quite sure I understood it.

Were you saying that the United States should not make pro-
nouncements about South Africa’s activities in southern Africa,
that we don’t have the right to do that?

Mr. GoopLinG. No, I didn’t say that at all. I said that I would
imagine that some of the easy solutions that I thought that I was
hearing would mean that somehow or other we should become in-
volved internally in the operation of some other government, and
perhaps forcibly, and I didn’t think that we had the right to do
that kind of thing.

I happen to believe that public pronouncements many times stif-
fen the backs of the very people whose backbone you would like to
crush. I don't like to give them the opportunity to have their back-
bone stiffen. If I can take them out in “the woodshed” out of sight
you have some chance of having some impact on them. Being an
old educator myself, I know that you don’t discipline youngsters in
front of their peers and expect to gain any respect, nor correct any-
thing that they may have done. I would like to think that private-
ly, behind the woodshed or in the woodshed, you can do some of
those things with South Africa.

Again, I do want to say, Professor Singleton, that I think you
have some real lessons for this administration to learn embodied in
your testimony. I write to them regularly, giving all of my exper-
tise, and will encourage them to read your testimony as they deal
with foreign policy.

Mr. SiNnGLETON. Thank you.

Mr. CrockeTT [presiding]. Mr. Wolpe has asked me to preside in
his absence. 1 am at a very distinct disadvantage because I was
unable to be here to hear the formal presentation by you gentle-
men. As you know, we are debating the defense budget on the
floor, and you can’t be in both places.

I am told that there are certain portions of Angola, in the south-
ern part, that are actually under the jurisdiction of South Africa,
that South Africa has actually moved in and taken over with some
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members of its armed forces and is actively administering that
area.

Is?that information correct? Can any of you gentlemen verify
that?

Mr. BENDER. Yes, it is. The South Africans themselves acknowl-
edge it, so I don't think it is a secret. I, myself, was traveling with
my wife in that area 2% years ago and we went all through the
area that is now occupied. We tried to return there two summers
ago and last summer and it was impossible because of the South
African occupation.

Mr. Crockerr. Is that same situation true with respect to Mo-
zambique?

Mr. IsaacmaN. No, it is not. There is no permanent South Afri-
can military or political presence in Mozambique.

Mr. CrocketT. Now, Mr. Crocker and the State Department have
repeatedly tried to convince us that they are pulling out all the
stops in an effort to get South Africa out of Namibia. It seems to
me the place to begin is to get South Africa out of Angola, but 1
don’t think the State Department is addressing that question.

Am I wrong in that regard, Mr. Bender?

Mr. BenDER. I am not aware that the State Department has
openly insisted on South Africa removing her troops from southern
Angola and ending her occupation. I don’t know whether Congress-
man Goodling’s theory that if you don’t say these things publicly
that somehow you can better produce results. All I know is, what-
ever the administration is doing or not doing, it has not had any
impact on South Africa’s decision to remain in occupied territory
in southern Angola.

Mr. BurterrIELD. I would like to add that as part of a Namibia
settlement inevitably there will be South African withdrawal from
any part of Angola. Even as we are here, the South African Gov-
ernment at the moment is talking to the MPLA presumably about
South African withdrawal from Angola. It is not as if we can por-
tray this as a hopeless situation. Talks are taking place at the
moment.

Mr. BEnNDER. It is rather hopeless for the hundreds of thousands
or millions of Angolans who are in the area. As I say, we often in
our discussion of strategies and tactics forget about those people.
There are discussions in Cape Verde going on right now, but we
don’t know what they're about and we don’t know whether or not
they will lead to a South African withdrawal.

Mr. CROCKETT. Some time ago this committee learned that there
had been some contacts in Morocco between Savimbi and repre-
sentatives of the Government of the United States. We also have
heard to the effect that some of the arms that Savimbi is using are
made in the United States, according to captured weapons.

My question is whether or not Savimbi could last if he did not
have the active support, one, of South Africa, and the silent sup-
port of our State Department.

Mr. BENDER. Well, I don’t think we can assume that the presence
of American weapons anywhere in the world today, given the inter-
national arms market, is indicative that the United States directly
provided them. In the case of UNITA, I personally do not think that
the U.S. Government is directly providing weapons to UNITA.
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Also, the second half of your question, I believe that UNITA will
go on if all South African support were to dry up tomorrow. I don't
think U.S. silent or vocal support—and it has been rather vocal
from this administration—of UNITA will make any difference,
really. Despite what all MPLA officials state, publically and pri-
vately, UNITA does have roots in the country and will continue
even if South African support is withdrawn.

Mr. BurterriELD. I would like to underwrite that statement. I
don’t think there is going to be any political stability in Angola
until, at some stage, the MPLA and UNITA come together. I think
the Carter administration misled the MPLA very seriously be lead-
ing it to believe that somehow it could avoid this. It is going to be
essential that some sort of settlement comes about, a coalition gov-
ernment or, better still, national elections.

Mr. BEnper. But the thrust of my testimony, sir, that you unfor-
tunately missed was to suggest that that reconciliation cannot
come about as long as there is the South African connection. It just
cannot come about. The MPLA is not going to reconcile with
UNITA as long as it is carrying its South African baggage. That's a
fact.

Mr. SutHERLAND. I would like to support professor Bender’s ob-
servation. 1 had a conversation with the Foreign Minister of
Angola, Paulo Jorge, just about the middle of September of 1981, in
which he also said that UNITA was a force that they recogmzed
but that the problems of South African support and the tribalism
were the two major obstacles to some kind of rapprochement.

Mr. BuTrTerFIELD. I would agree that there is going to be no set-
tlement between UNITA and the MPLA while UNITA has South
African support; similarly, there is not going to be any reconcili-
ation while the MPLA has Cuban support. The real problem we've
got here is to get all foreign troops out of the country—and I mean
all. We can’t just adopt a one-sided approach. They have all got to
leave and that’s when we will finally get a true settlement.

Mr. CROCKETT. One final question for me—I don’t know if Chair-
man Wolpe will be back in time—we hear a lot about South Afri-
ca's fear of communism and of the influence of the Soviet Union.
That is given as the reason for its insistence in being in Namibia
and for its incursions into Mozambique and into Angola.

I would suggest that perhaps that really is not the reason, but
that South Africa might be taking a leaf from the Soviet’s book
and is intent on surrounding itself with a group of buffer states
that will be responsive to South Africa and will service the pur-
poses of South African security.

Do any of you gentlemen wish to comment on that?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Perhaps, Mr. Crockett, it is the fact that they
did lose those buffer states. They had them at one time, of course,
when Portugal had these states as colonies and Zimbabwe was Rho-
desia. But I think that from the testimony here today and from
other expressions that I have heard at other times, it is quite clear
that the Marxist governments of Africa have a very independent
position much like Yugoslavia, if you could put it that way, as far
as their own interests are concerned. It does seem as though the
problem rests primarily with whether this country and South
Africa itself can accept the fact that people are going to put their
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own interests ahead of the interests of the South African economic
or military dominance or even the Western dominance.

Mr. IsaacMan. I think there is ancther dimension. I would agree
with Mr. Sutherland, that of Angola, Mozambique, and Zimbabwe,
whatever their path of internal development, are committed to
nonalinement and to retaining their autonomy. I think the issue is
essentially their commitment to retain a degree, greater rather
than lesser of autonomy on the one hand, and the South African
strategy, which I think is very clever, to internationalize the con-
flict. To the extent that South Africa threatens Angola and the An-
golan government finds it necessary to and have Cuban troops the
conflict is internationalized there. To the extent that South Africa
is intensifying its military actions against Mozambique, there be-
comes pressure within the Mozambican Government to look to mil-
itary support from wherever it can get it, namely, from the social-
ist countries primarily—further internationalizing the conflict.

As a result, the South African Government is, in effect, trying to
create a self-fulfilling prophesy; that is, through its policies, to
narrow the international options of Angola, Mozambique, and Zim-
babwe by forcing them to look to the socialist countries who have
helped them in the past. Then Pretoria turns around and says to
the West, “Look, events in southern Africa can be seen primarily
and predominantly through the cold war. After all, there’s a grow-
ing Soviet/Cuban/East German presence.”

It is in the interest of Angola and in the interest of Mozam-
bique—and both countries have stated this unequivocally—that
they maintain a nonalined policy. In the case of latter, Mozam-
bique has clearly indicated this desire by refusing to provide naval
bases to the Soviet Union, by its attack on the militarization of the
Indian Ocean, and by its recent military agreements with Portugal,
a NATO ally. So I think, given the choice, Mozambique would
much prefer to have this threat of South Africa removed so it could
proceed with a nonalined policy and try to resolve the very impor-
tant problems of economic development, which South Africa at-
tacks South African-backed MNR attacks clearly frustrate.

Mr. SINGLETON. May I add something to that.

In these affairs I think we must always guard against being mes-
merized by words. I would remind everybody that Cuba is the
world’s most nonalined country. The reason Cuba is the world’s
most nonalined country is because it is the world’s most anti-impe-
rialist country. Words can be used in different ways by different
people to mean different things.

Now, I agree with Dr. Isaacman, that the Angolans and the Mo-
zambicans, certainly the Mozambicans, are not in anybody’s pocket
and don't want to be. On the other hand, I think we should be
quite careful, because from the Soviet and Cuban—particularly
Soviet, and East German also—end of the relationship with Mo-
zambique, and more so with Angola—there is a very strong effort
being made to, make those countries more Cubas. They are treated
as, if you will, “candidate” members of what the Soviets call the
socialist community.

Now, I agree completely that with intelligent U.S. and Western
policies that will not be the result.
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'Mr. GoopLING. Just one comment. I did want to say to Dr. But-
terfield that I think that for anyone listening today, your testimo-
ny raises the stock of the Heritage Foundation considerably be-
cause of your ability to look at many sides of the issue and indicate
that there are many sides. The most frustrating thing about serv-
ing on the Foreign Affairs Committee is that I have to git here
time and time again and listen to those who are either totally
naive about the real world we live in or, even worse, know what
they’'re doing, and on the other hand having to sit here and listen
to those who truly believe that security assistance is the answer to
all problems. I find it just the most frustrating experience and one
of the reasons why I am looking for greener pastures.

I have nothing further.

Mr. Crocgerr. Mr. Sutherland, do you believe—and if you do,
what evidence is there to support your belief—that the internal op-
position, for example, on the part of Mr. Nkomo in Zimbabwe, may
be supported by South Africa?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Would you mind repeating that, sir?

Mr. CrockeTT. Yes. Do you believe—and if you do believe, what
evidence is there to support that belief—that the internal opposi-
tion that Mr. Nkomo is giving to Mr. Mugabe in Zimbabwe is sup-
ported by South Africa?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I, myself, have no evidence of that belief, and I
don’t really think that is the major problem in terms of the differ-
ences between the two. However, I have heard it said that there
have been some efforts to combine the dissidents who have been in
the white population with those in the black population in the
western part of the country and discussion of secession. But I don’t
think that that is the major question.

I have not myself heard that Mr. Nkomo is by any means work-
ing with the South Africans in any way. That is not to say it isn’t
happening, but I have not heard it.

Mr. SINGLETON. | was just going to add to that, nor is it my un-
derstanding that he is working with the Soviets. As far as I know,
the Soviets and their allies have avoided any efforts to destabilize
Zimbabwe because their whole position in southern Africa rests on
being voluntarily accepted by Africans. If they get the reputation
as destabilizing those who are accepted and popular among Afri-
cans, that clearly does not serve their interests. So I don’t think
the Soviets and their allies are supporting Mr. Nkomo's destabiliza-
tion to the extent that it exists, either.

Mr. CrockETT. Thank goodness, the chairman is back.

Mr. WoLrE. I am sorry to have to absent myself for a period of
time there.

Mr. Isaacman, you indicated in your testimony that Mozambique
has been helpful in efforts to obtain diplomatic settlements in Rho-
desia and Namibia. Could you explain the status of those initiatives
that Mozambique has taken?

Mr. IsaacMAN. Well, with reference to the Lancaster House,
agreements, behind the scene, Mozambique encouraged very vig-
orously the Patriotic Front to pursue a political settlement. Mo-
zambican leaders took the position with their counterparts in the
Patriotic Front, that at the moment Zimbabwean Independence
could be most effectively achieved through political means. In fact,



