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    Foreword


    This book is one in a series of works by national research working groups operating under the aegis of CODESRIA in a number of African countries. The groups, autonomously run by the researchers themselves, were established for various reasons. First, there was the growing demand by African scholars to be on the forefront of studies of their respective countries and thus break the stronghold on the analysis of African reality by researchers elsewhere. If Africa was to develop, it was incumbent upon African scholars that a large part of our understanding of our societies should be generated from within Africa.


    There is no continent in which the presence of expatriate scientists is as pronounced as in Africa. It is thus still regarded as quite legitimate to write on African countries without any reference to local scholarship or, where the work of local researchers is used, without proper attribution of one’s findings to these sources, especially if they are in the form of some obscure mimeographed publication. How often have African scholars complained of outright plagiarism of their work by visiting scholars who claim that their work came from primary sources? One of the most humiliating experiences of African scholars is witnessing intellectual « debates » on their countries in which nationals are only marginally engaged, if at all. Anthologies of works on African countries are published consisting entirely of studies by non-nationals. One response to this challenge (or effrontery) is the provision of publication outlets for African scholars.


    A third reason is the need for teaching material in the universities. As is now well-known, the transnational houses dominating book publication and distribution in Africa are pulling out of the tertiary school level books and confining themselves to the more lucrative primary and secondary school texts. Furthermore, there is a growing demand by students for locally produced reading material, not out of some perverse nationalist sentiment, but out of genuine intellectual curiosity for an authentically African interpretation of our reality.


    Finally, there are numerous manuscripts in African universities and research institutes desperately seeking publication outlets. Here African scholars have to contend with two formidable forces—commercial attitudes about what books are saleable and the publication policies of research and teaching establishments outside Africa.


    This book by Zimbabwean researchers is part of CODESRIA’s contribution to the formidable task of extending Africa’s sovereignty in the realm of scientific mastery of the continent’s reality and destiny. Many more publications by national working groups are forthcoming. When we initially sent out information about CODESRIA’s plan to assist national working groups, we imagined we would work with a maximum of four in any given year. The response to our offer has been simply overwhelming, reflecting the changed socio-political atmoshpere and intellectual responses to current societal crises. In less than a year twenty such groups have sought CODESRIA’S assistance. Our financial resources are limited. However, no effort will be spared to ensure that all properly constituted and well thought-out research and publication projects receive adequate support.


    We hope that the political climate in Africa will permit the wide local dissemination of these series.


    
Thandika Mkandawire  
Acting Executive Secretary, 
Council for the Development of 
Economic and Social Research in Africa (CODESRIA)


    August 1986




    Introduction : The political economy of transition


    Ibbo Mandaza


    « Our problem is to see who is capable of taking control of the state apparatus when the colonial power is destroyed...the peasants cannot read or write... The working class hardly exists as a defined class...There is no economically viable bourgeoisie because imperialism prevented it being created. What there is is a stratum of people in the service of imperialism who have already learned how to manipulate the apparatus of the state— the African petty bourgeoisie : this is the only stratum capable of controlling or even utilizing the instruments which the colonial state used against our people. So we come to the conclusion that in colonial conditions it is the petty bourgeoisie which is the inheritor of state power (though I wish we could be wrong). The moment national liberation comes and the petty bourgeoisie takes power we enter, or rather return to history, and thus the internal contradictions break out again.


    When this happens, and particularly as things are now, there will be powerful external contradictions conditioning the internal situation and not just internal contradictions as before. What attitude can the petty bourgeoisie adopt? Obviously people on the left will call for the revolution; the right will call for the « non-revolution », i.e. a capitalist road or something like that. The petty bourgeoisie can either ally itself with imperialism and the reactionary strata in its own country to try and preserve itself as a petty bourgeoisie or ally itself with the workers and peasants, who must themselves take power or control to make the revolution. We must be very clear exactly what we are asking the petty bourgeoisie to do. Are we asking it to commit suicide? Because if there is a revolution, then the petty bourgeoisie will have to abandon power to the workers and the peasants and cease to exist qua petty bourgeoisie. For a revolution to take place depends on the nature of the party (and its size), the character of the struggle which led up to liberation, whether there was an armed struggle, what the nature of this armed struggle was and how it developed and of course, on the nature of the state. »


    Amilcar Cabral, Brief Analysis of the Social Structure in Guinea, 
Revolution in Guinea : An African People’s Struggle1



    This book focuses on the post-colonial state in Zimbabwe. This is a situation which must be understood in the context of a society just emerging from white settler colonial rule, which the first chapter of this book characterises as the post-white settler colonial state. This is the thrust that pervades the entire study. The main objective of the first chapter is to throw into sharp focus the historical background and the main elements of this post-white settler colonial state. The latter is best comprehended through a brief analysis of the history of white settler colonialism; the imperatives of imperialism in Zimbabwe as part of the Southern Africa sub-region; and the nature of the national liberation struggle, against imperialism and white settler colonialism, and in pursuit of national independence and democracy.


    The first section of chapter one is therefore quite appropriately entitled « The Road to Lancaster House ». The Lancaster House Agreement (1979) in essential respects reflects a compromise in the balance of forces that characterises Zimbabwe after almost ten years of armed struggle. Zimbabwe emerged out of the condition of colonial domination into national independence, reflecting the compromise of class forces. The Agreement constituted a landmark in the history of Zimbabwe’s transition from colonialism to political independence. As a compromise, it has pervaded the process and structures through which the new state has sought both to consolidate national independence and provide a basis for genuine economic and social development. The Lancaster House Agreement provides therefore the historically based framework and parameters for political, economic and social action in the period following the attainment of national independence. That is, on the one hand, the Lancaster House Conference was called because the guerrilla war had produced a strategic stalemate and had shifted the balance of forces against white settlerdom and the imperialist interest, in favour of the liberation movement.


    Yet the conduct of the Conference itself, the various concessions that the guerrilla representatives had to make, and the outcome which is the basis of the Agreement itself : all tended to reflect a result less than that which might have been expected of a national liberation movement had it won an outright victory on the battlefield.


    The second section of chapter one deals with the main elements of the Lancaster House Agreement itself. But it does so against the vantage of a historical background that exposes the high level of duplicity on the part of the British imperialists and their attempt to entrench the interests of their kith and kin in the new Zimbabwe. It is now known that the British imperialists were party to the Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI).2



    The aim of the British was that any « settlement » would have to take into account the white settler factor. The British government found itself at Lancaster in a fairly strong position, especially when it came to dealing with an African nationalist leadership which, given the vagaries of the Zimbabwean liberation struggle, tended to welcome and accept Britain’s role as the decolonising power.


    The joint British-United States strategy at the talks was to assign the white settler factor an importance not quite commensurate with the normal decolonisation situations in which it should have been regarded as a declining factor. Imperialist policy in Southern Africa has, in effect, fed the false confidence and arrogance of white settler colonialism. In turn, this tended to intimidate the African nationalists and their supporters of the frontline states into a compromise with imperialism itself. In 1979, the white settler colonial state was in an untenable position; and yet Smith had sufficiently divided the nationalists to create an internal settlement which, in turn, became a factor at Lancaster. The frontline states had been a vital rear base for the guerrilla forces but, by 1979, Zambia and Mozambique had taken such a hammering at the feet of a dying horse that they were now more inclined to pressurise the Patriotic Front (ZANU and ZAPU) into an agreement that would bring some kind of peace for the sub-region and political independence to Zimbabwe.


    In the final analysis, the Lancaster House Conference provided imperialism with the opportunity to be an « umpire » in a « match » in which it had a vested interest. That is, imperialism tried to resolve the problem it had created in its own favour.


    The historical conjuncture in which the Lancaster House Agreement was concluded explains the emergent economic, political and social structures that characterise the post-colonial Zimbabwe. To some, the character of the new state appears to be a little more than the conventional neocolonialism. However, the peculiarity of the new state lies as much in the relative strength of the former white settler colonial state and the high level of support it received from Britain, as in the relative weakness of a national liberation movement that had not yet developed the military, political and ideological capacity to be the kind of revolutionary movement that would dismantle the white settler colonial state and transform the socio-economic structure after independence.


    In Zimbabwe today, we have a post-white settler colonial situation in which the former white settlers find themselves with such political and economic guarantees as would be the envy of any former colonisers in any decolonisation process. Equally important, however, is that this situation in itself provides a framework for the development and expression of the class forces among the African people themselves, particularly the African petit bourgeoisie which has a vested interest in the post-white settler colonial state. This is the subject of the third section of chapter one :


    The post-white settler colonial state becomes the agency through which international finance capital seeks to maintain Zimbabwe under imperialist hegemony.


    The various chapters of the book hinge around this theme that receives elaboration under Part One, which is entitled « Politics. » But the authors do so on a sectoral basis designed to highlight the key aspects of Zimbabwean society—Part Two : the Economy; Part Three : the Agrarian Question; Part Four : the Labour Question; and Part Five : Social Develop- ment. The book is not intended to be exhaustive; nor can it be a final statement on a subject that is bound to provoke more and more discussion. One of its main intentions is to try to dispel the corpus of myths about Zimbabwe’s contemporary development, hopefully clearing the way, so to speak, for deeper and more incisive analysis in the future.


    The theory of the logic of protracted struggle : myth or reality?


    The analysis of the historical factors and processes leading to national independence constitutes a necessary precondition for understanding the present and future developments of any post-colonial society. In the Southern African situation, however, even this task is often clouded and obstructed by the mythology that has developed around the issue of the armed struggle. In his « Foreword » to Gérard Chaliand’s book, Revolution in the Third World,3 Immanuel Wallerstein reminds us of the political function of « revolutionary myths » :


    It does not take long to realize that the major function myths play is to mobilize people, by their promise and their optimism... Myths are an essential element in the organising process, and in sustaining the troops during the long political struggle...Myths then are necessary.


    The danger arises, however, when this mythology is in turn imbibed by the analyst, academically refined, and then re-imposed on to the characterisation of social and political processes in a given society. The danger is compounded if the analyst is largely removed from the dynamics of those processes; and more so if, in a particular historical conjuncture, the objects of the analysis are themselves either unable to expose these new myths or find it convenient to integrate the latter into their own mythology about their struggles.


    The radicals of North America and Western Europe have contributed significantly through their writings to mobilising support for the struggles of the African people. At times, this has required the need to project a level of mythology about these struggles, partly in an attempt to answer the very negative propaganda of the enemies of the African people, and partly in the hope that the mythology itself might indeed become reality.


    Indeed the impact of « revolutionary mythology » on the struggle of the African peoples cannot be underestimated. The first section of chapter one seeks to show the relationship between the struggles of South East Asia (China and Vietnam) and Latin America (Cuba) and those of Southern Africa; and how a Marxist-Leninist tradition began to develop in Zimbabwe in the context of the liberation struggles in the 1970s. The contribution of African radicals to the development of a « revolutionary mythology » cannot be underestimated. For it was mainly the radical intellectuals who articulated and wrote the radical speeches and publications that increasingly projected the liberation movements as revolutionary and Marxist-Leninist. Whatever disparity there was—and there was— between this conception of the struggle by a few radicals on the one hand, and that of the reality of the mass of the people on the other, was lost as part of the overall revolutionary mythology that had to sustain and defend the struggle against its many enemies.


    The difficulty arises in the post-independence situation, particularly in the attempt to explain why things are what they are. The analyst has, if the challenge is accepted, to dispel the mythology as a precondition for real analysis. This point is pertinent when one considers the analyses of the Mozambique situation in particular;4 but also those of Zimbabwe are informative in this regard.5 The problem arises essentially in the kind of conclusions, about the aims and objectives of the struggle, that flow out of the « revolutionary mythology » of such radical analysts, of whom John Saul is a leading figure.


    No individual writer has done so much to mobilise support throughout North America (and even throughout the world) for the liberation struggles of Southern Africa; and yet his writings have, by the same token, constituted a romantic rendition on the liberation struggles that are, in reality, much more complex in their historical origins and development. Sadly, too, it has created a precedent, and indeed even the belief on the part of many in North America and Western Europe—that only the « gurus » of the « African Studies » industries of the northern hemisphere can with authority write on the situation in Southern Africa.6 As the « Foreword » to our book has stated, this is one of the « most humiliating experiences of African scholars »; but the effect of this radical paternalism of the northern hemisphere has been to hamper discussion on the crucial issues of the situation in our sub-region. For, even our universities in Africa have tended to accept these writings as the final authority on African political experiences.


    For a long time now, it has also meant that « revolutionary mythology » would be maintained at the expense of those who have a more direct interest in the furtherance of the revolution. Many an African scholar and political activist has had to imbibe and mimic these academic trends of the « Radical Northern Hemispherena »,7 not only to gain legitimacy but even to survive in the form of research fellowships and access to publication.


    It is a trend—indeed an « effrontery » as Mkandawire calls it in the « Foreword »—that must be challenged by concerned African scholars in the course of fulfilling the major objective of explaining the political and socio-economic reality that we seek to transform through the agency of the African revolution.


    More than a decade since it was adopted by North American and Western European radicals, the theory of the « logic of protracted struggle »8 has done more to confuse than enlighten us on the problems of national liberation in Africa. The theory became almost a mechanistic view that the dynamics of the armed struggle against an intransigent and formidable enemy would develop logically a revolutionary capacity for national liberation and thereby advance almost immediately towards socialism. As such, the national liberation struggle was a struggle against both imperialism and reactionary forces within. It would, in the words of John Saul, cleanse the national movement of « those not prepared to make the transition to revolutionary practice ».9 The « logic of protracted struggle » would transcend « elitism » and « it was moving beyond the economic self-interest and Africanized exploitative practices »10 of bad nationalists.


    Saul has dichotomised the history of decolonisation11 between, on the one hand, « false decolonization » which is an outcome of the conventional transfer of power from the European colonisers to African governments north of the Zambezi and, on the other hand, « genuine independence » as emanating from such a protracted armed struggle as was waged in Angola, Mozambique and Zimbabwe. The two variants produce their respective leaders in the decolonisation process : a « reactionary nationalism » which leads to neo-colonialism and a « revolutionary nationalism » whose aim is the establishment of socialism under the revolutionary democratic alliance dominated by the proletariat and peasantry. According to Saul, therefore, the protracted struggle would in Mozambique pre-empt « false decolonization which emerged in much of the rest of Africa »12 and thereby the « knot of neo-colonialism was being untied at an early moment in Mozambique ».13



    Euphoric and, perhaps, even surprised at their discovery that Africans could in fact struggle and win national independence, these scholars overlooked the complexity of both the struggle itself and the Southern African situation. Rather than re-examine those historical, socio-economic and strategic factors—indeed rather than try to understand the nature of both imperialism and the class forces that emerge as a result of its impact in Southern Africa—they are now more inclined to attribute all that has gone wrong to the African petit bourgeoisie, without, however, identifying and analysing the conditions which influence the action of this class.


    Thus, Machel, who in 1975 was viewed as a revolutionary leader of a socialist state, in 1984 became a sellout leader of a country going capitalist! Similar analyses will no doubt greet the Zimbabwean situation, if they have not already done so!


    It is not difficult to see why writers like John Saul cannot easily acknowledge the great disparity between their conception of the liberation struggle in Mozambique and the reality of the post-colonial situation in that country. For how easily can one argue against his own self-made « revolutionary mythology »? The words of a senior Mozambican leader whom John Saul quotes might be more applicable to himself : « Lies have short legs, they do not walk far ».14 In his latest book John Saul appears to acknowledge that radicals have sometimes created such myths :


    Those sympathetic to socialism have probably done themselves and the revolutions they support a singular disservice when they have presented the processes involved in an unproblematic manner. As the rosy picture we have been tempted to paint—of Russia, of China, of Cuba, of Vietnam, of Tanzania, and the like—has proven to be a much more shaded one in reality, it has become apparent that a naive perspective virtually guarantees eventual disillusionment.15



    Jacques Depelchin has warned against « methodologically unsound and unscientific » modes of analysis of the African situation. His brief critique16 of the works of John Saul,17 Joe Hanlon18 and Horace Campbell,19 is really an account on the writings of people who are largely detached from political practice. But it is also a call for those of us who are not so divorced from the experience of the struggle to transcend « revolutionary mythology » through a careful analysis of the concrete situation in our countries.


    This is how Depelchin poses the problem :


    ...Horace Campbell tried to answer...by asserting that FRELIMO was in the process of becoming the opposite of what it had promised to be during the armed struggle and the first years following independence. Campbell’s article while it may satisfy those who are constantly on the lookout for revolutionary Meccas contains two major flaws : at a subjective level they express a disappointment which comes from having accepted, uncritically, not only the history, but also the problematization of FRELIMO’s account of the armed struggle. Yet, after having accepted that version, Campbell proceeds to provide a condemnation, not on the basis of that history, but on the basis of an ideal version of what revolutions ought to be. Drawing examples from other countries that may have gone further than Mozambique in advancing socialism does not make his points more valid. They merely contribute to emphasizing the methodological problem that does exist in trying to study the history of the revolutionary process initiated by FRELIMO in terms of other struggles.


    The greatest respect one could pay to FRELIMO would be by analysing its struggles as objectively as available evidence will permit it. Sympathy pushed to the extreme will ultimately result in a falsification of a history which, more than ever before, needs to be studied, analysed, discussed so as to learn from it. Analytically, there is something methodologically unsound and unscientific when a Marxist problematic is vigorously applied to dissect Mozambican colonial society, and when this same problematic is used with mittens in order to confront the post-independent period. Yet, this is precisely one of the tendencies of most writings on post-colonial Mozambique.20



    Imperialist hegemony, african nationalism and neo-colonialism


    The point surely is how best to analyse and comprehend the specificities of the political and ideological terrain on which the armed struggle unfolds. The history of Africa in general and Southern Africa in particular has been all about struggle for freedom and self-determination, regardless whether this was through armed struggle or peaceful means.


    It is therefore both cynical and tending towards ideological self-indulgence that anyone should draw a dichotomy between the violent and non-violent courses to national independence, a dichotomy between so-called « false decolonisation » and « genuine independence. » It is an attempt to indict the struggle of a whole continent; it is not only paternalist but also reflects a gross misunderstanding of Africa's history and its domination by imperialism.


    Ideological self-indulgence can cause the analyst and political activist to overlook the currency of African nationalism as both an inspiration for social and political action in the struggle for African liberation and an impediment, on the part of its adherents, to the understanding of imperialism and the latter's neo-colonial strategies. African nationalism has its roots in the century-old ideology of white supremacy, the indignities of slavery and colonialist oppression and exploitation; and it continues to survive in the apparent coincidence between the dominance of the northern hemisphere and the deprivation of the dark races, in the division of the world into whites and blacks; in the survial of racism as an ideology. To ignore the importance of African nationalism in any analysie of the African situation renders the analysis incomplete. But to dismiss it as reactionary and inconsequential is to overlook the bloody struggles that have been fought in pursuit of African liberation; and it is an indictment of the hundreds of thousands of African heroes and heroines that have so far perished in the pursuit of this objective.


    African nationalism is the indipensable force in the movement for national liberation; and yet it is also the basis for the neo-colonialism by which the masses are betrayed. The apparent irony in this historical process should not however lead us into the kind of analyses that dismiss nationalist movements as merely movements of the African petit bourgeoisis and not those of the masses. The epigram (at the head of this Introduction) from Amilcar Cabral is as good an explanation as any for this apparent historical irony. The point, however, is that African nationalism—and the African petit bougeoisie—remains at the centre of Africa's quest for total liberation, for the re-assertion of African dignity, for Africa’s return to history.


    The fact of apartheid South Africa remains a symbol of Africa’s unique historical experience as a continent—and its diaspora—which has had to endure overall oppression and exploitation almost on the basis of colour. It is this unique historical experience that is Africa's basis for « African unity », a rallying call that remains unique to Africa (as a continent) alone. By its very strength and dominance, African nationalist ideology will tend to disguise the class structure of African societies, to hide the reality of the class struggle and even thereby to reinforce neocolonialism. But these are all issues to be examined and confronted in analyses of African societies; we cannot resolve them by running away from them.


    Kwame Nkrumah's adage about the primacy (before all else, including the economic) of the political kingdom emphasises the importance and significance of political independence for any society. But it also highlights the historical conjuncture in which imperialist hegemony is a serious factor in the determination of the course to be taken in the post-independence phase. Nyerere, like Nkrumah, soon discovered that :


    The reality of neo-colonialism quickly becomes obvious to a new African Government which tries to act in economic matters and in the interest of national development and for the betterment of its own masses. For such a Government immediately discovers that it inherited the power to make laws, to direct the civil service, to treat with foreign Governments and so on but it did not inherit effective power over economic developments in its own country. Indeed it often discovers that there is no such thing as a national economy. Neo-colonialism is real.21



    This book is an attempt to explain this reality, i.e. we account for why things are what they are, rather than what they ought to be. It seeks to show that imperialism is neither a bogey nor a convenient peg on which to hang Africa’s ills.


    In recent years there has developed in the North American and Western European academic world another variant of the radical tradition, namely that mode of analysis that is cynical of attempts by African radicals to analyse the African situation in terms of an emphasis on the dominant role of imperialism. Unlike the romantic though supportive variant that we have just described, this tradition is couched in scepticism about revolutionary processes. Gavin Kitching22 represents this cynical tradition. He is impressed by the apparent non-changeability and stability of the world capitalist system; and by the « fact that all of the various socialist experiments and regimes in black Africa to date have at best had ambiguous results for the welfare of the peasants and workers who live under them, and at worst have been an unambiguous disaster ».23 Ignorant of the African situation, Gavin Kitching now assigns blame to the African radicals. For him, « imperialism » and « dependency » are no longer factors to contend with. The African revolution must wait for the arrival of a « sophisticated socialist working class in Africa »24 before African radicals can with justification comment on the African condition :


    In general, or at least until quite recently, dependency theory in Africa was advocated by men and women who were socialists, radicals, or revolutionaries (at least in self-image) of one form or another. That is to say, it was advocated by people who were dedicated to struggle against imperialism, against inequality and poverty, for « real » independence and socialism. And yet it was premised upon a vision of « the enemy », of imperialism, of multinational capital, which endowed « it » with apparently all- conquering power, total clarity and unanimity of purpose, and almost omnipotent causal potency. Now logically a commitment to such a conception of the enemy, of the opposing forces, should be productive of simple fatalism and hopelessness. After all if imperialism really is like that, the only thing to do is give up, « lie back and enjoy it, » throw down one's puny arms and bow to superior force, insight and power.25



    The various chapters of this book are in their respective ways adequate testimony to the reality of imperialism and dependency. Chapter one in general seeks to highlight imperialist objectives with regard to Zimbabwe in particular and Southern Africa in general. As we have pointed out elsewhere,26 imperialist policy today still reflects in its global expression the main features as outlined in V. I. Lenin's theory of Imperialism : The Highest Stage of Capitalism.27 For the purposes of our analysis it is appropriate to restate them :


    a)	the gap in economic development between the industrialised Western (and European-settled) countries and those restricted to primary production. The gap is widening under continued imperialist domination.


    b)	the export of capital from the more developed countries to the less.


    c)	the division, especially in the late nineteenth century, of territories throughout the world by the more developed nations as part of the rivalry and competition for strategic and economic advantages. This competition for colonies led to two world wars.


    d)	the further concentration and centralisation of capital and the integration of the world capitalist economy into the structures of the giant US-based multinational corporations or integrated monopolistic enterprises. These multinational coporations not only accelerate technological change but also control trade, prices and profits.


    e)	the decline in the period since the Russian Revolution of 1917 of national rivalries among the leading capitalist countries as an international ruling class is consolidated and constituted on the basis of ownership control of the multinational corporations : and as the world capital market is internationalised by the World Bank and other agencies of the international ruling class.


    f)	the evolution of global imperialist foreign policy which corresponds to the global interests and perspectives of the multi-national corporations.


    g)	the intensification of these tendencies (outlined in d,e,f, above) arising from the threat of world socialism to the world capitalist system.


    It is important to emphasise in this respect the particularities of the imperialist interest in Africa, an interest that is as old as Europe's contact with Africa and has assumed a special significance ever since the balkanisation of the continent at the Congress of Berlin of 1884/1885.


    Reagan’s recent pronouncement28 on the South African situation is yet another reaffirmation of the US imperial claim on Africa and its resources. The belief that not only Southern Africa but Africa as a whole is a US sphere of influence is imperial arrogance of the first order. The architect of current US Africa policy, Chester Crocker, has given a new definition of US objectives in Africa. Addressing a State Department Foreign Policy Conference in Washington on 2 June 1981, he stated :


    The Reagan administration recognizes that Africa is a region of growing importance to US global objectives—economic, political, strategic, human and so forth. We cannot afford to neglect a region where our interests are so clearly growing and I would simply refer here in passing to the obvious facts of our long history of involvement with Africa : to the many links of culture and blood that tie an important portion of our own citizenry to Africa; to our growing import-dependence on fuel and non-fuel minerals produced in Africa; to Africa’s growing place as a focus of world politics and its growing role as an actor in world politics.29



    Accordingly, the intention is to « support regional security in Africa » and to


    cooperate with our allies and friends in Africa to deter aggression and subversion by our global adversary. We intend to assure the US and our allies fair commercial access to essential fuel and non-fuel minerals and other raw materials produced in Africa, and at the same time to promote the growing engagement of the American economy and the American private sector in Africa’s growing economy.


    So-called « constructive engagement » is based on these imperial assumptions. In US neo-globalism the South African white minority regime and white settlers are the key both to the stability of Southern Africa and to the perpetuation of imperial interests.


    The factors—i.e. « economic, political, strategic, human and so forth »—which led to the colonisation of Africa are sadly still relevant a century afterwards. The point is that no country in the world—least of all the small countries—can afford to be oblivious to the reality of imperialism as a threat to world peace. It continues to wrangle even with those of our world that have undergone socialist revolutions; and threatens to undermine the political independence of those small countries that seek to de-link from the capitalist world system and its related imperialist hegemony. It is impossible to explain Africa’s current condition without acknowledging imperialism as the basic cause. As Nyerere stated in a recent speech :


    The evidence is all around us. The gap between African poverty and the wealth of the developed nations gets larger. African nations get further into debt and have less and less ability even to sustain such economic progress as they had earlier made. Then, when the natural disasters of drought or flood strike, or when indebtedness becomes extreme, the quid pro quo for temporary relief is liable to be « facilities » for military or communication units of a Great Power, or the forced adoption of their economic policies. And if an African nation is not sufficiently cooperative, then the lessons of Angola and of Libya are there to see—to say nothing of the more subtle and camouflaged interventions in our political systems which are frequent.30



    Elsewhere,31 we have described and analysed imperialist policy in Southern Africa. Chapter one of this book helps to highlight its dimensions in the Zimbabwean situation : the reality of economic imperialism; political blackmail; the threats of economic blockades and manipulation of « aid » administration by the US and its allies; the heavy hand of international financial institutions (the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund); in addition to the threat of open aggression and intervention by South Africa.


    Dependency therefore is an integral feature of imperialist hegemony : during the colonial situation it is complete and influences and prescribes the broad parameters of the economic and social action of the post-colonial state itself. The emergence of the African petit bourgeoisie is an important aspect of this colonial situation; and determines also the conditions under which this leading class may pursue or sell out the revolution. The apparent « sell-out » is therefore a reflection of the overall dominance of imperialist hegemony at a particular stage in the development of the society; a reflection of the weakness of nationalist movements in this imperialist epoch, the inability to dismantle the state and change the socio-economic structures after independence. This does not mean that imperialism thereby imposes a permanent solution in its favour nor does it thereby also subsume all internal contradictions and antagonisms. On the contrary, these societies continue to be characterised by sharp internal conflicts, by and in antagonism to imperialism itself. Imperialism is incapable of resolving the contradictions that it has created. Only the labouring people can resolve that contradiction : A Luta Continua is more than just a symbolic rendition about a struggle that must continue until genuine liberation.


    The political economy of transition


    The job of the analyst is not only to identify oneself with this process but also to search for ways to analyse the ongoing struggles. Accordingly, the focus of this book is on the relationship between the imperialist and white settler colonial legacy on the one hand, and the pattern of political and socio-economic development in the post-independence era on the other. To what extent and with what consequences does the white settler colonial experience itself—and the gamut of political, economic, social, cultural and ideological manifestations and structures that it inherited— constitute a series of structural limitations to the momentum and ambitions of the new post-colonial situation? Given the nature and history of the national liberation movement, its class and ideological content, how is the new state in Zimbabwe to be characterised—in terms of new alliances and stances, and in the light of the current configuration of forces at the regional and global levels? And, therefore, what have been the achievements and pitfalls? And, on the basis of such analysis, what of the future?


    This study is the reflection of a national commitment of a group of Zimbabweans who think broadly alike, the evidence of a commitment to the continuing struggle against the forces that made the attainment of national independence so bloody and protracted; and in whose eventual defeat the people of Zimbabwe will find genuine (economic and political) independence and peace. It is a rejection of analyses and assumptions based either on wishful or otherwise misreading of the historical process or ideological self-indulgence. Ours is an attempt to explain why things are what they are; and how, on the basis of the current configuration of social, regional and global forces, those interested may begin to organise and plan for the way forward.


    The book provides a broad framework within which to understand post-independence Zimbabwe. In particular it outlines and analyses the main elements of the post-white settler colonial state in the context of the overall role of imperialist hegemony in Zimbabwe in particular and Southern Africa in general. The discussion flows out of the Leninist conception of the state as a specially organized and coercive force, « a machine for holding in obedience to one class other, subordinated classes ».32 Also politically and ideologically, the state seeks to disorganise and demobilise the exploited classes as much through the threat of repression as through the granting of limited actual or expected benefits and promoting and sustaining ideological illusions. The discussion also takes into account the current debate among African and Third World scholars on the nature of the post-colonial state; the debate emphasises :


    the historical specificity of post-colonial societies, a specificity which arises from structural changes brought about by the colonial experience and alignment of classes and by the superstructure of political and administrative insitutions which were established in that context, and secondly from radical re- aligments of class forces which have been brought about in the post-colonial situation ».33



    The post-white settler colonial state reveals essential structural similarities with those of other post-colonial states. This is particularly so with regard to the dominant role of international finance capital in these states.


    The post-colonial state may foster or frustrate its national bourgeoisie or its landed classes or both, but short of a revolution which puts the direct producers into power it cannot escape its servitude to the metropolitan bourgeoisie.34



    In the post-colonial situation, the state plays an important and somewhat new role of concealing for a time the full and direct impact of international finance capital as it continues to exploit the human and material resources in this neo-colonial situation. In general, therefore, this state seeks to reconcile on the one hand the pursuit of the developmentalist objectives of independence, in response to the popular aspirations and expectations of the masses; and, on the other, the sheer weight—economic and political—of the imperialist forces of international finance capital :


    herein lies the contradictory character of the post-colonial state. It is at the best of times a state split in two—a schizophrenic state, a state tom apart between on the one hand the democratic forces of the people, and on the other hand the imperialist forces of the international financial oligarchy. This split is in evidence right through all the institutions of the state—the army, the police, the court system, the parliament and even the government itself (including the cabinet), and we might add, even the political parties. Indeed, even individual political leaders sometimes display schizophrenic tendencies when they feel impelled on the one hand to respond to the democratic demands of the people, and on the other hand feel the pressure of international capital on them which impels them to suppress those very demands they would want to respond to but cannot.35



    Initially, therefore, the post-colonial state might be able to conceal the ongoing exploitative role of international capital through the political and ideological paraphernalia that accompany the arrival of national independence. In the African situation, in particular, nothing is more enthralling and lulling to the masses—and to the African petit bourgeoisie itself—than the arrival of black majority rule, especially when, in the mind of the average person, this event immediately offers the promise of total (political and economic) liberation. Gradually, however, the post-colonial state, and particularly that component of it that comprises the African petit bourgeoisie, begins to develop an ideological superstructure within which to explain the ever-growing disparity between these popular demands and the economic and social realities of the neo-colonial situation.


    It might at first try to enhance, through both ideological expressions and social development programmes (e.g. education reform, democratisation of the employment system, etc.), the myth of equality of opportunity and mobility in a capitalist society; make available and distribute resources in such a way as to mobilise and maintain « national » support for the governing class; or develop a populist ideology that is imbued « with a harmonistic dream » of a society in which the interests of the African petit bourgeoisie « might be reconciled with the interests of all other non-capitalist classes and the more enlightened sectors of the metropolitan bourgeoisie ».36 As Mkandawire observes :


    The ruling class must harp more on the myth of a homogeneous nationalist cause and movement to conceal the profound division engendered by the adopted model of accumulation which has denuded the historical social alliance that sustained the independence struggle.37



    However, like all states, the post-colonial state in the final analysis depends on the repressive apparatus which it invariably expands and strengthens. It will use this, if necessary, as an effective threat against any action by the exploited and disgruntled masses that may unduly undermine the neo-colonial status quo of which the post-colonial state itself is an expression.


    The metropolitan bourgeoisie needs activist states on the periphery, states that are strong enough to suppress, by whatever means, growing social contradictions and states that can make foreign investments profitable and profits secure despite various unfavourable circumstances within the national and world economy.38



    The post-white settler colonial state acquires a special meaning in the context of the foregoing, precisely because of the historical legacy of white settler colonialism; the inherited economic and social structures that are associated with it; and its persistent and pervasive role within both the state itself and the society at large, as a viable conduit through which the imperialist forces of international finance capital can compromise and control the new state. But it is a state which, in the circumstances of post-independence Zimbabwe, provides a framework within which the leading sections of the African petit bourgeoisie can also find fulfilment of their class aspirations as they enter the arena that was hitherto restricted and confined largely to the white classes.


    The white presence itself continues to obstruct and forestall the development of an African national bourgeoisie. But the post-white settler colonial situation offers bright prospects for at least a significant section of the African petit bourgeoisie; and in turn the new excitement also fosters a spate of ideological illusions as even the workers and peasants begin to believe that they can graduate to the petit bourgeois class and beyond. Thus, to some extent, rather than become an entirely negative feature of the post-independence situation, the white presence can at times be used by the ruling African petit bourgeoisie as an excuse to explain the delay in the fulfilment of the popular demands of the mass of the people; while this in turn only intimidates and softens both the white petit bourgeoisie and white bourgeoisie (and the international bourgeoisie) into making more and more economic and social concessions to an African petit bourgeoisie with which it develops in time an (class) alliance vis-à- vis the popular masses.


    All these aspects of the post-white settler colonial state determine and influence the arena of domestic and external policies. This highlights the fact that imperialist forces have a particular interest in Zimbabwe, partly because of the nature of the colonial history of the country itself and partly because Zimbabwe is regarded as quite pivotal within the overall strategic and economic considerations of imperialist policy in Southern Africa.39



    The struggle continues


    The post-white settler colonial state is inherently unable to fulfil the popular demands of the masses. Masipula Sithole’s chapter on the « The General Elections » shows that ZANU (PF) was able to retain the support of the peasants and workers in the 1985 general election because of the overall impact of the democratisation process that came with independence : the dawn of peace in a country that had been tom by war; the « mushrooming of roads, clinics, and wells’ around the country; and the institution of minimum wage laws that created a favourable contrast with conditions that prevailed during the colonial days. Part five of the book is an elaboration of the government’s attempt to maintain the mass orientation carried over from the liberation struggle, as Rungano Zvobgo and Sam Agere have sought to show in their respective chapters on education and health. Brian Raftopoulos reveals, in great detail, the advances made in the field of human resources development; as does Joyce Kazembe in her outline of the « women issue ». But much remains to be done with regard to the latter and the government’s progressive policy on human resources is already meeting strong resistance from capital. The arena of « social development » is one in which post-independence governments at first find themselves with both the momentum and leverage to pursue progressive policies. The provision of educational, health and social security facilities become the most visible of the « fruits » that political independence brings with it. Deprivation and inequalities in these very fields were also the burning questions during the struggle for national independence. In this regard, social development programmes became not only imperative for a government that is so conscious of its mass base but also relatively easier to implement than it is to attend to economic transformative issues in a country in which the economy is virtually foreign-dominated. Sooner or later, however, the economic reality re-asserts its dominance, compelled to do so as social development programmes begin to cut into the profits of capital.


    At the end of the day, therefore, the new state had gradually become an apparent mediator between capital and labour, between the aspirations of the people for the « fruits of independence » and the role of international capital in its quest for more profit. The overall dominance of capital in the economy of the country is adequately described by the three authors—Xavier Kadhani, Theresa Chimombe and Daniel Ndlela—who have provided us with a broad outline of the problem. Each has respectively tried to show the relationship between this dominance and policy implications for the political economy of transition, particularly the immense constraints imposed upon a government that is keen to satisfy popular demands. Likewise, Sam Moyo has produced a chapter that throws into sharp focus the « land question » : a question that remains largely unsolved in spite of the government’s attempt to do so through the establishment of a resettlement programme. More than that, Sam Moyo shows how the « question » is compounded by the development of a black agrarian bourgeoisie, the pervasive capitalist policies on land utilisation and the new class formation that is developing in the countryside. As Clever Mumbengegwi takes up the theme, he raises issues connected with the so-called « agricultural success story » of Zimbabwe. For, in the long run, the question is simply this : success for whom and at whose expense?


    Thus there has been more continuity than change in agricultural policy. Until the eradication of this « colonial inheritance » in agricultural and food policy, argues Thomas Shopo, hunger will remain a feature amongst the « born free ».


    All this may give the impression that capitalism and capitalist ideology reign supreme in the continuity that is implicit in the post-white settler colonial situation. For even the working class—the motive force of change and development—appears as yet unable to organise and challenge a system antithetical to its interests. In an outline of the « labour movement », Lloyd Sachikonye traces the historical (and colonial) origins of the weakness of the trade unions in Zimbabwe. He endorses the view of Perry Anderson that trade unions


    do not challenge the existence of classes but merely express it : thus trade unions can never be vehicles of advance towards socialism in themselves (because) by their nature they are tied to capitalism. They can bargain with society, but not transform it.


    Yet his own outline of the spate of labour unrest in the period since independence is concrete evidence of both the increasing sharpening of contradictions in Zimbabwean society and the high potential that out of it must develop a working class organisational and ideological capacity with which to confront capital. The struggle is bound to be a long one but it has already started; nay, it is inherent in the very structures and in the very « monster » that has been in the making ever since colonialism (and capitalism) established itself in Zimbabwe.


    There is an attempt to analyse the class structure of post-independence Zimbabwe, indicating wherever possible the economic interests of the respective classes, and assessing the level of consciousness and commitment of the various sections of the African petit bourgeoisie. In the analysis of the post-white settler colonial state, an attempt is made to distinguish, albeit broadly, between radical and reactionary nationalists with regard to the responses to both the white settler backlash and imperialist ploys. Because of the principal contradiction between imperialism and the mass of the people, the national question remains a central issue in any country such as Zimbabwe; and the characterisation of the class struggle in such societies will have to be undertaken within the context of the national question. This is particularly so because of the over-arch of imperialist hegemony which also affects the relationship between the state and social classes; and defines broadly, within a given historical epoch and for a given society or region, the parameters of political, economic and social action.


    However, it behoves progressive intellectuals and political activists to identify, within the broad framework of the principal contradictions in our society, the possibilities for the development of a progressive development policy. The latter must seek to break (to « de-link » as Samir Amin suggests40) with the structures of dependence and must rely on effective planning. It is a difficult and long-drawn task but one that has to be attempted, beginning with a clear perception of the causes of underdevelopment. As Samir Amin suggests in his repudiation of a unilinear view of society, socialism has to be planned for,41 rather than developing countries having to wait, as Kitching suggests, for the arrival of fully-fledged capitalism and its « sophisticated working class ».42 Accordingly a start can be made :


    The perception of underdevelopment naturally shapes the strategies for its transcendence. At one level, there must be a development policy, which must be based, on another level, on a social structure capable of sustaining it. The policy must aim at achieving three objectives. First it must create a homogeneous national economy, progressively transferring the working population from low productivity, mainly agricultural, sectors into the high productivity sectors.


    Second, it must aim at the overall cohesion missing from the underdeveloped economy by deliberately creating integrated industrial groups made up of complementary activities. Third, it must aim at imparting to the economy its own « dynamism », freeing it from dependence on the outside economy. On the technical level this strategy demands, according to Amin, the use of modem techniques for the immediate improvement of productivity and of the condition of the masses. This, he maintains, necessarily goes with the spread of « specific forms of democracy » at every stage and at every level, village, region and state, making real development at once « national socialist, and popular democratic. » The strategy also demands autonomous scientific and technological research in the Third World, an undertaking that precludes the imitation of the technology of developed countries and entails the use of rather elementary levels of technology. These objectives depend on effective planning for their realization, and effective planning itself depends on a break with the World market. « The failure of planning in the Third World is essentially due to (the) refusal to break with the World market. »43



    This raises the question about the need to develop not only appropriate planning skills in the state sector but also the correct orientation—and political will—to plan for socialism.


    But this ties up with the need to assess the political and ideological capacity for Zimbabwe to recover from the dominance of these imperialist forces. The book's conclusion is that both the nature of the colonial experience and the exigencies of the Southern African situation have contributed towards the development of an imperialist hegemony that has, over time, influenced both the formation and the conduct of classes among the African people. This has influenced the ideological outlook of a society which remains essentially capitalist.


    It will be some time before the party that was so important during the liberation struggle can be transformed into one that can mobilise the people towards not only the long-term goal of socialism but also the urgent one of confronting the imperialist forces of international finance capital. These problems should be understood sympathetically in the light of a historical conjuncture within which these forces are still so dominant; and in the hope that the struggle in South Africa will soon throw up new opportunities for the struggle against neo-colonialism. As this book illustrates, Zimbabwe is pregnant with hope and potential.
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    1 
The state in post-white settler colonial situation


    lobo Mandaza


    Historical background : the road to lancaster house


    The history of white settler colonialism is now so well documented that it leaves us to make only a summary of its main elements, keeping in mind the need to emphasise the historical and economic linkage between this social formation and its source, imperialism. For, in examining the nature of imperialist domination in Southern Africa, it is important to underline the relationship between it and the development in the sub- region—particularly in Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe—of the historical phenomenon of white settler colonialism. In turn, this might be described as a particular expression of imperialist domination or as colonialism par excellence.1



    The main distinguishing features—as compared, for example, with colonialism elsewhere in Africa—may be briefly divided into three broad categories. First, the historical development of the Southern African sub-region as we know it today, in the definition of which South Africa in particular became and has remained the fulcrum, will be examined. It is on this basis that imperialist operations in this part of the world have been largely centred. The origins of this sub-regional configuration are to be found in European expansion from the fifteenth century onwards, as this southern part of the earth became a vital strategic centre on the route to India and to the rest of the Asian and Far Eastern subcontinents. Accordingly, Southern Africa in general, and South Africa in particular, featured prominently in this and other respects throughout the three successive stages of capitalist imperialism—mercantile imperialism, free trade imperialism and modern monopoly imperialism. All these cover the modem history of Southern Africa, from 1652—when the first Europeans arrived at the Cape—to the present.


    The era of modem monopoly imperialism coincided with the discovery in the late nineteeth century of such vital minerals as gold and diamonds. These discoveries would partly influence the pace of developments in South Africa itself and throughout the Southern African sub-region. It was this era that saw the partitioning of Africa at the Berlin Conference of 1884/85; and prompted Cecil John Rhodes and his fellow-imperialists to begin to plot the « Cape to Cairo » road as part and parcel of the British colonisation process in Southern Africa and beyond. Significantly, it was along this road, and in the quest for minerals, land and labour, that Zimbabwe would be colonised into Southern Rhodesia in 1890.


    The rest is well known and may be summarised as follows.


    a)	The character of the colonisation process, in the circumstances of the determined and aggressive group of colonialists against African resistance, was bloody, rapid and almost total in its impact on the entire colony, b) White settler colonialism pre-empted the development of an African bourgeoisie of any significance, and determined that even the African petit bourgeoisie would be weak. It consisted mainly of the educated elements. White settler colonialism disorganised and rendered incoherent the African wage-earning class, and caused the most serious impoverishment and proletarianisation of the peasantry. White settler colonialism was almost complete in its domination : political, economic, social and cultural.


    c)	A formidable white settler state arose, partly as a result of the large concentration of white settlers who were keen to safeguard and maintain their economic, political, and social privileges against the growing demands of the African people, and partly as an outcome of the overt and covert support that it continued to receive from Britain and, in late years, directly from South Africa. Through the racial ideology of white supremacy, the white settler colonial state successfully mobilised all the whites—the bourgeoisie, the petit bourgeoisie, the working class and the so-called « poor whites »—behind it; and all whites in general assisted in the fulfilment of the functions of the white settler colonial state.


    d)	The nature and complexity of the colonial situation gave rise to new class forces within the colonised society; and, because of the dominance of the capitalist mode of production in such a society, a capitalist ideological framework developed which pervaded the entire fabric of colonial society, through the economic, political and social structures that emerged in the process of colonisation. More specifically, liberalism (as part of the capitalist ideology) was imparted into the colonised through the colonialist educational system, the Christian religion and various other forms of the cultural and ideological expression of colonial life. Furthermore, liberalism tended to become a counterpoint to white settler colonialism and its brand of racism, and created thereby a false dichotomy, in the minds of the colonised, between white settlers on the one hand and on the other the British Colonial Office, which was regarded as the « protector » of African interests when in fact it was in collusion with white settler colonialism.2



    e)	It is in this context that African nationalism arises, both as opposition to a colonialism that frustrates the class aspirations of the colonised in this new situation's and as an expression of liberal ideology that is itself part of the capitalist ideology and therefore facilitates the hegemonisation of the African classes under capitalism. The point is that African nationalism competes with white settlerism for political and economic power but does not necessarily challenge the unequal and exploitative structures of that capitalist society. Thus even the colonised would find themselves, in different ways and in a variety of situations, having to aid the colonial system, though colonialism was inherently contradictory to their well-being.


    f)	Given the capitalist nature of the socio-economic terrain in which it develops, African nationalism is, contrary to its declared aim of nation-building and national unity, potentially given to divisiveness and rivalry, particularly within the ranks of the African petit bourgeoisie. Factions and fractions within the colonised classes have their origins in the nature of colonialism itself, particularly its differential impact and the resultant uneven and unequal development of capitalism in the country. But African nationalism itself is an expression of class interests, only appearing to conceal the aspirations of the various fraction and factions within the African petit bourgeois class. Initially, the African petit bourgeoisie competes with the white settlers for political and economic power; later, in the post-colonial stage, the competition and rivalry afflicts the African petit bourgeoisie itself, as each faction and fraction makes its bid for the « fruits of independence », for « development » of its area, for power and influence—but all, invariably, in the name of « tribe », « region », colour, ethnic grouping or other « historical » claim. But since the « fruits of independence »—and economic capacity of a neo-colony—are inherently limited and distorted, factionalism and rivalry among the African petit bourgeoisie can become so serious as to threaten not only national unity but even the post-colonial state. A major preoccupation of the leadership becomes that of trying to reunite and unite all these groups of the African petit bourgeoisie around the post-colonial state as further reinforcement against the threat of the oppressed and exploited classes.


    The important point to emphasise here is that of the relation and balance of forces between a white settler colonialism which is strong and supported by imperialism on the one hand and, on the other, the nature of the African resistance that grows only slowly and, because of the immense strength of the joint forces of white settler colonialism and imperialism, does not fully develop into the kind of force that will in the end dismantle the white settler colonial state and immediately begin to establish new socio-economic structures. It is an African nationalist movement that develops against the background of British paternalism and liberalism, for a long time able neither to recognise the umbilical relationship between imperialism and white settler colonialism nor to develop a political and ideological framework within which to forestall neo-colonialism.


    Even the struggle for national independence was under the cloud of imperialist hegemony, reinforced in the belief—and practice—of the African nationalists that imperialism could be an arbitrator in a racial conflict. It was a situation that for a time allowed the white settlers and their imperialist supporters to be disdainful of African resistance; a disdain expressed at first in the belief that a « settlement » could be obtained on white settler terms; and later in the quest for a compromise within which the interests of the whites could be accommodated and guaranteed by imperialism.


    This is the broad outline of the long road to the Lancaster House Agreement of 1979. But it may be useful to reveal the full extent of British complicity in the UDI affair, if only to underline the element of continuity in a policy that has always regarded Zimbabwe as Britain's special area of influence. This is followed by a brief analysis of the armed struggle in the context of African nationalism.


    Imperialist objectives and UDI


    The demise of colonialism—including white settler colonialism—may have been accepted as a fact by the British government ever since Prime Minister Harold MacMillan's « winds of change » speech of 3 February 1960. But the apparent failure to conclude a decolonisation programme in Zimbabwe at a time, the 1960s, when most African countries had undergone this as a matter of course suggests, perhaps, that the British regarded Southern Rhodesia as some kind of exception to this trend. Others might argue that, in the face of an intransigent white settler colonial state that was in turn backed by a powerful South Africa, there was nothing that Britain could do in either forestalling UDI or suppressing it in the interests and pursuit of black majority rule in Zimbabwe. There was also the « kith and kin » consideration which, according to many, will have constituted an important restraint to any British government intent on military intervention following UDI in 1965. Yet all these arguments are not exclusive of, nor contradictory to, the belief later to be enshrined in US policy documents that the white factor was an indispensable and integral component of any political settlement in Zimbabwe. For the US, certainly, its policy in Southern Africa was based on the premise that :


    The whites are here to stay (in Southern Africa) and the only way that constructive change can come about is through them. There is no hope for the blacks to gain the political rights they seek through violence, which only leads to chaos and increased opportunities for the communists. We can, by selective relaxation of our stance toward the white regimes, encourage some modification of their current racial and colonial policies and through more substantial economic assistance to the black states (a total of about $5 million annually in technical assistance to the black states) help to draw the two groups together and exert some influence on both for peaceful change.


    Our tangible interests form a basis for our contacts in the region, and these can be maintained at an acceptable political cost.3



    With but a few modifications forced by the advance of the national liberation struggle in Southern Africa, there would be an interesting correlation between this policy statement in 1969 and the Lancaster House Agreement in 1979. It might at one level perhaps reveal the coincidence of views on the sub-region between the British and US imperialists in later years or reflect, as we shall see shortly, the US dominance in the resolution of the Zimbabwe problem itself. But in the 1960s the British policy on Zimbabwe would appear retrospectively to have been tantamount to an acceptance that Rhodesia was a white man's country. For, even before UDI, and notably since Southern Rhodesia was accorded « self-governing » status in 1923, the British tended to endorse the belief that Southern Rhodesia was to be a dominion, like Canada or Australia.


    The experience of the abortive Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland might have forced upon them the realisation that majority rule was inevitable, even in Southern Africa. Hence their own policy of No Independence Before Majority Rule (NIBMAR), a policy which nevertheless appeared no more than political rhetoric as the British still hoped that Southern Rhodesia might still have a political future quite different from that which Zambia and Malawi would attain in 1964. To quote Commonwealth Relations Secretary Duncan Sandys, speaking in the House of Commons on 15 November 1963, just as the Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland was about to be dissolved :


    Southern Rhodesia, we must remember, has for over forty years enjoyed complete internal self-government. Up to the creation of the Federation she was responsible for her own defence and was represented by a High Commissioner in London. I hope that those outside who always tell us we ought to interfere and do this or that in Southern Rhodesia will realise there is not a single official or soldier in Southern Rhodesia responsible to the British Government. We have long ago accepted the principle that Parliament at Westminister does not legislate for Southern Rhodesia except at its request.4



    As has now been adequately documented,5 UDI would come in the strength of such thinly veiled imperial assurances. Besides, thanks partly to British connivance in the dissolution of the Federation in 1963, Southern Rhodesia found itself stronger economically and militarily than Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland—Zambia and Malawi respectively. The federal period had been largely to the economic advantage of Southern Rhodesia; and as an important rear base for the Zimbabwean nationalists in later years, Zambia was to find herself particularly vulnerable to the Smith regime, economically and militarily. For Britain's division of the Federation’s military spoils—particularly the air force—also left Southern Rhodesia with the resources that contributed significantly to the further development of a powerful military, police, state security and public service infrastructure. This was mobilised under the white settler ideology into a formidable defence of the white settler colonial state, frustrating the efforts of the African nationalists throughout most of the 1960s and even in the period leading to the Lancaster House Conference. It would in the late 1970s even threaten the frontline states that were the rear bases of the Zimbabwe liberation movement. The Rhodesia Security Forces, (RSF)—notably the Rhodesia Air Force, which succeeded the Royal Rhodesia Air Force—had developed and grown out of the strong links with Britain in the period up to UDI. The white settler colonial state would find unflinching support from the South African state throughout the UDI period and the Rhodesians were able to obtain much of their arms through « an international network of arms merchants and sanctions busters. »6 It was naive, therefore, to expect that Britain in particular would intervene to crush the UDI rebellion. On the contrary, a recent account7 of this period reveals that Britain encouraged the act of UDI, that the British government did not seriously consider the question of suppressing the rebellion and that even if they had, the kith and kin factor would have made it difficult to sell to the British public the idea of a military intervention against forces which were mostly white; that the British government knew, at UDI, that oil refinery capacity at Beira had been increased as part of the plan to subvert sanctions and that as long as there were to be no sanctions against South Africa itself, the British call for sanctions was a mere face-saving act;8 and that the British government increasingly hoped that UDI would in time become a fait accompli. There were even plans for the British government to intervene in the interests of the white settlers should the African response to UDI pose a security threat.


    The British Chiefs of Staff forwarded a Joint Planning Staff appreciation to the Cabinet on the eve of Federation’s break-up...which, in circumlocutory language, argued that although contingency plans for assisting in the restoration of order in Southern Rhodesia at the request of a Government in Salisbury should be revised, no plan would be prepared for the deterrence or containment of a unilateral declaration of independence. Doubtless, the Chiefs were influenced by Butler’s [British Secretary of State for Central Africa] « secret and personal message » to Field (the Rhodesia Front Prime Minister who was succeeded by Ian Smith) of 20 April 1963 (the substance of which would have been conveyed to Lord Mountbatten as Chief of the Defence Staff) which [stated] : « In my letter of 9 April, I affirmed the Government’s acceptance in principle that Southern Rhodesia will proceed through the normal processes to independence ». So far as military appreciations were concerned, it was the fact, not the nature of independence or the means by which it was achieved which mattered (original emphasis).9



    In retrospect, therefore, UDI was not such a rebellion after all. Ian Smith would conclude his UDI speech with the words « God Save the Queen ».10 It was a British-Rhodesian conspiracy against the African people, particularly at a time when, due to the influence of the imperialist ideology of decolonisation, the African nationalist leadership regarded the British government as one to be trusted in the policy of « paramountcy of African interests » vis-à-vis those of the white settlers. On the contrary :


    Butler, in effect, not only ditched Britain’s chances of honouring its obligations regarding paramountcy; in handing over the RRAF to Field and his successors, he also provided the Rhodesian Security Forces with their most valuable asset (mobility) for fighting the liberation war. One of Butler's advisers subsequently remarked : The Royal Rhodesia Air Force was seen as a white bastion on the Zambezi rather than the Limpopo. » Eventually, however, it was from South of the Limpopo that the rebel Rhodesia Air Force was to draw its strength, indeed its very means of existence.11



    Of course, Britain might have considered at the dissolution of the Federation the possibility of conceding black majority rule, but on condition that the new black government would safeguard the overall strategic and economic interests of Britain and her allies, certainly not excluding strong constitutional (and other) guarantees for the whites.


    In fact, this had been the purpose of the 1961 constitutional provisions, the Tiger and Fearless proposals of December 1966 and October 1968 respectively; and both the Pearce proposals of 1972 and even the Lancaster House proposals of 1979, all of which were intended as a « whitewash » of black majority rule. But some analysts12 have argued that, from the British point of view, there was neither a nationalist movement nor a leader to whom they would entrust such responsibilities in the 1960s. There was even the fear that the rivalry between ZAPU and ZANU might, in the event of majority rule, flare up into the kind of chaos that would not only jeopardise these economic and strategic interests but also endanger the security of the white population.


    The point, therefore, was not so much about the availability of a good and strong African nationalist leadership to whom to hand over political independence : Malawi, Zambia and other former colonies had been accorded self-determination with far fewer credentials than the Zimbabwean nationalists had in the 1960s. It was more that the British still believed that the white settlers could pull off a white dominion and, given the abject dependence of the African nationalists on a British initiative to bring about black majority rule, they were then quite confident that there would be no real challenge to the white settler colonial state.


    In fact, it is fair to conclude that were it not for the international uproar at the time, Britain might have treated UDI as a fait accompli. If this is so, then all the various attempts at a constitutional settlement of the Zimbabwe problem should be viewed as either, at worst, a British face-saving response to such international pressure as was vociferous against UDI : or, at best, a desire by the British and the US to find, particularly as the guerrilla war developed, a compromise that would safeguard both imperialist interests and the security of whites. At any rate, the British position—both towards and in the aftermath of UDI— only strengthened the white resolve in Rhodesia. So confident and arrogant was Ian Smith that he would declare, following the abortive Fearless talks in October 1968 :


    There will be no majority rule in my life-time—or in my children’s.13



    Thus, in his view, the new Rhodesia constitution of 1969 was a « world beater »; it « sounded the death knell of the notion of majority rule » and « would entrench government in the hands of civilised Rhodesians for all time ».14 When the Pearce Commission of 1972 had revealed that « African apathy » to UDI was only apparent and even when, in the late 1970s, it was evident that black majority rule was in sight, Smith would state in March 1976, following the breakdown of his talks with Joshua Nkomo :


    But I don't believe in majority rule, black majority rule, ever in Rhodesia, not in a thousand years.15



    It is true that the nature of the white settler ideology gave rise to an acute sense of white solidarity among all the white classes in Rhodesia, developed in the conviction that white power was not only right and defensible but also therefore representative of, if not synonymous with, all the positive features of « Western Christian Civilisation » in Africa. But imperialist policy also helped to reinforce these views and further enhanced this sense of false confidence. Doubtless the demise of the Smith regime was delayed by the extent to which the Zimbabwean question became, particularly in the period following the collapse of Portuguese colonialism in Mozambique and Angola, increasingly entwined with US (and British) policy in South Africa in particular and Southern Africa in general. As will be illustrated shortly in the next section of this chapter, these policy considerations would colour the Lancaster House Agreement and ensure that Ian Smith and his henchmen would have another lease of life in an independent Zimbabwe.


    The armed struggle


    The period leading to the Lancaster House Conference represented an important turning-point in the history of Southern Africa. The Portuguese coup of 25 May 1974 is therefore viewed as synonymous with the first visible signs of the demise of white settler colonialism in Southern Africa. Yet only those blind to the laws of historical development could have failed to recognise that white settler colonialism had begun to die right at its very inception in the nature of the antagonistic contradiction between the coloniser and the colonised. The demise of the Portugese empire was only one result of the process of resolving that contradiction. Through the armed struggle, Africans in Southern Africa would prove false the imperialist and white settlers’ dream, shattering thereby the liberal view that conflict in Southern Africa could be resolved peacefully.


    It is, perhaps, premature for a comprehensive analysis of the Zimbabwean liberation struggle, a history that should lay bare the class composition of the liberation movement and reveal the nature of its ideological and political development. There is, of course, general agreement on how the struggle for Zimbabwe developed, from the inception of white settler colonialism to the attainment of national independence : the primary resistance of the 1890s; the pressure group lobbies in the 1920s and 1930s; the early but not fully-fledged nationalist expressions of the 1940s; the « partnership » (with white liberals) politics of the 1950s (and for some Africans, even into the 1960s and 1970s, as they joined such liberal-type white settler political parties as the United Federal Party, Central Africa Party, Centre Party, Rhodesia Party etc.); conventional nationalism that began with the African National Congress (1957-1959), the National Democratic Party (1960-1961), the earlier (before the ZANU break-way) Zimbabwe African People’s Union (1961-1962), and ZAPU and ZANU from 1963 onwards; and then, within the history of the latter movements, the first stage of revolutionary nationalism, beginning with ZANU’s decision, in 1963, on a policy of « confrontation »16 and continuing into the 1970s when ZANLA and ZIPRA broadly represented the most militant expressions of the two movements that would lead Zimbabwe to national independence.


    Initially reformist in character, the nationalist movement developed a radical nationalism that sought to overthrow white settler colonialism and thereby win national independence. It was a process through which many a moderate and reformist nationalist would fall by the wayside, ensuring that only those leaders who had remained true to this radical nationalism would emerge the winners with independence in 1980. It was this militancy, this belief that only through armed struggle could independence be won, that mobilised the Zimbabwean masses into the motive force of the struggle itself. In turn, it was the certainty of the demise of the colonial system that gave momentum to the struggle : the visible testimony of an African people now armed with the latest weaponry and for the first time maintaining an offensive against an enemy that had hitherto appeared invincible; the complete loss of faith in the colonial system (of limited material benefits) as thousands of youngsters fled into ranks of the liberation forces; the relentless determination of the latter to continue the struggle, even at a time when a large section of the leadership were keen to settle for compromises following the detente exercise of the mid-1970s; and the virtual « people’s war » as the relationship between the guerrillas and the mass of the peasantry was almost synonymous with that of « fish in water ».


    Yet there is no historical evidence to suggest, as others have been keen to extrapolate from this momentous process of the liberation struggle, that this armed struggle encompassed within it even the idea of a socialist revolution. It is true that it had by the late 1970s transcended in some respects the earlier strategy and tactics of the 1960s which saw violence as merely the means to pressure Britain into an intervention that would bring independence sooner rather than later. But the armed struggle was, at best, viewed as a means to dismantle the white settler colonial system and replace it with an African government and, at worst, as a pronounced way of pressurising the imperialists into convening a conference that would bring about an African government in Zimbabwe. National independence was the central goal; the methods whereby to attain it were, of course, important but could be either justified or condemned in the light of whether or not this central goal was attained. It is significant, therefore, that the editors (or publishers) of Our War of Liberation17 should have used this lead quotation from Robert Gabriel Mugabe as a correct reflection of the main objective of the national liberation struggle :


    The first object of our armed struggle is the attainment of total and unfettered independence so we can rule ourselves as we deem fit and develop our country in the general interests of the masses. This means we completely reject and would never entertain any mission whatsoever which seeks to preserve the interests or privileges of a minority as this vitiates the principle of total independence and derogates upon the sovereignty of the people of Zimbabwe.18



    To suggest, however, that the armed struggle had a socialist thrust as its inspiration would be to overlook not only the serious ideological deficiencies of the nationalist movement but also its limited military and political capacity when it came to dealing with the full weight of joint white settler and imperialist intrigue at the Lancaster House Conference.


    For a socialist thrust would have required a clearly articulated ideology that would fully explain the historical reality of imperialism; reveal the class structure of the liberation movement; and constitute the basis for a vanguard party that would in turn inform, teach, guide and translate the political gains of national independence into an onward movement towards socialist construction. It would have required not only an acceptance that the masses—the peasants and workers—are the basis for such momentous processes of transformation, but also seeking to conscientise and mobilise them towards the socialist goal.


    This may smack of a degree of historical determinism and voluntarism and yet it is difficult to understand how, in the context of the historical evidence before us, it should have been expected that an essentially nationalist movement could have developed a revolutionary capacity that would overthrow both white settlerism and imperialist hegemony.


    On the contrary the national movement of Zimbabwe reflects, in its development and expression, the features of a society paternalised by Western imperialism and therefore disinclined towards socialism. Thus one of the founders of modem Zimbabwean nationalism wrote :


    Africa as a whole seems well fortified against communism since both the European powers and the African people have been conditioned against it. Africa as a whole has been predominantly westernized economically, politically, socially, ideologically, and educationally. Practically all highly educated Africans have been Western-educated. The Russianization of Africa is a possibility immediate or remote, but not a fact, whereas the Westernization of Africa is an accomplished fact that has historical roots. Even at present thousands of African students being educated overseas are in British, West European, and American colleges. Millions of Africans speak English, French, Portuguese, and Spanish, but we have not met one who speaks Russian. What we are trying to say here is that there is already a common ground between the West and Africa, and this common ground is based on practical interests, and this is why we believe that if the African people ceased to be treated like strangers in the land of their birth, a genuine understanding between black and white would develop and this in turn would strengthen the anti-communist forces.19



    Ndabaningi Sithole’s words in 1959 might today be rejected as being the less important in his treatise. But in essence, these views were shared by the average member of the African petit bourgeoisie throughout the period of the armed struggle; and continue to pervade the society in this post-white settler colonial phase. Even among the guerrillas themselves, there is evidence less of Marxist ideological fervour than of adherence to traditional and supernatural beliefs.20 Thus, the forerunners and symbols—e.g. Mbuya Nehanda, Sekuru Kaguvi, Chaminuka, etc.—of the Zimbabwean struggle against white settler colonialism became, in ZANU, the virtual spiritual inspiration (nay even a deity) towards bravery and relentless determination in the minds and hearts of guerrillas.


    Similarly in ZAPU, the feudal legacy of a Ndebele kingdom, intense loyalty to the symbol (Joshua Nkomo) of that heritage, and even the (conscious and subconscious) myth of cultural and ethnic superiority over other African groups : all played a much more important role than ideological commitment to Marxism in the development of the struggle.


    The fact that many of the ZAPU cadres would be trained in socialist countries had little impact on this trend; nor is there evidence of a systematic correlation within the entire Zimbabwean national liberation movement between such exposure to socialist society and a commensurate theory and practice of socialist revolution. In the end, the latter was of less importance than the military technology and skills that Zimbabweans would learn from our allies of the socialist bloc.


    Within the perspective of a romantic perception of revolutionary nationalism,21 there had been the view that the Zimbabwe People’s Army (ZIPA) reflected and represented the arrival of that phase of the liberation struggle that would lead Zimbabwe simultaneously to national independence and socialist revolution. Formed in late 1975 at the instigation of the frontline states (namely Nyerere and Machel), ZIPA was led by a War Council consisting of nine members each from ZANU and ZAPU. In that lay the hope that the Zimbabwean national liberation movement had now shed and transcended the worst of its defects : factionalism and regionalism, reformist and opportunist politics of the conventional nationalist leadership. ZIPA had been formed against the background of notable successes in the revolutionary struggle of the peoples of the Third World, particularly that of Vietnam in South East Asia and of the former Portuguese colonies in Africa. Around these experiences had developed the idea of the protracted struggle as it was first experienced in South East Asia, with the thoughts of Mao Tse Tung and Ho Chi Minh providing a ready testimony to the infallibility of this theory and practice of revolution.


    The Zimbabwean national movement was gradually exposed to these developments; and the intellectuals and academicians—not to exclude even the military strategists—sought to translate them into the Zimbabwean experience. There developed almost a new paradigm in Zimbabwean liberation politics, the articulation of an anti-imperialist ideology, populist media that daily churned out the new message of revolution through the Zimbabwe News of ZANU and Zimbabwe Review of ZAPU and through the radio, on Radio Maputo, Radio Zambia and Radio Tanzania. Indeed Marxism-Leninism had, in the course of the struggle, become known in the Zimbabwean situation, even if it would be some time before it would sink its roots in the society.


    Both this new trend and the writings of romantic (but radical) analysts within the developed countries of Europe and North America helped to develop a mythology about the Zimbabwean liberation struggle, a mythology which was useful in mobilising support for the struggle at home and abroad, but which nevertheless pitched the aims and objectives of the armed struggle over and above those of attaining national independence.


    It is, perhaps, too early to undertake a comprehensive analysis of the short-lived history of ZIPA. But it was short-lived against the main current of African nationalist politics; and there is no evidence to suggest that it had itself fully transcended the mainstream of conventional African nationalism, nor evidence of a clearly defined agenda for the transformation of Zimbabwean society towards socialism. ZIPA had hoped to transcend the established nationalist leadership which it viewed as « opportunists and the defenders of monopoly capitalism »,22 and some of its membership showed a determination to resist the neo-colonial objectives of the Anglo-American proposals that came with the Geneva Conference of 1976. But it was precisely on the basis of this position that ZIPA ran foul of both the established nationalist leadership and the frontline states. It appeared inconceivable in those days—as it does now— that a guerrilla force could act independently of the nationalist leadership,23 and even doubtful that it could have the political legitimacy— especially within Zimbabwe itself—with which to supplant the authority of that established nationalist leadership. Even before ZIPA saw its final demise in 1977, the ZAPU component of it had already broken off, following ZANLA-ZIPRA clashes in the camps in Tanzania.


    The clashes had been sparked by differences in military tactics and strategy between ZIPRA and ZANLA; but also over the question of what attitude ZIPA should adopt towards the established leadership.


    Mangena (of ZAPU) explained that whereas his contingent in ZIPA had always remained loyal to ZAPU and its leadership, there were ex-ZANLA guerrillas who saw ZIPA as an independent military and political force.24



    It should be recalled, however, that ZIPA had been created by the frontline states as a military force that would make good the losses suffered through the impact of the detente exercise of 1974-1975; and thereby ensure that a negotiated settlement—which they saw as inevitable—would find the Zimbabwe nationalist movement in a better stead than that in which it found itself in 1975. But they had never intended that ZIPA should necessarily overtake the established African nationalists, less still develop a stance that appeared to challenge the formula of a negotiated settlement, especially when the latter offered as good prospects as any for majority rule. Both within the African nationalist leadership of Zimbabwe and within the governments of the frontline states and the Organisation of African Unity (OAU), armed struggle was viewed primarily as a means of putting pressure on the white settlers and imperialism to negotiate. Guerrillas would be the main force in this process but they would fight under party leadership. With the demise of ZIPA, therefore, the frontline states formed, on 9 October 1978, the Patriotic Front (of ZANU and ZAPU) in another bid to create a united force that would minimise any imperialist or white settlerist attempts to divided the nationalist movement as it pushed towards final victory.


    Of course, all this reveals and exposes the weakness of the Zimbabwean national liberation movement on the eve of the Lancaster House Agreement; a political, ideological and military weakness only disguised by the fact that white settlerism and imperialism decided to negotiate before any further strengthening and radicalisation of the liberation struggle. It was a weakness which allowed for the paternalism of the frontline states; and would also determine the character of both the Lancaster House Agreement itself and the parameters of political, economic and social action in the period following the attainment of national independence in April 1980. Besides, the Lancaster House Conference would be convened at a time when the Patriotic Front had not only scored significant victories on the battlefield but also mobilised moral, diplomatic and humanitarian support for their cause throughout the world, and in thereby isolating the white settler regime and its « internal settlement » projected the Patriotic Front as the legitimate force representing the masses of Zimbabwe. Efforts were already underway to institutionalise and transform the guerrilla movement in to a « respectable and responsible »25 government-to-be :


    Rejecting the claim made by RF Minister van der Byl that majority rule would amount to unconditional surrender and produce a Marxist-backed state, Senator George McGovern said « if the Russians come out against small pox, that’s no reason we have to be for small pox in order to show that we are patriotic Americans’. Such pragmatic support for majority rule was the first step necessary for creating an « orderly transition » to African rule26



    The lancaster house agreement


    Viewed retrospectively in terms of previous attempts at a settlement of the Zimbabwe problem, there was nothing essentially new in the Lancaster House Conference proposals. As has already been outlined elsewhere,27 Britain's objective was to resolve the problem through constitutional arrangements designed to strike a compromise between white settler colonialists and African nationalists. This conformed to both British and US imperialist interests and remained a constant feature in the policy on Zimbabwe, from the first London « Constitutional Conference on Southern Rhodesia » in 1961 to the London « Constitutional Conference on Rhodesia » in 1979. Thus this decolonisation strategy involved a significant departure from the conventional neo-colonialist one that involved the handover of political power to an African nationalist leadership, with few or no political guarantees for the former white settler elements. The « constitutional safeguards » for the white settler element in Zimbabwe were to be an integral factor in all the attempts at a settlement of the Zimbabwe problem.


    African nationalists would, throughout the UDI period, draw much comfort from the British commitment to NIBMAR. For them, it was almost a guarantee that the British would not « sell out » the black majority to the white minority. Yet these principles said more about the priority that Britain placed on the white minority, a sad reflection on the weakness of the African nationalists vis-à-vis the strength of the white settler element. The « six principles » which the British coined in 1966 typify the evolutionary perspective that guided the British attitude to African political development. The six principles argued for :


    1)	Unimpeded progress to majority rule to be maintained and guaranteed.


    2)	Guarantees against retrogressive amendment of the constitution.


    3)	Immediate improvement in the political status of the Africans.


    4)	Progress towards ending racial discrimination.


    5)	Any basis proposed for independence must be acceptable to the people of Rhodesia as a whole.


    6)	Regardless of race, no oppression of the majority by the minority or of the minority by the majority.28



    As we would point out, even before the Lancaster House Conference of 1979, the « constitutional safeguards » for the white settlers were synonymous with a neo-colonial plan for Zimbabwe :


    a)	the retention of white settler economic power as a safeguard for the continued efficient exploitation of material and human resources;


    b)	consequently, retention of such military (i.e. a significant component of the white settler army and police and administrative, technical and managerial staff) machinery as would inspire the « confidence » and « maintain the high standards » of both the white settler element itself and the imperialist world as a whole.29



    Some African nationalists almost reached a deal based on this formula. For example, during his abortive negotiations with Ian Smith in December 1975 to February 1976, Joshua Nkomo


    had proposed a transitional period of two or three years, during which a « government of National Unity » would prepare for elections. Black voters would elect the majority of MPs, but with an entrenched bloc of white seats, and other guarantees. When this failed, Nkomo made a last offer—one that only Smith could refuse. The formula called for political control by Africans within a twelve month transitional period but with 36 black and 36 white voting contituencies, plus a further 72 seats to be contested on a qualified voting franchise such that 50 would be in black hands. The intransigence of the RF which was still thinking in terms of majority rule within about 15 years, forced Nkomo to temporarily abandon his efforts...30



    The Kissinger proposals (or the Anglo-American proposals), which became the subject of the Geneva Conference of 1976, suggested a structure for a transitional government : a Council of State with a white chairman and comprising as many whites as blacks; and a Council of Ministers with a black Prime Minister and a majority of black ministers. But the whites would retain control of « law and order »; sanctions were to be lifted and a huge Zimbabwe Development Fund (ZDF) was to be established by the British and US governments.31 It has been argued that the Geneva Conference foundered on the question of elections, Robert Mugabe (and ZANU) arguing that there should be no need for elections as part of the independence process « because power should automatically pass to the national liberation forces »; and Joshua Nkomo (and ZAPU) agreeing to the idea of elections.32



    Equally true, however, was that the Ian Smith regime had not as yet seen the need for compromise. If anything, the regime viewed the Anglo-American proposals as a time-buying opportunity, one that would place them « in a better position to fight the war than at present. »33 With minor modifications, the Anglo-American proposals would constitute the framework for the British-US imperialist initiative : from the US-British diplomatic offensive of September 1977, to the Malta talks of January 1978, the Anglo-American meeting with the Patriotic Front in Dar es Salaam in April 1978 and finally the Lancaster House Conference in September 1979. The major objectives remained the same : a transitional government (under a British « resident commissioner ») that would ensure the development of a stable govenment while real power would continue to be held in the hands of the whites. Thus, for example, the Anglo- American proposals of September 1977 sought to ensure that African politicians were to be « tried out » while whites controlled state power. The proposals also included a Bill of Rights and sought to reinforce and maintain the socio-economic status quo in post-independence Zimbabwe :


    Protection from deprivation of property : this will confer protection from expropriation of property except on specified grounds of public interest and even then only on condition that there is prompt payment of adequate compensation... and that the compensation may be remitted abroad within a reasonable period.34



    The Malta talks of January 1978 included the idea of « free elections » under « impartial supervision »; and an advisory Governing Council that would include the British High Commissioner, a UN representative and two members each from the RF, UANC, ZANU (Sithole), ZAPU and ZANU.35 Refusing to be in a minority of four to eight overall or four to six against the parties of the internal settlement talks, the Patriotic Front insisted that it should constitute the bulk of the security forces during the transition period.36 Britain and the US refused37 to concede on an issue which as, will be seen in the Lancaster House Agreement, would be so vital in the kind of post-colonial situation that imperialism was designing for Zimbabwe.


    In Dar es Salaam in April 1978, the Patriotic Front agreed to the principles of according full executive authority for defence and for law and order to the British Resident Commissioner, and to a UN « peace- keeping force » to ensure « free and fair elections ». There remained disagreements as to the details and mechanics of the transition period.38 In any case the basis for a settlement that would emerge at Lancaster was now on the table. A number of events between 1978 and 1980 would make this outcome appear inevitable. We must consider all these forces in the context of the relation of forces during this period; i.e. there were the interests of imperialism, of white settlers, of the national liberation movement and of the frontline states.


    By 1978, the war had so escalated that Smith found himself increasingly compelled to find refuge in the Anglo-American initiatives and their proposals. The idea of a transitional government attracted him as a basis for buying time. But he would seek to forestall a Patriotic Front government by making a deal with the internal African leaders. The latter had, in turn, so isolated themselves from the guerrillas that they had no choice but to accept Smith’s offer of an « internal settlement » on 3 March 1978, in the vain hope that they could thereby inherit full power from Smith and prevent the Patriotic Front from ever winning power. The « internal settlement » failed also because it did not have the support of the mass of the people of Zimbabwe. It would be denied full international recognition, as long as the Patriotic Front remained united in their claim to be the legitimate representatives of the Zimbabwe masses, and as long as they showed the capacity to maintain the war initiative. The « internal settlement » leaders were doomed.


    Yet, in retrospect, the Patriotic Front was shaken by both the occasion of the « internal settlement » (and the establishment of its Zimbabwe- Rhodesia), and at the threat that Britain and the US might recognise such a settlement as constituting the fulfilment of the much-desired compromise between whites and blacks. Writing at the time, The Economist of Britain in a commentary (of 26 May 1979) entitled, « Towards Recognition », noted :


    Rhodesia-Zimbabwe’s new constitution, it is true, is a zebra-like curiosity, with wide stripes of continuing white influence superimposed, for a time, on the principle of black majority rule. But it has always been the aim of British policy (and of American policy too, since the Americans have had one) to bring Rhodesia to independence in a way that keeps a place for the white community. This requires a transition that will reassure white as well as black.39



    These manoeuvres threatened the unity of the Patriotic Front, especially when in August 1978 Nkomo began « clandestine »40 negotiations with Smith, raising thereby the suspicion that ZAPU might join the « internal settlement » and leave ZANU isolated. There is no doubt that the imperialists sought to encourage a split in the Patriotic Front : it would weaken the guerrilla war and render more feasible the kind of compromise they envisaged.


    The survival of PF unity certainly forestalled an earlier, if not more blatant, compromise than the one that emerged at Lancaster. These events had, nevertheless, revealed the PF’s vulnerability to imperialist pressure : Britain and the US would hereafter seek to play on ZANU-ZAPU differences in the pursuit of a compromise. The continuation of the guerrilla war would, of course, ensure that the PF remained a major and indispensable factor in the months leading to Lancaster. But both the delicate nature of ZANU-ZAPU relations and the possibility that the imperialists might recognise the internal settlement were bound to leave the Patriotic Front itself quite apprehensive and particularly keen for a settlement within which it could be quickly acknowledged as the main force in Zimbabwe politics.


    The internal settlement elections of April 1979 were by any description quite farcical and in retrospect bound to be inconsequential in the power equation that evolved in 1980. But at the time, the event alone sent shivers through Patriotic Front ranks and made the idea of the Lancaster House Conference not unacceptable. The role of the frontline states was quite crucial in the inauguration of the Lancaster House conference. Because of the Rhodesian cross-border raids, the war had from 1977 onwards been extended to the frontline states of Zambia, Mozambique and Botswana. In particular, the economies of Zambia and Mozambique were seriously disrupted and their political stability equally threatened. The frontline states were therefore as much in need of a settlement as the very forces that were directly involved in Zimbabwe.


    The Presidents of the Frontline states were more eager than ever to see Britain assume her « colonial responsibilities ». As late as January 1979, Nyerere was still urging Britian to intervene militarily, supposedly for peace-keeping purposes. Tremendous pressure was, therefore, put on the PF leaders to compromise. Machel in particular, played a key role, forcing ZANU to accept Carrington’s terms. By late 1979, faced with growing internal political problems and repeated attacks on Mozambique by the (Rhodesian) security forces, Machel was determined to help put an end to the war.41



    In general, however, all forces and parties involved in the Zimbabwe debacle were sorely in need of a settlement : the Smith-Muzorewa group, because they could not stop a war that might soon engulf them; South Africa, because it could not continue to support the Rhodesian war indefinitely and therefore welcomed a chance that might just legitimise the internal settlement and thereby hopefully also buy time for apartheid; the Patriotic Front, because, as has already been explained, it had not as yet completely won the war against the Smith-Muzorewa regime and therefore needed at least this opportunity to isolate the latter and emerge as the legitimate African nationalist leadership in the Zimbabwe situation; and the imperialists (Britain and its ally, the US), because this offered the most favourable opportunity to get all concerned to accept a compromise the elements of which had, since the genesis of the Anglo- American proposals in 1976, been on the table.


    In fact, it would be quite ahistorical to attribute blame to anyone for the reality of the Lancaster House Conference. No doubt, many an African nationalist felt uncomfortable about both the course and outcome of the conference; and Robert Mugabe himself would express disquiet and anxiety at the dangers inherent in the entire affair :


    Yes, even as I signed the document I was not a happy man at all. I felt we had been cheated to some extent...that we had agreed to a deal which would to some extent rob us of the victory that we had hoped to have achieved in the field.42



    But so opportune for the imperialist strategy was the Lancaster House Conference that none of the actors and forces dared let it fail. Even before the conference resumed in September, it was clear to the PF leaders and their entourage in London that this was the final chance. It was a point of no return.


    Tongogara also wanted to conclude a settlement. « We just have to have a settlement. We can’t go back empty-handed...The nationalist leadership was determined to come to terms with British imperialism. Obviously, it sought to secure the best deal possible, which meant reducing concessions to a minimum, but under pressure from imperialism and the Frontline states, it was only a question of time before a compromise agreement would be reached.43



    The Lancaster House Agreement constituted a substantial setback for the Patriotic Front, at least in terms of the broad objectives that the national liberation movement had set for itself in the course of the armed struggle.


    First, the white settler colonial state was not to be dismantled. On the contrary, this was to remain largely intact. The cease-fire agreement would ensure that the guerrillas would not pose a threat : accordingly the PF’s 35,000 guerrillas were to be isolated in assembly points scattered around the country. A British governor would represent the return of British rule for a brief period, to ensure that a suitable and acceptable black goverment came to power. In turn, the British governor would make sure that the state machinery—the army, the police, the prisons, the public service, the air force, the judiciary, etc.—remained in white hands throughout the transition period. Britain was back in control of its colony, backed by a white settler colonial state apparatus, and with the help of a Commonwealth force of 1,200 men and about 500 British policement. To add insult to injury, the future government of Zimbabwe would have to guarantee the pensions of Rhodesian civil servants and to guarantee citizenship to all white residents.


    Second, the PF was now deprived of the possibility of winning undiluted and total political power, as would be expected in a decolonisation process. The whites would retain 20 reserved seats in a parliament with 100 seats : a notable victory for a group (of less than 250,000) that had, for ninety years denied the African population (about 7 million in 1980) access to political power.


    Third, the socio-economic structures would remain intact : the Bill of Rights ensured this with the (Lancaster House) constitution's section on « Freedom from Deprivation of Property ». There was to be a ten-year guarantee on the inviolability of private property. But of particular significance—and this is elaborated in the chapter on the « land question » in this book—was that the land issue remained unresolved. It ran counter to ZANU’s revolutionary programme of agrarian reform.


    The extent of the compromise by the PF leaders can be measured by those sections of the Constitution referring to the crucial land question. As one authority on land points out, the cost of buying the estimated 40-60 % of European land not being fully utilized would be so high that even if a new government of Zimbabwe were committed to implementing a comprehensive land resettlement programme under the constitution it would find it well nigh impossible to carry it out (original emphasis).44



    The promise of massive aid from Britain and the US became an additional factor in ensuring not only that the Lancaster House Agreement itself would seek to entrench capitalism in Zimbabwe but also that the country should remain firmly in the Western sphere of influence.


    The almost abject weakness of the PF vis-à-vis these imperialist manoeuvres can be discerned from the extent to which their objections to most of these proposals fell on deaf ears.45 The PF was inherently vulnerable to the ceasefire and electoral arrangements; and more specifically, the two attempts on Robert Mugabe’s life on 6 and 10 February 1980 were just the more serious illustrations46 of the physical danger that faced those who had played key parts in the struggle for liberation. To make matters worse, the assembly places to which the guerrillas were to be confined were themselves part of a South African plan47 that had been developed together with the Rhodesian Central Intelligence Organisation (CIO) and military intelligence. The PF’s suggestion that a UN (or Commonwealth) force of 10,000 military personnel should supervise the cease-fire48 may have been based on the realisation of their vulnerability during this period.


    This request was turned down by the British, in favour of a more modest number of 500 British policemen and the Commonwealth Monitoring Force. The PF would have to rely for its safety and survival on the Zimbabwean masses.


    The Lancaster House Agreement also included in its package the question of a general election that all parties were free to contest. The emissaries and delegates who came from inside Zimbabwe to the conference assured the PF leadership that there was a good chance that it would win such elections, though the ZANU members were wont to emphasise that such a victory was certain if ZANU stood alone, without its PF partner ZAPU. Not only Bishop Abel Muzorewa himself but also the British and the South Africans believed the UANC would win. Allaying Smith’s fears that the outcome of the Lancaster House conference might be tantamount to a PF—in particular a ZANU—victory, Carrington explained that the very purpose of the conference had been to prevent such an outcome.49 A recent account of this period confirmed this :


    The Lancaster House Conference had certainly not gone quite as planned in London, Salisbury and Pretoria, above all in the establishment of the CMF (Commonwealth Monitoring Force). But the very intensity of effort by Carrington personally and the Foreign Office collectively to hobble the PF proved beyond reasonable doubt that full support from the British Government would be given to white interests, and would continue throughout a two-month election campaign in which « no holds barred » might serve as a slogan for all parties. Carrington’s « first-class solution » of a second electoral victory for Muzorewa would lead to a situation in which the country’s affairs remained firmly in white hands, even if black gloves were worn as a gesture to the new constitution... Mugabe’s determination to dissolve the PF despite—or because of—Nkomo’s vehement objections... also encouraged many whites in the hope that Muzorewa’s South African-financed UANC would come home a clear winner.50



    Both the British and South Africans continued, until the eve of the election results, to believe that the UANC would win; and that if it did not win a majority, there was a chance of a coalition—that might involve ZAPU—against ZANU. They hoped that ZANU would not win such a majority as to render all other parties small minorities. It was expected that the whites would naturally support such a coalition.


    The optimistic expectations that the respective groups had about the elections were certainly a factor in facilitating and expenditing the Lancaster House Agreement. To some extent, this tended to allay anxiety among the respective groups about the full import of the agreement itself. At best, the PF hoped that their success in the elections would settle at least some of the more unacceptable aspects of the agreement. The major concern of all concerned was less about the nature of the agreement they had just signed than about who would win political power at the general election.


    The hopes and expectations of returning home and winning the elections created its own momentum among all concerned. This meant that all would try to work towards a successful conclusion of the Lancaster House Agreement. No doubt, prior knowledge that the Patriotic Front— and in particular ZANU (PF)—would win the elections might have led to more organised attempts, by an alliance of British, South African and white Rhodesian forces, to prevent such an outcome. Similarly, it would have been foolish for the Patriotic Front—and ZANU (PF) in particular— to sit back and accept a victory by groups that least deserved it in terms of the war effort. As it was, the result of the general election was a clear reflection of both the relation of forces and the popularity (or the lack of it) of the respective parties : ZANU (PF) won a majority with 57 seats (62.992 % of the poll); ZAPU 20 seats (24.113 %); and Muzorewa’s UANC 3 seats (8.227). The other parties won nothing; while Smith’s Rhodesia Front took all 20 white seats. An estimated 93.6 % of those Africans eligible to vote did so.


    The post-white settler colonial state


    Some analysts and political activists in Zimbabwe hoped that the election results of 4 March 1980 (the date on which the results were announced) might constitute a basis for ZANU (PF) and its allies to make good the losses suffered through the Lancaster House Agreement. For both the results of the elections and the mass response to ZANU (PF) shook the country on that Tuesday morning.
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