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of negotiations mediated by the United States; South
a peace agreement in Brazzaville on 13
December, 1988 the agreement provided for independence of Namibia in
line with Resolution 435 (1978) of United Nations Security Council and
the withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola. This was followed by the
signing of protocols on 22 December at the United Nations headquarters
in New York. The Cuban leader Fidel Castro hailed the accord as marking -
the end of "one of the most glorious chapters" in his country's history.!

After several months
Africa, Cuba and Angola signed

argaining before agreement was reached on all |
major issues. However, prior to this final series of talks, numerous other
attempts to reach a negotiated settlement of the Namibian independence
problem had been made without success. South Africa had been able to
defy the UN and World opinion over its illegal occupation of Namibia
since its mandate to rule the territory was terminated by the world body in

1966. The internationalization and recasting of Namibian problem in the

context of the cold war, with attendant implications for Angola's security,

was a major obstacle to reaching a negotiated settlement.

This article makes a critical analysis of the role played by the United States:
in the search for such a solution, with special reference to the policy of
linking Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola to Namibia's independence.
It discusses the terms, and the implications of the Brazzaville accord for
Angola's security, and sheds light on the circumstances that facilitates the

conclusion of this historic pact.

It took ten rounds of b

Namibia as a Cold War Problem

ates and South Africa on the withdrawal of
dition for Namibia's independence had

been one of the most serious obstacles to reaching a settlement.2 Linkage:
of the two issues was introduced in the already protracted negotiations for
Namibia's independence by the new administration of the U.S. under
President Ronald Reagan who came to power in January 1981. In March,
the same year, senior South African defence officers visited the l_Jmted
States. Later Dirk Mudge and Peter Kalangula, both leaders in the
Democratic Turnhalle Alliance (DTA) and the South African sponsgred
"interim government" of Namibia, and Jonas Savimbi, the leader of the
Angolan rebel movement, the UNITA, also visited Washington. The

The insistence by the United St
Cuban troops from Angola as a con

Lecturer, Department of Political and Administrative Studies, University of Zambia.

conditions for holding internationall i ions i

y supervised elect ibi
[hebDTA leaders presented while in the U.S. inclulg:g l\;l/iﬁadg?\l/althaft‘
Cuban troops from, and destruction of SWAPO bases in Angola.3 o

South African Foreign Minister Pik B
Zn otha, and the Defe ini
?:t%grrrglgdh&;as?l ianl;(t)ozlfll]tetd the United States. The South Afrrilcc:nlc\')dflfrilg;?;
: at non-acceptance of a SWAPO vi i
country's bottomline bargainin iti i A e CAL
‘ g position over Namibia.4 In th
these meetings the U.S. acce i i b Africa MERMELE
-3. accepted the view that, if South Afri
I%eerssc;]l?g?odn t33z;cc(elpgt7g;e 1mhp1§mentation of U.N Secu?i(t:; %i)sutr(:cbi?
_ , which was the world body'
independence of Namibia, then its obiecti Aot
: . | objections to cretai
resolution and its regional securi 1o ndbne
! ] Irity concerns should be
ngrs(gglngtggair:;cﬁ eltto If:i;ear dth}?t it would use persuation r:?tirf stshc;i.
n, ] and that it would maintain n I relati i
the regime. This was the poli i i S
' policy of "constructive enga 5
U.S., South Africa, and the interi amibia Kail ekt
4 m government of Namibia had k
out a common approach to the negotiati fi i
Namibian problem. This includ oLl i i
{ ed agreement on: (1) th
measures, to counter Soviet influence in Southern A fri i
amend or modify Security Council Re Ron 435 (1976, o) Dianade
imend soulution 435 (1978); (3 i
conditions for Western-style democra o
: . . cy and the free enterprise i
system 1in an independent Namibia; and (4) i ool
‘ nd, 5 promoting peacefi
lvivéléiztiuonde/rxn;mmg the role of armed struggle as a %nganieoltllrfz?t?gr%:l’
v ar?{i DT(XieZg;: rtshcle I(Jimted C?.tateshsecured the support of South
: n demanding the withdrawal of
from Angola as a condition f \mib; o i
rom ] or Namibia' i
continued to cast itself in the role of a meciialtgrs. e o aancers iy

’1“ TCQ

A?)fr:ilbfé .7;vas _ahmember. of the Westqrn Contact Group established in

ik Wit the objective of trying to broker as internationall

”roug weer ;(:geeglept ((i)fKt'he (Ii\Iamlblan problem. Other members of thg

g nited Kingdom, France, W

4 ; _Kingdom, » West Germany, a

w}e]?e%;%%? wa's the main architect of the proposala for a);ett?gm(éﬁ??g:t.

. accep{)e(gdk[g/d Su;tl(l)t}EHX fS;:urxty Council Resolution 435 (1978) which

s g rica, in principle, and by SWA

S; I(})&iléﬁf %vtﬁgfzs. Its strategy included shielding Sou}t,h AfricIZIOfrgrrlxii ltﬁ\?

19800 4 c;net :é:tel%r;g an gl_telrnatlonally acceptable settlement. By mid-

ot L up diplomacy appeared to b :

[S)I[ Zfleuscxhnigdsuch a settlement as by then SW&PO the UI\? :nrll tt}l:Z l\;forr%gi:ef

Ste ad me virtually all South Africa's der 5

AgrEeaont o L AL a's demands.” So to secure an

SEre ate tor a ceasefire between SWAPO and i

j gg;;z,nggd on }startmg implementation of the UN plan ?cg'u;\}llaAm?tf;rsl

i ;hce}_t 1e UN Secretary General arran ged the Geneva Conference

pps rom 7 to 14 January, 1981. South Africa sent th

1strator General of Namibia, Danie Hough, as head of thg




-n_and DTA leaders to attend the conference. This in itself was a
gic;ig?ltllaotn’P‘;etoria was not yet ready for a settlement. The SWAPO
delegtion was led by Sam Nujoma. Observers from the Contact Group,
the OAU, the Frontline States and Nigeria also attended. The meeting
collapsed without the main 1$sues being discussed.

The Reagan administration sought to influence other members of the
Contact Group to accomodate 1ts Southern Africa policy. It wanted
Security Council Resolution 435 (1978) be amended so that constitutional
principles for Namibia could be adopted before the UN plarbvyas
implemented. Washington's Western allies \yarned it that the Soviet Union
would veto proposals to amend the resolution.® Cons'?quently, thﬁ, U.S.
adopted a strategy of advocating the need to strengthen and
"complement" the resolution before it could be implemented. This was to
be done, among other things, by adopting co_nstltuuona_l principles and.
reaching agreement on the electoral system prior to such 1mpler'nent’at_mp..‘
The Contact Group ambraced this strategy at the meeting held in Paris in
July 1981. Then at the Group's New York meeting of September 198.1,’
adoption of constitutional principles and the eleptgra! system were put 1n
phase one of a three-phase negotiating plan.” This indicates that the matte
was accorded iop priority. This plan was accepted by SWAPO and South:

Africa.

The question is: why did the Reagan administration want“S‘ccunty Councﬂ‘
Resolution 435 (1978) "strengthened" or "complemented"? In so far as }he
a priori adoption of constitutional principles was seen as a way of doin
this, the answer is evideent from the nature of the principles drafted b
Washington and other members of the Contact Group. These containe
provisions relating to guarantees for private property, individu .
freedoms, and they included provisions for separation of judicial,
legislative and executive powers.8 It is evident from the nature of th

constitutional principles that the U.S. and other members of the Contact
Group were taking measures to ensure that an mdependent Namibia \‘;vould:
remain in the sphere of influence of the West. Since under the UN plan the
independence constitution was to be adopted by a two thqus majority O
members of the constituent assembly, the Western counries wWere also
concerned with adopting an electoral system for Namibia that would make
it difficult for SWAPO, which was considered to be radical and pro-
Moscow, to get such a majority in the sassembly. Their argument, wmqt'l
was also acceptable to South Africa, that the ;l;ctoral system for Namibia
should ensure fair representation for all political groups in the country;
should be seen in the same perspective. And so should their proppsals, |
rejected by SWAPO, that 50 percent of the members of the constx‘tuc?{

assembly should be elected using a proportional representation electora
system, and the other 50 percent using a plurality system.
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While the Reagan administration did not have much difficulty in
convincing the allies of the U.S. to accept the modifications to Security
Council Resolution 435 (1978), the same was not the case with its linkage
of Cuban troops withdrawal from Angola to Namibia's independence.
Over this olicy, the U.S. stood virtually alone. As OAU interim Secretary-
General Peter Onu observed, neither the people of Namibia nor the
independence of Namibia and the presence of anybody, whether Cuban of
any other in Angola.® The United Nations Security Council formally
rejected linkage throngh Resolution 539 of 1983, adopted by a vote of 14
to none, with the U.b. abstaining.10 In 1985, addressing a ministerial
meeting of the Coordinating Burea.. of Non-Aligned countries on Namibia
in New Delhi, India, SWAPO President Sam Nujoma argued that after
four years, the only result achieved by linkage was "to help South Africa
to kill, arrest, and torture many more Namibians. It has failed to coerce
Angola and other Frontline States into abandoning the struggle against
colonialism, apartheid and imperialism. Similarly, the diabolical policy of
"constructive engagement' has not helped to create conditions for a
peaceful change in the apartheid system in South Africa".!1

Linkage was conceived to serve the interests of Washington. Its essence
was to use the Namibian problem to achieve the objective of reducing
Sovie influence in Southern Africa which, from the point of view of the
Reagan administration, Cuban troop withdrawal would represent. So
strong was its resolve vi. this issue that the U.S. was prepared to sacrifice
the unity of the Contact Group to pursue its cold war objectives. France
formally wihtdrew from the Contact Group in 1983. Thereafter,
Washington seized the initiative in the search for a negotiated settlement.
Reagan administration officials held a series of meetings with their
Angolan counterparts in an attempt to reach an agreement about Cuban
troops withdrawal. Very little progress was made.

Apart from diplomacy, the U.S., in cooperation with South Africa, also
applied military pressure against Angola to force it to accept linkage and to
agree to accomodate UNITA. In July 1985, the U.S. Congress repealed
the Clark Amendment which had prohibited U.S. military assistance to
Angolan rebals. Angola reacted by stopping all contacts with Reagan
administration officials. In fact the U.S. government had started supplying
arms to UNITA in 1982.12

In May 1983, a secret meeting of U.S., South African, Israeli, Zairean
and UNITA officials took place in Kinshasa, Zaire. Washington offered
financial and military assistance to UNITA. South Africa, for its part,
promised to intensify its military attacks against Angola.13

While concessions were not forthcoming from Angola, South Africa used
linkage to block progress towards Namibia's independence. In November
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1985, UN Secretary-General Perez de Cuellar wrote to South African
Foreign Minister Pik Botha informing him that, as far as the UN was &
concerned, all issues regarding a Namibian settlement were resolved and
that what remained was to set a date for a ceasefire between SWAPO and
South African forces and to start implementing UN Security Council
Resolution 435 (1978). In response, South Africa indicated that it was |
ready to start implementing the UN plan on 1st August 1986 if Angola
agreed to withdraw Cuban troops.!4 It did not. It was not until 1988 that
the impasse was resolved.

Terms of the Accord

Negotiations between Angolan and U.S. officials resumed in April 1987. 3
In August the Angolan leader, Eduardo dos Santos, presented a slightly .
modified version of proposals for Cuban troops withdrawal and
independence for Namibia - that his country had made in November 1984. 1
He offered a partial withdrawal of Cubans if South Africa agreed to
withdraw its troops from Southern Angola; accepted to implement UN ©
Security Council Resolution 435 (1978); and it and the United States
stopped assisting UNITA. :

Serious ney . iations involving the two countries and Cuba started in May
1988 unde. US mediation. By that time Angola had accepted, in
principle, to have all Cuban troops withdrawn.!> However, it insisted f
that the process should be phased and take four years.!6 On the other |
hand, the South Africans and the United States wanted all Cuban troops to
leave Angola in one year. In addition, they demanded that a "broadbased"
government, including UNITA rebels, should be formed in Luanda.!? In
the same month the: South African Foreign Minister Pik Botha revealed
that his country was drawing up proposals of its own. These included the
demands that, by 1st June 1989, 20,000 Cuban troops should be ,
withdrawn from Angola, and seven guerilla camps of the African National
Congress (ANC) of South Africa in the country should be dismantled. In
return, Pretoria offered to grant independence to Namibia according to the
UN plan by the same date. These proposals were rejected by both Cuba
and Angola. Regarding the dismantling of ANC camps, Cuba argued that
if this demand was met it would make Angola a "henchman of the i
aspirations of apartheid".18 ANC Presiden Oliver Tambo argued that the
removal of the bases could not be considered unless South Africa agreed
to dismantle apartheid.!® This condition was basically in line with
Pretoria's major regional strategic objective of getting black-ruled
countries in Southern Africa, by force of arms or by diplomatic means, to
stop supporting liberation movements fighting against it. It also appealed
to Washington which has been trying to get the ANC to lay down its
arms,
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By the end of November 1988 a tentative agreement had been reached,
however. Under the terms of the Brazzaville accord on peace in Angola
and independence for Namibia, Angola and Cuba agreed to the above
demands. Consequently 5,000 to 6,000 ANC guerrillas and refugees in
Angola were destined for relocation.2? Oliver Tambo explained that his
movement had accepted to withdraw its fighters after consultations with
the leaders of that country and others. According to him, the move was
intended "to deny South Africa and her allies usage of the presence of
ANC military facilities in Angola as an excuse to block the liberation
process now in motion".2!  He indicated that the ANC was aware that the
agreement signed in New York constituted"an advance of great strategic
significance for our region".22 The implication of the statement is that the
ANC move was a tactical one.

Nevertheless it represented a major diplomatic coup for South Africa and
for the United States. The Nkomati Accord which South Africa signed
with Mozambique in March 1984 resulted in a similar fate for ANC cadres
based there. Swaziland too has a security pact with Pretoria under the
terms of which it cannot allow ANC fighters to operatefrom its territory.
Zimbabwe and Botswana, which have not signed such agreements, have
nevertheless stated that they will not allow the ANC to set up guerrilla
basses on their territories.2?  An independent Namibia may simply follow
the example of these countries, at least initially. One result has been that
the ANC und the Pan African Congress (PAC), have not followed the
pattern of fighting rural guerrilla warfare in border areas initially, as was
the case in the former Portneucse colonies and Zimbabwe.Instead they
have pursued urban guerrilla warfare. Of course, tactics may change with
circumstances.

Thus unavailability of base facilities in countries adjoining South Africa
for the use of liberation movements does not necessarily mean frustrating
the armed struggle as such. As President Kaunda has observed, the
dismantling of ANC bases in Angola is a minor setback. It is just that
instead of moving short distances to the fighting ground, the "ANC
fighters may have to move long distances from their training bases to
South Africa".24

No issue proved more problematic during the negotiations than that of the
time table and modalities of Cuban troops withdrawal from Angola.
Overtime the Angolans had shifted their negotiating position from rejecting
linkage of Cuban troops withdrawal to Namibia's independence
altogether, to proposing a partial withdrawal and, finally, to accepting
their total withdrawal. At cach stage Angola's main concern was to ensure
that its security would not be seriously compromised as a result of
concessions that it would make at the negotiating table. The shift from
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rejecting linkage to advocating partial Cuban troops withdrawal was a
tactical move designed to break the impasse in negotiations created by
linkage rather than a substantive concession. The idea was to retain a
residual Cuban force that was large enough to guarantee security, while
creating the impression that Angola was making concessions angi c_ould
therefore not be blamed for any lack of progress in the negotiations.
Finally, as will become evident later, Luanda commltcd itself to a time
table for total Cuban troops withdrawal only at a time when events on the
battlefield in the Southern part of the country warranted downgrading the
security threat posed by South Africa and UNITA.

Even then, the time table that was accepted by all the parties to the
negotiations permitted Angola to retain a large Cuban force for a long
period after Namibia's independence. Thus, it was agreed that 3,000, out
of an estimated 50,000 Cuban troops ;in the country, would be pulled out
by 1st April 1989, the date on which implementation of the UN plan for
the independence of Namibia was scheduled to start. The remaining force
of 47,000 Cubans was to gradually leave in 27 months, which is at least
20 months after Namibia's independence.25 The residual force could
deter South Africa from breaching the accord by starting hostilities or, in
the event of such a breach, it would reinforce Angolan troops. Finally, it
is also possible that the cuban force could move into Namibia if it were to
be invited by a new SWAPO government under threat, as had been the
case with the MPLA government in Angola in 1975. Thus the phased
withdrawal of Cuban troops, according to the time table that was agreed
on (whose duration was reduced from the four years initially proposed by
Angola and Cuba), was mainly intended to guarantee Angola's security
more or less in the same way that their partial pull out was supposed to
have done. Of course, the argument advanced by Angola and Cuba that
adequate time was required to train FAPLA personnel to replace the
Cubans, and to evacuate a 50,000 - strong force is valid but not exclusive.

For its part, South Africa undertook to withdraw its troops from Southern
Angola where they had been since December 1986 - this was done in
August 1988. It also agreed to end its illegal occupation of Namibia and
to stop assisting UNITA rebels in Angola. However South Africa's
withdrawal of support from the rebels might not diminish their threat to
Angola's security because the US, which was acting as mediator in the
negotiations, refused to cut off military assistance to them.

The U.S. - UNITA Connection
The main reason given by U.S. officials for their government's refusal to

stop aiding UNITA was that the Luanda government did not want to reach
a settlement with the rebel movement. The question is: Why should
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Washington make it its business to continue to interfere in the Angolan
war?

The fact of the matter is simply that of U.S. hostility toward the MPLA
government. The U.S. expected reconciliation in Angola to pave the way
for the replacement of the regime thereby a pro-Washington or "moderate"
one. This is evident from the nature of the conditions for reconciliation
that UNITA upholds, which are also backed by Washington. It demands
formation of a broadbased interim government including the MPLA,
UNITA and other movements, and the holding of free and fair elections
thereafter.26 Neither the U.S. nor UNITA expects the MPLA to win any
free elections. For example, this was implied in U.S. Assistant Secretary
of State, Chester Crocker's assertion that UNITA leader, Jonas Savimbi,
had widespread support in Angola.2’” Thus Washington has not
abandoned the objective of overthrowing the Luanda government since the
Angolan civil war of 1975/76 when it supported armies of rival
movements of the MPLA, including UNITA. What have changed are the
methods and tactics.

U.S. policy toward Angola was part of the Reagan administration's global
strategy which has been inherited by the Bush Administration. Reagan's
crusade against communism involved supporting armed rebel movements
against third World regimes considered to be pro-Moscow. Examples are,
the Contras in Nicaragua, the Mujaheddin in Afghanistan and, of course,
UNITA in Angola.

There has been no fundamental shift in U.S. policy in this respet, even
with the improvement in superpower relations in the Gorbachev era.
Moscow has been following a policy of seeking political solutions to
Third World conflicts where the superpowers are involved. Thus it signed
the Geneva accord in May 1988 leading to the withdrawal of its troops
from Afghanistan where they had been helping the regime to fight rebels
supported by the U.S. and Pakistan since 1979. The Soviet Union was
also in ,trumental in pushing for a negotiated solution to the angolan civil
war and to the Namibian problem. However, the U.S. has not responded
in good faith to Soviet moves in these two cases. It has perceived Soviet
troops withdrawal from Afghanistan, and Cuban troops pull out from
Angola as strategic retreats by Moscow that it should exploit to its
advantage. Therefore it has continued to .support UNITA and the
Mujaheddin after peace agreement of which it is a co-guarantor had been
reached.

Viewed in this perspective, the linkage policy of the U.S. was intended to
weaken the MPLA government vis a vis UNITA by denying it Cuban
military support. This, in turn, was supposed to force Luanda to make
concessions to the rebels at the negotiating table or, failure to that, it
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would have to face them on the battlefield in a weaker posmo'n‘than wai
before. Either way, the U.S. qxpcpted the end result to be’ repl‘dc'en(lient o
the MPLA government which it considered to be marx‘lst and pro-
Moscow. Therefore, from its point of view, cuban troops presence in
Angola was not an obstacle to recognition of the Angolan gc?ve_rnr‘nenlzi
Rather, it was a barrier to the creation of a government that it cou

recognise.
Factors Leading To The Accord
Improvement in Superpower Relations

When Ronald Reagan became Preside.m' of the United States in'19§l, he
pledged to make America "strong again”. His Ei'Pproucll to relat{o'ns w1t'¥1
the Soviet Union was based on the principle of "peace through‘ stxqu}h v
This posture led to unprecedented expenditure on defence. It al§o reggndeg
progress in disarmament talks between the two countries, and contribute
to intensification of the cold war.

This situation changed markedly during the U.S. President's second term

of office, ehich also coicided with the coming to power of Mikhail

Gorbachev in the Soviet Unioin. The two leaders held summit meetings in
Geneva in 1985 and in Reykjavik, Iceland, in 1986. After six years of
negotiations the two superpowers finally agreed to scrap intermediate-
range nuclear weapons and signed the INF treaty 1n Washington in
December, 1987.

This success was partly a result of attempts by the two countries to

grapple with pressing economic problems at home. ngh dcif}e]ch
spending necessitated by the policy of seeking peace through .streng,F le]
to hefty budget deficits in the U.S. to compound the problems, ’t g
strength of the dollar favoured imports thereby hurting local 1r}s111§tr‘les an
causing trade deficits. Consequently protectionist pressures were

generated. Washington found itself in conflict with its traditional Western -

allies and trading partners, especially Japan, over trading pohrcy.2'8
Therefore, from the point of view of the United States, dlstmn:dment d{]dg
general improvement defence expenditure and thereby help re:solve relatfa
economic problems. It would also help to relieve West European
governments of pressure from peace campaigners.

After Mikhail Gorbachev assumed power he pledged to ~un.der[tjuk_e a
fundamental restructuring of the economy and society of the soviet Union. =

His economic reform policy (perestroika), was intended to gn\flgqr‘atlc the
economy and thereby reverse years of stagnation, especially in ttgn(,u t%lr%.
Therefore, from the point of view of the Soviet Union, dlsz_lrm.mu?;n, an y
global peace in general, would create conditions for reducing or slowing

down defence expenditure. This, in turn, would release funds for the
economic transformation effort.

Regional conflicts also featured on the agenda of superpower
talks. The Reagan administration wanted Moscow to helpe resolve
Third World conflicts in which it was involved directly or by proxy:
like those in Angola; Kampuchea; Afghanistan; and Nicaragua; as a
condition for progress toward improving superpower relations.29
Angola and Namibia were discussed at the Reagan and Gorbachev
summit of may 1988 in Moscow. September 29; 1988 was fixed by the
two leaders as the deadline for resolving the two countries' problems.30
At the same time soviet leaders were reviewing their country's
policies toward regional conflicts. During the 27th Congress of the
communist party of the Soviet Union (CPSU); Gorbachev introduced
the idea of seeking political settlements for regional conflicts. This
meant that the role of armed conflict would be downgraded;
creating opportunities for savings on Soviet military assistance to the
Third World; and for rapprochement with the United States.

The conclusion of the Brazzaville accord must be viewed against the
background of these changes in superpower politics. Both the conflict
in Angola and the Namibian independence problem had been
transfomed into cold war issues. The U.S. policies of linkage and
constructive engagement; explained earlier; were conceived with the
object of containing the Soviet menace in Southern Africa in view.
Washington's perception of this menace was bound to change accordingly
with improved super-power relations and changes in Soviet strategy. In
addition, President Reagan was disposed towards scoring foreign policy
successes in his last term of office to demonstrate to critics that his policy
of seeking peace through strength worked, and to help his Vice-President
George Bush to succeed him after the next Presidential elections.

For his part, Gorbachev was seeking to cultivate an image of the Soviet
Union as a peace-loving superpower, and not the over-armed and
belligerent one that the Reagan administration had portrayed. He also
wanted to contribute to the creation of conditions that would make high
Soviet military expenditures unnecessary. Moscow therefore encouraged
President Dos Santos of Angola to be more receptive to the idea of a
political settlement for his country and for Namibia. These conditions
helped to create the impetus toward a negotiated settlement. However they
were not the only ones.
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Pressure on South Africa

Spence described South Africa's predicament correctly when he observed
that

The continuing impact of the black opposition, the seeming irrelevance of the
government's reform strategy and the sudden rise in the level of external
pressure illustrate very clearly how in the short space of 18 months South

Africa's domestic and ;jinternational position has changed for the worse.31

Regarding the internal security situation, South Africa was undoubtedly "a
society at war with itself,"32 and has remained that way since then.
Unprecedented black unrest erupted in the townships in mid-1984, and
simply developed into more or less a permanent feature of the wau of life.
The government responded by deploying troops, and by declaring a state
of emergncy in July 1985. By 1986 over 1,500 people had been killed,
most of them blacks.33

Intensified repression on the part of the South African government
provided anti-apartheid organizations and individuals throughout the
world with a good case forj putting pressure on their governments to
impose sanctions against Pretoria. As a result of the drastically changed
circumstances, even the major Western countries that traditionally opposed
such measures finally imposed selective sanctions against South Africa.34

The unrest in the black townships created another problem for Pretoria.
It already had an estimated 100;000 troops in occupied Namibia where
they were battling SWAPO guerrillas; and from which they periodically
invaded southern Angola.35 According to SWAPO sources; by 1984 the
Namibia border war had become one of the most expensive wars in
Africa ; forcing Pretoria to spend an average of US$1 billion per
year.36 Therefore the opening of the " home front" in 1984 ; which
the uprising amounted to; simply meant that South Africa's defence
forces and resources were getting overextended.

In addition ; the business environment in South Africa changed for
worse. Historically the country had been considered politically stable;
with a cheap and docile local and migrant labour force - just the kind
of environment that is conducive to achieving high rates of return
investment. The unrest altered this picture. Political risk in South Africa
1s now rated high.This; combined with pressure from anti- apartheid
lobbyists at home; has forced a number of multinational firms to pull
putl. 918n6 ;7984 there were only seven withdrwals; 39 in 1985; rising to 53
in 4

All this made Pretoria realise that its economy was destined to come
under increasing  strain which would make it difficult to continue
wars of destabilization in neighbouring countries; and its illegal
occupation of Namibia; and contain- popular black unrest within its
borders.

Military developments, in terms of strategic balance; were not
encouraging either. South African strategists had long considered their
country's continued occupation of Namibia to be dependent on the
ability of the armed forces to prevail in the war in Southern Angola
where they attacked SWAPO bases and helped UNITA in its war against
the MPLA government. In the course of the 1987/88 hostilities on this
front; Pretoria's military might effectively neutralized and the military
balance began to tilt against it. Its troops had intervened to save UNITA
from imminent defeat after Angola committed 18,000 to 25,000 of its
troops to a major drive against the rebels' strongholds in mid-1987,
beginning with the town of Mavinga38 Although the South Africans
managed to halt the advance, nevertheless their failure over a period of
several months to capture the strategic town of Cuito Cuanavale where the
Angolan forces retreated clearly indicated that the military balances was no
longer on their side. This was confirmed by the International Institute for
Strategic Studies (11SS).3?

In fact the turning point had been reached several years before when
"Operation Askari", which lasted from December 1983 to February 1984,
failed to achieve its objective of extending the territory occupied by the
South Africans and UNITA since 1981, due to stiff resistance by Angolan
forces.40 However, they still retained air superiority until the 1987
invansion of Angola when the South African Air Force suffered
unprecedented heavy losses in the process of forcing Angolan troops to
retreat and attempting to capture Cuito Cuanavale. For example, over a
three-month period 40 of its combat aircraft were downed.4!  Angolan
MiG fighter planes were able to "buzz" South African military positions in
Northern Namibia after ground troops, assisted by fresh Cuban
reinforcements, advanced close to the Namibian border and new air strips

were constructed there .42

The implications of South Africa's loss of strategic superiority for a
negotiated settlement were clearly understood by President Kaunda of
Zambia who argued that:

for the first time the aparthcid regime had met defeat at the hands of an African
army - the Angolan forces - and the movement of Cuban troops towards the
Southern borders posed more danger to it. It was clear that the Boers were
anxious lo sce that the Cubans did not delve deeper into this background South
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eventually shed the system of apartheid.*~

Although the system of apartheid is yet to be "shed", Namibia has been set

free.

Conclusions

The United States, together with Britain, West Germany, France and {
Canada formed the Western Contact Group in 1977 with the objective of

helping to bring about an internationally acceptable settlement of the
Namibian independence problem. However, the group did not actually act
as a neutral intermediary. On the contrary its members sought to intluence
the course of negotiations so that it could lead to a solution on terms

favourable to the interests of the West. This in effect meant that the

Namibian problem was transformed from a multilateral (UN) one into an
issue of East-West competition. In the process the Contact Group took
over initiative form the United Nations in the search for a negotiated
settlement. It also opposed economic sanctions, and other forms of
pressure, as a way of compelling South Africa to pull out from Namibia
~ut of fear that such measures would undermine the economic interests of

1e West in that country. Perceiving the weakness in this approach, |

retoria, which did not want a "pro-communist” SWAPO government in

th

lamibia that an internationally acceptable settlement was expected to lead

), employed delaying tactics in the negotiations. !

lowever, by the end of 1980, a settlement on the terms of UN Security f
‘ouncil Resolution 435 (1978) that the Contact Group had helped to

reate was in sight. The Reagan administration which assumed power in
1¢ U.S. in January 1981 contributed to further delays in reachng a .
sttlement by proposing modifications to the resolution and by insisting
1at Cuban Troop withdrawal from Angola should be a condition for the -
1dependence of Namibia. South Africa also manipulated these new
lements in the negotiating process to block a settlement. In fact, both

Vashington and Pretoria cooperated in their fight against what they
rerceived to be the "communist threat" in Southern Africa. This was
acilitated by the U.S. policy of constructive engagement. The threat
nanifested itself in "radical" regimes, like that in Angola, and in liberation
novements, like SWAPO and ANC (SA) which had to be undermined. '

Vhile the U.S. succeeded in winning the cooperation of South Africa on
11nkagc", nevertheless this policy was responsible for the collapse of the
ontact Group in 1983 after all the members, except the U.S. itself, voted
t UN Security Council Resolution 439 which condemned the policy.
~ever Washington was so determined that it continued the initiative to

virtually alone.

By the mid-1980s, however, the U.S. and its Western allies were forced
by international pressure and by public opinion at home to impose limited
economic sanctions against South Africa. This development undermined
the policy of constructive engagement and drove a wedge through the
Washington-Pretoria axis. At the same time the costs to South Africa of
maintaining law and order at home in.the wake of a major black revolt, of
occupying Namibia and waging war against SWAPO and Angolan forces
were escalating. Its military pressure against Angola, supported by the
U.S., did not succeed in compelling the MPLA government to pull out
Cuban troops and to share power with UNITA. Instead Luanda reacted to
the security threat by seekingg, and obtaining assistance from Cuba and
the Soviet Union. As a result Cuban troops strength in Angola reached a
record of 50,000 figure, and the military balance in the war in the southern
part of the country titled against South Africa. Under the changed
circumstances Angola could afford to accept Cuban troops withdrawal
from its territory since its security was not likely to be seriously
compromised. Similarly rapprochment between the superpowers created
conditions that also favoured resolution of the Namibian and Angolan
problems which had become entangled in superpower rivalry. °

Concern that South Africa might not adhere to accords reached made
Angola cautious such that it insisted on retaining a residual Cuban force up
to a period beyond Namibia's possible time of independence. Luanda
could not accept sharing power with UNITA, which was Washington's
condition for dropping its support for the rebels, so the problem of the
civil war remained unresolved. Consequently, the Brazzaville accord on
peace in Angola and independence for Namibia, may give Namibians the
independence they have waited for so long, but Angola may have to wait
for peace for some time although its security might have improved.
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