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“How much have 1 forgotten that I thought I knew; how many things am

I perplexed about, which once were as clear to me as sunlight?”
Elias Canetti, 1955*

* The Human Province (London: Picador) 1986



Abstract

At independence, a government of a third world country inherits
a set of international economic relations and a set of international
political relations. The latter, being dominated by intergovernmental
links, are more easily refashioned to the design of the new regime. The
former, having been forged by a combination of external factors
(international markets, international commodity regimes, trade treaties,
transport routes) and diverse internal factors (private sector and public
sector actors, production patterns, import necessities and export
opportunities) are less responsive to government intervention.
International economic relations will therefore almost inevitably remain
at variance with the pattern of political relations and alliances that the
new regime wishes to develop. |

The inevitability of this discrepancy does not lessen the dilemma
for the government of a newly independent state, especially one with a
revolutionary or radical public posture. The problem for a third world
government in such a situation is not therefore to reconcile its
international political and economic relations, but to develop a coherent
and plausible explanation for the discrepancy between them which does
not at the same time diminish the regime’s credibility.

On 18 April 1980, Zimbabwe became independent. Since then,
Zimbabwe’s cabinet has been dominated by a party, ZANU(PF), that
came to power with a revolutionary ethos and an avowedly Marxist-
Leninist world view. Today, Zimbabwe's role on the world stage and its
network of international political and economic relations only very
partially reflects ZANU's pre-independence positions.

Despite its inevitably unique aggregation of experiences,
Zimbabwe shares political, economic, social and historical
characteristics with a number of other countries. This study attempts to
delineate the principal factors, whether individual or common to other
third world states, that shaped the way Zimbabwe forged its
international links in the first fourteen years after independence. It
argues that government attempts to restructure international economic
relations since independence have largely failed. While such failure has
been recognised, it has been neither acknowledged nor adequately
explained to the Zimbabwean electorate.
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Introduction

Zimbabwe: one of a kind? A brief outline of the domestic and
international events which brought Zimbabwe to independence in 1980
and the expectations that a ZANU(PF) victory engendered. Demisting

the analytical window.

At independence, a government of a third world country inherits
a set of international economic relations and a set of international
political relations. The lattér, being dominated by intergovernmental
links, are more easily refashioned to the design of the new regime. The
former, having been forged by a combination of external factors
(international markets, international commodity regimes, trade treaties,
transport routes) and diverse internal factors (private sector and public
sector actors, production patterns, import necessities and export
opportunities) are less responsive to government intervention short of
diktat. International economic relations will therefore almost inevitably
remain at variance with the pattern of political relations and alliances
that the new regime wishes to develop.

The inevitability of this discrepancy does not lessen the dilemma
for the government of a newly independent state, especially one with a
revolutionary or radical public posture. Recognising the inevitability
would be tantamount to admitting an unacceptable degree of
powerlessness. While structuralist explanations of the international
system (a controlling core, a controlled periphery) lend intellectual
credence to such admission, they are not - at least overtly - a viable
basis for government policy. Non-Alignment - one of the declared

cornerstones of Zimbabwean foreign policy - would also lose much of



its symbolic attraction if its parameters of action were seen to be
externally defined.

On the other hand, a refusal publicly to recognise external
constraints could lay a government open to charges of hypocrisy or
incompetence. The problem for a third world government in such a
situation is not therefore to reconcile its international political and
economic relations, but to develop a coherent and plausible explanation
for the discrepancy between them which does not at the same time
diminish the regime’s credibility.

This problem is admittedly felt less keenly by those governments
adopting an ideological approach of non-intervention (or retreat from
intervention) in the economy. Even where a government has no
ideological preference for non-intervention, it may be able to invoke the
strictures of a “structural adjustment programme” which will ultimately
lead to more jam tomorrow. Yet given the awesome array of unmet
social needs in the countries of the South, such a hands-off approach is
not generally received with spontaneous enthusiasm by the local
citizenry.

Most governments - at least those working within systems that
demand some degree of accountability to the population - will feel most
pressured to reconcile their rhetoric on international affairs with
domestic political and economic initiatives . That is not to suggest that
they feel obliged to act on principle. The so-called rhetoric-reality gap
is often evoked in a way that conflates rhetoric and principle. It is worth
bearing in mind that rhetoric can equally be used to mask a diversion of
action from principle.

As far as international relations are concerned, Claude has spoken
eloquently of the academic preference for inter-state dealings to be

governed by principle. The preference is stated wistfully or plaintively,



he suggests, as an ideal far from realisation: “We like intellectual
tidiness, the kind of regularity and uniformity permitting
generalisation.”1

The effort which a government puts into developing explanations
for its international behaviour may, however, simply reflect the extent
to which domestic pressure exists for one and the degree to which
pressure is perceived from counterparties in the network of
international economic and political relations, either for overt positions
on specific issues or for more general declarations in bilateral or
multilateral meetings.

Third world governments may tend to overestimate the
importance of foreign relations to their citizens since the world stage
provides public relations opportunities to demonstrate a government’s

international standing. Leifer observes, for example, that:

The practice of foreign policy within South East Asia has been confined
to elite circles with only limited response. Where popular response has
played a role in the foreign policy process, it has usually been the
product of governmental initiatives which seek to utilise foreign policy

for domestic political purpose.2

The case of Zimbabwe

On 18 April 1980, Zimbabwe became independent. As Southern
Rhodesia, it had, since 1923, officially been a self-governing British
colony, but with power firmly entrenched in the hands of the white
minority. Although Britain retained certain reserve powers allowing it
to veto any discriminatory legislation, it never exercised them.

Pressure for change grew, however, both internally, from the

majority and externally, from the independent former colonies of



Britain, still bound together in the Commonwealth. In November, 1965,
the government of Ian Smith and his Rhodesian Front party declared
independence unilaterally, with the aim of ensuring the long-term
continuation of white control and domination. The country spent the
next fourteen years as an international pariah. UDI was unrecognised by
all member states of the United Nations, including those whose practical
sympathy allowed the Smith regime to survive 12 years of international
sanctions and a gruesome seven-year liberation war.

Despite Rhodesia’s diplomatic isolation on the world stage,
initiatives aimed at finding a negotiated exit from this political cul-de-
sac were launched fairly regularly. Well documented elsewhere - and
therefore saved from the diplomatic dustbin - are the early meetings
between lan Smith and British Prime Minister Harold Wilson on the
unfortunately named British navy ships HMS Tiger and HMS Fearless in
1966 and 1968, the Smith-Home agreement of 1971, the abortive
Geneva talks of 1976, not to mention the numerous official and semi-
official emissaries including Lord Goodman (Harold Wilson’s solicitor),
Henry Kissinger, David Owen, Cyrus Vance, Andrew Young and others
whose efforts created few ripples3. |

A local attempt at an “internal settlement” involving a new name -
Zimbabwe Rhodesia - and a new constitution was implemented
following the signing of an agreement in March 1978 by lan Smith,
Abel Muzorewa, Ndabaningi Sithole and Chief Jeremiah Chirau. Smith’s
three co-signatories were, however, seen by the two main African
Nationalist movements, ZANU and ZAPU (united in the Patriotic
Front), as sell-outs and the new dark green Zimbabwe-Rhodesia
passport opened no new international doors.

The stage for a successful negotiated settlement was set by the

Commonwealth. At the August 1979 Commonwealth Conference in



Lusaka, leaders of Commonwealth countries signed a nine point
agreement calling on Britain to assume her colonial responsibility and
convene a Constitutional Conference aimed at breaking the Zimbabwean
political deadlock.

In addition to Commonwealth initiatives, UN resolutions,
sanctions and other appeals had, according to Robert Mugabe, a catalytic
effect. Addressing the UN General Assembly a few months after
independence, he acknowledged that “the totality of those resolutions
was an effective pressure which combined with the pressures of our
arméd strugglé.”4 -

Great Expectations

The implications of this cocktail of forces for subsequent foreign
policy decisions by Zimbabwe’s government will be examined in later
chapters. Initially, however, some understanding is necessary of the
expectations of and from that government at the time of independence.

Since the lowering of the British flag in the presence of Prince
Charles and Bob Marley, Zimbabwe’s cabinet has been dominated by a
party, ZANU(PF), that came to power with a revolutionary ethos and
an avowedly Marxist-Leninist world view, albeit through an electoral
process and with certain limits on its freedom of action imposed by the
Lancaster House Constitution (see Chapter 2). Today, Zimbabwe’s role
on the world stage and its network of international political and
economic relations only very partially r-eﬂects ZANU’s pre-
independence positions. Party dogma on the structure of the
international system and Zimbabwe's role within it as part of the
exploited South remains intact, but its impact on actual policy decisions
- debatable at the best of times - has grown increasingly tenuous.
Individual foreign policy decisions are therefore not adequately

explained by this theoretical identification.
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Thematic context

A trawl through the library shelves will reveal that while
Zimbabwe has been the focus of much academic work over the past
decade, its international political and economic relations have received
scant attention. This hole in the academic road can, however, be filled in
different ways with a variety of methods and materials. It may look
bigger to some than to others, depending both on perspective and
distance and on choice of analogy to describe the lacuna.

The aim of this study is, simply put, to make the hole look
smaller. Whether it succeeds or not depends as much on the way it is
read as the way it is written. It is therefore important to set out here the
reasons for the apparent lack of an explicit theoretical framework. The
word “apparent” is used advisedly, since some readers may legitimately
be able to infer such a framework, should they feel it necessary to do
so.

No serious scholar would claim to be free of preconceptions
affecting the shape of his or her research efforts. These are inevitable,
if only in the pre-selection of criteria considered worthy of attention.
Nevertheless, many an academic brow has sweated over the strain of the
epistemological contortions necessary to squeeze a particular body of
work into the confines of an overt paradigmatic frame in a specific
subject area. Although situated broadly and most conveniently within
the field of “international relations”, this study acknowledges, but does
not heed, the boundaries of knowledge which may have evolved in
academe by default or job design. Where borders are recognised, they
are treated as open.

Academic discussion of Zimbabwe's international relations has
tended to take place in the context of broader examinations of

Zimbabwe’s post-independence development. The two most valuable
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sources to which reference is made throughout this study are

“Zimbabwe: The Political Economy of Transition 1980-1986” edited by

Ibbo MandazaS and a chapter in Shaw and Tandon’s “Regional

Development at an International Level” by Hasu Patel entitled “No

Master, No Mortgage, No Sale.”6 Both Mandaza and Patel were
involved as members of ZANU(PF) in the struggle for independence
and as such produce an insider’s view, though not uncritical, of
Zimbabwean government policy. These works provide an underlay to
the present thesis. I take issue with certain assertions made by each
author. I am also not concerned to engage in the debate on the extent to
which the Zimbabwean transformation contains the seeds of a “genuine”
anti-imperialist and anti-capitalist struggle. The reasons for this
reluctance are e'xplained in more detail later in this chapter (see
“Polemical pitfalls” and “To Marx and Back™). Nevertheless, there is far
more of direct relevance in these two works than in any other studies.

Herbst has produced a study of the locus of political decision
making in Zimbabwean state politics.” Despite its antagonistic reception
by Mandaza among others, it provides useful observations on both the
formation of government policy and the role of ZANU(PF) in the
decision-making process.

A discussion of the available literature on the politics of
Zimbabwe’s transformation is provided in Stoneman and Cliffe8. While
their book is situated firmly within the Marxian tradition, they point out
in their preface that “the literature, and indeed our own perspective, is
ambiguous, and this is no doubt in part a consequence of the very
recentness of the emergence of Zimbabwe as an independent African
state in 1980”. The validity of this observation is strengthened by the
profound changes in South Africa in the 1990s, the long-term regional

implications of which remain unclear.
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Paradigm detour

The study of international relations has often been presented in
terms of competing paradigms, essentially Realist, Pluralist and
Marxist/Marxian, each including a range of variants. The radical
reshaping of international economic and political relations since the
collapse of the Communist governments of Eastern Europe has, at the
very least, challenged defenders of these paradigms to demonstate their
continued usefulness as analytical frameworks.

This study devotes little energy to testing the relevance of each
paradigm to the Zimbabwean case. Halliday has reminded us of Kuhn’s
observation that “any decent paradigm, any ‘historically signiticant’
theory, can come up with an explanation, ‘more or less’.”® A profound
exploration of the Zimbabwean experience through each paradigm
would no doubt yield much of value. Hopefully, those who are
committed to such an approach will be able to use the material in this
study to carry their work forward.

At the same time, journalistic description is, on its own, clearly
an inadequate substitute for analytical bite. It is therefore necessary to
map out the structure of the study, while acknowledging that many of
the boundaries are arbitrary.

Despite its inevitably unique aggregation of experiences,
Zimbabwe shares political, economic, social and historical
characteristics with a number of other countries. Two works, in
addition to Patel, have proved helpful in identifying the impact of such
common elements on the formation of international political and
economic relations. These are Clapham’s Third World Politics!0, and
Ojo, Orwa &Utete’s African International Relations!l. While neither
offers a grand setting, they do provide useful points of reference. In

addition, a number of personal interviews helped to structure the thrust

13



of the study, while others provided an opportunity to test and refine any
tentative conclusions.12

This study attempts to delineate the principal factors, whether
individual or common to other third world states, that have shaped the
way Zimbabwe has forged its international links since independence.

Chapter One examines the raw material of inheritance: the
economic and political legacy of the Rhodesian experience along with
the network of relations formed by the nationalist movements during
the years of struggle. This gives some insight both into the extent of the
new government’s desire to refashion the country’s international
relations and the magnitude of the task confronting it.

The second chapter outlines the constraints that the new
government faced in setting about that task. Some are identified as
common to most LDCs; others are specific to the Zimbabwean context.
The former include, inter alia, a scarcity of available resources, the
marginalisation of Africa, and the need to interact with the world
market. Among the latter are the Lancaster House constitution (of
decreasing importance) and the country’s trade patterns. In the case of
Zimbabwe, debt is considered of less, though growing, significance.

Chapter Three explores the way that foreign policy is made in
Zimbabwe. In forging political relations, the importance of Robert
Mugabe, initially as prime minister and then as president is stressed,
with the foreign minister providing commentary and the ministry
supplying the functionaries. Economic relations are shown to have come
under less direct central control, notwithstanding an initial desire to
bring them under the political umbrella.

The pattern of relations resulting from the Mugabe government’s

attempts at diversification is laid out in Chapter Four. This includes the
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sequence of establishment of diplomatic relations, a geographical profile
of sources of economic assistance and the role of private investment.

The remaining six chapters attempt to show in greater detail how
important elements of Zimbabwe’s network of international relations
have been constructed. The choice of countries and organisations
considered is of necessity partial. In some cases, the reasons for the
choices will be more obvious than others. Chapter Five, for example,
covers Zimbabwe in the region. This could include Zimbabwe’s
relations with each of the front-line states in addition to South Africa.
Nevertheless only South Africa and Mozambique are singled out for
detailed treatment, as they have represented the two greatest dilemmas
in foreign policy facing the Zimbabwean government in the first
fourteen years of independence. Zimbabwe’s relations with other front-
line states are considered in the context of the two main regional
organisations: the Southern African Development Community (SADC)
and the Preferential Trade Area (PTA).

Chapter Six, though relatively short, is devoted to relations with
one country only: the UK. This is justified on three counts at least.
First, is the tangled history of relations between the two entities going
back to the founding of Rhodesia as a commercial venture of the British
South Africa Company. Secondly, as producer, stage manager and chief
fire officer of the Lancaster House Conference, Britain is at least as
responsible as the Zimbabwean participants for the shape of the
Constitution and its subsequent impact. Thirdly, Britain remains
Zimbabwe’s largest aid donor and second largest trading partner.

Chapter Seven explores the shape of links with, for want of a
better term, the major powers: the roller coaster with the USA as
Zimbabwe fell in and out of favour (and in again) with the State

Department; the failure to break the ice between Parties in the case of
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the USSR; and the surprising modesty, though largely fulfilled, of Sino-
Zimbabwean ambitions.

Zimbabwe and Europe is the focus of Chapter Eight. Following a
general introduction, the three cases considered in depth are Sweden,
France and Romania. These may appear strange choices, but they have
the benefit of providing vivid studies in contrast: Sweden as the epitome
of the conscientious donor and one of ZANU(PF)’s few active western
supporters during the independence struggle; France as the “enlightened
hand of self-interest”; and Romania as the ally attempting to translate
declared ideological affinity into meaningful trade.

In Chapter Nine, the Middle East is viewed through the prism of
three specific conflicts: Israel/Palestine, which in the first decade of
independence assumed a Zimbabwean media profile second only to
South Africa; Iran/Iraq, in which Zimbabwe remained studiously
neutral; and Iraqg/Kuwait, where Zimbabwe’s stand against Iraqi
aggression was out of step with many of its fellow members of the Non
Aligned Movement (NAM).

Finally, Chapter Ten examines Zimbabwe’s behaviour on three
specific international stages. The Organisation of African Unity (OAU),
has benefited little from the energy Zimbabwe has invested in its
performance on the international stage. In contrast, the United Nations
has provided a platform for some of Zimbabwe’s weightiest
international (verbal) interventions, both in the General Assembly and
during the country’s two stints on the Security Council. Two bodies —
NAM and the Commonwealth — perhaps deserve greater attention than
I have given them. They are, however, discussed in the context of
particular international issues.

Conclusion: running the international affairs of an LDC is a tough

assignment, but it could be done more efficiently were the government
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to submit to some form of internal yet open political audit. In the case
of Zimbabwe, there is no indication that this has been attempted, either
at party or government level. With the “commanding heights” of the
economy still largely in private hands since independence, the failure of
evident efforts to bring Zimbabwe’s international economic relations
within the government’s operational ambit is, in itself, not surprising.
Yet it remains largely unexplained

Polemical pitfalls
One trap that has been debated with a degree of rancour in

academic circles is that of a supposedly innate perspective deriving from |

the origin of the researcher. Some radical third world scholars have
been critical of studies emanating from western academic institutions. H.
Ekwe-Ekwe refers disparagingly, for example, to “Westerners who
have arrogated themselves the status of guardians of African and Third
World studies.”13

Either such studies are accused of colonial assumptions or they
are seen as reinforcing a dubious strain of revolutionary romanticism,
which hinders post revolutionary reconstruction through sustaining
unrealistic expectations!4.

In both cases, the essential charge appears to be a lack of
empathy. Certainly, many studies of the third world are suffused with
implicit assumptions of all kinds, but this is no less true of published
work emanating from institutions within the third world itself. There is
therefore no reason to treat such scholarship as any less diverse or
error-prone than that germinating in Northern conditions. This
particular work has been written by a Zimbabwean based mainly in
London during its genesis and is therefore the product of numerous
influences. As far as possible, however, it is based deliberately on

Zimbabwean sources, both primary and secondary. While it obviously
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takes two to tango, we focus here on the footwork of the Zimbabwean
partner.

A revolution betraved?

Was there a revolution in Zimbabwe? The question is complicated
by the lack of a commonly accepted working definition of revolution in
social science. The issue is further clouded by the fact that, in
Zimbabwe, a ‘revolutionary’ movement engaged in a purportedly
revolutionary struggle finally won power through elections under a
compromise constitution.

Clearly the change that occurred at independence was far more
profound than that normally ensuing from an opposition victory at the
polls. Whether there was a revolution in the Skocpolian sense with its
emphasis on societal change is debatable. Clapham defines revolution as
“a rapid, violent and irreversible change in the political organisation of
a society.” He stresses that any social transformation, however critical,
is “made possible only by the prior conquest of political power and by
deliberate political decisions as to how that power is to be used.”!5 That
conquest certainly occurred and political power passed to the group that
espoused revolution during the struggle.

Arguments over whether the profound and fundamental change
that occurred in Zimbabwe scores high enough to be inducted into the
revolutionary hall of fame continue to arouse academic passions.
Stonemanl6, noting the overt allegiance of ZANU(PF) to Marxism-
Leninism at independence, suggests that the constraints imposed by the
circumstances of the transfer of power left one of Lenin's key precepts
— "the need for a victorious revolution to smash the state apparatus of
the old régime" — unfulfilled.

He identifies four strands of criticism in relation to Zimbabwe's

revolutionary credentials in the first decade of its independence. The
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first saw the outcome of the Lancaster House negotiations as evidence of
the petty bourgeois domination of ZANU(PF). The second saw the
revolution as having lost its way around the time of independence. The
third saw objective constraints and paper agreements as denying
freedom of manoeuvre to the government until political consciousness
and productive forces had been strengthened, while a fourth saw a
national democratic revolution as a prerequisite to a second socialist
option.

A caveat is applicable here. Assuming a revolution did occur,
there is a strong tendency to measure its successes in terms of the
expectations that were rhetorically nurtured during the independence
struggle.

Mandaza!” alludes to the distortions this approach imposes on

scholarship:

The analysis of the historical factors and processes leading to
independence constitutes a necessary pre-condition for understanding
the present and future developments of any post-colonial society. In the
Southern African situation, however, even this task is clouded and
obstructed by the mythology that has developed around the issue of

armed struggle.

Referring to Wallerstein's proposition that revolutionary myths
sustain the troops during the long strugglel8, Mandaza argues that the
role of such myths, if imbibed and reimposed by scholars, be they local

or foreign, can be negative:

The contribution of African radicals to the development of a

‘revolutionary mythology’ cannot be underestimated . For it was mainly
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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.1?

How a revolutionary movement portrays itself during the struggle
is thus not always an accurate pointer to its policies as a party in power.
Keller, for one, betrays a certain disappointment at the ‘impure’

outcome of the Zimbabwean revolution:

Self-designation, while important, is not sufficient to ensure that a
regime can be transformed into a viable, credible Afro-Marxist regime.
Nor does it guarantee that, once declared, an African scientific socialist
regime will forever ‘stay on course’. The regime of Robert Mugabe in
Zimbabwe has pledged to reorganise his society along scientific socialist
lines. However, because objective conditions inhibit Mugabe, he has
not been able to translate ideology into praxis. Indeed, he has yet to

even clearly articulate hisideological orientation. 20

Although such disappointment exists within Zimbabwe itself to a
large degree, it results from far more concrete daily hardships, the
causes of which are vigorously debated. Nevertheless, the fact that post-
independence Zimbabwe has fallen short of external expectations will be
addressed in Chapters Two and Three in the context of policy formation
and the constraints thereon.

To Marx and Back

20



Initially reformist, the Zimbabwe nationalist movement,
incarnated primarily in the two rival parties of ZAPU (Zimbabwe
African People's Union) and ZANU (Zimbabwe African National
Union), developed in the early 1970s a radical nationalism based on
armed struggle and people’s war. Even then, independence, rather than
socialist transformation, remained the central goal. Marxism-Leninism
eventually took hold, in Mandaza's words, “in the form of an anti-
imperialist analysis and self-identification and solidarity”.
Nevertheless, the revolutionary ethos of the liberation movements rested
on the overthrow of a political regime. The ordering of socio-economic
relations along certain lines was a later consideration. This is not to
deny the impact of Marxism-Leninism on the independence movement
and the way it presented itself. It is rather something to bear in mind
when trying to locate the dividing line between success and failure of
the revolutionary enterprise.

According to M. Sithole, ZANU, at its 1963 inception, declared
itself as embracing nationalism, pan-Africanism and socialism (in its
Fabian sense)?l. Marxism-Leninism and Maoist thought became
conspicuous in the Zimbabwe nationalist movement in the 1970s. At its
formation in 1971, Frolizi - a short lived attempt to unite elements of
ZANU and ZAPU - claimed that these two movements were
ideologically bankrupt, lacking a Marxist-Leninist scientific outlook.
The official adoption of Marxism-Leninism by ZANU took place in
1977 and was reaffirmed in 1984. Yet it is Sithole’s contention that:

throughout the liberation war , ZANLA (the Zimbabwe National
Liberation Army, allied to ZANU) was inspired much more by the

sentiment of nationalism and opposition to white settler political
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domination than by a Marxist analysis of the capitalist colonial

economy.22

While land expropriation was a rallying call to garner popular
support, particularly in the rural areas, the guerrilla armies were
essentially seeking the political kingdom. It has been suggested that this
is fairly representative of third world revolutionary movements with an
ostensible commitment to socialism. A forthright expression of this

view is to be found in Hobsbawm, who has argued that

while on paper these movements belonged to the old revolutionary
family of 1917, in reality they clearly belonged to a different species,
inevitably so given the differences between the societies for which
Marx's and Lenin's analyses had been designed, and those of sub-

Saharan post-colonial Africa.23

[He wisely allows “the economically developed and industrialised
settler capitalism” of South Africa as an exception, given the integral
role of the South African Communist Party and the trade unions in the
destruction of apartheid]

Popular expectations for a post-independence Zimbabwe centred
largely on redressing domestic grievances. International relations could
therefore be forged by policy makers within the limits of constraints
which, as will be explained in Chapter Two, were and remain primarily
external.

With that in mind, the question of how far the ‘revolution has
sold out’ is not considered of central importance. In addressing
discrepancies between performance and pronouncement, much of the

acrimony surrounding that debate can perhaps be evaded by judging
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success or failure not against abstract standards but against the targets
explicitly outlined by those who set them and are responsible for
implementing them. This allows us to acknowledge the peculiarities of
any particular situation, but also to recognise that failure in the face of
overwhelming odds is still failure. While odds can be entered in
mitigation, unwillingness to recognise them cannot.

At the same time, attempts at special pleading, allowing states to
derogate from rhetorically or oratorically enunciated standards of
integrity and morality can be dismissed. All scholars experience
disappointment in the course of research. When confronted with the
unwelcome, criticism may turn to accusation and sympathy to apology.
While elements of both may appear in this study, it is not intended that
either should dominate.

Finally, while government performance in the first fourteen years
of independence is assessed and judged, no attempt is made to predict.
This is in line with Strange’s assertion that social science can never
confidently predict, since the irrational factors involved in human
relations and the various combinations and permutations of them, are
too numerous. The one social science that has most notably aspired to

predict is, she points out, economics:

“But its record of success is so abysmal that it should make all those that seek to

emulate the economists and to borrow from them try something else.”24
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Chapter one: Zimbabwe’s Inheritance
The foreign relations of the Smith regime, ZANU and ZAPU

Between UDI in 1965 and independence in 1980, the Smith
regime became increasingly isolated politically, though trade continued
with many of the countries which had broken off diplomatic relations.
Conversely, ZANU & ZAPU's political relations expanded as
representative offices were opened in various capitals around the world,
but economic relations, inevitably one-way, were confined to financial
assistance for humanitarian, educational and administrative purposes, to
the free provision of military training and, in a few cases, to the supply
of military equipment.

UDI & the Economy
The Rhodesian economy at the time of UDI in November 1965

could be characterised by the relatively high contribution of foreign
trade to GDP and by the degree of foreign ownership of capital stock.
British prime minister Harold Wilson’s belief that the Smith regime
could be brought down by economic rather than military measures was

therefore not entirely devoid of reason:

In theory, there were good reasons why the imposition of sanctions
should have worked. Rhodesia was a small landlocked country,
dependent on foreign oil supplies and foreign trade. About thirty five
percent of its gross domestic product was earned from exports and a

large percentage of these exports was bought by Britain.!

Wilson expected the economic decline resulting from sanctions to
create internal dissent and pressure on the Smith regime to recant. Yet

his piecemeal application of economic measures allowed both the
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Rhodesian government and the private sector valuable time to adjust to
new conditions. Immediately after UDI, Rhodesia was excluded from
the sterling currency area, selective exchange controls were imposed,
access to the London financial market was denied and Commonwealth
preferences on Rhodesian goods were withdrawn. By mid-December,
Rhodesian Reserve Bank assets in London had been seized and the
import into the UK of Rhodesian tobacco, sugar, minerals and meat had
been prohibited. The Rhodesian Front cabinet responded to the financial
measures by defaulting on British loans and those World Bank loans
under British guarantee, thereby making a considerable fiscal saving.

On 17 December, the British government imposed an oil
embargo and by the end of January the ban had been extended to cover
all trade between Britain and its rebel colony. It was not until 1966,
however, that Britain asked the UN to impose mandatory sanctions, at
first selectively and finally, in 1968, comprehensively. By then, the
country had embarked on a significant import substitution programme
and had made considerable progress in finding alternative trading
partners.

A deeper analysis of the significance of both foreign trade and
foreign capital to the Rhodesian economy would perhaps have tempered
Wilson’s optimism and suggested to the British authorities the
complexity of an approach based solely on economic sanctions. With
diverse trading and investment links primarily in private hands, both the
motives and the avenues for evading centrally directed restrictions were
numerous, though, paradoxically, one impact of economic sanctions was

to increase state intervention in the economy.

The post-UDI “miracle” was the result of a state-led effort to survive

and flourish under a strict import substitution regime. Smith forbade
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foreign firms to remit profits or dividends to parent companies and
individual shareholders, and they could not import many essential
materials and equipment, divest holdings, or transfer them to other
companies without state agreement. Key monetary, fiscal and
infrastructural operations came under state control, and an industrial

development parastatal courted South African capital.Z

From 1965 to 1972 the economy achieved fluctuating growth
rates averaging 6% per annum, despite adverse movements in the terms
of trade resulting from the need to pay premiums in sourcing imports
and to absorb discounts and intermediary costs in export earnings. The
role of South Africa and Portugal both as trading partners and conduits
notwithstanding, other countries took advantage of trading opportunities
with Rhodesia or were less than diligent in bringing sanctions breakers
to book. Sylvester cites South Africa, Portugal, France, Greece, Italy,
Belgium, Brazil, Japan and the US as among the “well-documented cases
of violators.”3 The comprehensive list is much longer.

Restrictions on access to international financial markets had,
according to X. Kadhani, the paradoxical effect of widening the
country’s access to investible financial surpluses, “primarily in the shape
of the large blocked balances that would otherwise have been remitted
abroad”.# With these surpluses either redirected towards domestic
reinvestment or at least retained within the domestic economy, the
involvement of foreign capital actually increased over this period.
MNC:s with subsidiaries in Zimbabwe maintained operations although
the link with the parent company was officially severed.

The Role of the Private Sector

The degree of concealment in Rhodesia's economic relations has

been a subject of great speculation. Certainly the mechanics of
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disguising the origins, content and transport routes of much bilateral
trade during the UDI period involved a variety of state and non-state
actors. A common assumption is that the Rhodesian government used
the country's economic relations as a cover for political contact. This
appears to be overstating the case, if one takes into account the opinion
and perceptions current among members of the local business
community at the time.

Unlike the sourcing of oil and the search for markets for bulk
primary exports, the manufacturing sector benefited little from
Government involvement in trade which appeared in most cases to be
limited to bureaucratic controls. There was little co-ordination b :tween
government and business and little perception of government assistance.

In general, the business community was hostile to UDI, primarily
on economic grounds. The advent of sanctions, however, presented
commercial and personal (rather than articulated political) challenges to
those involved. Individual enterprises and their representatives played
the dominant role in establishing and maintaining trade contacts, both
before and during the UDI period. Similarly, contacts in other countries
were with private companies. In most cases, the governments concerned
turned a blind eye, rather than participating directly themselves.
Exceptions were, perhaps surprisingly, Britain and USA, which actually
fined certain infringers of the sanctions.

A ready excuse available to governments of countries with a
largely capitalist economy was the impossibility of tracking all private
transactions. False end-user certificates and other customs documents
were commonly employed to obscure the trail of dealings with
Rhodesian firms. The practice that, in international trade, the last
country of dispatch is of more significance than the country of origin of

a product in a particular transaction served the Rhodesians well.
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Ironically, a number of state-controlled agencies in Eastern
European countries were involved in direct purchases of Rhodesian
primary products. In Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria and Romania, for
example, tobacco sales were arranged by a visiting Rhodesian
businessman. The People’s Republic of China meanwhile exported
pharmaceutical raw materials to Rhodesian production companies,
though it is possible that in that case the final destination was unknown,
since the contracts were arranged and "paid in Europe and the goods
delivered to South Africas.

South Africa became an important conduit for the shipment of
goods to Zambia, one of Rhodesia’s main trading partners, which as far
as possible applied direct trade sanctions. Goods were first sold to South
Africa then resold to Zambia and shipped back through Rhodesia to its
northern neighbour at significant cost to the Zambian economy. In some
cases, the goods did not even leave Rhodesia, but were collected by
South African transport companies on their way through to Zambia. In
addition to South Africa and Portugal (until 1974), neither Greece nor
Switzerland made any pretence of applying sanctions, though they were
more important as conduits than as markets in themselves.

The major changes in the direction of trade over the UDI period
were therefore the reductions in importance of UK and Zambia, to the
profit of South Africa and a number of continental European countries
(see table 1.1).

Diplomatic relations

In 1965, prior to UDI, Rhodesia hosted a sizeable diplomatic
community. Britain was represented by a High Commissioner and South
Africa by an Accredited Diplomatic Representative. Japan, France,
USA, Netherlands, Portugal, Italy, West Germany and Belgium all had

consuls-general. India, Canada, Australia, Switzerland, Greece,
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TABLE 1.1

Comparison of. direction and composition of trade in 1965 and 1980

Composition

tobacco 28.8%
minerals (ore & 33.0%
processed)

manufactures 27.2%
meat 4.3%
cotton 3.6%
sugar 2.9%
gold (unreleased)

Zambia was the major purchaser of manufactures and Britain of tobacco.

Composition

manufactures 32.0%
crude materials 18.9%
beverages/ 13.6%
tobacco

gold 12.8%
food 11.4%
Other 11.3%

Composition

Food products 10.0%
Crude materials 11.7%
Capital goods 34.7%
Manufactures 43.5%

Composition
machinery and 25.8%

transport equipment
mineral fuels and 24.1%
electricity

manufactures 18.5%
chemicals 13.5%
other 18.1%

EXPORTS 1965
Direction
Britain
Zambia

South Africa
West Germany
USA

Malawi

Japan

EXPORTS 1980
Direction(Aug-Dec)
South Africa
West Germany
UK

[taly
Belgium
Botswana

IMPORTS 1965
Direction
Britain
South Africa
Europe
USA
Rest of Africa

IMPORTS 1980

Direction (Aug-Dec)
South Africa

UK
USA

West Germany
Japan

[source: Central Statistical Office, Harare]

22%
19%

9%
9%
6%
5%
5%

17%
11%
5%

5%
4%
3%

30%

23%
14%
7%
6%

27%
8%
7%

7%
4%

31



Denmark, Sweden, Austria, Norway, Finland and Turkey were
represented at lower levels, while a number of other countries® did not
have resident representatives, but had accredited diplomats with
jurisdiction in Rhodesia. Rhodesian political or commercial attachés
were posted to London, West Germany, Mozambique (officially
Portugal) and USA.

Despite the quasi-universal condemnation of UDI on the
international stage, the closure of foreign missions in post UDI-
Rhodesia was not carried out in haste. On 20 August 1966, the Minister
for External Affairs, Lord Graham told parliament that since UDI, the
UK had withdrawn its high commissioner and closed its diplomatic
office, leaving a residual mission; South Africa had kept its existing
representation; Finland, Sweden, and Turkey had closed their honorary
consulates, while Denmark, France, Belgium, West Germany, Greece,
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, and Switzerland had maintained their
representation at the same level.

By 10 October 1967, only six consulates and trade missions had
been completely withdrawn. Of those remaining, some were more
particular than others in limiting thevscope of relations. T.J. Stoklasa,
the honorary commercial counsellor for the Belgian Consulate-
General’s office commented at the time: “I don’t complain about trade,
but I cannot tell you anything about that.”’” In early June, 1968,
following the UN Resolution, Japan closed its consulate general. Just
over a year later, on 25 June 1969, Britain closed its residual mission
and tried, without success, to persuade the US to do the same.

A greater catalyst to diplomatic rupture appears to have been the
unilateral assumption of republican status by the Smith regime on 1

March 1970, following a referendum in 1969 on a new constitution.
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That month saw something of a haemorrhage. In the first week
Norway and Denmark broke off consular relations. The USA
announced its intention to close its consulate general on 17th, though the
Rhodesian Government Information Office planned to continue
operating in Washington. (Although it had no official diplomatic status,
it was registered as an agent of a foreign government.) On 12th, the
French announced closure, and the Swiss that they were reconsidering
their position. The following day the West German consulate general
ceased functioning, leaving Switzerland, Austria, Belgium, Greece,
South Africa and Portugal and Netherlands. By the end of the month,
only the Portuguese and South Africans remained with Malawi
maintaining a liaison office.

The Smith regime tried where possible to maintain a diplomatic
presence abroad. In August 1966, foreign missions existed in Lisbon,
Portugal (with five Rhodesians and seven local employees), Lourencgo
Marques, Mozambique (four Rhodesians and five locals) and South
Africa (six Rhodesians, eight locals). Lord Graham, described the
London Mission as a “holding operation....until we know which way the
cat will jump”.8 The former Rhodesian High Commissioner in London,
Brig. Andrew Sheen suggested that the London mission should not be
considered the most important. He listed them in order of significance
as South Africa, Portugal and Mozambique.

In the absence of diplomatic representation, there were also a
number of Rhodesian Information Offices, which survived throughout
most of the UDI period. On 21 September 1977, for example, the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs reacted to attempts to close down the RIO
in Sydney, issuing a press statement that the Australian government
should allow the office to remain open in the interests of freedom of

speech [!]. A previous attempt to close the Office by Gough Whitlam’s
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labour government had floundered on legal grounds. Since then,
however, the UN had passed the Resolution of 27 May 1977 calling on
member states not to permit the funding of Rhodesian government
agencies in their territories. In the event, the RIO received a reprieve in
November when Australian Foreign Minister Peacock rejected the draft
legislation as “too dragnet”, while government MPs were divided on the
issue.?

However extensive the network of unofficial contacts may have
remained, both the Rhodesian government and its supporters among the
white population considered the governments and people of South
Africa and Portugal as their only “real friends”, despite periodic
assurances from foreign sympathisers, particularly British and
American, that their more hostile governments did not reflect the true
feelings of their citizens.

On a political level, South Africa and Portugal provided overt
support to the Smith regime. Economically, they provided the
Rhodesian economy with a lifeline. With the introduction of the oil
embargo, the British navy blockaded the port of Beira in Mozambique,
from which an oil pipeline ran to Rhodesia. As a result, some trade was
diverted to Lourengo Marques, Mozambique’s capital (now Maputo) and
main Southern port . Blockade of Lourengo Marques was not feasible
given its use by South Africa, which became not only Rhodesia’s
principal trading partner, but also the most vital link in its trade routes.

Even with its two firmest allies, relations showed signs of tension,
both at government level and among the white populations of the two
countries, as Rhodesia’s dependence on the two countries increased. The
Portuguese in Mozambique were suspected by the Rhodesians of
incompetence in the fight against FRELIMO, the Mozambican liberation

movement. In January, 1972, Portuguese Prime Minister Marcelo
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Caetano, in a none too prescient comment, rebuked the Rhodesians for
showing unease over the military situation in the Tete province of
Mozambique. “Some of our neighbours, with less experience do not
conceal their fears,” he said. “They have been told more than once that
there is no reason for their great fright.”10

In addition, the popularity of Beira as a holiday resort for white
Rhodesians led to a certain amount of cultural friction. One Beira
resident, Rebelo da Silva Gomes, with two teenage daughters, was

quoted in the Sunday Mail as complaining that

a few years ago I was unquestioned head of the family. Now, my kids
talk about drugs, they use ugly western expressions and dress in a
manner that would shock my mother. This is the Rhodesian

influence.11

Following the Portuguese revolution there was, despite historical
antagonism, some initial sizing up between FRELIMO and the Smith
regime. On 18 September, 1974, Joaquim Chissano, then a high ranking
FRELIMO official hinted at a possible policy of non-interference.
However, addressing an OAU Liberation Committee meeting in Dar es

Salaam in January 1975, Samora Machel declared that Mozambique

would support an armed struggle in Rhodesia if the negotiations then

underway failed.

Within nine months of Mozambican independence, relations had
deteriorated significantly. On 3 March 1976, Rhodesian Minister of
Defence and Foreign Affairs PK van der Byl went on radio and
television to announce that news reports of a call by Samora Machel for

a state of war and a closing of borders were incorrect, though the latter
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had called for Mozambique to defend itself against supposed Rhodesian

aggression. Van der Byl explained that:

We have from time to time gone into Mozambique in hot pursuit of
terrorists and this is in complete accord with international law and

custom, and Samora Machel has only himself to blame for this.12

He added that Machel “harbours terrorists” and “admits it
openly.”13 In fact Machel had announced a closure of borders and the
severance of all communications with Rhodesia along with the
imposition of sanctions and the expropriation of Rhodesian assets in
Mozambique, in a speech delivered in the presence of Abel Muzorewa,
then head of the ANC, which served as an umbrella Zimbabwean
nationalist movement for a brief period. Nine days later, Mozambique
government accounts in Rhodesia were frozen.

The Rhodesian government set about training and supporting the
MNR, also known as RENAMO, as an anti-FRELIMO irritant,
providing propaganda back up with a radio station, Voz de Africa
Libre, using Rhodesia Broadcasting Corporation transmitters. The first
MNR recruits received their training at Bindura in August and
September 1976.

Nationalist Links

Pre-UDI, the Nationalist movements devoted much of their
energy towards persuading Britain, both directly and through the UN,
to act on their demands. After the abortive Tiger and Fearless talks, the
realisation that diplomatic pressure would not produce the desired
results led both ZANU and ZAPU to adopt a policy of armed struggle,
support for which was sought among neighbouring independent

states, the OAU, the Comecon countries and China. The exiled
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movements maintained political and military headquarters and camps in
Zambia and Tanzania. After the victory of FRELIMO in 1974, ZANU
shifted its major bases to Mozambique. |

Most material support for the armed struggle came from the
USSR and Warsaw Pact in the case of ZAPU and China and the
Scandinavian countries in the case of ZANU. Soviet support for ZAPU
right up to the post-Lancaster House elections was to retard the
subsequent establishment of diplomatic relations with independent
Zimbabwe (see Chapter Seven).14

At a party youth seminar in 1983, Mugabe explained the genesis

of the armed struggle and the assistance received therein:

When most of the leaders were detained or restricted, a few including
Herbert Chitepo, remained outside the country. Accordingly, we, in
restriction at Sikombela, held a meeting in the period August-October
1965, and drew up a brief document in which we spelt out the form of
struggle that should be carried out and then mandated those members of
the Central Committee outside the country to constitute, under the
leadership or chairmanship of Herbert Chitepo, a Revolutionary Council
to organise and train a guerrilla force for the prosecution of the struggle

which congress had tasked to prosecute.l5 .

Some military training had already begun in 1963 with the
dispatch of a small group to China and a larger group of fifty to
Ghana. The setting up of the Revolutionary Council or Dare in 1966,
however, led to a more co-ordinated approach. Training camps were
established in successive stages in Tanzania. In addition to the training
facilities in its own country, China providing instructors for the

Tanzanian camps.
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Mugabe makes it clear that ZANU had some initial difficulty
convincing its potential backers that its formation in 1963 by dissatisfied
ZAPU members had been necessary. Although ZANU subsequently
came to be seen as the larger of the two movements, residual distrust
remained on the part of Zambian president Kenneth Kaunda and for a

time, of Samora Machel as leader of FRELIMO:

At the same time, its external existence was never firmly assured, for
those who had accepted ZAPU found it difficult to comprehend the
raison d'étre for the formation and so for the existence of ZANU. Thus,
for a long time, ZANU was regarded as a minor party whose major
counter-part was ZAPU....The death of Chitepo in 1975 was one of the
saddest blows the party has suffered, because in its wake, Zambia

arrested all the cadres in the country plus all members of Dare.16

Mugabe further criticised the front-line states, at least implicitly
for their “unwitting strategy” in 1974 “as they shepherded us into the
ANC fold led by the politically naive and counter-revolutionary Bishop
Muzorewa”.

Following the independence of Mozambique in 1975, the support
patterns of the movements became clearer, with ZANU moving its
headquarters and bases to Mozambique. Since 1970, ZANLA, ZANU’s
military wing, had maintained rear bases in the liberated areas of
Mozambique - an invitation initially extended to ZAPU but, which,

according to Sylvester:

...lapsed when it became clear that ZAPU was in the throes of an
incapacitating leadership struggle between vice president James

Chikerema and more militant strategists Jason Moyo, Edward Ndhlovu,

38



and George Silundika that was set off by debates about the prosecution

of the war.17

The war had begun in a small way in 1964 with plans for acts of
sabotage. Action was, however, sporadic until 1972, when the scale and
frequency of operations by all parties escalated significantly. The first
real engagement, in the case of ZANU, took place in April 1966 with
the battle of Sinoia and for ZAPU in the form of a short lived military
alliance in 1967 and 1968 with the South African ANC, which first sent
a joint force into the Wankie area. Although that alliance achieved little
of practical significance, it was one factor in the subsequent strained
relations between ZANU and the South African ANC and partially
accounted for ZANU(PF)’s lobbying after Zimbabwe’s independence
for greater international recognition of the rival PAC. It also heralded
the direct and continuous involvement of South African military and
paramilitary forces on the side of the Rhodesian Front regime.

The OAU Liberation Committee, set up in 1963 was supposed to
provide financial support through its Liberation Fund, established in
1964. The fund, however, depended on contributions from member
countries and proved inefficient. It was revamped in Accra in 1973
when the Liberation Committee set a budget for 1973/74 of £1.4m.
Seventy percent of this was earmarked for the Portuguese colonies, 15%
for South African and Namibian liberation movements and 5% for the
rest. ZANU and ZAPU were theoretically allocated £35,000 each,
provided all subscriptions were paid. In fact, well under half the total
budget was collected18.

Despite these disappointmenis, it seems that international support
for the military struggle did pick up between 1975 and 1979. Since

independence, Mugabe has been generous in his praise for help received
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during this period. At his first OAU summit as Zimbabwe’s prime
minister in May 1980, he saluted the part played by the Liberation
Committee of the OAU and by the front-line presidents in trying to
secure assistance, as well as by socialist countries, progressive western
countries and humanitarian organisations. Certain individual members

of the OAU were also mentioned:

[ would certainly sound an ingrate if I did not refer to the very
substantial material military aid that came to us from Nigeria, Socialist
Ethiopia, Algeria and Libya, especially during the last two years of our
struggle, which aid brought about a qualitative transformation in our

national armed struggle.1?

Although a late-comer to involvement, North Korea has been
singled out for particular gratitude. In 1978 Mugabe first went to
Pyongyang in quest of military aid and met Kim II Sung fof the first
time. “My memory of our first visit is still extremely vivid,” he told his
Pyongyang hosts at an official banquet on his first post-independence
visit in October 1980.

He had heard, he said, all about me and the national struggle [ was
leading. My request for aid would thus be granted substantially as
submitted because our just cause was also the just cause of the Korean
people and the Workers' Party of Korea. And the aid was truly given us

in accordance with that undertaking.20

Older debts have also not been forgotten. On a visit to Dar es
Salaam in 1983, Mugabe reaffirmed the importance of Tanzania in

Zimbabwe’s liberation:
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We feel deeply indebted to you Mwalimu, to Chama Cha Mapinduzi and
to the government and people of Tanzania for that crucial and unequalled
role, demanding immense sacrifices, which you played in rendering us
abundant assistance.

Indeed, when the history of the liberation of not only Zimbabwe but the
whole central and southern Africa is finally written, the crucial role
which Tanzania played must necessarily portray it as the main
revolutionary mould in which our various territorial struggles took
shape and content...And when that Federation was dismantled in 1963,
here it was that the people of Zimbabwe found a sound venue for the
development of their armed struggle...Tanzania, thus, became the
melting pot of the revolutionary theory and practice of each liberation
movement. Several military training camps accordingly emerged where
our cadres were equipped with guerrilla skills for the overthrow of the
colonial enemy.

In the case of Zimbabweans alone, our cadres were trained and groomed
for their military and political role at such centres as Chunya, Itumbi,
Mgagao, Morogoro and Nachingweya. It was indeed in Tanzania that
our national struggle for independence underwent a qualitative
transformation and our cadres were systematically instructed in the art of

guerrilla struggle for liberation.21

Referring to the feuding within the nationalist movement, Mugabe
admitted that the Zimbabweans “abused Tanzanian hospitality not only
once but on several occasions”.

Diplomatic pressure continued throughout the UDI period
through support groups and representative offices in several countries,

notably those with a high concentration of Zimbabwean exiles. The UK
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was pivotal in this regard, despite a lack of faith in any the British
government's intentions.
A friend of a friend?

Although both main nationalist groups had offices in the same
countries, relationships with the host government were rarely of equal
warmth. Despite sharing a common view of the colonial enemy, the two
movements fought on different fronts with weapons and aid sourced
from different countries. In fact, those countries whose governments
were closer to ZAPU during the struggle had more difficulty
establishing significant relations with the ZANU(PF) government than
did countries in Western Europe accused of being less than vigorous in
isolating the Smith regime. The USSR was the last major country to post
an ambassador to Harare.

Romania was one Comecon country on the side of ZANU. During
a state visit to Zimbabwe by the Ceaucescus in 1983, Mugabe referred

to:

[the] more than 2000 comrades [sent] to be trained in Romania, which
used its own aeroplanes to carry them. And outside Africa, Romania

was the country which gave us the most help in training many people.22

Prior to independence, Mugabe clearly placed his movement’s

fight in the line of other liberation struggles:

It is necessary that if we are to promote our revolution and the
attainment of its goals, our struggle should be placed in the context of
identical struggles and our national front should be strengthened by an
international alliance with our allies and friends in the international

community. 23
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The struggle against imperialism, colonialism and capitalism was,

he suggested, as much international as national:

Let us thank and never forget our allies, especially the front-line states,

socialist countries and progressive organisations.24

When Zimbabwe took its seat at the UN General Assembly on 26
August 1980, Mugabe took the opportunity to thank these countries

most fulsomely:

..There can never be sufficient recompense for the assistance given and
supreme sacrifices made by the front line states and their nationals.
Where we died, they also died; where we were harassed, bombed and
massacred by the enemy, their people were also harassed, bombed and
massacred by the enemy. Where we went hungry, their people also
went hungry. They fought with us and suffered with us the whole way

through.25

Mugabe also thanked “several socialist countries” for supplying
“huge quantities of effective weaponry and other material needs of

support.” As for the west, there were amongst them:

...progressive states who made it their policy annually to budget for the
amelioration of the physical and social needs felt by our people during
the protracted war period. Although they did not give us arms, they
gave us equally essential commodities for the maintenance of body and

soul, for the welfare of our refugees and our fighters.20



The support received by ZANU and ZAPU during the latter war
years and the impact of sanctions on the ability of the Smith regime to
finance and source its growing military requirements helped to ensure
that by the end of the 1970s, the Rhodesians were fighting a losing
battle. Ultimately, however, it was the war weariness of the frontline
states and the erosion of support by the South African government for
the Rhodesian position that ensured the presence of the Patriotic Front
forces and the internal settlement signatories at the final signing of the
Lancaster House Agreement, which set the stage for the constitutional
transfer of power and granting of independence.

Following the victory of ZANU(PF) in the pre-independence
general election, Robert Mugabe was invited to form a government.
While maintaining an overt allegiance to Marxism-Leninism, Mugabe’s
decision to include a former member of the Rhodesian Front
administration in his first caBinet, David Smith, in the post of
Commerce and Industry Minister, suggested that immediate
transformation of the country’s economic ties was not his first priority.
Nevertheless, the contrast between ZANU(PF)’s political friendships
and the trade and investment patterns of the country at independence
was stark. Few of the former had previously had any diplomatic
representation in the country; few of the latter were with countries that
ZANU(PF) regarded as having been supportive during the liberation
struggle. The initial focus on national reconciliation notwithstanding,

this incongruence would need to be addressed.
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Chapter two: Constraints

Constraints on LDC governments in the international arena. Domestic
and international limits on policy action with specific reference to

Zimbabwe. The impact of Lancaster House. Debt and trade.

There are a number of factors which if combined in their worst
cases can lead to the conclusion that anything other than complete
paralysis on the international stage is a miraculous outcome for a
developing country.

At the simplest level, constraints are evident in the internal
resources available for commitment to international issues. Tied to this
is the degree to which the populace is willing to see resources
committed to issues which they may feel are of only indirect relevance
to them.

If, however, we were to assume a level playing field in terms of
internal influences on foreign relations, there remains an array of
potential external constraints.

One elastic limit exists in the extent to which countries whose
power relations dominate the international system perceive a need to
interact with others in their own national interests. In the post cold war
period, the declining significance of Africa in this respect has been a
focus of attention in a number of studies. Callaghy, for example has

written that;

The increased marginalisation of Africa is twofold — economic and
politico-strategic — and both aspects are tightly linked in their
consequences. The first, primarily economic aspect is that Africa is no
longer very important to the major actors in the world economy

(multinational corporations, international banks, the economies of the
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major western countries, or those of the newly industrialising countries
such as Korea, Taiwan, Brazil, and Mexico) and that economy’s
changing division of labour. The second aspect of Africa’s
marginalisation is that, with the end of the cold war, African countries

have little politico-strategic importance for the major world powers.1

While pessimistic about reversing this broad trend, Callaghy does
not imply that it is terminal. Furthermore, on a case by case basis, an
individual country’s importance may vary in relation to specific
situations and events, a common example being contiguity to a conflict
area. Individual LDCs may therefore appear more “empowered” at
certain times than at others.

Non-state actors from LDCs face particularly stringent
constraints in developing significant cross border links. Domestic
businesses are perhaps an exception, though where trade is in goods and
services considered of strategic importance, government parastatals
often intermediate. NGOs may have close and frequent interaction with
foreign counterparts, but the primary arena for such interaction
remains domestic. In the majority of LDCs, the polity’s international
relations are vulnerable to fairly easy scrutiny, either by design or
simply as a result of the “small town” syndrome of everyone knowing
everyone else’s business. This can occur even in heavily populated
developing countries, since large swathes of the population - rural,
urban marginal, and even urban working - to whom tickets to the
international arena are not normally sold, will be considered ipso facto
powerless to influence events other than through mass action.

While the structuralist paradigm has been somewhat frayed by the
collapse of command economies and the reconciliation, reluctant or

otherwise, of national authorities across the political spectrum with the
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international market, it nevertheless continues to provide a useful
restraining influence on flights of fancy. A sober reading encourages
modesty in measuring the potential influence of a peripheral country on
both the metropole and the system as a whole. Writing about what they
term the Afro-Marxist regimes of Ethiopia, Angola and Mozambique,

Rothchild & Foley find that:

they are limited in their capacity to implement their policy preferences
throughout the domains nominally under their control.....Moreover, the
export-oriented nature of their commodity- and mineral-producing
economies perpetuates their dependence, much as in the rest of Africa,
upon the powerful industrial economies of Western Europe and North
America. Despite dramatic change of regime goals and values, the newly
emergent Afro-Marxist regimes find themselves no more capable of
breaking out of a structure of dependency and unequal exchange than

other regimes the continent over.2

As an explanation of the shape of the international system,
structuralism has gained wide currency in the peripheral countries
themselves. There is a point, however, where structuralism meets
dependency theory, that LDC authorities must begin to look elsewhere
for relief from their condition of marginality. “Orthodox” dependency
theory implies a certain fatalism that can never be comfortably

integrated into government rhetoric. Chan has argued that:

One of the major objections to dependency theory is...the mockery it
makes of the nationalist struggles for independence. Far from struggling

for independence, the nationalists were mere pawns in a calculated
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procedure to alter the appearance and personnel of formal rule, leaving

the underlying apparatus of exploitation untouched.3

Nor is breaking with the world market a viable policy option for
a third world government with precariously scarce resources to
allocate. Even if such a break were hypothetically possible, the
adjustment period from the adoption of such a policy to the achievement
of relative autarky would, in the best of cases, require a degree of
hardship and sacrifice from the general population. Only a supremely
(and perhaps terminally) confident government would assume that the
majority of its citizens share with it the requisite degree of ideological
commitment to adopting such an approach. Even André Gunder Frank

has acknowledged that:

The usefulness of structuralist, dependence, and new dependence
theories of underdevelopment as guides to policy seems to have been
undermined by the world crisis of the 1970s. The Achilles heel of these
conceptions of dependence has always been the implicit, and sometimes
explicit, notion of some form of ‘independent’ alternative for thé Third
World. This theoretical alternative never existed, in fact ~ certainly not
on the noncapitalist path and now apparently not even through so-called
socialist revolutions. The new crisis of real world development now
renders such partial development and parochial dependence theories and

policy solutions invalid and inapplicable.4

Coping with compromise

It should not be assumed that all constraints are accepted with bad
grace. Even overt foreign policy derives from the interplay of a range

of factors which do not necessarily pull in the same direction. The
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aggregation of these factors will result in some action which will reflect
certain influences more than others. Competing opportunities and
objectives are inevitably constraining. The more the ultimate course of
action followed can be seen to reflect a deliberate choice from a range
of competing alternatives, the less such constraints will be resented.

States are also likely to prioritise their international objectives.
Where they involve what Utete refers to as “core values™, such as
territorial integrity, vast resources will be invested to safeguard them.
Regional issues, such as economic integration or a dispute between two
neighbours may also absorb substantial diplomatic resources, since they
are perceived as having a significant impact, direct or indirect, on
domestic affairs.

Where, on the other hand, a global issue is concerned, involving
numerous participants with divergent aims — many of which are
symbolic rather than instrumental — then compromise is more likely to
be acceptable. Utete® points out that, at a continental and global level,
African involvement tends to be multilateral. This in itself requires
compromise.

What foreign policy?

There is an argument expounded by Dr. Ibbo Mandaza, one of
the most prolific Zimbabwean political analysts, that Zimbabwe and
countries like it do not have a foreign policy in the full sense of the
word, but rather react to situations and developments. Such a view is
echoed by Wright:

One or two individual [African] states have been able to maintain a high
profile in world affairs because of national economic conditions. The
best example in sub-Saharan Africa is Nigeria, whose oil wealth in the

late 70s allowed it a very active role in world politics and gave the
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country some semblance of being the “champion” of Africa. But even
this apparent leadership was illusory, as Nigeria was unable to
marshal Africa's diversity of opinions into a coasolidated stand on
policy. . . .. By the mid-1980s, Nigeria itself [had] succumbed to harsh
economic realities and [had] reorientated its foreign policy to concentrate

on regional - rather than global - affairs.”

While recognising that individual acts by LDC governments may
not impact on world events in the same way as those of industrialised
nations, such governments nevertheless intend to have an impact and do
have an impact on how their country and its citizens relate to the outside
world. It is in that context that Zimbabwe's foreign policy is addressed.
Furthermore, regional affairs can in themselves have global
implications. Southe'rn Africa itself provides several examples.

Rites of remembrance

At Chimoio, Mozambique in 1977, ZANU adopted the position

that its socialism would be based on the principles of Marxism-
Leninism.® Such principles were not the driving force behind the
liberation movements, whose active struggle against the political and
economic status quo long pre-dated the adoption of this particular
ideological umbrella. It nevertheless reinforced a set of solidarity links
with other independence movements and supporters of anti-colonialist
positions. Post-independence foreign relations have - on a formal level -
expanded to take these into account. There has, however, been no
concomitant downgrading of relations with “metropolitan™ countries.
Despite much domestic criticism of the historical role of these states in
maintaining the “Rhodesian” system, they remain Zimbabwe's bread-

and-butter relations.
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For some, this situation is inevitable. Mandaza states bluntly that,
since the Lancaster House agreement, “international finance capital” has
been “the major factor in the character of the internal and external
policies of the state in Zimbabwe.”?

He is equally blunt on the government's ability to develop a

dynamic approach to its foreign relations:

..it is in the field of foreign policy that the government is most keen to
project the impression of independence of action, even though it should
be obvious that international relations by definition prescribe and
proscribe the limits of that ‘independent’ action on the part of the
individual state. The major powers define the arena and control it; the

small states respond.10

Patel appears to accept the structuralist assessment of Zimbabwe's
position in the international system, while playing down the
deterministic implications of dependency theory. He points out that the
attainment of independence itself was a “historically significant remedial
action” by the colonised countries in the then-existing and seemingly

perpetual system of colonial domination:

Even though Zimbabwe is still primarily dependent on the West...[its]
foreign policy already exhibits, at the very least, meaningful attempts at

the dispersal of dependence.!!

The notion of a dispersal of dependence is a novel one,
suggesting that if it can be spread across a sufficient number of
metropolitan countries, this dispersal can somehow provide increased

leverage for the LDC. Although competition for the favour of small



states does not currently appear on the agenda of the industrial North to
any visible degree, the attraction of potentially viable markets in
developing countries could yet change that perception as trade barriers
are reassessed. However, the absence of such leverage removes a
bargaining chip for the advancement of an LDC’s international goals
and weakens a potential line of defence to external pressures.

The Uses and Abuses of National Interest

While national interest is commonly cited by governments in
explanation of their actions on the international stage, this is not
necessarily in contradiction with recognition of imposed constraints.
National interest can include action to avoid harm as well as pursuit of
positive gain. Even white flags can be seen in certain circumstances to
be in the national interest. On the other hand, a government is unlikely
to promote its acceptance of constraints as a reason for any particular
foreign action or policy.

Witness Mangwende, Zimbabwe’s foreign minister during the
“formative” post-independence years, has provided a convenient
example of the uses of national interest as an explanation for

government action:

It is worth making a clear distinction between non-alignment and
neutrality in world politics.....The essence of non-alignment (or
“positive neutrality” as it is sometimes called) is a deliberate and
calculated refusal to enter into any military or political commitment with
any of the major powers or to permit the establishment of foreign
military bases on a state’s territory. The critical point is that the state
must not automatically take sides on the critical issues of world politics,
rather, a country's position should be dictated by its own national

interests first and foremost.12
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Such an approach creates the framework for any action to be
presented as a deliberate step in the national interest. Yet on the same
occasion, Mangwende recognised the limitations on the Zimbabwean

government’s room for manceuvre:

It is, of course, true that economic dependence often imposes severe
constraints on the extent to which an under-developed and dependent
state — particularly a land-locked state like Zimbabwe — can pursue a
genuine policy of non-alignment without compromising, even if
temporarily perhaps, some of its most cherished ideals. It is also an
accepted fact that while nations are free to choose their friends (and
occasionally their enemies too), they cannot, however, choose their

neighbours.13

Mugabe himself pointed to non-alignment as the key to explaining

Zimbabwe’s post-independence pattern of relationship management:

On a bilateral basis, Zimbabwe has signed co-operation agreements with
several African countries, as well as with Eastern and Western
countries. Our policy of non-alignment enables us to be friendly on a
bilateral and mutual basis, with Eastern as well as with Western
countries, without jeopardising our sovereign will and freedom. To
date, we have opened missions in some nine countries: Mozambique,
Zambia, Tanzania, Britain, the United States, Ethiopia, Sweden,
Belgium and West Germany. Several other missions will no doubt be

opened in 1981 in socialist and non-socialist countries.14



Speaking 11 months before Mangwende, he was, however,
adamant that this diplomatic openness was a result of choice rather than

compromise:

As we enter into bilateral relations, of either a diplomatic nature or by
way of trade, economic or technical agreements with any nation, we are
always careful to emphasise these principles, even though we may be
the principal beneficiary in the relationship. It is important that we do
not allow our benefactors to become our masters. Our independence and

sovereignty are, accordingly, not matters for mortgage.!5

Exercising choice

There are bound to be some constraints that are effectively more
powerful than others at any point in time. In the case of Zimbabwe, the
value of US aid and goodwill was not deemed sufficient to inhibit the
government's condemnation of the US intervention in Grenada or its
refusal to support the US in the Korean airlines incident (see Chapter
Seven). Both actions led to a cut in US aid.

Two regional organisations, SADC and PTA, provide examples
of attempts to reduce economic dependence on existing trade patterns
(see Chapter Five). Yet a South African trade mission with quasi-
diplomatic status remained open in Harare after independence, despite
occasional threats of enforced closure.

Lancaster House

Mandaza has suggested that on the eve of Lancaster House, the
national liberation movement, largely as a result of the paternalism of
the front-line states who were keen for a settlement, was less than
resolute in its revolutionary priorities. Britain wanted a constitutional

compromise and got it; Lancaster House produced a settlement
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which left the machinery of government largely intact. Promises of
massive aid from the US and UK held the country in the Western sphere
of influence.16

While it is true that Britain came out of the conference happier
than any of the participants, subsequent events did not bear out the
implication that Zimbabwe was “in the bag”. The British government
was as surprised as Bishop Muzorewa that his UANC did not sweep to
victory in the pre-independence elections. The economic embrace of
Zimbabwe by western industrialised countries including Britain pre-
dated Lancaster House and was simply confirmed by it. Greater
resolution in the negotiations would more likely have led to a
breakdown in the talks than a more revolutionary rearrangement of
economic links.

The most direct constraining impact of the agreement was on the
new government’s ability to re-order internal economic relations,
specifically the distribution of land. The procedures established for land
acquisition depended on funding from UK and US for a willing
seller/willing buyer approach. Although some may see this as a
deliberate locking in of Zimbabwe to the western dominated
international economic system, the Patriotic Front must have been
convinced either that it had no achievable medium term alternative or
that it would eventually inherit a copy of the key along with the lock.

Part of the argument about the constraining impact of Lancaster
House relates not to specific clauses of the resulting constitution, but to
the compromises inherent in constitutional rather than military conflict
resolution. It is certainly true that the Patriotic Front was tempted on
more than one occasion to walk away from the conference and that
Mugabe subsequently described himself as “not a happy man” as he

signed the agreement:
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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 hoped to have

achieved in the field.17

Whether such a victory would have allowed greater room for
manceuvre is debatable. Samora Machel, who did achieve a battlefield
victory in neighbouring Mozambique, apparently did not think so and,
along with the other front-line presidents, exerted considerable pressure
on the Patriotic Front to see the negotiating process through.
Ultimately, Mugabe too made the judgement that he could live with the

ensuing constitution. He described it as:

a necessary compromise of the interests of our people for the sake of
international peace and security. The basic framework it provided is
despite its imperfections, flexible enough to allow for our programme
for the next phase of our national struggle aimed at the consolidation of
our independence and the social transformation of our country and

people.18

Debt

Heavy debt burdens are often considered the ball and chain on
third world economic development regardless of the particular path
chosen by the individual country. Mugabe has himself spoken eloquently
and forcefully on this issue.l9 Unlike many of its neighbours,
Zimbabwe has not been saddled with crippling debt repayments.

Debt inherited at independence amounted to Z$1.6bn (approx.
US$2.5bn based on 1980 exchange rates). This included loans incurred
both locally and abroad. Of the total inherited, over Z$1.2bn had been
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repaid by March 1992, a commitment to take over these loans having
been assumed at Lancaster House.

In the first twelve years of independence, Zimbabwe borrowed
just over Z$14.6bn, both internally and externally. External borrowings
that had been disbursed by March 1992 amounted to Z$8.4bn plus a
further Z$2bn committed under the Economic Structural Adjustment
Programme introduced in January 1991, making a total equivalent to

US$2bn. The debt service ratio in March 1992 was 22% of exports,

down from a peak of 35% in 1987. Total disbursed debt was less than

170% of one year's exports compared to a 1991 sub-Saharan African
average of 340%.20

During 1987, there was some pressure exerted by creditors and
bankers for Zimbabwe to reschedule. This would have been favourably
regarded, given Zimbabwe’s scrupulous repayments record. The
pressure was nevertheless rejected.

The desire to maintain its credit standing obviously requires a
government to consider measures which it believes will allow it to
generate funds to service its debt. So long as this is achieved, the
country’s existing obligations are likely to be less of a rein on foreign
policy initiatives than trading links, which require more frequent
renewal.

Where, however, the need for further borrowing is envisaged,
there is likely to be an implicit if reluctant recognition that competition
for funds is strong and that potential creditors need wooing. In the case
of Zimbabwe, that process has gathered momentum over the past
decade.

Trade
Clapham has observed that the most important political fact about

the revenues of third world governments is their dependence on
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international trade, since the domestic revenue base is insufficient to
meet government spending needs. Revenue can be gathered in the form
of duties on imports and exports, levies on MNCs, taxing of foreign
exchange transactions and the formation of parastatal trading
monopolies. (Aid and loans are also an obvious source of revenue.)

The most basic political consequence of this reliance on

international trade is, says Clapham:

that it becomes almost impossible for most third world states to
contemplate any strategy for economic development which would
involve any substantial reduction in their participation in international

trade.21

For third world states, international trading relations are thus of
political consequence in a directly tangible way. Despite a desire to
promote a convergence between economic and political relations, the
Zimbabwean government early on recognised the constraints imposed
by the international trading system. In fact, customs and excise duties
increased as a percentage of central government revenue from 9.5% in
1979/80 to 25.1% in 1984/85.22

Addressing the Zimbabwe Economics Society in September 1980,

Mugabe described the country’s trading ambitions thus:

We are currently trying to find an accommodation of our beef, sugar and
other products in the Common Market, as we, at the same time, are
making appeals for grants, soft loans, and investments. As a third world
country, the constraints analysed and indicated by the Commonwealth
experts in terms of their sum total effect upon economies will soon catch

up with us.23
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Faults in the system

Systemic iniquities are regularly highlighted by Zimbabwe’s
representatives to international fora. On the occasion of the UN’s
fortieth anniversary, an address delivered by Foreign Minister
Mangwende on Mugabe’s behalf dwelt in large measure on the impact of

the mid-eighties global recession:

If Trade is to be beneficial to all countries, developing countries should
be guaranteed just and equitable prices for their exports. Indeed, no
durable economic recovery can take place unless urgent steps are taken

to safeguard the incomes of primary commodity producers.24

Zimbabwe has consistently argued the case for a return to
multilateralism in revitalising the global economy and in fashioning
systemic change. It has nevertheless made efforts at a bilateral level to
overcome inflexibility in trading patterns. These have met with very
limited success, as individual cases addressed in later chapters, illustrate.

Direct impact

The constraints outlined above, whether internal or external,
fall into one of two categories: those which impact on a state’s
ability to implement foreign policy in general; and those which
influence the nature of the policy itself.

In summary, Zimbabwe shares many of the constraints associated
with developing countries. Scarce internal resources and competing
objectives provide a fiscal rein on foreign policy ambitions as a whole.
The budgetary needs of the foreign affairs ministry must compete with
often more compelling domestic priorities such as education and health

and more demanding constituencies such as the defence establishment.
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Popular attitudes to such spending will, however, only be
constraining to the extent that the government considers itself
accountable to its electorate. Mugabe has, for example, acquired the
none-too-respectful nickname of ‘Vasco da Gama’ for the frequency of
his foreign trips, but they have not become any less frequent for that.

Counterparty perceptions of the importance of a relationship can
also limit a country’s ability to project its international concerns.
Zimbabwe benefited in the first decade of independence from a view
that its geopolitical and economic role was at least potentially significant
both regionally and in international fora. Zimbabwean government
representatives therefore found it easier than many of their peers to put
their positions across on the international stage. There is, however, little
evidence that such advocacy was ultimately persuasive to the target
audience.

The formulation of specific policy was constrained by trade
considerations. The need for the government to protect revenues
derived from trade meant an unwillingness to inhibit existing trade
patterns, though this could be seen as a logical consideration of the
broader national interest and therefore a foreign policy objective in
itself.

Prior to Zimbabwe’s independence, trade was largely in the hands
of the private sector, with the state acting as a regulator of foreign
transactions. Lancaster House, with its entrenched clauses on property
rights, has been posited as a further constraint on the government’s
ability to refashion economic relations through a radical restructuring
of ownership and control of the economy.

Negotiated settlement involves compromise by its nature. These
compromises should not be measured against the demands of the parties

on the battlefield. If there were a serious chance that they could have
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been achieved, the ultimate decision to negotiate would have been
obviated. This does not necessarily imply that the war was unwinnable
in theory, but that the necessary support structures to ensure long term
victory were either absent or declining. Even without Lancaster House,
it is a matter of speculation whether the new government would have
launched headlong into restructuring the economy.

We are primarily concerned here with how Zimbabwe’s
international relations have been fashioned in the light and knowledge of
the constraints faced both by the government and by the array of
national economic actors. The extent to which these relations reflect
coherent policy will depend partly on the ability of policy makers to

recognise the limits of their influence.
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Chapter _three: Policy making
Competition and co-ordination among Ministries, Cabinet, Party and the

President. Explicit policy guidelines and their applicability.

As a political case study, Zimbabwe provides researchers with a
number of attractions. Herbst cites three: the government’s aim to use
the state apparatus to correct the inequities of the past; the ability to

investigate the original decisions and gain access to the decision-makers;

and thirdly, the fact that “Zimbabwe provides dramatic contrasts in

organisations that seek to influence the state”.1 To this may be added a
fourth: that many of the same decision makers are still in positions of
power within the state or government apparatus. Studying their public
discourse both over time and before different audiences helps to provide
a useful composite picture of policy development and change.
Foundations

The first official declaration on Zimbabwe’s foreign policy
principles was made by President (Rev.) Canaan Banana at the opening
of the first post-independence parliament on May 14 1980. The speech
identifies four key support pillars for the state’s external relations: non-
alignment; Africa; free exchange of ideas, culture and trade; and
reordering the International Economic Order.

On 26 August 1980, in a speech before the General Asserﬁbly on
the occasion of Zimbabwe’s admission to the UN, Robert Mugabe, then
Prime Minister, identified five political principles guiding the country’s
foreign policy:

(1) belief in “national sovereignty and equality among nations”.
Zimbabwe would establish relations with all countries “large or small,
socialist. and capitalist” which “respect our right to an independent

socio-economic development”.
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(2) since Zimbabwe was “dedicated to the attainment of a
socialist, egalitarian and democratic society”, it welcomed assistance
from socialist states in reconstruction and development, while
recognising that Zimbabwe's socialism “will have to take place in full
cognisance of the concrete situation in our country and in the sub-
region”.

(3) the right of all peoples to self-determination and
independence, and consequent support for liberation movements, of
which SWAPO, PLO and Polisario had already been cited on several
previous occasions.

(4) “non-racialism at home and abroad”, support for South
African liberation movements, attempts to disengage from South Africa
and increasing ties with the rest of Africa. '

(5) “positive non-alignment and peaceful coexistence among
countries having different socio-economic systems”. Zimbabwe would
co-operate with other countries to uphold the principles of independence
and self-determination among nations, big or small and would not wish
“to have our friends choose for us who should be our other friends”. 2

Of the above five principles, the fifth and last provides the
greatest room for manoeuvre. The extent of its application has varied,

however. Patel argues for example that:

On questions of liberation, Zimbabwe clearly cannot be ndn-aligned and
therefore ...supports a number of liberation movements in Africa and

elsewhere.3

Although he regards the symmetry between principle and practice
as high, Patel recognises a number of “asymmetries” which illuminate

certain constraints and contradictions. Among these constraints are size,
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geographical situation, dependence and underdevelopment.
Nevertheless, the principles outlined above allow for ample freedom of
movement in foreign policy on a case-by-case basis.

Any apparent contradiction between Zimbabwe’s commitment to
socialism and its support for positive non-alignment and peaceful
coexistence has usually been resolved in favour of the latter. In 1987,
Mugabe produced a vigorous defence of Zimbabwe's acquisition of
military hardware from “the socialist countries of Eastern Europe and

Asia” who, he argued:

are willing to gi.ve us weapons to defend ourselves against Apartheid’s
onslaught. And when they do so there are those who question our non-
alignment. This is mischievous and inaccurate. None of us fought for
our independence to become the proxy of anyone else. Nor are we. The
vast bulk of our trade is with the Western countries, and they also
provide most of our development aid, but this does not make us a proxy
of the West any more than arms from the socialist countries make us

their proxy.4

The Impact of the Party

Developing a theory of the locus of decision making is, says
Herbst, particularly important in Africa because of the problem of the
party. The Western concept of party puts it outside the state: parties are,
at most, groups of people who occupy the state for certain periods of
time.

However, in Africa and elsewhere in the third world, he argues,
some parties must be considered part of the resource allocation process.

He cites Mugabe’s claim in 1984 that ZANU(PF):
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is more important than the government, and....the Central Committee is
above the cabinet because Ministers derive their power from
ZANU(PF)....In the future there will be no separatioii of the party from
state organs, because after the national congress in August, government
programmes will be based on the resolutions of the ZANU(PF) Central

Committee.>

Mugabe had already asserted the primacy of the party long before
that. In his New Year’s address to the nation on 31 December 1981, he

declared that:

The policies that my government pursues emanate from the ruling party.
ZANU(PF) has adopted socialism as its ideology. The last meeting of
our central committee has taken fundamental decisions in respect of the
relationship between the party and the government. Government in the
sense of the cabinet will in future only adopt and influence those policies

which the central committee of the party has approved.®

The party’s positions as outlined by Mugabe contained no
reference to foreign affairs. Nevertheless, his belief in a correct
hierarchy of policy decision making had been clearly expounded in
Pyongyang, North Korea, on the occasion of his official visit there in

October 1980. At a state banquet in his honour, he told Kim Il Sung:

It cannot be doubted that the basic political instrument for the
formulation of your politico-socio-economic goals and the identification
of the correct means of achieving them has been the Workers' Party of

Korea.”
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He expressed admiration for the way the party had become both
an instrument for galvanising the masses and for developing

programmes for government.

For, if the people are truly to be masters of their destiny in the exercise
of their sovereignty, then the party which is the expression of the mind
of the people as well as their collective voice must also comprise a

dominant instrument of government policies.8

While Mugabe continued, at least rhetorically, to place the mantle
of ultimate decision maker on ZANU(PF) throughout the first decade of
independence, there was little evidence of the party playing such a role
in practice. Certainly those occupying the most “ideological” ministerial
posts of foreign affairs and information came from the higher echelons
of the party hierarchy. Yet no clear consultative framework was put in
place to subject government action to regular party scrutiny, either
proactively or in retrospect. Party primacy thus remained a rhetorical
fiction, in much the same way as did the people’s collective voice within
the party. Until its abolition in 1992, the Ministry of Political Affairs
served as a conduit for the flow of public funds to party structures but
with little apparent consequence for state governance. Its replacement
with a Ministry of National Affairs, Employment Creation and Co-
operatives can in fact be seen as an implicit, if reluctant, response to
pressure for a process of delinking state and party.

ZANU(PF) did, however, continue to forge its own links with
foreign counterparts in the first decade after independence. These were
often affirmed through reciprocal delegations to fraternal meetings, but
had little impact on the ties established at government level. The ruling

party still retains a nominal involvement in foreign policy formulation
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through the Central Committee's secretary for foreign affairs. It is
difficult to detect any practical impact from this quarter. Its own
fraternal party relations notwithstanding, ZANU(PF)’s role on the
international stage now appears largely ceremonial - cynically put, the
keeper of the flame.

Pyramid selling

In contrast to Mandaza, Patel observes an apparently deliberate
and conscious decision to engage in an active or visible rather than
passive or reactive foreign policy style, attributing this to Mugabe’s
deep interest in global issues.

In a speech to trainee diplomats in November 1981, Foreign
Minister Witness Mangwende explained the foreign policy hierarchy as

follows:

All Zimbabwe's diplomats must understand that the Prime Minister
defines foreign policy...; the Minister of Foreign Affairs articulates that
policy; and under the Minister's direction, the Ministry of Foreign

Affairs implements the policy or the dispensation from the top.?

Zimbabwe’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs therefore has little of the
domestic clout within the machinery of government that might be
traditionally attributed to institutions such as the American State
Department and the British Foreign Office. Its primary functions might
be described as research, collation and distribution. It is also tasked with
carrying out what Holsti refers to as the “noncritical transactions
between states.”10

The only apparent internal tension over foreign policy has been
on the implementation of economic directives resulting from political

policy statements. Throughout the 1980s, the most sensitive area of
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disagreement was the approach to the application of sanctions against
South Africa. On more than one occasion, the political will to
implement sanctions was restrained by economic arguments for a more
gradual and selective disengagement. These were, however, advanced at
cabinet level by other ministers rather than by officials within the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (see Chapter Five).

One road?

Frequent reference has been made in official speeches by Mugabe
and others to the organic link between the independence struggle,
domestic poiicies and foreign policy. Addressing the Zimbabwe
National Army at a Staff College graduation ceremony, Foreign
Minister Mangwende reiterated his definition of foreign policy as

essentially the pursuit of the national interest:

[A] nation’s foreign policy emanates, in large part, from its own
domestic environmental conditions and represents the strategy by which
[it] seeks to express abroad, the substance of its internal, domestic
policy, and by which it seeks to reconcile internal policy objectives with
conditions prevailing in the international arena....In defining that foreign
policy, we are strongly influenced by those same beliefs that so inspired
us as a liberation movement, and which guided us to a successful

victory over the forces of oppression and reaction.11

Of prime importance, said Mangwende, was “a continuing belief

in ourselves as a people in charge of our own destiny — aligned to and -

controlled by no other power”. Second, he cited respect for other
nations and peoples and their right to chart their own destiny free from
any interference from external sources, “or internal forces working

against the wishes of their broad masses”.
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This fear of internal subversion is reflected in the Zimbabwean
government’s UN voting pattern.12 It has generally abstained in
resolutions concerning human rights violations, other than in countries
where the regime is regarded as the legitimate target of a liberation
struggle.

In domestic policy, the articulation of socialism as a goal was
central throughout the first decade of independence. How did this
translate into international affairs? At one level — largely symbolic -
declarations of solidarity and fraternity were given great prominence.

Mangwende spoke of:

..continuing co-operation with other nations who, like ourselves, are
actively engaged in the struggle to preserve an independent identity and
to match our political freedom with an economic freedom from
superpower colonial control. Thus the co-operation and understanding
we established as a liberation movement with all the world’s progressive

forces is maintained by government and will continue to develop.13

He described as of over-riding importance, the Government’s
continuing commitment to the socialist ideology “adopted by ZANU(PF)
so very long ago”. The means of production and the distribution of
wealth should be controlled by the workers and peasants and the
capitalist mode of production should be exorcised. At an international
level, this has meant support of “beleaguered brothers and sisters
around the globe”, still struggling. Mangwende cited specifically
SWAPO, ANC & PAC, Saharawi Arab Democratic Republic, Palestine,
and East Timor.14 He also expressed the government’s opposition to
external interference and the presence of foreign troops in Kampuchea,

Afghanistan and the Southern part of the Korean peninsula, as well as
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“imperialist intervention in the internal affairs of El Salvador and
Nicaragua.” At the regional level, he described SADCC and the PTA as
key along with disengagement from South African economic
colonialism.

Mangwende’s interpretation of non-alignment owes as much to
perceptions of national interest as it does to the principles of the Non-

Aligned Movement:

We refuse to become attached to either the Eastern or Western world’s
blocs. We are not neutral. By non-alignment we mean that we reserve
the right to examine issue areas of foreign policy on the basis of merit,
and within the context, on each occasion, of either promoting or

protecting our own interests. 13

This has meant disengagement from certain conflicts where
established relations exist with both sides, such as the Iran/Iraq Warl6

and the Falklands/Malvinas conflict:

Despite our close historical ties with one side, and our understanding of
the frustration of the other, we nevertheless made known our opposition
to the use of force by both sides in the conflict and let them know that
we were bitterly disappointed by the failure to take full advantage of the

possibilities offered it to reach a peaceful negotiated solution.17?

Guns and butter

Foreign economic and political relations are rarely perceived to
fall under the same degree of central control other than in command
economies. The Zimbabwean government has nevertheless been at pains

to highlight its independence from economic pressure on the one hand
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and its goal of congruence between economic and political relations on
the other. Mangwende illustrated the former by a rejection of aid tied
to political favours and the latter by the Government’s commitment to

changing the international economic system:

Some countries may try to use economic assistance to us as a lever to
gain political influence over our government. They would be foolish not
to do so, but we would be equally foolish if we allowed them to
succeed....[The] government, as yet another major element of its
foreign policy, has placed itself in the forefront of those developing

nations seeking to establish a new international economic order. 18

In his first address to the UN, Mugabe made a clear connection
between political and economic policy. The guiding principles of
Zimbabwe’s foreign political and economic policy were, he said,
organically linked both with the principles guiding domestic policies,
and with those principles “which have guided our struggle.”19

One method of refashioning economic relations to allow for
increased trade with friendly countries was the use of barter and
counter-trade, since it reduced, if not eliminated the hard currency
element of a transaction. Initial enthusiasm for such arrangements,
favoured -by a number of potential new trading partners was short-lived,
however. In March 1984, the Deputy Minister of Trade and Commerce,
John Landau, announced that the government would not normally enter
into barter deals with countries able to pay in cash. The government

preferred cash deals and had strict criteria for barter:

There are certain exceptions we would consider. For example, if a

country normally buys a million dollars worth of tobacco in cash, and
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they wanted another $5m worth on a barter deal, we would certainly

consider that.20

He stressed that barter deals had always to be conducted at
government level through the barter committee. The only goods eligible
for import through barter trade were vital imports such as machinery,
spare parts and raw materials for industry. For goods going out of the
country, the important criterion was that “they must be of a type we are
not selling easily. Such goods vary from time to time.” Examples of
bilateral trade commission discussions reviewed in later chapters reveal
a diminishing interest in pursuing such arrangements, much to the
disappointment of some potential trading partners.

Private Investment

One of the government’s difficulties in influencing the direction
of trade was its lack of control over the mechanisms of negotiation and
sale in individual transactions, other than those carried out through
parastatals. Not only was industry in private hands, but significant assets
were owned by non-resident corporations. In 1980, the total value of
foreign capital in Zimbabwe was estimated at ZWD2.5bn, while
domestic investment in 1980 was estimated at ZWD1.5bn, of which half
was private and half state-owned.2! South African interests have
traditionally owned considerable swathes of the Zimbabwean economy,
including majority stakes in many of the publicly quoted companies on
the Zimbabwe Stock Exchange.

Attempts to change this ownership profile have had marginal
results despite an expressed intention to gain control of the commanding
heights of the economy.

One route to this end is to encourage domestic private and public

capital to buy out foreign interests. Unless the proceeds of the sale can
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be repatriated, however, the foreign capital remains in the economy.
Until mid-1993, strict exchange controls limited the scope of this
option.

A second approach, encouraging a diversification in foreign
ownership, has been constrained by an ambivalent attitude, most often
expressed at party level, to foreign ownership in general, by
cumbersome bureaucratic procedures, and by the availability of
alternative investment opportunities for such capital.

The former Danish ambassador to Zimbabwe, Hans Biering was
appointed head of the Danish industrialisation fund for developing
countries in January 1983. On the subject of Danish investment in
Zimbabwe, he noted that only one Danish company had managed to set
up shop since independence. “It is difficult to start new ventures here,”
he commented, adding that he hoped more projects would materialise ,
involving joint ventures and the transfer of technologies.22

The prominence of foreign capital, whether South African or
other, in the Zimbabwean economy perhaps accounts for the somewhat
esoteric definition of socialism provided by one formerly prominent
cabinet minister: the struggle of national capital versus
international capital.

Structural adjustment

In mid-1990, the attitude to trade and investment underwent a
major revision with the announcement of an economic reform
programme designed to open the economy to market pressures. January
1991 saw the publication of an economic reform programme, which for
all the protestations of the government that it was home grown,
resembled an IMF-inspired structural adjustment programme.23 The

acronym ESAP (Economic Structural Adjustment Programme) was
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soon in common usage with a variety of unflattering alternative
definitions, Extended Suffering for African People being one.

In July 1993, foreign exchange control restrictions were significantly
eased. The initial response by foreign portfolio investors drove the
Zimbabwe Stock Exchange Industrial Index up over 60% in three
months. The increase in foreign participation has not, however,
heralded a significant change in ownership profile in Zimbabwean
industry, as existing corporate and institutional holdings are, on the
whole, not traded.24

Summary

At the outset, the Zimbabwean government set itself an overt task
of using the tools at its disposal to rectify domestic socio-economic
iniquities and to extend its fundamental concerns to the international
areha. In that regard, the government’s commitment to non-alignment,
socialism and a new international economic order have been declared in
various public fora.

At the same time, however, national sovereignty and the right to
make decisions in the national interest have been stressed along with
promotion of a free exchange of ideas and trade. These allow
-considerable room for manoeuvre in formulating policy on specific
issues. While there has been some recognition of contextual constraints,
they have not been offered as inhibiting factors in individual policy
decisions.

ZANU(PF) has been presented as the ultimate decision-making
body, but in practice, all major foreign policy is formulated in a top-
down fashion with Robert Mugabe, first as prime minister and then as
president, exercising full control over its design. The fact that he and
his senior cabinet ministers are also high ranking party officials has

allowed for the continued fiction of the party’s predominance.
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Although Mugabe has argued for a congruence between political
and economic relations, this has involved attempts at extension rather
than substitution of existing international economic links. Even in this
modest respect, the results have been mitigated, particularly in respect
of efforts to introdyce alternatives to hard currency transactions.

While foreign portfolio investment has increased, there is no
evidence that this has altered the basic ownership structure of
Zimbabwean industry. With the government’s commitment to
liberalisation of the economy in the course of structural adjustment, the
option of increasing economic influence through nationalisa:ion has

been abandoned.
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Chapter four: Patterns of Involvement

A panoramic view of Zimbabwe's international links as they have

developed since independence.

The political dimension

At the time of independence, the government set out to establish a
far broader range of relationships than either the Rhodesian regime or
the liberation movements had historically entertained. Some of these

were forged out of solidarity, some out of expediency and a few out of

necessity. All were rhetorically described as friendships. At the same

time, identifiable enemies were few. South Africa and Israel were the
only two receiving frequent attention in public pronouncements.

Yet other conceptual enemies - imperialism, constructive
engagement, nuclear proliferation, the international economic order -
were strengthened by the behaviour of states and governments who, in a
bilateral context, were considered friends. Over the first decade of
independence, some of the tensions between bilateral ties and
multilateral positions reached breaking point. In other cases, initially
promising bilateral relationships lost their shine as their potential impact
on the bigger picture diminished.

The strength of particular friendships can be assessed in two
ways: by the priority assigned to the establishment of formal relations;
and by the endurance of the relationships themselves. After
independence, the first head of state to pay an official visit to Zimbabwe
was Samora Machel of Mozambique (4/8/80), followed by Julius
Nyerere of Tanzania (2/12/80), Kenneth Kaunda of Zambia (7/5/81) and
Mengistu Haile Mariam of Ethiopia(18/2/82).

All except Mengistu were honoured by having streets in central

Harare renamed after them. He and his delegation were nevertheless
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received “with fraternal warmth and enthusiasm.” An official report

had the residents of Harare providing a welcome of:

ardent fervour which demonstrated the indestructible friendship and
solidarity binding the Zimbabwean people to their Ethiopian comrades
and their enormous admiration and respect for Chairman Mengistu Haile

Mariam and the Ethiopian people.l

(Mengistu reciprocated this supposed admiration by choosing
Zimbabwe as his place of exile after his overthrow.) |

These relationships reflected a solidarity born of the
independence struggle as well as ties of friendship between Mugabe and
the leaders concerned. Relations with Kaunda were not however without
friction since he was regarded as an ally of Joshua Nkomo, having
harboured ZAPU’s headquarters-in-exile and provided bases for
ZIPRA.2

By the end of 1980, Mugabe’s embrace of non-alignment enabled
him to announce to the nation a policy of diplomatic contact based on

inclusivity:

On a bilateral basis, Zimbabwe has signed co-operation agreements with
several African countries, as well as with Eastern and Western
countries. Our policy of non-alignment enables us to be friendly on a
bilateral and mutual basis, with Eastern as well as with Western

countries, without jeopardising our sovereign will and freedom.3

He cited Mozambique, Zambia, Tanzania, Britain, the United
States, Ethiopia, Sweden, Belgium and West Germany as countries in

which missions had already been opened, adding that “several other
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missions will no doubt be opened in 1981 in socialist and non-socialist
countries.”
Priorities

The key issue in Zimbabwe’s foreign relations from the outset
was the nature of the relationship with South Africa (see Chapter Five).
Despite a subsequent hardening of tone, initial signals were mixed.
Zimbabwe’s policy of good neighbourliness had, said Mugabe, been

reciprocated by all its neighbours except South Africa:

whose aggressive intentions continue to manifest themselves as she
goes on recruiting our men, adding them to over 5,000 whom she

continues to harbour and prepare for aggression.4

He demanded that South Africa cease “her aggressive and
delinquent behaviour in our region.”

Over the course of the following year, solidarity with liberation
movements became a very visible touchstone of foreign policy. Mugabe
spoke of continuing to give full political and diplomatic support to the
Palestine Liberation Organisation which, in due course, he said, would
be permitted to open a mission in Salisbury (Harare). He also confirmed
his support declared at the previous OAU Summit in Sierra Leone for
the Polisario and expressed the readiness of the Zimbabwean
government to accord diplomatic status to the Saharawi Republic in
conformity with the recognition already given it as a sovereign state.

He reiterated support for SWAPO as the only authentic
representative of the people of Namibia, insisted on the implementation
of Resolution 435 of the Security Council on Namibia and stood firm
behind the PAC and the ANC “in their revolutionary endeavours to

bring democracy to South Africa.”



At an oratorical level, solidarity with the PLO, SWAPO and the
Polisario was consistently maintained. Other relationships have been
described with varying degrees of warmth, depending on the occasion.
During the first congress of the united ZANU(PF) in 1989, Mugabe
took the opportunity to highlight certain aspects of the country’s
international links, as seen through the eyes of the party. Focusing on
Africa, he named those parties and movements with which ZANU(PF)
had “long-standing relations of solidarity and co-operation.” They
included FRELIMO of Mozambique; UNIP of Zambia; the Botswana
Democratic Party; the MPLA Workers’ Party of Angola, Chama
Chamapinduzi of Tanzania; the Workers’ Party of Ethiopia; the Malawi
Congress Party; the Kenya African National Union; SWAPO which, had
recently won an electoral victory in Namibia; and the ANC and PAC of
South Africa.

At the time, all these parties except for the last three were in
power, heading regimes ranging from democratic to dictatorial and
from Marxist to ultra-conservative. The common link appears to be
their pre-eminent role in the fight for national independence, rather
than any obvious ideological affinity.

Mugabe went on to salute the victory of SWAPO in glowing
“terms but was the only regional head of state not to attend the Namibian
independence celebrations three months later. His reference to the two
South African movements meanwhile suggested a shift in position.
ZANU had historically favoured the PAC, while ZAPU was closer to
the ANC, with which it established in 1966 an ill-fated and short-lived
military alliance for joint action. Mugabe’s statement of support was,
however, non-partisan, possibly reflecting the fact that ZAPU was now

incorporated in the united party:
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We of the united ZANU(PF) fully support the people of South Africa in
their struggle for democracy and against the heinous apartheid system.
We do so because this is just and moral. We do so because the people of
South Africa are our brothers and sisters and comrades-in-arms.
We support them also because the South African regime, which fought
us alongside the Ian Smith illegal regime during our war of liberation,
never really reconciled itself to the reality of a majority-rule government
here in Zimbabwe or, for that matter, elsewhere in our region. Hence,
the myriad acts of sabotage, aggression, terrorism and murder which the
South African regime has perpetrated against us in virtually the entire

period since our Independence.>

Diplomatic arrivals

No sooner had the Lancaster House Agreement been concluded
than the process of renewing or establishing diplomatic links was
underway. Most of these initial links were at consular level or lower;
effectively, what Holsti has called “diplomatic substations.”®

In January 1980, Mozambique, New Zealand and Australia
announced the establishment of liaison offices. On 25 January, a seven
member Mozambican team led by Fernando Honwana, a close adviser to
President Machel, who had played a key role behind the scenes at
Lancaster House, came to Harare to observe the cease-fire and liaise
with representatives of all facets of the economy.

On the same day, the opening of an Italian consulate general with
a staff of four was announced to the delight of the sizeable Italian
community in Zimbabwe.

By /10 February, 14 countries had appointed official
representatives: France (Consul), Sweden (Liaison Officer), West

Germany (Liaison Officer), Switzerland (Consul), Netherlands (Consul
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General), Australia (Liaison Officer), New Zealand (Liaison Officer)
Italy (Consul General), Portugal (Consul General), USA (Consul), India
(Liaison Officer), Britain (Liaison Officer), Greece (Hon. Consul),
Zambia (Liaison Officer), and Mozambique (Liaison Officer). On 13
March, the Dutch government announced its intention to recognise the
new Zimbabwe government and assist in reconstruction immediately on
independence. The next day, France announced the same.

By the 24 April 1980, six days after independence, more than 25
countries had requested permission to set up embassies or high
commissions. On 30 April, the first eight ambassadors and high
commissioners presented their credentials to the President. The first —
an intentional honour — was the Mozambican ambassador, followed by
the Tanzanian High Commissioner, the British High Commissioner, the
Egyptian Ambassador, the Zambian High Commissioner, the Guinean
Ambassador, the Swedish Ambassador and the Canadian High
Commissioner. This group included, symbolically, the most active
front-line states but also Britain, the colonial enemy which was
nevertheless the cenfral functional power in the transition to
independence.

Foreign legations

Zimbabwe’s representation abroad did not mirror this diplomatic
influx. The first postings were announced in late June, two months after
independence, and on 1 July, Zimbabwe’s first High Commissioners and
Ambassadors were to take up their postings at six foreign missions.
These were London, Brussels, New York, Dar es Salaam, Addis Ababa,
and Maputo, involving a total of some 40 diplomats.

The list of first appointments reflects a desire to lock into
regional hubs. London remained significant not only as the former

colonial power with a crucial role in bringing the country to
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independence through the Lancaster House process, but also as the site
of the Commonwealth apparatus. Brussels was the centre of the
European Community; New York had the UN, and Addis Ababa the
OAU. Only Tanzania and Mozambique appear to have been chosen
primarily for reasons of political affinity. Even then, the desire to
explore regional alternatives to dependence on South Africa provided an
additional spur. Witness Mangwende, Deputy Foreign Minister at the
time, expressed a hope that a seventh mission would open in Lusaka
subject to availability of funds and manpower. “I can say with
confidence”, he commented, “that we have a bunch of fine chaps for
these diplomatic postings.”?

The training of a second batch of 40 diplomats was set to begin in
July. These, said Mangwende, would be posted to Beijing, Stockholm,
Bucharest, and Lagos - all providers of support to ZANU and its
ZANLA army during the war. By January 1981, the first phase of
diplomatic accreditation would be complete with the posting of
ambassadors and high commissioners to Belgrade, Dakar, Bonn and
Algiers. Apart from Yugoslavia’s support for the struggle, it was seen
as a critical member of the Non-Aligned Movement. Dakar was a key
point of contact with francophone Africa. The choice of Bonn reflected
the economic importance of West Germany, a traditional trading
partner, while Algiers provided a friendly point of entry to Arab
countries. Diplomatic ties with South Africa were meanwhile described
as being “under review”.

In the event, the initial postings were delayed. The first three -
London, Washington and Addis Ababa - were finalised in late August.
Diplomats finally flew out to UK and Brussels on 8 October. The
ambassador to Belgium also served as permanent representative to the

EC. One of his first major tasks was to finalise Zimbabwe’s accession to
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the Lomé Convention, which would afford easier entry for Zimbabwean
exports to the Community.

On 23 October, leaders of missions were named for Mozambique,
Tanzania, West Germany and Sweden. A counsellor was also named for
Lusaka, which already had a high commissioner in Harare. In mid-
November, the dispatch of a mission to the Zambian capital was
announced for very practical reasons: to procesé the applications of
large numbers of exiled Zimbabweans wishing to return home. By 21
January 1981, Zimbabwe’s High Commissioner-designate was in
Lusaka, searching for suitable office accommodation, with 300
Zimbabweans a day queuing for travel documents. The appointment of
ambassadors-designate to Senegal and Algeria finally took place in late
June 1981.

The initial choice of foreign missions was debated in parliament
in September 1981, when PK van der Byl, a former Rhodesian Front
foreign minister in Ian Smith’s cabinet, questioned the need for
diplomatic representation in countries “of no use” to Zimbabwe,
singling out Ethiopia, Senegal, Tanzania and Algeria. He also pressed
Mangwende, by then foreign minister, for a government position on
Afghanistan. Mangwende replied that diplomatic representation could
‘not be confined to areas of security and economic interest. Cultural,
sporting and political factors had also to be considered. He stressed that
relations with the rést of Africa took priority and that trade attachés
would soon be appointed. A desire to follow political ties with closer
economic links was evident.8

Despite the prudent pace of selection of foreign mission sites, the
flood of diplomats to the Zimbabwean capital did not subside. In the
first year of independence, presentation of credentials became a regular

event. May 15th saw the reception of the Australian high commissioner
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and the West German ambassador. Five days later the ambassadors of
Romania and the Democratic Peoples’ Republic of Korea (DPRK) were
at the President’s residence.

In June, the credentials of the ambassadors of India, USA, and
Guyana were accepted, while the establishment of diplomatic relations
was announced with Togo and the Vatican. Libya established a People's
Bureau. The Danish foreign minister, meanwhile, told the Danish
parliament’s finance committee that good prospects existed for trade
with Zimbabwe involving inflows of coal, minerals and tobacco and
exports of manufactures and industrial plant. He called for the rapid
establishment of diplomatic relations. On 23 June, US ambassador
Robert Keeley announced that the US aid plan for Zimbabwe was the
second largest in Africa after Sudan and that it involved cash grants
rather than loan funds.

Shadow boxing

The issue of South Africa's links was raised in an indirect
exchange earlier that month. On 4 June, South African Foreign Minister
Pik Botha declared that South Africa was in the process of establishing
what Zimbabwe's attitude was towards diplomatic ties. The following
day, Foreign Minister Mangwende announced that the Zimbabwean
government had no “political relationship” with South Africa and that
the future of the South African diplomatic mission in Harare was under
“active consideration”.2 On 27 June, Mugabe told parliament that only a
trade mission would be allowed to remain, but that the continuation of
trade and economic relations was inevitable.10

Relations with South Africa continued to deteriorate. On his
return from an OAU summit in Freetown, Sierra Leone in early July,
Mugabe declared that he had ordered the South African mission to

“wind up their affairs, pack up and go”, following reports of
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involvement in mercenary recruitment.11 On 4 September, the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs announced the closure of Zimbabwe’s diplomatic
mission in Pretoria and consulate in Cape Town. The Trade Mission in
Johannesburg was to remain open. The Zimbabwean government asked
South Africa to close its diplomatic mission in Harare with the exception
of the trade section. The two trade missions would then provide
consular assistance (an arrangement which obtained until April 1994).

Other embassy openings meanwhile continued apace. On 11 July,
the Chinese ambassador presented his credentials as did the Austrian
ambassador. The same month, diplomatic relations at ambassadorial
level were announced with Greece and Algeria. Zaire, Gabon, GDR,
Ghana, Bulgaria, and Finland followed. By the end of the year, the
absentees were more noticeable than the countries represented. Prime
among the former was the USSR.

After a hiatus of several months, a new round of Zimbabwean
appointments abroad was made in January 1982. Ambassadors were
assigned to China, Romania and Yugoslavia, bringing the total number
of Zimbabwean diplomatic missions to 15. Four weeks later, a trade
representative to Mozambique was appointed, followed by an economic

counsellor to Bonn with responsibility for promoting trade with

IAustria, Switzerland, Italy, Greece, Yugoslavia and Romania. On 24 |

March, an ambassador was posted to France, with additional
responsibility for UNESCO.

High commissioners to Nigeria and Tanzania (the latter a
replacement for a cabinet appointee) and ambassadors to the USA and
Japan were all dispatched the same month. The opening of more foreign
missions was, said, Mangwende, hampered by lack of funds and
personnel. An economic counsellor to Washington was nevertheless

appointed in mid-June.

89



Opening the fourth session of the first parliament in June 1983,
Mugabe told MPs that over 20 diplomatic and consular missions had
been established abroad, while over 60 countries and international
organisations were represented in Zimbabwe. He referred to
Zimbabwe’s election to the United Nations Security Council for 1983/84
as:

clear proof of the high esteem with which our young republic is viewed

by the international community and of the faith placed in us by our

friends.12

By April 1985, seventy four countries, including the PLO and
Saharawi Arab Democratic Republic had diplomatic representation in
Zimbabwe. Of these, 12 ambassadors were based in other countries in
the region. In eight cases, the ambassadorial post was vacant. Twelve
international organisations had also by then opened offices in Harare.

Some of the early diplomatic arrivals reflected a formalisation of
pre-independence support given to ZANU(PF). Beyond that group, the
inward flow of diplomats could be seen partly as “keeping up with the
Joneses” but more seriously as reflecting a perception of Zimbabwe's
coming importance both regionally and within Africa and the non-
aligned movement.

The economic dimension _

At the end of 1980, the practical implications for foreign
economic relations of the government’s commitment to socialism still
remained to be addressed. The government, said Mugabe, had been
working on its economic policy for quite some time and an official
statement would soon be published, encompassing government’s view on

foreign investment and the role of private enterprise:
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The path of our socio-economic policy is decidedly socialist. What
remains to be worked out is the mode of application of socialism and not

its reality.13

Other members of the government had previously been more
precise. In a speech at the University of Zimbabwe, the Minister of
Home Affairs, Herbert Ushewokunze proposed that “our ideas of
socialism are closest to those of the scientific type” rather than the
British Labour Party version or European social democracy.l4
However, Zimbabwe’s first Minister of Trade & Commerce, David
Smith had been a Minister in lan Smith’s cabinet and was a
“reconciliation” appointment. In September 1980, he set out

Zimbabwe’s foreign trade position as follows:

Before the coming to power of the new government, we had already
entered into trade agreements with Botswana and South Africa. The free
trade arrangement with Botswana is an important regional co-operation
agreement, while the trade preferences we enjoy from the agreement
with South Africa are invaluable to our industrial exporters.

Since the coming to power of the new government, a number of
countries have submitted proposals to enter into trade agreements...In
accordance with the country's policy of non-alignment, we have already
signed agreements with Mozambique, Bulgaria, Romania and Iraq on
the basis of most favoured nation treatment. Agreements are currently
being negotiated with vZambia, Malawi and Yugoslavia. Trade contacts
have also been established with China, North Korea, Pakistan and
Tanzania. Zimbabwe is listed as a beneficiary of GSP (generalised
system of preferences) schemes by US, Canada, Norway, Australia,

Austria, New Zealand and Sweden.15
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From the outset, there was therefore a recognition of the
importance of existing trade links, coupled with a policy of exploring
the potential of alternatives. The first trade representatives appointed to
take up their posts at the end of November in London, Bonn, Maputo
and Washington reflected the former, as did the next two postings to
Lusaka and Brussels. At the same time, a desire to develop new
economic links was explicit. Speaking in Pyongyang in September 1980,

Mugabe declared to Kim Il Sung that:

The anti-imperialist and anti-colonialist struggle must continue until both
our regions are rid of the remaining imperialist forces in their southern
parts. Yet we have, in our case, now to use our independence as an
instrument for achieving the economic goals of our revolution....It is in
pursuance of this objective that we would wish to see our friendship and

alliance being consolidated.16

The need to expand trade relationships was explained thus by

Minister of Trade and Commerce Richard Hove in 1982:

Almost everything produced in Zimbabwe has a foreign exchange input
and to earn the foreign exchange to provide this input, it is necessary
that Zimbabwe has good and effective trade relations with the rest of the

world.17

Trade patterns and political will

Since independence there have been some shifts in the direction
and composition of trade (see tables 4.1 and 4.2). Yet attempts to

fashion bilateral trade ties to reflect political friendships have rarely
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resulted in mutual satisfaction for the parties involved. In some cases,
initial obstacles prevented progress. In December 1981, for example,
soon after the opening of a Libyan People’s Bureau in Harare, its
secretary Omar Dallal offered to supply oil to Zimbabwe if an
alternative transport route could be found. It wasn’t.

Other relationships began with promise but the potential remained
unfulfilled. In late November 1984, a meeting of the joint committee on
trade between Zimbabwe and India attempted to identify factors
hindering trade between the two countries.1® In 1981, Zimbabwe's
exports to India - asbestos, wattle, low carbon ferro-chrome, nickel and
nickel alloys - came to ZWD4.03bn. In 1983, this was down to
ZWD1.72bn. Indian exports to Zimbabwe - packing, washers and
sealing rings, synthetic fibres, engines, diesel tractors, industrial lathes,
machinery, air and gas compressors and food processing machines
-came to ZWD1.53bn in 1981 and ZWD2.68bn in 1983.

While subsequent years showed improvements in both directions,
bilateral trade in 1990 accounted for roughly the same proportion of
trade flows (0.6%-0.7%) as it did in 1981.

Some progress was made in reducing South Africa’s share of
trade flows, though it remained significant as a trading partner and key
as a conduit (see Chapter Five). In 1985, South Africa slipped into
second place in the export market, buying 11.4% of total exports and
subsequently competed with UK and Germany for the top position.
Since the removal of sanctions on South Africa, however, it has once
again clearly re-established its position as top trading partner. In the
import market, South Africa, UK, USA and West Germany remained

the top four suppliers throughout the period under review.
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TABLE 4.1
1981
food prods. 15
beverages/ 25
tobacco
crude materials 19
fuels/electricity 1
oils/fats -
chemicals 2
manufactures 27
classified by
materials
machinery/ 2
transport
misc. manu 10
1981
food prods. 2
tobacco/ -
beverages
crude materials 3
fuels/electricity 21
oils/fats 1
chemicals 14
manufactures 19
classified by
materials
machinery/ 32
transport/
equipment
misc manu 8

source: CSO

EXPORTS

Composition (%)

1983
15
23

18
2
1
33

IMPORTS

1985

16
24

19
1
1
32

Composition (%)

1983
2

4
21

1
14
15

34

1985

4

a—Ra
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1986

15

16
14
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TABLE 4.2

South Africa
UK

USA

West Germany
Japan
Botswana

South Africa
UK

USA

West Germany
Japan
Botswana

Source: CSO

1982
17

W W 000 o

1982
22
15
10

8

5

3

1987

1987

EXPORTS
DIRECTION(%)
1985
11 10
13 13
6 6
10 10
5 5
4 6
IMPORTS
DIRECTION(%)
1985
19 21
10 12
10 9
7 9
3 4
3 6



Aid and Investment

In January 1989, President Mugabe was awarded the Africa Prize
for Leadership in London. In his address, he described the task of

reconstruction at the time of independence:

Massive financial and material resources were urgently needed to
address both the immediate and long-term problems facing the country.
The most pressing task was the mammoth task of restructuring the basic
socio-economic infrastructure which, inter alia, included destroyed
roads, bridges, lines of communication, homes, schools and health
centres. There were hundreds of thousands of returning refugees and
war-displaced communities and individual persons all in dire need of

resettlement into viable and productive societies. 19

While several bilateral aid agreements were forthcoming in the
first year of independence, a co-ordinated response to the rebuilding
needs of the country was lacking. In March 1981, the government
therefore convened a special conference on reconstruction and
development, known as ZIMCORD, to attract the desperately needed

assistance, particularly in the form of grants and soft loans.

The Government successfully explained Zimbabwe's case and
requirements to the international community....We felt deeply indebted
and grateful to all our friends for the generous and timely response to

our appeal for assistance.20

At the time, the need for ZIMCORD was presented in somewhat

starker terms by Economy Minister Bernard Chidzero. What was
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required, he said, was a one time massive injection of resources into the

economy:

The response of the international community in providing assistance to
Zimbabwe has so far been very disappointing. Since independence, a
total of ZWD196.9m (USD300m) in the form of loans and grants has
been pledged. Of this, ZWD131m is grants of which only ZWD52m or
39.7% has been received. ZWD65.2m represents loans, of which only
ZWD462,000 or 0.7% has been received.21

Zimbabwe, said Chidzero, was approaching donors with an
urgent appeal for aid totalling ZWD1.2bn, covering public sector
programmes over the period 1981 to 1984, as specifically outlined in
the ZIMCORD agenda. The estimated total financial investment
requirements, both private and public, of the economy over the same
period were put at ZWD4bn of which approximately half was in the
public sector.

The conference, which was regarded as a success, indicated the
degree of goodwill existing towards the newly independent country (see
table 4.3). Almost ZWD1.3bn was pledged, rising to ZWD1.8bn with
post ZIMCORD pledges. Confirmation of pre-ZIMCORD commitments
accounted for ZWD365m. Of the initial sum, 53% came in soft loan
form and 47% as grants. Some 94% came from Western sources:
ZWDI177m from UK and ZWD172.6m from USA.

The rejection of either explicit or implicit political conditions on
aid has been rhetorically firm from the outset. Yet where such rejection
has occurred on occasion, it has been ex post facto. The most significant
example concerns the suspension of the US aid programme in the mid

1980s (see Chapter Seven).
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TABLE4.3

ZIMCORD PLEDGES
DONOR PLEDGE(ZWD)  DONOR PLEDGE (ZWD)
African 39.8m Iraq 1.9m
Development Bank
Arab Bank for 313m Ireland 0.045m
Economic .
Development in
Africa
Australia 14.6m Luxembourg 1.9m
Belgium 8.0m Netherlands 16.2m
Canada 33.3m New Zealand 0.174m
China 17.5m Nigeria 12.4m
Denmark 12.5m Norway 11.3m
EEC 120.0m OPEC 6.3m
Egypt 1.3m Saudi Arabia 3.1m
Finland 52m Sierra Leone 0.056m
France 71.4m Sweden 55.4m
West Germany 62.3m Switzerland 66.3m
Ghana 0.63m UK 177.0m
Holy See 12.5m UN 26.4m
Italy 23.1m USA 172.6m
Japan 3.08m World Bank 287.5m
Jersey 0.075m Yugoslavia 2.8m
Kuwait 32.5m Commonwealth 2.9m

source: Status Report on External Development Assistance 1o Zimbabwe (Ministry of Finance
Economic Planning and Development)1986
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The largest multilateral donor at ZIMCORD was the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development, whose presence in
Zimbabwe’s donor profile has remained high. From 1980 to 1989, the
government signed 15 loan agreements with the World Bank amounting
to USD541m in direct assistance. Most of the World Bank loans have in
turn attracted co-financing grants from bilateral donors.

Summary

The Zimbabwean government’s approach to foreign relations
since independence could be described as one of extension and attempted
reordering rather than substitution.

Formal relations were forged with a wide spectrum of countries.
South Africa and Israel were the only two singled out for blanket
vilification. Africa received initial priority in terms both of official
visitors and the establishment of Zimbabwean missions abroad. Beyond
that, however, the first non-African missions were to UK, USA,
Belgium, West Germany and Sweden. Of these, only the last could be
said to have actively supported ZANU(PF) in the independence struggle.

Arguably, the economic aspect of ties with this group of countries
— whether as trading partners, investors or donors — was more
important to the Zimbabwean government than political affinities. These
links were consolidated as new links were forged.

While attempts were made to bolt an economic dimension on to
many of the newer bilateral political relationships, primarily through
the establishment of trade commissions, these efforts had little sustained
impact on overall trade patterns.

South Africa presented a special case demanding a continuation of
economic ties in the face of overt political hostility. This was achieved
through the reciprocal maintenance of trade missions serving, at the

same time, a quasi-consular role.
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Aid was sought and received from a variety of sources, both
multilateral and bilateral. Beyond the actual establishment of diplomatic
relations, aid programmes do not seem to have influenced Zimbabwe’s
policy positions. On occasion, the government has been prepared to
jeopardise certain bilateral aid flows in defence of its position on

specific issues.

1 Ministry of Information Press Statement, 23/2/82

2 However, by the time of Kaunda’s defeat by Frederick Chiluba in the general election of 1991, the
relationship had warmed sufficiently for Mugabe to regret Kaunda’s departure.

3 Policy Statement No. 2: PM’s New Year Speech to the nation, December 31, 1980 (Ministry of
Information and Tourism) January 1981.

4 ibid

5 Report to the Central Committee, 1989 (Not published; copy obtained privately)

6 K Holsti, [nternational Politics: A Framework for Analysis 4th ed. (Prentice Hall International:
London) 1983, pp168-169.

7 Herald 27/6/80

8 reported in Herald, 18/9/81

9 Herald 6/6/80

10 Hansard 27/6/80

11 Herald 8/7/80

12 Berald 21/6/83

13 New Year Speech, 1980

14 Ministry of Information Press Statement, 5/8/80 |

15 Ministry of Information Press Statement, 5/9/80: Speech (read on his behalf) to International
Economic Conference on Zimbabwe

16 policy Statement No 1: PM Addresses State Banquet in North Korea, October 9, 1980 (Ministry of

Information and Tourism) October 1980
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17 Herald 9/11/82

18 Minutes of Joint Committee Meeting, in India File, Bilateral Treaties Section, Ministry of Foreign

Affairs, Harare (accessed by formal request)

19 Speech on receiving Africa Leadership Prize, Royal Commonwealth Society London, January 1989.
(Author’s notes - present as journalist)

20ibid

21 Ministry of Information Press Statement, 11/2/81



Chapter five: Zimbabwe in the Region
a) South Africa

The conflict between political and economic imperatives; changing trade

patterns; transport links; advocacy of sanctions; sanctions and the
Zimbabwean economy; relations since the unbanning of the ANC, PAC
and SACP.

b) Mozambique

Mozambique's special role in the independence struggle; Samora
Machel's influence on government strategy at independence; Beira
Corridor and Maputo rail link; Rhodesia and RENAMO; Zimbabwe and
RENAMO; limits of solidarity

c) Regional Organisations

Southern African Development Community; Preferential Trade Area;

SADC v. PTA; trade with other SADC countries

a) South Africa

During the 1980s, it was on the issue of South Africa that the
Zimbabwean government was most often accused of policy
inconsistency. While supporting sanctions against South Africa and
chiding countries which did not apply them, Zimbabwe continued to
trade with South Africa. This was pointed to as a sign of hypocrisy.

Defenders of the frontline states argued that Zimbabwe did not so
much trade with South Africa as remain dependent on it as a result not
only of trade flows but of infrastructural links. The maintenance of such
a relationship was itself seen as part of a South African strategy to
inhibit greater commitment by frontline states to active support of
liberation forces. In defence of the apartheid system, following the
collapse of Portugal's colonial rule in Africa in 1974, the South African

Ministry of Defence under the then Minister P W Botha developed a
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Total Strategy for the region. The strategy advocated, inter alia,
economic and other action in relation to transport services, distribution
and telecommunications, with the objective of promoting or enforcing
political and economic co-operation in the southern African region.

A concerted sanctions policy coupled with support for the
SADCC countries was seen by South Africa’s neighbours as a way of
lessening this dependency. Sanctions were one way of raising the price
of apartheid both economically and psychologically.

Writing in the Winter 87/88 issue of Foreign Affairs, Mugabe
outlined both the economic and military dimensions of the crisis.
Although Zimbabwe did not allow military operations against South
Africa to be launched from its soil, Mugabe defended the right to fight
for independence, citing the half-century of non-violent struggle by the
ANC from its foundation in 1912 and the precedent of the US and
Europe under occupation. He also pointed to incursions into
neighbouring countries by South African Defence forces to highlight the
direct impact of apartheid on the region. At the same time, then,
Mugabe exposed the dilemma behind the rhetoric: on the one hand,
action against the apartheid system was imperative not only for the well-
being of the South African population as a whole but for the security
and health of the other countries in the region; on the other, the limits
of action by these countries were defined by the very dependence they
sought to address.

Economics

The Zimbabwean economy depends on South Africa not only for
a substantial percentage of its trade, but more significantly as a conduit.
Key transport and telecommunications traffic passes through South
- Africa, indicating the extent to which the coﬁntry’s economic

infrastructure is built on the existence of close links with its powerful
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neighbour. Disengagement was therefore both slow and partial, limited
by the ability of its regional allies to construct collective viable
alternatives.

Although South Africa's diplomatic mission was closed in 1980,
diplomacy of a kind continued through the presence of trade missions.
Zimbabwe inherited a foreign debt of ZWD353.3m of which over
ZWD38m was owed to South Africa. Staggered payment was agreed
upon. Sports ties were severed but tourism continued, with the trade
commission in each country assuming responsibility for the issue of
visas.

The rapid pace of change in South Africa which the 1990s
ushered in eased the pressure for economic disengagement, while at the
same time posing a challenge of political and rhetorical adaptation: how
to acknowledge that the situation was dynamic without yielding to the
euphoria that the abolition of apartheid was imminent.

A new charge arose that Zimbabwe had been slow to recognise
new realities. Mugabe insisted that diplomatic relations were
unthinkable until a transitional democratic government was established.
On the question of sanctions, he maintained an ambivalence, arguing
the need for relentless pressure on the South African government, while
recognising the vital nature of bilateral economic links.

Early signals

During the first decade of independence, it is on the question of
relations with South Africa that constraints were most overt and painful
as they clearly worked counter to government objectives.

Although a final and.definitive rupture was avoided and, some
would argue, impossible anyway, relations between South Africa and

newly independent Zimbabwe rolled rapidly downhill. Speaking in
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Pyongyang on his first state visit abroad in 1980, Mugabe struck a note

of pragmatism in reference to South Africa:

My country has, in spite of South Africa's aggressive activities,
committed itself to a policy of peaceful coexistence with all its
neighbours including South Africa itself. Acting, however, on the basis
of principle and in accordance with the OAU Charter and Resolutions,
our young republic has refused to maintain any political and diplomatic
relations with South Africa, though recognising as all our other
neighbours have done, the reality of existing economic ties with and

dependence upon South Africa.l

At the same time, however, he hinted at how unpalatable he found

that link:

It is our belief that political independence cannot have any real meaning
and significance to our people unless it were accompanied and

reinforced by economic independence as well.2

South African pressure on Zimbabwe, designed at the very least
to illustrate the latter’s dependence, if not actually effect a regime
change, drove home the potential ramifications of all-out bilateral
conflict, but also led to a hardening of political positions. Chan outlines
a variety of actions undertaken by the South African government in

1981 to put the economic squeeze on its northern neighbour:

First Pretoria threatened to terminate a trade agreement that provided
significant benefits to the Zimbabwean economy (preferential customs

duties for Zimbabwean exports to South Africa, as well as guaranteed
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quotas for some products). Next it threatened to send home the
approximately 40,000 Zimbabweans who work in South Africa. Then it
precipitated a transport crisis and squeezed Zimbabwe’s supply of
essential fuel by withdrawing a large number of locomotives, freight
trucks, and tanker cars that were on loan to Zimbabwe’s railroad.
Although the South African government claimed these actions were
dictated by its own domestic needs, the foreign policy purposes in

respect to neutralisation of neighbouring states were in fact quite clear.3

Subsequent actions, both covert and overt, continued to give the
issue of apartheid a regional dimension. In October 1985, before the
UN General Assembly, Mugabe criticised the complacent attitude of the
major western powers to the need for radical change in South Africa.
Unity of purpose, he argued, was particularly vital when dealing with

hotbeds of tension and conflict in the world:

Regional conflicts have, if incorrectly handled, the capacity to engulf us
all in a major catastrophe. And of the many regions of tension and
conflict today, few challenge the United Nations system with such
poignancy as the tragic situation prevailing in Southern Africa....The
hallowed principles of equal rights and self-determination of peoples,
and the cardinal principles that states shall refrain in their international
relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or
political independence of any state are all violated by the apartheid
regime of South Africa....The Pretoria regime's continued existence
poses a threat to international peace and security. Apartheid is in every
sense and meaning a crime against humanity and a threat to international
peace and security of the same genre and origin as nazism, its spiritual

and philosophic ancestor.4
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Mugabe described the unwillingness, of those great powers that
“wield such obvious influence over South Africa” to flex their muscles
in support of change as one of the greatest betrayals to the United
Nations system and the concept of the brotherhood of man. He accused
the major powers of indifference and cynicism which emboldened the
South African regime, singling out the United States and the UK,
appealing to them to “stop being the misguided protectors of this evil
regime.”

Attitudes to South Africa became a significant yardstick in
relations with other countries. Of all the strains that appeared in
relations with the UK and the USA in the 1980s, disagreements over
South Africa were responsible for the nadirs. Zimbabwean ire at
perceived indifference was based not only on a declared abhorrence of
apartheid but on the destabilising impact of South African policy in the
region. In the case of Zimbabwe, said Mugabe, South Africa had a dual

strategy:

The first is to recruit, train, finance, equip and deploy dissidents and
malcontents whom they infiltrate back into Zimbabwe to spread
destruction and fear. A special radio station has been installed in the
Northern Transvaal for use by these bandits which daily beams hostile
propaganda against my Government. The second is to use the bandits in
Mozambique known as Mozambique National Resistance Movement to
cut all of Zimbabwe's outlets to the sea through Mozambique, whether
by rail, road or pipeline. South Africa's continued use of rebels in
Mozambique is a flagrant violation of the solemn and binding
undertaking she entered into at the time of the signing of the Nkomati

agreement. Besides trying to overthrow the Government of
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Mozambique, the second aim of these bandits as directed by Pretoria is
to make Zimbabwe and other landlocked Southern African states

become totally dependent on South Africa.>

The strategy was designed to make hostages of the frontline states
in any moves to impose comprehensive mandatory sanctions against
South Africa. The argument could then be made that the black people of
South Africa and the majority-ruled independent States surrounding
South Africa would be the first to suffer if sanctions were imposed
against South Africa.

Mugabe rejected the argument and urged UN members to apply

sanctions without hiding behind the vulnerability of the frontline states:

We accept that there is a price to be paid for the liberty of our brothers
and sisters in South Africa and Namibia. For our part, we are prepared
to play our full role. But equally we expect the international community
to shoulder its responsibility to the region for the consequences of any
decision and action it may take, including mandatory sanctions, in

fulfilment of its duties and obligations to the people of South Africa.

Throughout the 1980s, Mugabe fought an uphill battle to give
practical effect to this commitment. Internationally, he had the task not
only of persuading countries to impose sanctions at some cost to
themselves but to compensate the frontline states which would certainly
suffer as a result. Domestically,' it was not clear that the rest of the
cabinet was willing to back compete severance of economic ties.

In November 1985, Finance Minister Bernard Chidzero outlined
in detail the nature of Zimbabwe’s economic interaction with South

Africa.
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Because of the long existing trade, investment and financial
arrangements, there was, he said, an almost umbilical relationship
between the two economies, although significant achievements had been
made since independence in reducing the high degree of dependency on

South Africa.

Even so, the economic fortunes of the two countries are closely
intertwined. To begin with, Zimbabwe has very high trade ratios - the
country is closely and almost inextricably linked to developments in the
outside world. In 1984, our total exports including to South Africa were
25.5% of our GDP, compared to 28.2% in 1979 and 1980 respectively,
representing a slight decrease in dependence on the outside world. But it
is still significant.

Similarly, our imports as a percentage of total consumption stand at
about 20% compared to 23% and 27% in 1979 and 1980 respectively.
This is the more significant considering the nature of the imports: fuel,

industrial raw materials, machinery and equipment, etc.®

Imports from South Africa consisted mainly of basic items such
as machinery and transport equipment, chemicals and manufactured
goods and mineral fuels. Exports to South Africa were largely from the
secondary sector, particularly textiles and clothing, but also included
tobacco, cotton and other crude materials.

The Zimbabwean economy, said Chidzero, was vulnerable to
actions which might disrupt trade relations. Although it would not
collapse, it would function at a reduced rate, generating unemployment,
shortage of goods and general hardship.

In all this, access to the sea was vital. If Beira and Maputo, the

two main ports in Mozambique, had been open and fully functioning,
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these routes would be preferable but “unfortunately, as things stand at
the moment, the Chiqualaquala line is virtually inoperable because of
disruptions and sabotage by the MNR and we are forced to concentrate
on the use of Beira, which can only carry a maximum of 30% of our
total trade and that at fairy high cost in view of the defence and security
arrangements.”

In 1982, lines through Mozambique carried 53% of Zimbabwe’s
exports and imports and South African routes 47%. In 1983, the figures
were 46% and 54% respectively. In 1984, due largely to deterioration
on the Maputo line, the figure was 33% for Mozambique and 67% for
South Africa. In 1985, the bulk went via South Africa.

Chidzero singled out transport as a critical area if sanctions were
imposed. If South Africa closed routes and increased disruption on the
Chiqualaquala line, appropriate anticipatory measures would be
necessary to ensure traffic through Beira. Although plans were afoot to
rehabilitate both the port and the transport route itself, the implication
was that Beira could not be considered a realistic alternative for the
bulk of Zimbabwe’s trade traffic.

Financial relations perhaps provided greater room for
manoeuvre, with a two way relationship in terms of financial flows: in
1984, in respect of total services (freight insurance etc), South Africa
received over ZWD83m. To this could be added ZWD19m in terms of
profits, dividends and interest remitted to South Africa plus another
ZWD63m in pensions, annuities and pension commutations, giving a
combined total of ZWD165m. Inflows from South Africa amounted to
ZWD23m. Chidzero suggested that some leeway could be available with
skilful handling. In addition Zimbabwe owed South Africa some
ZWD200m. Yet, he suggested, it was unlikely that withholding such

flows would cripple the South African economy.
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As Table 5.1 indicates, trade flows with South Africa did not in
the event suffer any significant disruptions despite political intentions.
On the other hand, the figures do reflect a modest degree of success in
another policy choice: that of denting South Africa’s relative dominance
as a trading partner.

From the beginning in earnest of the reform process in South
Africa, the priority given to this policy choice declined. In 1990/91,
South African exports to Zimbabwe rose by 40%, stabilising at around
ZAR1.55bn in 1992, according to figures from the South African
Department of Customs and Excise (see table 5.2). Zimbabwean exports

to South Africa meanwhile grew by 62%.
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TABLES5.1

year
1980
(Aug-Dec)
1981
1982

source: Extrapolation from CSO data

ZWD m
594

192.2
137.8
192.0
232.2
166.5
211.1
185.4
248.1
n/a

321.7

SOUTH AFRICA
imports from

exports to

% of total year

17.1

21.6
17.1
18.7
18.3
10.8
12.4
9.8
9.8
n/a
8.9

1980
(Aug-Dec)
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990

ZWD m
104.7

279.7
239.4
259.9
231.8
273.2
351.2
361.5
393.5
n/a

902.1

112

% of total
27.4

'27.5

22.1
24.5
19.3
18.9
214
20.8
19.2
n/a

19.9
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TABLE 5.2
South Africa - Zimbabwe trade 1992 (Rand millions)

MAJORSECTOR  Zimto SA SAtoZim Zim trade deficit
Base metals 97 384 281
Machinery 38 301 263
Chemical prods 13 252 239
Transport equip. 9 155 146
Plastics, rubber 25 97 72
Textiles 139 79 [60]
Food, tobacco 167 30 [137]
Mineral prods. 80 50 [30]
Wood prods. 5 11 [41]
All goods 763 1,553 790

source: South African Department of Customs & Excise



b) Mozambique

Mozambique has been intimately linked with political
developments in Zimbabwe since UDI, initially in supporting sanctions
evasion during the UDI years, then in harbouring ZANU(PF) and
ZANLA during the crucial years of the independence struggle, and
finally in exerting its influence to ensure that the Patriotic Front saw the
Lancaster House process through to the end.

Opening the first Zimbabwe-Mozambique friendship week in June
1980, Mugabe said that the two countries had discovered each other on
the battlefield. The relationship was, he said, deepened in the north-
eastern offensive in 1972-73, “which we were able to launch from the
liberated areas of Mozambique.””

It was a friendship that grew out of a change of appreciation by
FRELIMO of the differences between ZANU and ZAPU. Machel
initially considered ZANU to be a breakaway from the legitimate
liberation movement. Even then, the decision in 1974 to replace
Ndabaningi Sithole as leader of ZANU was not initially well received by
the frontline states whose presidents were making strenuous efforts to
unite the Zimbabwean nationalist movements under a single banner. The
late Maurice Nyagumbo, a veteran nationalist involved at every stage of
the movement’s'development, describes a meeting in Lusaka in late

1974, soon after the decision to suspend the Rev. Sithole had been taken:

We parted company with Dr Nyerere at midnight. We then went to see
President Samora Machel but could not get him at his house. He later
arrived at our lodge at about one o’clock Friday morning. At the
beginning he was very hostile towards us. Through an interpreter, he
too expressed his disgust over the decision of the executive in prison to

suspend Rev. Sithole. He minced no words as to what he intended to do
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if we had maintained our decision: he was going to order the arrest of
our two thousand five hundred men-of-war who were at present in their
reserve bases in Mozambique. I must admit that he was the only man

who succeeded in intimidating me.8

As the military operations from Mozambican bases intensified,
the relationship warmed, By the time of independence, Mozambique was
seen as a steadfast ally, which had endured significant pain for its policy
of solidarity.

The Rhodesian government was meanwhile nurturing the
Mozambican National Resistance Movement, alternatively known as the
MNR or RENAMO. In 1976, Voz de Africa Libre began broadcasting
to Mozambique from Rhodesia Broadcasting Corporation transmitters.
In August and September of that year, the first MNR received military
training at Bindura. The radio station went off the air in February 1980
and by the middle of the year was transmitting again from the Transvaal
in South Africa.9

After independence the relationship between the Mozambican and
Zimbabwean governments remained close. When in March 1984, the
Mozambican government reached the Nkomati non-aggression accord
with South Africa, involving the removal of the ANC as an effective
force from Mozambique, there was some consternation from anti-
apartheid forces. Mugabe nevertheless defended the Mozambican
decision. While expressing understanding of ANC disenchantment with
front-line state support for the Nkomati accord, he said that the latter
were too weak to provide the ANC with the bases it needed.

Trading places

From a geographical perspective alone, Mozambique would

provide greater attractions than South Africa as a conduit for
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Zimbabwe's trade. The ports of Beira and Maputo are both nearer than
any South African alternatives and served by parallel road and rail
links. The railway line from Harare to Beira was put through in 1900
and has traditionally played a key role in moving Zimbabwe’s overseas
trade. Since the mid 1980s, therefore, Zimbabwe has invested
considerable resources in rehabilitating Mozambican routes as
alternatives to South Africa. Priority projects have been the upgrading
of port facilities and defending the transport routes themselves from
attack. In November 1982, Zimbabwe sent troops into Mozambique to
help defend the Beira corridor. They remained in that role until the
negotiation of an accord between FRELIMO and the MNR in the early
1990s .

To rehabilitate the line and the port, a tripartite project was
initiated in 1986. The Beira Corridor Group Ltd (BCG), registered in
Harare, represented the business sector in Zimbabwe, Zambia, Malawi
and Botswana. The International Beira Group, registered in Oslo, was
to represent international business interests, while Beiracor Ltda,
registered in Beira would act as a co-ordinating company. The BCG
officially began trading in April 1987. At its first AGM in September
1987, the ability of the Corridor to carry cargo was put at 30% of
Zimbabwe’s overseas trade.

Rehabilitation under the aegis of the Beira Corridor Group wés,
however, under constant threat from the MNR - ironically created by
the Rhodesian intelligence service for sabotage against the Mozambican
government and then taken over and nurtured by South Africa in 1980.

The independence and integrity of Zimbabwe has been described
by Mugabe as inseparable from that of Mozambique. Apart from

genuine solidarity and gratitude for Mozambican sacrifices to the
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Zimbabwe liberation struggle, Zimbabwe has a vital interest in seeing a

functioning infrastructure in Mozambique. As Mugabe put it in 1987:

An early decision of my government was to maximize Zimbabwe's
usage of our most convenient trade routes through Mozambique.

At the time of our independence no Zimbabwean trade passed through
the Mozambican rail and port system, but by the end of 1983 almost half
of our trade was transiting Mozambique. Today South African-
instigated sabotage has cut that figure back to less than 20
percent.....South Africa has set out to destroy systematically our
alternative communication routes to the sea and ensure our continued

dependence on their ports and railways.10

In October 1992, a truce was eventually signed between the
Mozambican government under Joachim Chissano and the MNR leader
Afonso Dhlakama. Mugabe’s personal involvement alongside that of co-
intermediary Daniel Arap Moi of Kenya (considered closer to the
MNR) was seen by both sides as an essential element in bringing the
process to that stage. By the end of 1992, the process was sufficiently
advanced for Dhlakama to pay an officially reported visit to Harare to
discuss implementation of the truce of with Mugabe.

Peace in Mozambique was clearly seen as essential for the future
prosperity both of Zimbabwe and the region as a whole. The MNR had
- wreaked havoc not only in Mozambique but in Zimbabwe’s eastern
region, which had also begun to absorb large numbers of Mozambican
refugees. Mugabe’s involvement indicated a recognition of these
imperatives rather than a change of heart towards a man who he had
previously described as a “senseless bandit and puppet of

imperialism.”11
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Trade flows

Alongside a deepening political and strategic relationship, efforts
have been made to increase the level of trade between Zimbabwe and
Mozambique. They have not been particularly successful (see table 5.3).

A series of agreements was concluded in August 1980, covering
energy, electricity, trade and payments mechanisms. Under an
arrangement between the respective central banks on 7 August 1980,
each was to open a freely convertible account in local currency with the
other.

A detailed trade agreement with Mozambique was signed on 20
August 1980. The two sides agreed to do their utmost to increase trade
especially in a list of goods mentioned in two attached schedules. Most
Favoured Nation treatment was to be granted. To avoid the possibility
of abuse of the treaty, each side could ask for a certificate of origin for
the goods concerned. A joint commission was established to monitor
progress.12

By the time of its fourth session (26-28 November 1986), the
permanent joint commission still had little positive to report. Since the
implementation of the trade agreement, there had been very little
improvement in trade figures between the two countries. Hope was
expressed that a new trade plan, signed on 19 June 1986 and operational
from 15 July 1986, would improve the situation. The commission
exhorted the two governments to encourage trade. To that end,
Zimbabwe agreed to extend a ZWD50m line of credit to
Mozambique.13
At the 5th session (7-8 December 1987), the Mozambican delegation
indicated that exporters of meat, fruit, cotton and tobacco were not
utilising the port of Beira. The Zimbabwe delegation explained that the

facilities prevailing did not meet the requirements for these products.14
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TABLE 5.3

year
1980
1981
1982

1990

source: Extrapolation from CSO data

ZWD m
n/a
11.2
17.2
153
10.5
20.6
54.4
70.3
75.6

n/a

132.8

exports to

MOZAMBIQUE

imports from

% of total year

n/

Pt
w

WB WWW—O—~N
NP oMW -

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990

ZWD m
14
18.8
9.1
0.1
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The commission also noted that a tripartite road authority
including Sweden had not materialised because the Swedish development
authority SIDA had not provided money for vehicles. The Mozambican
side said that in view of the delays it would prefer bilateral arrangement
with SIDA.

As far as bilateral trade was concerned, ZWD40m of the line of
credit had so far been disbursed. However, the Mozambicans indicated

’that they had internal difficulties due to the shortage of complementary
products necessary for utilising those goods imported under the line of
credit. The Zimbabweans complained for their part ‘that the
commodities listed under the trade plan were not all available.15 The
Mozambican members of the commission said they were having trouble
running the trade