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Preface 

Successes in conflict resolution are not very numerou·s. Namibia is one ofthe few cases 
.where quiet, steadfast and patie;n.t diplomacy produced such a sp.ccess. The author of 
the folloWing study tells the story of AJn,erican diplomacy to~ards the resolution ofthe 
Namibia conflict~ such as it becan),e visible from the documents and audible from many 

· .. conversations with personalities involved. 

The story of the resolution of the Namibia conflict not onlyt'ells us something about. 
difficulties in Southern Africa, but. about the importance ·,of patient diplomats and .. 
diplomacy, the importance of personalities. in history-in general. . 

. · . . . . . . 1.'. . .· • . . . .. 

The author gives a short narrative .of the events as well as an analysis of the American . . . . 

policy, goals and. achievements .. In addition, the most important, documents of the 
development are giyen in appendices. It is very useful to have thi~ kind of summary 
description at hand,: long before extensive. history can qe written on the basis of 

. exhaustive archival studies. 

Zurich, March 16th, 1992 Kurt R. Spillmann 
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1. Introduction 

On March 21, 1990; the wish of many ge.nerations ofNamibians came true; Africa's. 
last colony decl.ared its indepell.dence after having been first a German and then a 
South African territory for one. hundred year~.1 The end of South Africa,n rule in the 
t~rritory rewarded the N amibia:ris who f~ught arid suffered for the independence of 
their country. However, the last African colony's indepEmqence was also important 

· for the ~hoie so~ the~ African region.. Having found a solution for N: am.ibia m~de 
the chances for peaceful change in· Angola, South Africa:, arid the whole troubled . 

region ofsouthern Africa more likely. 

March 21 was·also a success for U;S.' diplomacy as the United States had played a 
leading role in the negotiations on Namibia's2 inde~endence. Washington's 
engagement in this African q11estion is remarkable,, because the U.S. traditionally 
devoted little attention to Afric~. In the first yea~s following Woi-ld War II, Europe 
and the Eaf;t-W-est cohflict were at Washington's center of attention, while Africa 
was treated as a ;,back..;burner i~m" _in the ·United States.3 Until the late 1950s, 

Washington considered:Afri~a to be in the European sphere ofinfluehce. Therefore, 
the u.s. policy toward .the African states needed to be in accordance with the policy 

toward the European colonial powers. A new situation in Africa was 'created in the 
late 1950s;' With Ghana's independEmce iD.1957 a wave of decolonization in Africa 
started, resultillg in the emergence of new and indepen:dents.tates;4 The newna,tion 

. states v.vere ·not aligned~ neither with the Eastern nor the Western bloc. Facing the 
threat of the possible expansion of the Cold. War toAfrica, the changes in the political 
landscape forced the U.S. to recons~der its policy toward Afri_ca.5 

1 

2 .· 

3 

4 
I 

5 

AppendixA: Information on Namibia's heritage. . · . 
Appendix B: Information on Namibia as· an international issue. 
In this paper only "Namibia", the name of the new!_y independent state will be used. The· . 

Germans and South Africans called Namibia "South West Africa". In 1968 the U.N. General 
Assembly adopted ''Namibia'~ as the name for the territory. Pretoria; however, called the 
territoey"South West Africa" up to independence in 1990. . · . · . . · . . 
National Democratic Institute for International Affairs CNDI)~Nation Building: The U~N. and 
Namibia, Washington D.C. 1990, p.viii. ·· ··· . · 

· In a letter, Lucius l3attle; the speCial assis~nt of Secr~tary of State Dean Acheson,· WrOte, 
"Little room was left for an emphasis on areas that have since attracted major attention. Not 
much c;tttention w_as paid ~o the MiddleEast, almost none to Africa and only symbolic"lip service 
was gwen to Latzn Amenca ... ~· · · . · ·. . · , .· 
Personal letter to Helen Kitchen, January 19~ 1988; cit.; Brown, CarlL., Ceriterstage: American 
Diplomacy since World War II, New York ~990, p.177. . · · . · . · 
Carter, Gwendolen M., O'Meara, Patrick; Southern Africa: The· Conti~uing Crisis, Lond~n 

1979, p.320. . . ' . . •·. . 

Note, Executive Secretary to theNational Security Council (NSG), Subject: U.S Policy .toward 
Africa, South of the Sahara prior to Calendar Year 1960, NSC 5719/1, August 23, 1957, p.2,3, 
National ~chives and Record Service, Washington D.C., USA (NARS). · · · 
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. . 

In the ·1960s, the U.R began to pay special attention to ·Southern Mrica. Th~· 
engagement still remained minimal, but washington paid lip service to the inde~ . 
pendence struggle of the liberation movements in the Portuguese colonies and gave 
some aid to theFrente Nacional de Libertacao deAngola(FNLA).6 It was expected 
that the white governments would continue to dictate the regional politics in the 
'1960s and 1970s, despite the insurgency efforts of different movements} South 

Africa was particularly interesting because ofits strategic minerals8
; the geographic 

location between the south Athintic and the. Indian Ocean, and the control of air 
and sea communication9 in the area.~0 Th~ spread,of communism in the region was 

. ' . . . 

seen as a potential threat to Washington's strategic and economic interests in South 
Africa a~d resulted in the increase of the U.S~ engagement in southern Africa. 

. . . :, . . 

In 197 4 a military coup in Lisl:>on against Marcello Caetano;s governmenttook place.· 

. The Portuguese iriilitary overthrew Caetano b~cause ~t was disconteJJ.ted with the 
colonial policy and weary of fighting stal~mated wars in Africa for fifteen. years.U 
Therefore the new military leadership in ·Lisbon gave the colonies their indepen~ 
dence. In Angola and Mozambique Marxist governments came to power. These 
events caused a drastic change in the tr.S. policytoward the region. Henry Kissinger, · 
who was Secretary of State at the time, began a shuttle diplomacy, aimed at 

· Namibia,. Zimbabwe12 .·and ·south Africa.13 The· goal of the new U.S. policy was to 

prevent any f~her African states from being taken over by Marxistre~mes. 

When the Carter administration came into office in 1977 the U.S. intensified its 
·engagement in the region.l)uring the first two years ofC~tier's term, the southeril. 
Africa agenda had a higher priority in U.S. foreign policy than ever before. The goals 

to be achieved were still ~e same as in the last year of the Ford achllinjstration: 
. ·Namibia and Zimbal:>wehad to be given independence and Pretoria had to give up 

6,. 

7 

8 
9 
10 
11-

12 

13 

. . . 

U.S. Congress, Senate, Ango}Ei,, Hearings before the Subcommittee ~n African Affairs ofthe 
Committee on Foreign Relations, January 29, February 3,4,6, 1976, .94th Cong., 2nd sess., 
1976, p.l6,17. . . . . 

Revised Draft, Problems of Southern Africa: Background, October 4, 1962, p.16,25,26, (no 
additional information on origin given), NARS. . · .. 

Appendix C: Information on strategic mineral debate. 
Appendix D: Information on the sea lane debate 

Note; Executive Secretary to the NSC, NSC 5719/1, August 23, l957, p:3,4, NARS. 

. Ottaway, David B.; The Washington Post, April26, 1974, "RevQlt Triggered by Book: War. 
Hero Attack use of Forces in Coloni~s". ·. · · ·... . · · . 

"Zimbabwe" was called '~Rhodesia" (Southern Rhodesia) lin til independence in i980·. Here the · 
name "Zimbabwe" will be used for the country also when referred to in the time before 1980. 
Brown, CarlL., Centerstage, p.180,181.. 
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. . 

its policy of apartheid.· A ch~nge occurred, however, in the new administration's 
appr()ach and: motivated an increase in Washington's engagement in ·the region. 
The new administration desired better relations with black African states, and it 
_championed· a foreign policy·on the basis of moral principles and human rights. 
Little attention was given tO the issue of the Cold War.spreading in the southe!fl 
Africa.region·. Instead, African nationalism was believed to be the key force in th~ 

' . . '· . 
region and not communist expansion . 

. In the last two years of the Carter administration the U.S. reducedits engagement 
. ' 

in southerp.' Africa again. Political events in other parts of the world, such as the· · 
Islamic revolution in Iran drew U.S. attention away from Africa. The ·soviet invasion 
in. Afghanistan; the Soviet-sponsored Cuban invasion in Somalia, Vietnam's ·. 

· invasion in Cambodia, and South Yemen's attack onNorth Yem,e~ seemed to heat 
up the Co.ld War anevv. In addition, the Carter team's eff.orts on· the Nalnibian 
question had reached an impasse, .becau~e of S~uth Africa's intransigenc~ on the 

· question.14 

. . . . . 
In 1981 the Reagan administration came into office. A new approach· was taken 
toward the southern Africanprobl~m ~nd the. efforts to fuid a peaceful settlement 
for Namibia were intensified again. The new policy was unusual in many respects: 
it was formulated, adopted, and implemented by ~ne person, Assistant Secr~tary 
of State Chester Crocker.1~ Crocker linked the Namibian issue. with the Cuban . 

. . . .. . 

presericein Angola, ·the:reby making the East.: west conflict an issue in the problem 
· .. solving proc·e.ss .. This· move was p~ecisely what the· Carter adnrinistration had 

carefully· avoided.· The Carter tea~ had )Vanted to keep·. Africa outside of the · 
East-West competition. In the last months of the Reagan admiilistratiort, the U.S. 
engagement was rewarded when izf December, 1988,- with the signing of the 
Brajlzaville Protocoi, an agreement was found for Namibia and the Cuban Troop, 
With&awal (CTW) from Angola. This agreement was the prerequisite for Namibia's. 
independence. 

. ' . ' . . . . . . 

In thefollowingstudyNamibia's case, whicll troubled theinternational·colllmunity 
for forty years, will be examined from the. u.s. viewpoint, The brief effort of the . . ·. . . . ' . . 

14 . ··U.S. News & World Report, January: 28, ·1.980, "Carter's U-Turn in Foreign Policy". 
15 ·. Brown," Carl L., Centerstage, .p.l86~ 
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Ford administration, the Carteradnrlnistration's work that provided the framework 

for the settlement, and finally the Reagan administration's concept of regional peace 
. ' 

that ended in Namibia's indepen.dence and the CTW will be examined. 

The study focuses on the question~ to what extent the u.s. engagement in southern 

Africa contributed toN amibia'sindependence. In ord_er to answer the question three 
· subordinated questions need to be worked on: Which policies were pursued within 

the studied timefranie of 1974 to 1988, which procedures and means were chosen 

to implement those policies, and what did the U .8 achieve~ 
. .. . . . 

. . 

The study is divided into four chapters, which are chronologically organized. Pte 
main .emphasis. is put.on three issues: First, the finding of a framework for a 
N a~bian settlement during the Carter administration. Secondly; Crocker'~ work 

. . . 
. in the 1980s, and thirdly, the final negotiations. 

·The first chapter looks at the Ford· Administratio~ with Secretary of State Heney 

Kissinger as the key ·per~on for foreign policy. The administration's policy before 
and after the Lisbon coup is discussed. 

( . 
Chapter two studies the four years-under President.Carter. Good U.S. relations 
with the Third World were a cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy in the ,Carter . . . ~- . . - . 

administration. An. active team in the State Department andatthe United States 
U.N. mission inN ew York worked hard on the problems in southern Africa. South 
·Mrica with its apartheid regime and N a:riiibia were issues that demanded attentioll 
from an administration which decla~ed human rights to be a leading the~e ·of its 
foreign policy. The·-work p~rformed on the Namibian question did not lead to.the 
colony's. independence, but the Carter admirustration set the stage for a solution. 

·Chapter thre~ exainines the eight years of the Reagan administration. The U.S. 
·.initiatives to find a settlement for Namibia are studied here. In addition the domestic. •. . . . . . . . 

debate on th~ U.S. policy toward southern Mrica· will be _discussed. In the. UJ80s the . ' . . : . . 

public started to take interest in the events iri southern Mrica, and in particular in 
· South Mnca. Especially during President Reag@'s second term Secretary Crocker's 

regional policy known as" constructive engagement" was passion.ately debated. The 

aclministration was sharply critici~ed and accused of being too friendly towa~d 
· Pretoria. The problem ofN anri.bia's independence and South Mrica's domestic policy 

. . . . 

were in~erwoven and, therefore, the efforts by the U.S. in the Namibian question 

were. often overshadowed by debates on the U.S. relationship with the Cape 
Republic .. 
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Lastly, chapter four gives an overviewoftheimplemen~tion process of the United 
Nations Resolution (~es) 435 and the elections of the Constituent Assembly i:U 
Namibia; 

. ·. . : ·. : .· . 

The research for this studyw;:ts conducted in two·phases. In the first phase B; con-
siderable amount of s~condary sources was found inlibraries in Zurich, Switzerland, 
and the University Library of Constance, Germany~ To ensure an in-depth s~udy, 

·however, a sojourn in the United States was necessary in the· second phase. · 

Material was found in the National Archives and Record·SerVice, the National. 
Security Archives, the Library ofCongress·in Washington D.C., and in presidential 

\ ,• ·• I • ' .· . . . • 

libraries in different states of the Union. The usUal historical methodology was then 
supplemented· by interviewing officials ofthe Carter and Reagan administrations 
involyed in the. Namibian neg-otiations; In addition, Africanists, as well as some 
representatives of anti~apartheid ·organizations were intervi.ewed. 

The National Archives and Record Service provided very little material16 because 
. . . . . . I . . . . . . . 

very few State Department documents have been declassi~ed for the ·period of 197 4 . 
to 1988 .. These documents will remain closed to the public for another thirty to fifty 
years, thereby lmuting research. ~xcept for some State Depart~ent leaks to the 
press, the information on U.S. government activities inN amibi~ is largely confined 
to prepared statements by the State Department a~d the.White House. ·only the 
"officiar' policy is made avaii~ble, to the public, while information on' the decision-

. . . ' . 

making proc(;'lss and the internal debates of the administration are not accessible. 

TheN ational Security Archives, a non-profit research institute and library facility . ·. . . . 

hi Washington D.C., had some cablesa:n,d memos from the three administrations. · 

In. the Library ofCongre~s.additional secondary sources, American newspapers. and 
the Congressional hearings were found. The Johnson Lib;racy provided interesting 
information for ~he historical background. The Kennedy, the. Carter and the Ford · 
Libraries had )ittle material on Namibia. The same can .be said of th~ Nixon 
Presidential.Materials Pr~ject where few worthwhile ~ocuments.were found. 

16 There were s~me useful declassified documents from the 1950s and 1960s which serve as a •. 
historical background.· · · · · · · · 
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·Conducting interviews was an important factor for the completion of this study in: 
two resp~cts. On the one hand, talking to so~e ofthe.key players in the Namibi~ 
negotiations provided first-hand information on U.s.· efforts. In Washington D.C. 

· · the op:iirions onthe U.S. policy toward southern Africa ar~ s~ill polarize4. Generally 
·speaking, there were two groups in the debate inthe.l980s. Onegroup.supported 
the approach the Carter achirinistration had ta,ken and demanded the political and 
economical isolation of South Africa. The other group primarily feared communist . 
expansion and tend~d therefore to support the 'Reagan administration's policy. The 
latter group strongly opposed measures to isolate South Africa. ·. 

Oral history is a valuable source ofinformation but it is alJ=~<f a methodical challenge. 
The information gained in the interviews neededto be analyzed carefully, while 
considering . the interviewed person's political views, his . invoiverrient in the 

- . . . 

· Namibian question, the person's present position, 3;nd the timetliat has lapsed since 

. the occurrence of the. events being ·discussed. 

The p~blished materials on ~ amibia also need mentioning. 

A number of' books have been written in recent years on the U.S. policy toward the 
African continent.17 Namibia is usually mentioned in these publications, but only 

. . 
as a minor issue, SUiilmarized on one or two pages. There are,. however,. a few books 
that include a more detailed study of the Namibian question. In ;'African Crisis . 

. Areas and U.S; Foreign Policy''18 Roberti. Rotberg focused on the· :Reagan admi
nistration's achievements in Namibia from .1981 to.l984. He concluded that the 

concept of linkage mainly served to buy time. for South Africa and m;;tde. Luanda 

and Havana look like the intransigent p~rties. According to him the U.S. sh~uld 
. . 

·have :used more sticks toward South Africa instead of only carrots. J.. William 
Zartmann reacheda similar conclusion iil1985.in his book "Ripe·for :R,esolution"19

• 

In the chapters five and six he analyzes the Namibian conflictup to 1984. He gave 
the historica~ background of the territory and discussed common patt,ernsin con- · 

flicts .. Helen Kitchen wrote an essay on U.S. policy toward Africa since World War 

. 17 

18 

19 

. ', . . .. 

An overview of U.S. interests in Africa can be found in Helen Kitchen's short and concise 
study on Africa. She writes on the policy~makingin Washington, the East-West competition 
in Africa and the U.S. economic interests in Africa. · · . .. 
Kitchen, Helen, U.S. Interests in Africa, The Washington Papers/98 VoLXI, Washington D.C. 
1983 .. · . . . .· . . . 

Bender, Gerald J., Coleman, J aniesS., Sklar, Richard L. {Eds); African Crisis Areas andU .S·. 
Foreign Policy, Berkeley 1985, p.95-109. · · ·. . ·. 
Zartmann, I. William, Ripe for Resolution, New York 1985, p.152~251. 
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' . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . 

II in the book "Centerstage';.20 She.gave a brief summary of each administration's 

involvement in Mrica since President Truman arid came to the conclusion that the . 
Ford, the Carter, and the Reagan administrations f~llowed the same basic guide-: 
lines· on. Namibia,· with different tactics, styles. and .priorities .. James Vincent 

D'A mato developed an interesting theory in his dissertation21 about the failure· of 
·constructive engage:ment .. The dissertation was ended before the settlemeritfo~'the 
territory was reac4ed, and, the~efore~·the final conclusion of the dissertation lacks 
a cornerstone. In addition two other books need mentioning: First, the book by 
.former Secretary of State Cyrus Vance: :'Hard Choices". It provides valuable 
informatio':n on the Carter administration's efforts on Namibia. 22 Secondly, an article 

· by Chester Crocker in "The Diplomatic Record 1989-1990" is ofinterest .. 23 ·Here he . 
· gave an account of his eight years of work on the Namibian question.24 ~nally, the 

·· · study by the National Democratic Institute25 (NDI) includes information on 
.Namibia's history, th~ international dispute since 1946, and the transition period 
up tO the election in November 1989. TheNDI study and the publication of the South 
Mrican Department ·of Foreign Affairs26 contain. the important doetm;1ents that 

enabled the Namibian settlement . 

. A consider.~ble amount of artiCles on southernAfricahave been published in political 
periodicals since the mid 1970s. However, there are few publications which focus. · 
on· Namibia. During·the Ford and Carter admiiiistrations the articles published 
mainlydiscuSs Angola and South Mrica, while Namibia finds.only brief mention. 

In the 1980s a. number of articles on Namibia were written because events in 
southerri Mrica, and especially inS~uth Africa, received increasing attention in the 

. United States. The policy of constructive engagement and the linkage of the Cuban 
. troop withdrawal (C'IW) with the South Mrican withdrawal from Namibia became 

2Q Brown, L. ~Carl(Ed), Centerstage: American Diplomacy since World War II, New York 199o, 
. p.171-191. . . 

21 D'Amato, James Viricerit, Constructive Engagement: The Rise and Fall ~fan American Foreign 
Policy, Dissert;ation 198~, UMI, Order Number 8828016, p.91-100,155-229. . 

22 Vance, Cyrus, Hard Choices:· Critical Years in America's Foreign Policy~ New York 1983, 
p.85-119,256-313. . ·. . . . . ' . . . . . 

23 Newsom, David D. (Ed), The Diplcnt1atic Record 1989-1990, Boulder 1991, p.9-35. 
24 Chester Crocker also made an advanced draft available to the author ofthis study. The dra:ft 

contains some additional information that does not appear in David Newsom's book. ! · 

25 Nationai Dem:ocratic Institute for International Affairs, Natiqn Building: The U.N.· and 
Namibia, Washington D.C. 1990. ·.. . · . · 
The NDI was one ofthe observer groups in Namibia during the transition to independence. 

26 Namibian Indepe~dence and Cuban Troop Withdrawal, Department of Foreign Affairs, 
Pretoria: 1989. ·· . , · . · 
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an issue i~ the U.S. ·public. debate. Central· are the articles by Chester Crocker 
written in 198027 in which he summarized the previous ·u.s. policy to'Yard southern 
Africa. and ma4e suggestions' for a future course .. These articles laid out the basic 

ideas of .the U:S. policy of the Reagan adminis~ration. Two articles· by the same 
author28 were written after Namibia's independence. They looked back at the key 

. events in the negoti~~ions and ga~e an outlook of the work that still needed to be 
·done. In the "CSIS29 Significantissues·Series", HelenKitchen and·Michael Clough 
published a thoughtful study on the policy ~f ·constructive engagement. 30 

. The;}7 

examined the debate in the U.S. and gave an outlook for the second halfofthe 1980s. 
Of further interest are· articles ·by·Robert I Rotberg and I. William. Z~rtmann31 

published in the CSIS Africa No~s series. Theydiscussed the U.S. diplomatic effort~ 
· and problems delaying the Namibian independence in the mid 1980s. The decisive 

phase of the negotiatio:ns was discussed in two articles by Gillian Guim and Robert 
· I. Rotberg~ 32 

The hearings on southern Africa and Namibia are an important source forthi~ study 

as well. They provided inform.atlon on the developments in Namibia and on the . 
( . . . . . 

actions taken by the administrations. In addition they reflect the domestic .debate 
- ' 

and the willingness of the administrations to ~rovide C~ngress and the public ~th 
information .. ·l)uring the . Ford administration, Secretary Kissinger made key 
statements on southern Africa and Angol~.33 During the Carter presidency two. 

27 Crocker, Che.ster, South Africa: .Strategy for Change, in: Foreign Affairs, Vol.59 No.2, (Winter 
1980/81), p.323~351. . . . .. . . . . . 
Crocker, Chester, African Policy in the 1980s, in: The Washington Quarterly, Vol.3 No.3, 
(Summer 1980), p.72-86. . · · .. · 

28 Crocker; Chester, Southern Africa, in: Foreign Affairs, (Fall1989), p.144-164. , 
Crocker, Chester, .Southern African· Peace-Making, in::· Survival, Vol.XXXII No.3, 
(May/June 1990), p.221-232. • . . . · 

29 CSIS is an acronym for Center for Strategic and International Studies. 
30 · Kitchen, Helen; Clough, Michael, The United States and South Africa: Realities and Red 

Herrings,in: CSIS Significant Issures Series, Vol.VINo:6, Washington D.C. 1984. ·. 
31· Rotberg, Roberti., Namibia's Independence: A Political and Diplomatic Impasse?, in: CSIS 

Africa Notes, No,13 (1.\fay 5, 1983). . ·· . · . ·. . . 
Zartmann., ·I. William, Why Africa Matters, in:. CSIS Africa Notes, N o.86 (June 30, ·1988). 

32 Gunn, Gillian, AGuide to the Intricacies of the Angola-NamibiaN egotiations, in: CSIS Africa · 
Notes, No:90 (September 8, 1988). ·. . . · ·. · 

. Rotberg, Robert I. Namibia becomes a Nation: Could it be a Model?, in: CSIS Africa Notes, 
No.llO (March 20, 1990). · ·. · ·. . . . ·· 

· 33 U.S. Congress, Senate, Angola, Hearings before the Subcom:rnittee on African ·Affairs of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, January 29, February 3,4 anc16, 1976,.94thCong., 2nd sess., 
1976, p.6-23. . . . . . . ' . . . 
U.S.Congress, Senate, U.S. Policy toward Africa, Hearings before the Subcommittee on African 
Affairs and the Subcommittee Arms Control, International Organizations and Security 
Agreements . of the . Committee on Foreign Relations, March 5,8,15,19, and 
May 12,13,21,26,27,1976; 94th Cong. 2nd sess.,1Q76, p.181-197. · 
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· i~portantstatements·onNamibia weremadebyAmbassadorDorialdMcHenry. On· 

those occasions he provided iilloi-n,lation on the progress made by the Carter team. 34 

Dw:ing th~ Reagan administration Assistant Secretary Ches~r Crocker testified 
. on. a number ·of occasions before. Congress~3~ The hearings during· the Reagan 

presidency reflect the strained relationship between Congress and the State 

Department vezy well. 36 

34 . U.S. Congress, House, The Current Situation in Namibia, He~ring before the Subcommittee 
on Africa of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, May 7,1979, 96th Cong., 1st sess., 1979, p.3-36~ 
U.S. Congress, Senate, Namibia, Hearing before the Subcommittee on African Affairs of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, June 21), 1979, 96th Cong.~ lst sess., 1979, p.2-2L 

35 U.S. Congress, House, U.S. ·Policy toward Southern Africa: Focus on Namibia and An~ola, 
and South Africa, Hearing and Markup before the Su.bcom:m,ittee on. Africa ofthe Committee 

·on Foreign A:ffairs, September 16, 1981, 97th Cong., 1st sess;, 1981, p.l0-5?. . · 
l)'.R Congress,· House, Namibia and Regional Destabilization in' Southern Africa, Hearing 
before the Subcommittee on Africa of the C.ommitte£l on Foreign Affairs, February 15, 1983, 

. 98th Cong., 1st sess., 1983, p.l0-54. · . . · . .. . . · 
U.S. Congress, House, Namibia: Internal Repression and United States Diplomacy, Hearing 
before the Subcommittee on Africa of the Committee on Foreign Aff~rs/February 21, 1985, 
99th Cong., 1st sess., 1985, p.6~35. · . . · . . · · . 
U.S. Congress, Senate,. Angola: Options for American Foreign Policy, Hearing before the. 
Committee on Foreign Relations, Fepruary 18,1986, 99th Cong, 2nd·sess., 1986, p:3-26. 

36 Crocker felt that information given to Congress might as well be pUblished in the newspapers .. 
The unwillingness to communicate the details o( the State Department's eff~rts can be 
explained with the fear of damaging the quiet diplomacy and di:flicult negotiations . 
. Interview with Chester Crocker in Washington D.C., Oc.tober 9, 1990.. . · · · · · · 

·' 
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2. The Ford Adminlstration 

' 

Namibia was always one probl~m amongse~eral in southern Africathat needed to 
be worked on, ifa peaceful, stable southern Afri~a was ever to become a reality. 
However, achieving independence for Namibi~ never was an ·~nd 1n itself for the,. 
U~ted State~. Therefore, Africa's last colony carinotbe studied as an isolated issue 
but always has to be seen in the overall U.,S. strategy toward. the region. Si~ce the 

1960s the U.S. was inadile~awith their southern Africa poli~y.I~wall.ted the 
elimination of colonial arid racial government systems· in southern Africa and 
supported the.rtatlonalist. moyements that strove for independence. But at the ·same · 
time, Washington also wanted to protect their friendship with South Africa.and the 
Portuguese. 37 

. . . . . ' . . 

In 1962, the U.S. predicted that the white rulers·in southern .Africa· could hold on 
for at least another five years. However ,.n~tionalist groups were expected to increase 

· sabotage, disobedience, and guerrilla actions in the Portuguese colonies, South 
Africa, and Namibia. The Kennedy administration concluded that ari early decol
onizatio:ri and black majorlty rule for the countries would prevent an escalation of 

. !. . . ·. . 

the coirllicts. The fip.dirig of peaceful solutions would . also reduce the· ganger of 
communist penetration .of the continent.38 

Since the bureau of African Affairs in the. State Department was established in 
. 1958, the heads of the bureau have had a hard time keeping Africanissue~ on th.e 

· .· U B. foreign policy agenda. Int~restin the problems of Africa traditionally was only 
shown wh.en an element ~fthe East-West conflict was included. This holds also true 
'in the case of southern Africa~ U ~s.- policy-makers started ;to' show interest in ~the 
region when theyfeared1 growing commuirlst influence~ Much has been written and . . . . 

said on the Soviet Union trying to win influence in the region. For a long time the 
Sou,th Africans claimed that Moscow planned a ntotal onslaught,; on their country. 

' . . . . . 

This theory, however, found little· support outside ofSouth Africa. TP.e Soviet Union . · 
. . , I 

was knowil to grab opportunities in the region, to establish contacts with different 

· 37 . . Revised Draft, Ocfubet 1, 1962, Problems of Southem Mrica: Background, p;_18, NARS. : . 
. . ~ARS~andum: Bill Brubeckto Mr. Bundy, Subje~t: Southern Mrica, October 29, 1963, p.1, 

Washington was interested in keeping good relations with South Mrica. Depending onthe 
adm:inistration, the U.S. policy has oscillated. But the general trend in the past twenty years 
has been away from South Mrica; . . · . · 

· 9rocker, Chester, South Mrica: Strategy for Change, p.326. 
38 Revised Draft, .OctOber 4, 1962, p.6,8,13, NARS. 

. I 
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movements, but in general southern Africa's importance to the Soviet Union, 
especially. strategically speaking, was reg~rded as. quite small. In addition, the 

. means of Moscow to influence the region have always been limited. Arms and 
)nilitary training were all the Kremlin could offer to Africans. Economic help, 
edutation, and agricultural development projects - things these countries 'needed 

desperately - only the West was able to offer. It i~ a generally held opinion that 
African ·states take help where they can get it, independently ofthe donor's ideology. · 

Nevertheless, the U.S~ policy toward southern Africa has been dictated by the fear 
of the Soviet Union dominating the area.39 

After 1974 the U.S. policy toward southern Africa of the late 1960s and early 1970s 
could no longer be pursued·. 'J:he deveiopments in southern Africa in the mid 1970s 
forced the Ford administration to reconsider the traditionally passive U.S. policy 

toward the region. The Nixon and the Ford administrations had a globalist40 view 
ofthe world.41 Colllmunist expansion was the top fore~gilpQlicy cpncern:·Therefore, 

southern Africa never had been their top priority. No serious comm~st threat was 
felt ,in the regiori as long as the white governments a.nd the Portuguese were in 
power. In a.ddition, the Vietnam War was Washington's main conce~ at the time, 
and no major. changes were anticipated· in' southern Africa. The. foreign policy

makers were wrong on this point. Drastic changes were to occur afterApril25, 1974, 
' . . . . .· 

when t4e military in Lisbon overthrew.the government ofMarcello Gaetano. The 
drastic changes in 1975 in the Portuguese coionies and especially in Angola had a. 
great impact on the region and the future U;S. policy. The new·situation in the 

. . 

region also affected Namibia and its efforts to become an independent state. Because 

39 Kitchen, Helen, U.S. Interests in Africa, p.14-17,30-32. 
40 · . During the cold war two approaches could be found in the U.S. foreign policy toward Third 

World conflicts: the globalist and the regional approach. Globalists looked at Third World 
problem spots in the context of the overall East-West relationship. If communists, mainly 

· Soviets, were pursUing an unpopular po~icy, globalists suggested to either supp.ort the com
peting side or react asymmetrically. This could be done by blocking U;S. cooperation with. 
Moscow where it hurt most for the Soviet Union. The regionalists or area speciali~ts considered · 
local circumstances such as ethnic, racial and national issues. They did not support U.S. 
involvement in local conflicts for the sol~ reason that the Soviets were in it. Only when major 
U.S. ~nterests were at stake they considered U.S. involvement. The Vietnam War is the prime 
e;xample of U,S. involvement in a local conflict with the only objective. to stop communist 
spread. The price paid in Vietnam was much too high for an area which is not of vital interest 
to the United States.1'he globalist view had a strongfollo.wing in the Ford administration as· 
th·e Angola 'conflict showed. . . . . · . · · . · 
Bender, Gerald J., Angola, the Cubans arid American AnXieties, in: Foreign ·Policy, No.31 
(Summer 1978), p.4,5. . . · · . · ·· . 

41 Bender, Gerald J., Angola, the Cubans and AmericanAnxi~ties, p.3,4~5. 
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. ,· 

Angola was going to play, an important role in the future se~tleme~t of N a~bia. a 
stimmary of the events in Angola in the·mid 1970s will be given at the beginning· 

ofthis chapter . 

. Th~ Portuguese military was unhappy with Caetano's colonial policy and weary of 

fightingstalematedwars in Africa forfifteenyear_s.42 Inl961 war erupted in Angola 

after the "Frente Naciortal de Libertacao de Angola" (FNLA) artd the ''Movime:p.to 
Popular de Libertacaod~Angola·ii (MPLA) had launched-individual struggles against. 

the Portuguese colocl~il rule. In_1965 Jonas Savimbi split With the FNLA and started 
his bwnliberation m~vement known as "UniaoN a clonal para a Independencia Total · 
de Angola" (UNITA).43 The .guerilla war lasted until 1974 when the situation in 
Angola changed through the coup in Lisbon. In the Alvor Accord44 a transitional 

. . . . . : I ' . 

government was created to secure a smooth change to independent rule~ The collapse 
. . 

ofthisgovernm_ent in 1975, however, triggered a civil war among the three liberation 
movements.45 The MPLA was being supported by the SovietUnion while the FNLA 
and later UNIT A received covert aid from the United States, South Africa and Zaire. . . , . . ,· . 

The war escalated until 1976 and then culminated in the intervention of Cuban 
troops on the MPLA's side which led to : Zairian forces aiding FN'L4 ~d South 
African support for lrNJ:TA. With C~ban help the,MPLA becarn:e Angola's govern-

. ment, recognized by ~ost' states, but not by the United States .46
_ . 

42 . Ottaway, David B:, The Washington Post;.April26, 1974, "Revolt Triggered by Book: War 
Hero Attacked Use-ofForces in Colonies". · · . · · 

43 The. Kennedy administration supported self~determination in the Porlugt.iese ·colonies and . 
gave FNLA financial aid, The succeeding administration ofPJ:esident Johnson; Withdrew the 
U.S. support for the FNLA. President Nixon in tum backed the Portuguese and tried to avoid . 
any involvement in southern Mrica. Under President Ford covert aid was given to the FNLA 
.again but not to UNIT A . . . . . . . . · 
Martin, David, The Observer, August 24, 1975, "The Fight .for Angola" · ... · · . 
Marcum, John A,Lessons of Angola, in: Foreign Affairs, Vol54 No.3, (April1976),p. 414,415. 
U;S. Congress, Senate. Angola, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Mrican Affairs of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, 94th· Corig., 2nd sess., January 29, February 3,4,6, 1976, p.16. ·. . . . . 

· 44 In January, 1975, the Alvor Accord was worked out. African states managed to bring the . 
. three rival groups together. with the Portuguese. It was agreed to establish a transitional 
'coa1itiongovemment t.o prepare a peaceful transition of power; During the planried transition 
to independence on November 11, 1975, the three movements were· to integrate their military 
forces, a constitution was to be written and elections were to be held. However, by July, 1975, 
the transitional government had collapsed. . · . .· . 
Marcum, John A Lessons ofAngola, p.414,415. 

45 U.S. Congre~s, SEmate, Angola, 1976, p.9. . .. 
46 McFaul, Michael, Rethinking the "Reagan Doctrine" in Angola, in: International Security, 

Vol.14_No.3 (Winter 1989/90), p.100~101. · . . · . . . . 
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. The events. in Angola and the U.S. covert aid to the FNLA provoked fears in 
Washington that the U.S. could be dragged into another conflict similar to Vietnam. · .. 
As a result, in December 1975, Congress voted for the Clark Amendment,47 thereby . . . 

stopping the military assistance program and ending the U.S. military involvement . 

. · against the MPLA. The unre~tinAngola kept on aft~r 1976. ~eFNLA was dissolved . 
but UNIT A fought on against the new government in Luanda. UNIT A found support 
in Pretoria because South Mrica had its owri reasons to oppose the Angolan gov~ 

. . . ' . . 

emment: Luanda let SW APO and the ANC have bases in Angola from where they 
coll.id strike .out against South Afiica and Namibia. In addition, Pretoria was 
urihappyto have a communist government and c·uban troopsjustnorth ofN amil~ia. 48 

. . . 

2.1. Policy Evaluation: National Security Study Memorandum 
. . . . ~- . 

39 (NSSM 39) 

. · The U.S. policy for sou them Africa of the Nixon and part of the Ford administrations 

was laid outin the NSSM 39 of 1969 which was leaked to the Press in Oct~ her 197 4. 
Joumalists, diplomats, Congressmen·and academics came to the conclusion that 
the U.S. policy toward the region was based onNSSM 39 up to 1974. It w~s widely 
believed thatfrom the five options offered in NSSM 39, option 249 had been decided 
on bythepolicy-makers.50 Government officials~ however, declared that none ofthe 

47 In Kissinger's and others' views the Clark Amendment deprived the president offl~xibility 
in f~r.eign policy and r~duce~ the Executive's auth<?r~tr. Senator McGovern .felt, as did m~y 
of his colleges on Capitol Hill, that too much fleXIbility left to the Executive resulted With 
disastrous consequences as Indochina taught. . . · . _ 
U.S. Congress, Senate, Angola, Hearings before the Subcommittee· on Mrican Affairs, U.S. . 
Senate, 94th Cong., 2nd sess., January 29, February 3,4,6,1976, p.33,34. · . . . 

48 McFaul, Michael, Rethinking the "Reagan Doctrine", p.100.101. · 
. · 49. The.policyform~lated in option 2 wa.s ~alled."ta:r:baby" by White House and State Department 

officials. The pohcy of the Ford.admimstrabon IS often referred to by that name. 
Lewis Jr., John W., The Washington Mro~American, October 15, 1974, "U.S. 'tar bah' policy 
on Africa no~ ext>osed". · · 

Appendix E: Option 2 in NSSM 39 
· 50 Anderson, Jack, The Washington Post; October 11, 1974, ;,Henry Kissinger's First Big Tilt". 

El-Khawas, Mohamed, Cohen, Barry (Eds), The Kissinger Study of Southern Mrica, National 
Security Memorandum 39, Westport 1976, p.19. · 
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five options offered in NSSM 39 were ever chosen as policy toward southern Africa. 
They claimed that few decisions had been based on NSSM 39. Andthefew that were 
taken werein agreement with the f~rmerpolicy ofthe Nixon administration:51 

The policy as stated in NSSM .39 was Written under National Secl.lrity Advi~er 
Kiss:lnger's52 guidance arid laid out the policy toward all countries in the region. rr· 

.. option 2 was the a~nistration' s choice, the bottomline of the u.s. polfcy was based 
ori the assumption that the whltes i~ southerrt Africa were there to stay. 53 Because 
.no further. documents are declassified it cannot be determined ifth~ government. 
chose an option or not and to whate~tent NSSM 39 influencedU~R policy-making. 
·But the U.S. government did believe the w:hite_ regimes would ~ost likely stay in· 
power in .the near future. The following two passages express this view, 

"The white . governments are tough, determined and increasingly se{f confi
. dent ... There is no likelihood-in tfT,eforeseeable [utute that liberation movements could 
overthrow Or seriously threate'n the existing white government. Rebel activity may 
expand and contract from tiTf!-e to time, but there will be no definitive victory or defeat 
[rpm the guerilla activities. "54 

. 

A military victory of the guerilla groups seemed unlikely. The white governments 
. were' technically advanced and possessed an efficient security apparatus in ,the· 
• region.5

.1? The liberation movements were mainly supplied With arm~, training, and 
funds from the Soviet Union and China, even though south~m Africa was not a 
priority on. the political agenda of either of the two courltries.56 

. . . - ·' 

51 . U.S; Congress, Senate, U.S. Policy toward Southern Africa, Hearings before the Subcommittee · 
on African ·Affairs of the· Committee on Foreign Relations, June 11;13,16, July 

· 9,10,14,23,24,28,29, 1975, 94thCong., 1stsess.,' 1975, p.347. . 
52 . The NSSM 39 .was written under Kissinger's guidance and the National Security Council 

Interdepartiilental Group of Africa; This gx-oup consisted of representatives of the Central .· · 
Intelligence Agency (CIA), as well as of the Department of State and Defense. 
El-Khawas, Mohamed A, Cohen, Barry, p.21,22. . .. · · · · · 

HEmry Kissinger was· President N1Xon's· N~tional Security Adviser. and president Forq's 
Secretary of State~ Both presidents relied almost entirely on him iri their foreign policy . 

. 53 ··option 2 starts with the following words: . · . ·· · · · · . . · .. · 
"The whites are hereto stay and the only way that. constructive change can come about is through 
them. There is no hope for the blacks to gain the political rights they seek through viOlence, 
which will pnly lead to chaos and increased opportunities for the communists." · · 
El-Khawas, Mohamed A, Cohen, Barry, p,105,117. . · . . 

54 El-Khawas, Mohamed A,~ Cohen, Barry, p. 117,136. 
55. El-Khawas,).\foham~d A,,Cohen, Barry, p.ll1 .. 

· 56 El-Khawas, Mohamed A~ Cohen, Barry, .p.82,l36. 
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The U.S. interests inthe region as stated in NSSM 39.were believed to be important ' 
but not vital. The geographical importance was. due to the overllight and landing 
facilities formilitaryaircrafts inSouth.African and the Portuguese territories. There 
were logistic and well equipped ship repair facilities in South Africa. The U.S. also. 
had a missile tracking station in South Africa. Of further importance was the NASA 
spacetracking facility in the Cape Republic. In· addition,. the U.S~· had investments 

in the region (maiply in South Africa) and trade was yielding a highly favorable 
halanceofpayments advantage.57 In order to safegriard its interests the following 

objectives for the regions were formulated by the United States, 

1) The protection of economic, s.cientific and strategic interests. 
. . . 

2) Better U.S. relations with black African states .. 
. . . ~ . 

3) .Mini:riiizing the spread 9fChinese and Soviet influence. 

4) Improving the. situation in the white-led countries by moderating :the rigid· 
-goveinment systems:58 

President Nixon stated on different occasions that his administration was opposed . · 
to the racial policiesin southern Africa. However, he emphasized that he did not 

· support violent change to majority rule; 59 It was expected that cha~ges would occur 

in the region but that it would be done by the white regimes at a given time.60 

Therefore, Washington chose ~· ;middle way in southern Africa betwe~n shoWing . 

sympathy with the goa.ls of the black Africans and keeping up the friendship with 
the white regimes.61 

Within the. U.S. government there were disagr~ements on the future developments 
in the southern African nations. One group predicted that there would be " .. ~a) black . . 

· guerilla and terrorjst activity on a growing scale within these countries until change 
occur[red), ·and b) because of their S,upport of the· blacks, the Soviets·. and· Chinese 

57 El-Khawas, M~hamed A, Cohen, Barry, p. 81. 
. 58 El-Khawas, Mohamed A, Cohen, Barry, p.82. . 
59 Brown, Carl.L. (Ed), C~nterstage, New York 1990, p·:l81 .. 
60 Anderson, Jack, The Washington Post, October 11, 197 4; "Henry Kissinger's First Big "Tilt". 
61 Chester Crocker called the Nixon-Ford pqlicy toward Southern Mrica, ~J. two track policy: 

Publicly the administrations condemned racial· discrimination and privately they had good 
working relations with the Portuguese, Zimbabwe and·South African goverllments.· 
Crocker,-Chester, South Africa: Strategy for Change~ p.:t45. · 
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[would] become major beneficiaries of the conflict. "62 The other group believed that 
a peaceful evolution would" take place becaus~ " .... a) black violence only produce[d] 

. iT?-ternal reaction, and b) military realities rule[ d) out a black victory at any stage. "63 

In the early 1970s it was generally believed in Washington that no major changes 
would occur in southern Africa in the near future. Nevertheless, the Portugu:ese 

. . . . . . . ., . . . 

rule in southern Africa ended after a coup in Lisbon in 197 4. This development took 
_ the U.S. by surprise and p~ovedthe theory wrongt~at the white regimes could hold· 

on indefinitely. The end of the Po;rtug1.lese colonialism was n()t due·to a liberation 
group's nrllitary victory, though. The military take-over in Lisbon was ,a dome.stic 

· Portuguese ~air, whichresulted in Arigola's and Mozambiqti;e'silldependence. But 
there was a link to the :wars in the colonies. One of the reasons for the toppling of 

. . l . . . . . 

the government was the Portuguese rtnlitary:'s war weariness in the colonies. 

In NSSM 39 Namibia's. case also finds mention .. No ~olution for the probiem w~s in 

sight at the time because South Africa was not willing to give up its occupation. In 
·- . . . ·. . · .. 

addition, it was believed that the South African military and police forces would be 
· able to easily Cru.sh any infiltratior{or dissident activities in the terri tory. 64 Tlie .U.S. 
regarded: the South African occupation of Namibia as illegal and showed concern 
about South African repressive policies and di~crlmination. But the U ;S. was not ·. 
willing to take the initiative and actively work onN amibianindependence .. In NSSM 

. 39 the use of force Or imposing mandatory econOmiC sanctions W~S rejected as means 
to pressure South Africa into leaving Namibia. 65 In NSSM 39 no concrete proposal 

I ' . • . 

was made in regard to South Africa'~ continued occupation: Therefore;the U.S. went· ·· · 
~ong with the-steps hlen by the international community: Washington supported 

62 . El-Khawas, Mohamed A., Cohen, Barry, p.90. · 
63 El-Khawas, Mohamed A, Cohen, Ba_rry, p.90. 

. .\ .· . 

lil previous administrations the situation in the region had been studied as well. In 1967, in 
a NSC meeting the statement was made that. the Portuguese coqld not hang on forever. to 
their Mrican colonies.· t]nrest in the Portuguese colonies in Africa was also prea~cted as early : 

· a~; December 1959 and continually in the 19'60s. At all. times the situation in the region was 
believed to be fertile·. for communist penetration. In spite of the problems :in the rEigion, no 
measures were taken by the U.S. to tryto achieve a peaceful settlement before 1974. The most 
lilt«:ly explanation for Washington'!;! passivity lies in the region's marginal.importance to the 
Umted States. .. · .. . . · . · . . · . . · · · · 
National Security Meeting 572, Notes of the President's meeting with the NSC staff, Subject: 
Mrica, July 13,1967, p.2, NARS. . ·. . . . ·. · ·. · · 
Draft, Prepared by NSC planning board sent to NSC, Subject: U.S. Policy tQward South, . 
Central, and East Africa, NSC 5920, December 31, 1959, p.1,2, NARS. ' . .. 
·Revised Draft: Problems in southern Mrica, Background, October 4, 1962, NARS. 

64 El..:Khawas, Mohamed A, Cohen,Barry;p.123,"124 .. 
65 El-Khawas, Mohamed A, Cohen, Barry,. p.94,95. · 
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· the U.N. resolutions on ending South Africa's mandate and the Internatio~al Court 
of Justice ruling of 1971.66 The U.S. also ~ncouraged South Africa to consult with 
the U.N. Security Council in.1974 on achieving fast self-determination in Namibia. 
Washington was 'disappointed that hardly anyp:rogress was mad~.67 Namibia's 
independence was an important objective but the U.S. was not willing to pay a high. 
price for it.68 This l.ukewarm interest can be explained by ·Namibia's minor 
importance to the United States. Good relations with South Africa were of far greater 

interest to the Ford administration and to the world. 

2.2.' Policy Change: The Lusaka Speech 

The end of the Portuguese rule· brought. Marxist governments to Angola and· 
Mozambique. After independence in Angola a civil war erupted and Cuban troops 
were sent to· Angola to help the MPLAto stay in power. Thereby,'the region became· 
an element in the Cold War.69 

. . 

. The drastic c4ange in 1974175 in southern Afric~ made the area into another issue 
in the East-West conflict, forcing the U.S. to reevaluate their policy .. Iristead of· 
friendly white regimes, Washington was faced with black ,African rebel groups in 

66 · Since May, 1970, private U.S. involvements in Namibia were officially discouraged and 
Export-Import Banking credit guarantees were no longer made available. for trade .with 
Namibia. Washington a?visedU.S. firm.s with invesbne_nts in Namibia to have employment 
rules conform to the Universal Declaration of Human ~ghts. . . 

. · U.S. Congress, Senate, U.S. Policy toward Southern Africa, Hearings before the Subcommittee 
on African Affairs of the Committee on ]foreign Relations, June. 11,13,16, and July 
9,10,14,23,24,28,29., 1975, 94th Cong., 1st sess., 1975, p.33~,336. · 

67 U.S. Congl-ess; House, Resources in Namibia: Iniplications for U.S. Policy, Hearings before 
~he Subcommittee before the Subcommittee on International Resources, Food, and Energy of 
the Committee on International Relations~ June 10,1975, May 13,1976, 94th Cong., .1976.,. · 
p.5-7. 

68 U.S. Congress, Hol.lse, Review of State Department Trip through Southern and Central Africa, 
Hearing·before the Subcommittee on Africa of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, December 
12, 1975,. 93rd Cong., 2nd sess., 1975, p.44. 

69 . In a statement in Congress, Kissinger made clear that the U.S. intervention in Angola was 
to demonstrate to the Soviet Union and Cuba that they could not expect to intervene in 
countries without provoking a U.S. response. Kissinger rejected the opiriiori that Wa~hingtori 
should not have got involved in Angola because mitionalism ·was the drivirig force and not an 
ideology, and therefore, the.Africans would get rid of communist influences on their own. He 
did not agree that nationalism would take care of communism as.he made clear in a Con
gressional he~riri~. · ".Wi.e qre tqld that ioe .need ~t concer_n our_selves. because i!£ the final an:zlysis 

· and at some uuietimte t£me m the future, Afncan natwnallsm w£ll assert £tself and drwe out 
for:eign influence.Ipven if this were true it still ignores the fact that governments under pressure 
.w£ll be forced .to ll£ld whenever a threat de'fJelops. Those who are threatened cannot afford to 
wait for history.' .. · ·· . · · 
U.S. C.ongress, Senate, Angola, January 29, February ~.4,6, 1976, p,12. 
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. . . . 
. . . . .. . . . . . . . ·' . . - . 

. -Angola and in, Mozambique who were largely supported by the Soviet Union and 
-_ China. In the famous Lusaka. speech, HEmry Kissinger formwated the new U.S. 

I . . .. . ' . -

. policy toward the r~gion. The speech-was made by -the· Secretary on a trip to six 
black African nations in April, 1976. Three points were at the center of tJ:le U.S. 
policy. First, the_ U.S. was hoping toincrea,se its influence in southern Africa after _ 
it had lost ground to China and the ·soviet Union wherithe Portuguese colonies· 

- .. . .. . . 
- became independent. The main goals of the U.S. :was to prevenfany additional 
-nations in the region fr~m falling under communist influence.70Seco~dly, Kissinger --
wanted to win the confidence of the moderate black Mncan states and promised 
them more financial aid. Fin;;Uly,-the Secretary-declared that his country desired 
to. see majority rule _in Zhnb~b~e and N ainibia.71 

In the Lusaka speech, Hemr ~ssinger intimated that Africa had been neglected 
by the United States; He declared- that Washington recognized ~he necessity of a 
policy c~ange: H~ described the pmyose of his journey to Africa as to "usher i~ a 
new,era in A,mericanpolicy". -

In his speech72 _the Secretary of State declared that- "We [The U.S.] support 
I ' 

self-determination, majority rule, equal rights and human dignity for all the peoples 
. of southern· Africa - in the name of nioral ;rinciple, international law and l.Oorld 

peace." He compared :the American De'claration of Ill.dependence and the -Lusaka 
·manifesto of1969 w:hich both stress the eqU:ality of me~ and eqwil rights. In terms 

. . . - . I - - . . 

of direct help the _U.S. was willing to triple the support for development programs 
in southern.and central Afric~. Mainly training ofnianpower, rural development, 
advanced tech:~10logy :i:tnd· modern transportation were needed in southern Mrica. 
Concluding -his speech he approa?hed the subject of sttperpower iivalry -in Africa. -
He encouragedMrican nations to stand firm on their independe11ce and not to let 
them be split irito ''competing blocs''. He declared that the U.S. was opposed to bloc 
policy,· but left· no doubt: that his government would take measures ·against the 
communist bloc, should it pursue an aggressive pc>licy in Africa. In his speech', 
Kissinger also talk~d ~bout the three closely linked problems 'in southern Mrica,_ 
that is~ Zhnbabwe, SouthMrica, and Namibia. And he-made the following sug
gestions for actio11s to be iake:n on these issu~s.- --

70 · Bender Gerald j;, Angola, the Cubans and American Anxieties, p.3,4,5. 
71 Business Week, May 10, 19'76, "International Outlook", p.61. · 
_ 72 The following section (p;19,20) is based on th~Lusaka speech, given on-April27, 1976; printed_

in The New York Times, April28, 1976, "Text ofKissinger's Address in Zambia on U.S: Policy 
toward Southern Africa". . · . · . · . - · . -
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' ' 

For Zimbabwe he 'presented a ten point plan which emphasized Washington's 

opposition to the white minority regime of Ian Smith. Kissinger also re~onfirmed 
the United States' commitment to the U.N. Security Courtcil decision of 1966 and 

' . 
1968.imposing mandatory sanctions on Zunbabwe. · 

His statements on the situation:in South Africa were surJ>risingly critical. He called 
the situation· unique because racial discrimination was. part of the law and · 

institutionalized in the Cape Republic. He urged Pretoria to change the unjust' policy 
. ·. . . . ' -

as long asthere still wastime. As he put it, time for peaceful.change and ''recon.:. 

ciliation of SozithAfrica's people" was limited.' 

In his speech he also mentioned Namibia: He made clear that Washington regarded 
the South African occupation,ofNamibia asillegal and stressed five·points. 

1) ', South Africa was to let all N amibhins express their views freely on the political 

'futureandconstitutionalstructure under u.~. supervision and control. 

. 2) South Africa was also called upon to announce a definite timetable for 
self-:-determination which would be acceptable to the world community . 

. 3) The U.S. announced its, readiness .to work with the international ~ommunity 
and African leaders on the Namibian issue as well as to give economic and . 
technical assistance to the country .. 

4) Kissinger reminded his audience that the U.S. adopted Res 385 on January ' 
' ' ' 

30,1976,and that the U.S. gave financial s~pport to education and training. 
programs through the United Nations. 

5) Finally, he.stated t~at Washington main:tained contact with all nationalist 

· , movements including the South West African,' People's Organization 
(SWAPO) and did not favor any particular group. 

. ~e rhetoric of Kissinger's speech in Zambia sounded promising. The prospect of a 
policy change was welcomed by allies and· black African states after the U.S. 
passivity in previous years on the Namibian issue and its deb~ted.roi~ in Angola. , 

' Especially, African l~aders; however, were skeptical toward Kissinger's new initi-:

ative and doubtedtha~ the U.S. had the leverage f<? force SouthAfrica's cooperation 

o~ the Namibian question. Generally, it wasbelieved that the new UB. effort was . 
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only being. taken outofself.:.interest rather than out of a sincere commitment' to 
majority rule. It was argued that the primary goal of Washington ~as to contain 

. . ' . . . . . . 

Soviet influence. 73 

2.3. Achievements of the Ford. Administration 

1n the months following the L~saka spee·ch, Kissing~r lived up ·to hiswords and 
• ~ I . . , •. , 

devoted more of his attention to southern Africa. He ·once ·again too~·UP shuttle 
diplom~cy for which he had become known in the Middle East conflict. 74 

For Namibia Kissinger worked out a seven point proposal which he discussed with 
P~etoria. Tlie plan was to hold a co:D.ference in.Geneva ·whe~e: 

·. 1) A constitution woUld be worked out . 

. · 2) The U.N. would be an ol)server. 

3) South Africa would diseuss reHitionships with Namibia after independence. 

4) Arrangements for elections would be negotiated . 

. ·5) Any issue could be raised at the conference. 

6) South Africa woUld accept a constitution negotiated by various inteinal and 
external N amibian.parties. 

73 Darnton,John, The New York Times, September17, 1976, "Challenge to th~ Shuttle". 
74 The~e .were three closely con~ectedissues that h;e ~or ked on in southern Mrica: Zi~babwe, 

Narmbia and South Mrica. Zimbabwe and Namibia were largely regarded as colomal·type 
problems. In. the case of Zimbabwe it was the British who took the lead role in trying to find 
a solution. South Africa was to be· treated differently because of th.e long settlement histo:ry 
ofthewhites~ In addition all parties acknowledged that Pretoria had to be approached carefully 

·because South Africa could play a crucial role in findj~gpeaceful solutions in Namibia and 
Zimbabwe. Iri Namibia, South Africa was directlyinvolved through their occupation of the 
territory. The decolonization ofNamibiawas unusual because the colonial ruler was a. neighbor· 
. and not half a world away. Therefore,. the consequences of Namibia's independence and its 

· impact oil the region was of considerable concern to South Africa. In Zimbabwe's case~ Pretoria 
had the means to pressure Ian Smith's white government into making concessions by cutting 
off economic and military support. . . · · . · . 
Zartmann~ I. William, Ripe for Resolution, Conflict and Intervention in Mrica, New York 1985, 
p.153. 
Bloom, Bridget, The Financial Times, September 2, 1976, "Southern Africa - a formidable task 
for .the flying diplomat" · · . · . . · . · · · · .. . . . . 
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7) The goalwE!s tO make Namibia independ~nt by December 31, 1978.75 

. . ' 

Pretoria gave the U.S. a· private commitment to the seven points and released a 

number of political prisoners as a sign ofgood faith, but SW APO rejected the seven 

point plan. 

Kissinger's work on Nanlibia was made. more difficult because South Af~ca was 

folloWing two tracks on the· question. Parallel to Washington's efforts, South Africa 
was organizing the . ;;Turnhalle conference"76

; The goal of this conference was. to 

establisha black and white coalition in.Namibia opposed to Sam Nujoma's SWAPO. 

· A number of blacks participated in the "Democratic Turnhalle Alliance" (DTA) out 

oftribalfear of the Ovambo who dominated SWAPO. Nujoma's orgamzation could 

not participate in the DTA because it is a political party. The DTA was made up 

exclusively of ethnic groups. Pretoria hoped it could strengthen the DTA so much 

that it could beatSWAPO in free and fair elections.7~ 

As mention.ed before, Kissinger worked in parallel on bringing peaceful change to. 
. . . ' 

Zimbabwe, Namibia and. South Africa. since he viewed the issues as· closely linked. 

Namibia was considered to be the most promising·c~se since .the South African 

Prime Minister Vorster had shown some signs offlexibility onthe subject.78 In 

Namibia's. case the implementation of U.N~ Res 385 of January .. 30, 1976, was 

pursued. 79 The Ford administration had welcomed the initiative ·taken by the DTA ·. 

as a step. in the right direction ·but. regretted SWAPO's exclusion. Washington 

believed that without SW APO ·no la~ting settlement could be. worked out for 

Namibia. Therefore, the main goal of the shuttle mission was to bring SW APO and 

South African leaders together around one table. · All along Kissinger had bee~ · 
. vague on concrete steps to resolve the N amibiart question. He only went as far as 

Saying in May, 1976, thatt4e u.s. would start serious discussions with South Africa 

on Naribia. He eniphasized that the finding ofsqlutions for· the problems of the 

·region was as much in the interest of South Africa. as· of any other country· in the .. 

75 .. Vance, Cyrus,_ Hard Choices, New York 1983, p,273. 
· 76 The Turnhalle conference was named after its meeting place in the local gym. ''Turnhalle" is 

a German word and meansgyrn. . . . · . · . · · . 

77 . This ruling to exclude political parties enabled the South Mricans to keep SW APO out pf the 
talks. · · ·. ·· ·. · 
Vance, Cyrus) Hard Choices, p.273. · · · 

' . 

78 Brandon, Henry, The Sunday Times, September 12, 1976, "Why Kissinger feels shuttling. 
round Africa is worth a try". · . · · . · . 

79 Appendix F: U.N .. :Res 385 
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r~gion.80 In the end Kissinger did not. get a chance to impleinent the seven point 
·plan. He only started his shuttle diplomacyinthelastmonths of the Ford presidency, 
~d th~refore, time ra;n"out.81 . . . . 

In terms ofactual progres~ on Namibia the Ford administration has little to show 
for: First, Kissinger had very little time for hi_s shuttle diplomacy because P_resident 
Ford was not re-elected. Secondly, he had only paid serious attention:.to Namibia 
and the linked problems for a little over a year. Ho~ever, he managed to make the 
issue of southern Africa a higherpri~rity in U.S. foreign policy. But he did not 

· manage to implement his seven point plan or achieve· Namibia's'iridependence.82 

: Al~o after the Lusaka speech the feeling remained that the Ford administratio~ did . 
not really care about the region and a peaceful settlelllent for the different conflicts .. 
The motivation for the sudden U.S. interest was clearly the-co~unist irifluence 
in ,the region. The .striving for inclependerice of African, movements and racial . 
problems were seco:ndary issuesfor the_Ford adnii:qistration.83 

· 

80 Bloom, Bridget, The Finarici~l Times, S.eptember 2, 1976, "Southern Mrica - a formidable 
task for the flying diploma:t". . · · · 
U.S. Congress, Sen.ate, U:S. ·Policy toward Africa, 1976,p. 212. . 

81 Wright, Robin, The Washington Post, September 17, _1976, "Brealttbtough seen in Namibia". 
82 Bloom, Bridget, The Financial Times. September 2, 1976, "Southern Mrica - a formidable ·. 

task for the flyipg diplomat".· . · · · . · · . . . . . . · 

83 Bender, Gerald J., Angola, the Cubans and American Anxieties~ p.3;4,5: · 
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a.· 'rhe Carter Ad.Drlirlstratiori 

The approach to foreign policy changed drastically wh~n President Carter came into 
office in 1977. In the first two years the new a«;iministration pursued a very different 
policy toward the Third World. Instead of viewing the whole world through the 
prism of th~ East-West confiict. Carte~ thought primarily in regional terms and 

wanted .to separate Third World problems from superpower relations. 84 It was .• 
·argued that conflicts in Africa, Asia and Latin America were largely. iocal affairs 

and were. of little importance to big power competitioll~ Promoting h~an rights, 
moral principles and .peaceful inst~ad ofmilitacy solutions in developing countries 
were the main goals of the Carter administration. Therefore, a big effort was made . 
to·. insulate bilateral talks between Moscow anci ·Washington, . such as the new 

strategic-arms-limitation treaty (SALT II), from other vvorld events.85 

In the second half of the Carter presidency, outside events forcedthe administration 
to reconsider its initial approach to foreigri. policy. The political events with the 
greatest impact on the U.S .. policy were the·Islamic revolution in Iran, the Soviet 

. . 

invasion inMghanistan, the Soviet sponsored Cuban invasion in Somalia, Vietnam's 
invasion in Cambodia and South Yemen's attack on North Yemen. U.S. policy
makers felt that the invasion of Mghanistan left Washington no choice put to turn·. 

back to older patterns of superpower rivalry also in Tinrd World areas: Consequ.ently 
the 1J.S. downgraded the arm:s-control agreement talks with Moscow. A linkage was 
made between U.S.-Sovi~t talks and the Soviet Union's actions in the world which 
had been avoided for so long. 86 The· sou the~ African policy of the Carter adminis~ 
trationalso was increasingly irifluenced by the·other events in the world. Howev~r, 
in the firsttwo ye~rs nothingindicatedthat set-b~cks were to be expected;Therefore, 
the administration formulated a new policy toward southern Mrica which was quite 
different from Kissinger's approach. 

84 Robert Price characterizes the fir~t phase in the Carter administration as the ''non,.inter-
ventionist" perspective and the second one as the "neo-containment" orientation. He writes 
that from the outset it was likely that the "Iieo-containment" approach was going to dominate. 

· Especially when the Sovi~t Union and Cuba became more involved in southern Africa:, it 
seemed to be the logical consequence for the U.S. to make the Communist powers its main 
concern in the region. He also believed that "neo~containment" had more of a tradition in the 
u~s. policy in the twentieth century, than "non-intervention". . .. . ·. . . 
·~'It [neo-containment]is, after all, sUpported by tke assumptions oftwentieth,.century American 
political culture,· and. has well-entrenched constituencies in the Executive bureaucracy, the 
Congress, the defense and intelligence communities, and. the public." . 
Price, Robert M., U.S. Foreign Policy in Sub-Saharan Africa, Berkely 1978, p.4,5. 

85 · U.S. News & WorldReport, January 28, 1980, "Carter's U-'Turn In Foreign Policy". 
86 U.S. News & World Report, January 28, 1980, "Carter's U-Turn In Foreign Policy;'. 
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. . 

President: Carter bro~ght a new set of. people to the State Department's African. 
. bureau. They had new ideas on southern Africa and were knowledgeable on African 
issues. This had not always been the case in previous administrations.87 The:Carter 

. adnlinistration did. not pay much attention to the discussion about strategically 
• • • • • • • • ~ • • 1 • 

important areas in Africa and increasing communist influence on the continent. 
·The pri~ary emphasis was put on h~an rights and on winning the friendship and. 
·trust of Afncan states. Carter believed that African problems. needed to be looked · 
at from an. African perspective. The U.S. sought to. identify itself with Afri_can . 
nationalism .and di.d n~tregarq Africa as another battleground of the cold war.88 In· 
an int~rview before the presidential elections, Jhrilny Carter said tha:t in thE! future 
Africa would play a far larger role· in U.S. foreign policy. As he put it, Africa and 
the. tr.s. n~eded each other: Africa needed U.S. development assistance and tech.: 
nological know-how and the U.S. needed resolirces and the markets of emerging 

• • ", . • I • . ·. 

· African nations. 89 

In· fact, southern Africa and in particular the three problem spots Zimbabwe, . · 
Namibia and South Arrica received ·a great deal of attentio~ from Washington. 
Carter acknowledged that up. to 1975176 'the U.S. had hardly had arty involvement 
in the region. This only changed with Secretary Kissinger's trip t() Africa. Carter 

. thought.th~ Kissinger proposals for the region ~ere good but, tmf'<.>rtunately,. they · 

had not worked.90 A key difference between the 9arter alld Forcl administrations . 
was the. motivat:l~nfor having an active policy toward the region. As seen ~arlier, 

·. the fear of conununist expansion ~as at the heart of the Ford administration's 
. efforts. At least in the first'. two years the Carter team. working on the . southern 
Africa issue paid little attention to comri:turtism. According. to Carter; Angola and 
the C~ban and .Soviet presepce in 1976 did not constitute ·a threat to the American 

interests, although he called their presence regrettable. He reasoned that the 
communist states provided military assistance but that they would not be able to 
hold on in the African states after independence. ·He reasoned that African liberation 

. . . . 

87 U.S. Ne~s & World Report, January 28, .1980, "C~:t.rter's U-Turn In Foreign Policy''..... .· 
88 Nickel, Herman, Fortune, August 14, 1978, "A sharper Focus for "U.S" Policy in Mrica". . 

Gorman, Robert E., The Christian Science Monitor, September 21, 1979, "Carter's Preventive 
· Mrican Policy". · · · · · 

89 Interview With Jiinmy Carter; A:frica,Report, May-June 19.76, "Jimmy Carter on Mrica" . 
. 90 Public Papers ofthe Preside~t of the United States, Jimmy Carter, 1977 Book II, June 25 to 

December3~, 1977, Washington 197S,p.2011. . . ·. · . ·· ... 
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movements were motivated by nationalism, not by_ide~logies.91 In Carter's Africa 

team all the members felt that Africans accepted military aid from Cuba and the 
Soviet Union because no one else gave it to them. The majority of the Africans never 
identified themselves with the communist ideology. Nationalism not ideology was 
the iss tie. 92 

· 

Withinthe policy toward southern Africa, Namibiareceived special attention from 
the African team in the State Department. The whole team and the U.N. delegates · 

inN ewYork worked together onthe problem and everyone basically agreed on the 
approach that needed to be taken. Differences only arose on questions oftactics. It 
was a team effort but Andrew Young's deputy, Ambassador McHenrfl3, m~inly 
conducted the negotiations. 94 

. 

In January, 1~77; the.prosp~cts were.grim.•for a peaceful settlement in Na:mibia. 

There were more urgent problems in the region such as the escalating war in 
Zimbabwe. IIi spite of these facts, the U.S. believed an effort had to be made in 
Namibia. A solution in the W.rritory was expected to have positive effects on talks 

91 

92 

93 

94 

/ 

. The Mrican specialists in the State Department.argued all along that communism did not 
threaten U.S. interest in the region. Carter agreed during the first two years. However, in the 
second half of his term with increasing communist activities in the world he be_came more 
concerned with Moscow and Havana's activities and increasingly followed the reasoning of 

· his National Security adviser; Brzezinski, who believed all Soviet ambitions in anr part of 
the world needed to be confronted. To Brzezinski, the Soviet and Cuban presence in Africa 
was another provocation. . . · . · 
Ungar, Sanford J., The-Washington Post, June 18, 1978, "The Real Reasons for our Africa 
Role". · . · . · · · · 
Mrica Report, May-June 1976. . 

In,terviews With Ambassador McHenry, October 30; 1990, Richard M:oose, November 11, 1990, 
Cyrus Vance, December a; 1990. . ·. . · 

Ambassador McHenry became. U.N. ambassador inN ew York after Andrew Young resigned. 
Yo1;Ulg took this step because of the furor his unauthorized meetings with P.L.O. represen-
tatives caused. . · · 
Teltsch, Kathleen, The New York Times,· September 1, 1979, "McHenry is named to succeed 
Young at the U.N;". . · . . · · · 

Interview With Ambassador Donald M~Henry, October 30, 1990. 
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· in Zimbabwe. and SouthAfric~ and encourage Pretoria to.pursue domestic changes.95 

The Carte~ team was ready to make· a clea~ break with the Kissinger polic~ on the 
Namibian question. However, there wa.ssome s~pport to atleasttry the path that 
Kissinger had opened .. only months before he left office. Mainly Secretary Vance 
favoured this· approach for the· sake of continuity and,. therefore, the seven point 

. . . ·~ . . • I 

proposal was kept on the table. 96 Howev~r, this approach was not pursued any 
further after SW APO and the Front Line States refused the plari and South Africa 
broke the conunitm(mt to the plan it had made earlier. 

The Carter administration was not sorry about Pretoria's rejection of the Kissinger 
plan as it gave the State De~artm:ent the chance· .tO· work out a new proposaL All 
along the new team in the African Bureau had regarded Kissinger's proposal as a 
lost catise. 97 Itfelt that a new approach toN amibia W:as necessary to let South Africa 
know,.that there was an· alternative to the Turnhalle conference. A negotiable 
proposal also had to be presented to keep African states fr~m demanding sanctions 
on South Africa and thereby complicating the negotiations. The Carter adminis;.. 
traiio:n: wanted to work out a proposition which woUld be accepUlble to all parties . 

.. Therefore, the U.S. worked with the Front Line States and~ South Africaand met 
With SWAPO leaders.98 

· 

. . 

3.1. Different Player~ 

· The Carter tea~ consciously chose a mUltilateral approach on Namibia to ensure 
.· that the settlement woUld be acceptable to the international community~ Therefore, 

95 Vance, Cyrus, Hard Choices, p.274; ·. ·.· · . . . ·· . . · 
The Carter team's approach to Namibia differed from Kissinger's in a basic question. Carter 

· beljeved there was still time to find a solution for the territory to prevent a violent escalation. 
As a Canadian representative of the Contact Group once said, "We are. in this to avoid a 
bloodbath in southern Africa." And that is what the U.S. wanted, a peaceful transition; The 
Ford administration did not believe in taking any measures, such as establishing a peace-

. keeping force for Namibia as long as there was no violent situation; As Secretary Easum said: 
''You diJn•t keep the peace until there is a sufficient violent situation to require that need," The 
idea of trying to prevent the outbreak of .violence and achieving a peaceful transition; for 
Namibia did not seem to be part of the Ford administration'.s thinking. . ·.. · .• 
Zartmann, I. William, Ripe for Resolution,.p.169. ' · . . 
U.S. Congress, House, Review of State Department Trip through Southern and Central Africa, 
Hearing before The Subcommittee on Africa, December 12, 1974, 93th Cong., ·2nd sess., 1974, 
p.19. . . . •. . . •. . . . 

· 96 Interview ~thAnibassador Donald McHenry, October 30, 1990. 
:97 Interview with Ambassador Donald McHenry, October 30, 1990. 
98 Vance, Cyrus, Hard Choices, p.275,276. 
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·a new: strategy to achieve independence for Namibia was needed. The U.S. wanted · 
·to get away from Kissinger's bilateral approach a~d work closely with the U.N. 
followingthelines ofU.N. Res 385.Inaddition c~operationwith the African states 

. : ' ' 

and. the Western allies was desired. 

Ambassador Young suggested in January, 1977, that the five Western members of 
the Security Council should meet· ~egularly and. work together on the Namibian 

problem. This led to the formation of the ~Contact Group, consisting of the five 
Security Council members Great Britairi, France, West Germany, Canada and the 
United States. Ambassador Donald' McHenry became Chairiilan of the Contact 
Group and started work on Namibia within weeks oftakingoffice.99 The establishing· 

. of.the Contact Group had been .an American idea but the other.fout nations were 
enthusiasti.c.so that the Nanubia problem became ajoint.effort. The U.S .. played the 

leading role in the group offive, because being a superpower, its diplomatic corp · 
and field operations·were larger and better staffed.100

. m addition, the other four· 

nations also encouraged the U.S. to play a majorrole because they had confidence 
in Donald McHenry who led the negotiations for the United States.101 

South West Africa ·People's ·Organization (~W APO) 

The armed struggle for Namibia's independence was led by SW APO against South 
Africa. The origins ·of the guerilla organization lie in ·the · "Ovambo People's 

Organization" (OPO)that was founded in 1957 in Cape Town and renamed SW APO .· 
in 1961·. Different ethnic groups participated in SW APObut it stayed ~· predomi

nantly Ovambo organization. Iri the 1960s the organization became more_radical 

and militant in their fight against South Africa. Triggering ·ev~nts for this . 
.. development were the International Court of Justice's refusal to take a decision on 
the Namibian question and the removal of non-whites to a town.ship (Katattira) 
outside of Windhoek by the South· Africans}02 At this early stage. SWAPO was a 
nationalist.movement looking for assistance from the outside. The West was not 

99 Vance, Cyrus, Hard Choices,p. 275,276. 
100 I~terview with Ambassador McHenry, October 30, 1990. 
101 ~nterview with Cyrus Vance, December 3, 1990. 
102 Miihlemann, Christoph, Namibia und der Westen, in: Europa Archiv, Folge 1/1980', p.23 .. 



.. / 

- 29-

very interested in supporting militant organizations in southern Afri~a.103 There
fore, SW APO had to seek help from other countries, Early on, SW APO was trained 
by China in Zambia and Tarizaniaand worked with UNIT A which was regarded as 
pro .. western: The big change came only hi 1975/76 wheiiAghostino Neto came to 
power in Luanda with the help ofGubaind the Soviet Union. SW APO,led by Sam . 
Nujoma, then started accepting help from Moscow. ~d. UNIT A turned to South . . . . ' . 

Africa for protection,. for its. millutry was c~bling. As a result the cooperation 
between SW APO. and UNIT A ended .. After this change SW APO was considered a· 
pro-Soviet organization. However, these ties to· the Kremlin should be looked at in 
practical rather than in ideol~gical terms. SW APO was· mainly interested in ·the·. 

·equipment ~nd training the So-riets could provide}04 SWAPO was never looked 
upon favorably by most Western countries· because of its lhuts to. communist 
countries. The U.N. GeneralAsse~bly~ unde;r the influence ofm~riy Third World 
countries took a different stand~ In 1973 the A~sembly re.cognized SW APO as the 
"sole· auiM ntic" representil.tive of Nariribia. 105 

The V.R feelings toward SWAPO were mixed. The Carter administration did· not 
seem to have a problem with SW APO and the possibility ofits governing the country 
once independence was achieved. However, dealing With SW APO was riot very easy 
since it was. not always helpfid in the process of trying to find ~n internationally 
acceptable agreement.106 

. 

' '. 

103 Th~re is one excep~ion to be mentioned: the Kennedy ~dministration gave support to th~ 
FNLA a group_ fightmg the Portuguese in Angola. 

104 ·. Miihlemann, Christoph, Namibia-una der Westen, p.22,23,24~ · .. ·· · · . .· . , 
·Jaster, RobertS., The 1988.Peace Accords and'the _Future of Southwestern Africa, in: Adelphi · 
Paper 253, (Fall1990), p.9,10. · 

105 Eriksen, Tore :Linne, Namibia; South Mrican:Withdrawals and Preparations for Destabi- · 
lizatio:n, in: Bulleti:nofPeace Proposal,Vol.20 No.3 (September 1989), p~296. . . 

This decision of the General Assembly was Widely criticized. Many felt it was not up to the 
'£:!.N. or any one else to decide who was ·to represent Namibia. Only the N amibians had the. 
nght to qo that. · · . . " . · . . · · · . . . . 
Crocker, Ch~ster, South Mrica: Strategy for Change, p.348.. · · · · 

106 Interview with Cyrus Vance, De.cember 3, 1990. 
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The Front Line States107
. · 

The cooperation between the Contact Group and SW APO was not always easy 
because the guerilla group distrusted the Western nations. Therefore, it often took · 
the intervention of the FrontLine States and their pressure on the leaders ofSW APO 

to keep the negotiations from bogging down. Especially the Carter administraiion 
worked closely and very well with the Front Line States.108 The most valuable 
contribut~on o( the AfricanGroup to· the work being. done on Namibia, was their 

good contact to SW APO. The Mrican states had leverage over the guerilla group 

which the co~tries ofthe Contact Group did not have. SamNujoma's organi.zati~n 
trusted the black Mrica~s mo~e than.the Western .Five. In addition, Angola and 
Zambia let SW APO have bases on their territory and therefore had good contacts 

to Sam Nujoma and his organization. 

·South Africa 

· By 1977 the world community agreed that South Mrica's presence inN amibia was 
illegal and that the policy of apartheid in South Mrica and Namibia was unac
ceptable. The 'u:s. policy toward South Mrica was clearly formulated during 
Vice-President Mondale~s stayin Vieima, where he met with the South African 

Prime Mi~ster John Vorster. The two problems concerning South Africa were the 
apartheid ~ystem and the oc~pation ofNamibia. At theiileeting Walter Mondale 
stated that.the U$. could not accept the 'idiscriminaJion arnlabsence of full political 
participation rights available to all their citizens." He a,ctually sai<l that one-man 

· 107 ·The Front Line States consist of five states: Angola, Botswana, Mo2;ambique, Tan2;ania, and 
Zambia. . ·· · ' · · . . . 

· For a long tim~ South Af:rica did not .use the n~me "Front Line States" because they felt there 
was hostility toward South Mrica in the name; As a South Mrican diplomat put it, "a front 
line against what?- Obviously against South Africa". 
·Interview with a South African diplomat, October 16, 1990. 

108 The cooperation with the Reagan team was by no means as .good. The Crocker team in general 
did not consider the Front Line States very helpful . - . .· 

· Interview with a State Depart~erit official, October 2, 19~0. . · 



-.31-

one-vote was the system neededin South Africa; 109 He acc~sed South Africa's urtjust 
system of giving Moscow inGEmtive to increase ii;s influence in the region ·and he 
emphasized that the U.S. would not iriteniene on Pretoria's behalf and support the 
unjustsystem. He stressed that Pretoria could not btiy time for domestic problems 
.in .South Africa by· showing diplomatic cooperation on Zimbabwe and Nalnibia~ 
Finally, Mond~le intimated his administration's willingness, to l~t South Afrlc~ be 
isolated by a U;N. quarantine, should Pretorla.co11:tinue on its course ofapartheidY0 

·The basic differ~nces between th~ U.S. and South Africa were clear. Solutions, 
. ho~ever, wer~·vetj har:d to find. WashiD.gton condemned ~partheid ·and wa,nted .a· 

political change in the Cape Republic. At the SB.JIW time the U.S. had to .admit its 
dependence on Pretoria's cooperation on Zimbabwe anQ. N amibla. Therefore, the 
U.S .. could not take drastic measures to try to pressure South Africa into changing 
its domestic polic; and move out of Namibia~ ni The differences betw~en the: tw~ 
governments were growing and the chances of bridging the gap more remote. 
Consequently, it is not s·urprising thai the. relationship between the countries 

. I . , ·... . . 

became increasingly strained. 

· .The Soviet Union and Cuba 

The Carter team working on N~bi~ regarded the Soviet Union as a trmible~maker 
in the region,. and no positive contributions were expected from the Kr~mlin. The . 

Contac~ Group kept Moscow informed on the ~ction taken with respect to Namibia. 
Keeping theminformed was.at th~t time regarded as a bold step and criticized by . 

many in Washlrtgton. The leading U.S. diplomat~ Ambassador McH~nry, howeyer, 
felt that by keeping the Krerillin informed, Moscow could be' kept from making 
mischief in the area. For the same reason the U.S. wanted to have good relations. 

with ·the African states to prevent them from turning to Moscow and causing 

109 .Statement and Replies by.the Vice President (Mondale) to questions asked at a News Con
ference, Vienna, May 20, 1977, in: American Foreign Policy Basic Documents; 1977~1980, 
Washington 1983, Document 618, p.1170-1174. . . . . ·" ·.. . 
At the time asking for one-man one-vote was heresy in South Africa and Mondale'sdirect way 
.of asking for it was surprising. . · · . · · . . · · . . ·. · 
Mohr, Charles, TheN ew York Times, May29; 1977; "U.S. Policy in Africa is Broadly AdvaJ1ced". 

110 Mohr, Charles, The New York Times, May 29, · 1977,. ;.U.S. Policy in Africa is Broadly 
Advanced". · · · . . · · · · · 

i li U;S. Congress, Senate, U.S. Policy toward Africa, Hearing before the Subcommittee on African 
Aff:

5
airs of the Committee on Foreign Relations, May 12, 1978, 95th C.ong., 2nd Sess.; t978, 

p.; 
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difficulties. Washington believed the Kremlin would not act contrary to African. 
wishes unless vital Soviet interests were ~t stake.112 According to ~eonid L. Fituni, 
the Soviet Union had no vital economic or political interests in Africa. The Soviet 
activities in Africa s~emed mainly to have been ideologically motivated. The inde
pendent African nations appeared to be likely allies of the Soviet Union, because of 

/ . '· . 

their dislike OfW estern irnperia:lism.113 The economic realities, however, encouraged 
the Afzjcan nations to foster good relations with Western countries. Many African 

. nations depended on the economic cooperation and aid from the West.114 

The Cuban pre~ence in Angola 115 was not only an East-West issue for Washington, 
it also was a domestic issue. Cuba has been a neuralgic problem in the U.S. for the 

past three decades.U6 The Carter administration was divi~ed on the issue of how 
.to treat the Soviet-Cubari involvement in sou~hern.Africa. The National Security 

. adviser and Sovi~t specialist Brzezinski wanted the African policy subordinated to. 

the overall policy ofithe U.S. toward the Soviet Union, similar to Henry Kissinger's 
· approach. The main opponent ofthis policy was U.N. Ambassador-Andrew Young . 
. young stressed that Africa, especially black Africa, needed to be treated separately 
and kept out oftheEast.,W est competition. Young wantedto find solutions for Africa 

. witho~t the additional problem. of the East-West conflict. Communism in the region 
. . 

did not seem a real threat to him because he believed, as <;lid the others on the . 
. . 

African team, the' drivin~ force in Africa was nationalism, riot a foreign ideology~11~ 
In regard to the· Cuban presence in Angola Young went as far as to say that Castro;s 

troops brought "a certain stability and order" to Angola.118 Quite surprisingly 
President Carter agre~d with this provocativ~ statement of his .U.N. ambassador . 

. A number of people shared the view with the president and Young, that theCubans 
. . . / . . . 

actually had some positive influence (m Angola.119 

112 Interview with Ambassador Donald McHenry, October 30, 1990. 
113 Fituni, Leonid L., New Soviet Priorities in Africa, in: CSIS AfricaNotes, No. 123 (April29, 

199l)·p.l. . . . . .· . . . 

-114 Hamann, Rudolf (Ed), Die "Si.iddimension" des Ost-West Konfliktes: bas Engagement der 
Supermachte in Krisen und Kriegen der Dritten Welt, Baden-Baden 1986, p.106. · · 

115 The Cubans were also present in other parts of Africa as in the ·Hom of-Africa. 
116 Interview with a State Department official, October 2, 1990. _ 
117_ qttaway, Davi~, The W~shi~~on Post, February 4, 1978, "Struggle Qver U.S. Africa Policy · 

. P1ts Young agmnst Btze:zanski · · ·• -·. . . . 
118 · Scott,· Austin:, The Washington Post, April 17, 1977, "Cuba Called Stabilizer in Angola" · 
119 Cuban teachers were all over Angola~ Cuban troops were protecting the vulnerable Gulf Oil · · 

InstaUati_ons in <?abinda and had saved the MPLA government from being overthrown by a 
more radical leftist movement. . · · 
Bender, Gerald J., The New York Times, June 5, 1978, "U.S. Policy on Cubans in Africa". 
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Many a,cadeniics, journalist~:;, Congressional staffm~mhers and State Department. 
officials believed· the U.S. should. recognize Angola diplomatically despite the 

·presence ofnon-African. troops there. Secretary Vanc·e .also believed that the.· 

diplomatic recognition by the U.R could have sped up the process of the Q:u.bail 
. withdrawal. These people generally· held the viewthat the Cuban presence was not 
welcome.but understandable since the· MPLA governnient felt threatened: It. ~as 
believed that Luanda would send the foreign troops home as soon as it had no more 
~eason to fear South Africa and UNIT A. A pea~eful settleme~t inNamibia arid the . 

. _ withdrawal ofSouth African troops from so~thernAngolawoUld hav~ be(m one more 
reason forLu~nda to end the Cuban stay.120 These views were held by the key State 
Department officials during all of the Carter presidency .. In the last two years, . 
howev~r, President C~rter's views anrl: rhetoric changed in regard to the Cuban and·. 
Soviet influen~e in Afrita. The revolution in Iran; the Soviet invasion in Afghanistan 
and the. doubling of the SoViet-Cuban. forces pr~sent in Africa were some ~f the 
reasons for the president's change ~f cqurse;12i In addition, Carter's NSC adviser 
Brzezinski increasingly gained influence on the president's decision-making. His· 
glob~~t a~d cold wa~or views started to dominate the fhreignpolicy decisions arid 
to alarge extent replaced the regionalist approach ofthe State Department's African 
bureau~122 

3.2. Promise for a Settlement· · 

· Ambassador McHenrY', as chairman of the Contact Group, started work on a peaceful 
:settlement for Nanubia within weeks ofth~ ·carter Administration taking office.· 
He· spent sixteen· months travelling around the world working out a plan that · 
provided for a U.N~ supervised independence. The pl~ had to please SWAPO,South 
·Africa the five Contact Group nations and ili:e-fiye Front Line States. A plan was. · 
devised that all partiessupportedincluding South Africa and SWAPO. The path 

· was long· and full of obstacles and set~backs. South Africa and swAPo repeatedly 

120 Interview with Cyn1s Vance, Decemb~r 3; 1990. ·· 

· 121 Kaiser, Robert G., The Washington Pest, June 4, 1978, ''Concern Over Soviets, Cubaris 
Transforms U.S. Mrica Policy". · · .· · . . . . . · 

122 Berider, Gerald J., The New York Times, June 5, 1978, "U.S. Policy on Cubans inMrica". 
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threate.ned to pull out of the negotiations.123 The basic problem in getting a settle
.ment for N~bia was the lack of trust between the two main players South Africa 

and SWAPO. Pretoria feared that SWAPO would not abide by the outcome of the· .. . .. 

· elections because it basically believed that SW APO was moreinterestedin a military 
solution than a negotiated settlement. SWAPO, on the other hand, was suspi~ous · 
of the Western nations, especially of the NATO countries, because South Africa;s 
economic dominance in the region was based on Western support. SW APO also was 
concerned about South Africa's seriousness in finding an acceptable international 
solution. It believed Pretoria preferred aninte~al solution and kept working toward · 
that goal. Ho\yever, one thing the two protagonists had· in common: Theyboth did 
not· want to look .like the intransigent party since they both needed international 
support.124 

... . ' . 

Because of the lack oftrust; it took a while until the Contact Group proposal was 

accepted by the South Africans and SWAPO. But by_July 1978, both parties had 
agreed that the Secretary-General should draw up a plan on how the proposal would 
be implemented.125 .Pretoria saw in th~s plan the best possibility to h~ve a stable 

· neighbor and win some international ~edit for helping Namibia. to become inde-' 

pendent.126 Once South Africa had accepted the proposal, the pressure on SW APO 
·. to accept grew as well. Since SW APO was not in a strong position it did not have · 

much of a ~hoice but to go along~ In.addition, tlie African states encouraged SW APO· 
to give. the plan a chance.127 The agreement was fragile, but at the tiiD.e everjrone 
still believed that it -yvas asuccess anda diploma~ic triumphforthe United States.128 

Washington was also satisfied because the accord was a blow to the Soviet Union 
and' its efforts to win more influence.in the region by supporting guerilla groups. ~29 ·. 

123 Wright, Robin, The Washington Post, April30, 1978, "Breakthrough in Namibia;'. 
124 U.S. Congress, House, The Current Situation in Namibia, 1979, p.5. 
125 U.S. Congress, House, The Current Situation in Namibia, 1979, p.7,8. 

·. 126 Wright, Robin, The Washington Post, April30, 1978, "Breakthrough in Namibia". · · · 
Ambassador McHenry believed that South Africa agreed to the proposal because they never 

. expected SW APO to accept the plan. . · · . · 
Interview with Ambass·ador McHenry, October 30, 1990. 

127 Pr~ssure was put o:n SWAPO also by the U.N. Special Representative for N~mibia, Marti 
Ahtisaari, who advised SWAPO to take up the proposal for it might be the best offer they 
would get sine~ the world had other problems beside Namibia. · ' · · · 
Interview with Elizabeth Landis, October 26, 1990. 

128 Goshko, John M., The_Washingtori Post, July,30, 1978, "The Man Behind Namibia. Success". 
129 · · Ottawa_ty, David B., The_Washington Post, July 14, 1978, "Namibia Accord Kindles Hope·for 

Rest of Southern Africa". . · · · . · . · ·. · . · 
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· The Contact Group's Proposal130 
· 

. . . : . . 

On April 10, 1978, the ContaCt Group subnntted a proposal to the U.N. Security . 
. . Council suggesting Namibia's independence forDecember 1978. The C~ntact Qroup 

proposal was meant to be. a method of implementing Res 385131
• It: aimed at" achieving 

free and fair elections inN amibh:i; The five Western countries emphasized that they 
would accept whatever the outcome of the elections was as long as they were free 

:arid fair. 
. . 

The. five recommended to the Security Council that the S~cretary-General should 
determine a Speciai Representativ~ to.·ensure theconditionE!i32 

.. forfree .and fair 
. elections. For his/support the U.N. Transition Assistance Group (lJNTAG) was to · 

. · be established. The Special Representative would work with the South African 
Adnll:llistrator-General in the transition process. Law and order during . .the 
transitio~ would be guaranteed by the eXisting South West African police (SWA-

. POL) .. To ensure good conduct of these forces ·would also. be part of the Special· 
Representative'~ job. 133 The cessation of hostile acts was a main concern. The · 
Contact Group proposed for South Africa ~ withdraw all troops except for 1,500 

men within tweive.weeks •. The remaining South Africanforcesand the SWAPO 
armed personnel wouldthen be restricted to bases. The ultimate goal of the elections 

• , . , . I ' . . . 

: . was to bring into life a Constituent Assembly which then would draw up and adopt 
a. constitution for the emerging independent :Namibia. And in the final·paragrapll, · 

130 · Th~ folloWing chapter is based on the Contact Gro~p proposal .. 
· Appendix G: Proposal for a settlement of the Namibia situation. 

131 RESOLUTION 385 . 
This·resol uti on of January 30, 1976, was the startillg point for-creating an acceptable plan for 

· a peaceful settlement.in Namibia. The resolution concerning Namibia contains demands oii . 
. So~th ~ca to end ·their ille~al occupation, thei!" .discri~nato~ and rep:t:essive practices, 
theu policy·ofBantustans and homelands,·the nnlitary bwld-uf m Namibia and the use of 
the territory as a base to attack neighbors. The Security Counci declared that free elections . 
in the territory had to be held in Namibia as a whole political entity under supervision and 
control of the United Nations. South Africa was urged to comply with the U.N. resolutions 
·and the decision ofthe ICJ of 1971. The withdrawal of the illegal South African administration 
was demanded in order to make possible th~ transfer of·power to the N airiibia:n people with 
help from the United Nations. Sou,th Africa was also told to release all Namibian political 

• prisoners, to · comply with the Universal Declaration of Human Rjghts, to abolish racially 
-discriminatory and-politically repressive laws, .and to let Namibian :refugees. return to their 
country without threat of arrest, intimidation and imprisonment. · 
AppendixF: U.N. Res385. · ·. · · · . 

132 Conditions: release of all political prisoners, repeal of discriminatory and restrictive laws, the 
return. of the refugees, the cessation· of all hostilities. · ·. . . . · . · 

133 It is spelled out clearly that the cooperation with the South Africans did not mean that South 
African presence in the territory was by·any means legaL . ·. ·' , . · · · . . 
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the Contact Group called upon neighboring countries of Namibia to offer their 
assistance when n,eeded during the transition and provide necessary facilities to 

the U.N. Special Representative and U.N. perso~el .and ensure tran~Uility along 

the borders. 
" 

A few months later, on July 27, 1978, the Security Council assembled to pass a·· 

resolution regarding the Contact Group's proposal. In Res 4311~ the Security 
Counc;il requested the Secretary-Gener~H to appoint a Special Representative and 
asked the Secretary-General to submit a recommendation for the implementation ·. 
of the proposal as. early as possible. The Secretary-General nominated Martti 
Ahtisaari as.Special Representative. Finally, on September 29, 1978, the Security 
Council passed Res 4351~ which was to be the framework for ;Namibia's indepen-

. . . . · . 

. denGe. The acceptance of the Contact Group's .plan in the U.N. proceeded smoothly 1 

and hopes were high. 

Implementation of the Contact Group Plan 

. . . 

. In· the meantime, however, changes. occurred in South Africa. The· ailing Prime 

Minister Vorster annotinced his resignationin September 1978 and also made public · 
that Pretoria was rejecting the U.N. plan: for Nainibia'sindependence, even though 

earlier it had accepted its main provisions. Instead he announced that South Africa 
. . . - . 

would move ahead. unilaterally on Namibia;sindependence. Vorster explained his. 

cha~ge of mind with his discontEmtwith the implementation plans:136 Pretoria 
,. . . . 

objected to the proposed 7,500-man U.N. military. presence and to holding the . . . . 

i34 Appen<lli: H: U.N. Res 431. ' 
135 RESOLUTION 435 · 

In Res 4~5 t~e Security Council approv~d.the P!oposal of ~h~ Contact Grou~ an4 reiterated that its 
·. obJectives were the end of the admmu~tration ofN am1b1a through South Mnca and the trap.sfer 

of power to Namibia's people. It was decided to establish the UNTAG to help the Special 
· Representative in his task to bring independence to Namibia through free and fair f}lections. 

Included was further_a welcoming of SWAPO's willingness to cooperate with the U.N. plan 
and to obser\re the planned ceasefire. The South Mricans are called upon to .also 'cooperate on 
the implementation of Res 435. Finally, any unilateral measure taken by South Mrica, such 
as transfer of power or registration of voters that were in violation of Res 385 were invalid. 
Appendix 1: U.N. Res 435. · · · · · · 

136 Goshko, John M;, The Washington Post, September 21, 1978, "Ailing Vorster Quits; Namibia 
Plan Rejected". · ·. . · · · ' · · · · · · · · 
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elections after December 1978. Sputh Africa, therefore, took another step toward 
an internal settlement and held unilateral elections in December, 1978, after which 

a constitution~ assembly was established.137 

In the· begimllng of 1979 the Secretary-General continued his work anyway and 
tried to. make a fulal implementation plan that South Africa and SW APO would 
accept. The ·Secretary-General wanted to identify and restrict SWAPO military 

' ' . . .) ,· . 

· personnel in orde! to facilitate their monitoring. }3oth parties, however, had 
objections :to the new proposrus. South Africa insisted on. UNTAG monitoring 
SW APO bases in neighbo.ringcountries and objected to .the monitoring plan ofarmed 
SW APO personnel inside Namibia at the start of the ceasefire; On the other hand 
SW APO asked for five bases to be established where 2,500 SW APO personnel would 
be moved to after the ceasefire. The two parties found the conditions of the other . 
party tn;lEiCceptable. To avojd a breakdown, talks wer~ held on minister level in . 
March, 1979, in New York. 

. . . . 

Secretary Vance and his col~eagues met ~th the South African delegation and tried 
to .convince them that the implementation plan ofthe·Secretary-General was con-
. sistent with the prop?sal that. Pretoria had earlier ·agreed ·to. A.fter these talks · 
SWAPO accepted the implementation plan138 ·ofthe Secretary-General. During the 
same talks inN ew York,the.Front Line States committed themselves to make sure · 
that*e ceasefire agreement would be ob~erved. Therefor~, iri sprlng .1979, SW APO~ 
the'ContactGroup, the U.N. Security cou:ncn, and theinternationalcomm~nity in 
general were ready to proceed with. the settlement. It was only So~th Africa who 

- was ~ot ready to· support th~ a~eeme~t at this tlm~.139 . . '· 

. . . .. . . . 

The involvedj>arties were conc~rned ab~ut South Africa's blocking of the progress. 
In spring 1979, the chances for a negot~ated sohiti.on were still good but it was 
generally believed that With time negotiations would become more difficult. and the 
parties would more likely resort to viole11t means to achieve their objectives.140 The 

·137 · Th~ elections held by South Mrica were boycotted by several groups so the assembly consisted · . 
mamly of members of the DTA · . . · · · · .. : · · 
U.S. Congress, House, The Current Situation in Namibia, 1979, p.7,R .. ' · · . 

138 By acceptingthe implementation pl~ SWAPOaccepted the following rules:· · 
1) Restriction· of SW APO forces outside of N atnibia to a base outside of Namibia. · . . 
2) ~stricting and monitoring of armed SWAPOpersonnel at two locations in Namibia after 
the start of the ceasefire. . ·. · . · · ·. 
3) No SWAPO infiltration into Namibia after the begin of'the ceasefire. · 
U.S. Congress, House, The Current Situation in Namibia, 1979, p.8,9. · 

139 U.S. Congress, House, The Current Situation 'in Namibia, 1~.79, p.7,8,9,10.-
140 U.S. Cm1gress, House, The CurrentSituation in Namibia, 1979, p.il. 
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U.S. administratfon believed that the proposal was in the South African interest . . . ·, 

and Emcolirag~d Pretoria to comply, especially since the U.N. was likely to -put 
sanctions on South Africa if no progress was made on N amibia.141 

·. As mentioned above; South Africa raised two objections to the u~N. plan as pres
ented. First of all it wanted SWAPO bases in Angola and.Zambia. to be monitored 

.. . . ' 

by the United Nations. Such a measure was not believed to be necessary by_the 
Contact Group because the Front Line States had committed the~selves to ensure 
the observance of the ceasefire; The Contact Group saw no reason to distrust this 
commitment. Se·condly, Pretoria objected to the establishing of bases in Namibia 
where armed SW APO personnel was to be· taken to and monitored after the start 
. of a ceasefire. For both issues solutions were f9und. The FrontLine States managed 
to persuade SW APO not to insist on havi~g bases in Namibia. Instead

1
it wa~ agreed 

that when the ceas.efire started, armed SW APO .personnel would be given two 
choiCes: they could either hand over their weaponsto the U.N. forces andparticipate 
peacefully in the elections or they woUld· be granted safe passage out of the terri~ 

... tory.142 To overc~me the second objection the late Ailgolan president AghostinoN eto 
. . 

.proposed a compromise. He suggested to create a fifty kilometer demilitarized· zone 
(DMZ) on each.side of Namibia's northern boarder. The U.N. forces would monitor 

. . 

not orily the Namibian territory but also the 5o kilometer zone in Angola and Zambia. 
· South Africa, Angola and Zambia would be allowed to retain forces within the zone, 
however~ restricted to designated locations. In this proposal SW APO was not allowed 
·to keep forces in the area. After the be~ng of the ceasefire, South Africa would 
still have to withdraw their forces from the DMZ within twelve weeks.143 Th~ South. 
Africans. studied this proposal and demanded to be allowed to have twenty locatioi1s . 
for their ·troop~ in the zo.ne and that Z~bia and Angola woul4 ocly have ~:~even on 
their territory. Again the Front Line States and SW APO.agreed to the South African . . . . 

conditions. In a letter to the Secretary-Genera!, Pretoria commtiliicated that they 
would agree to proceed with. the di~;cussions. on the implementation of the plan if.· 
their_interpretations and assumptions in regard to the settlement.proposal and 
demilitarized zone concept were accepted.144 

. 141 U.K Gongress, Hou.se, The Current Situation ill Namibia, 1979, p.22. 
142 . U.S. Congress, House, Namibia: Update, Hearing before the Subcommittee on Africa of the .. 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, September 9, 1980, 96th Cong.,2nd sess., 1980, p.4,5. . 
143. U.S.·Congress, House, Namibia Update, 1980, p;5. 
144' U.S. Congress, House, Namibia Update, 1980, p.5,6. 
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Regarding South Africa's interpretations and assumptions, two issues should be 
mentioned. SoU.th Africa brought up the problem of the U.N.'s iJnpartiality. Because 
the General Assembly had declared SW APO the "sole and authentic representati~ 
ve"145

, South Africans were sceptica~ of the United Nations. The U~S. and other 
involved parties repeatedly assured Pretoria by saying that the General Assembly, 
which was not involved in the implementation process, had taken that decision. The 

. ( . . \ . . 

Security Council was the responsible body and had never sided with any· party in .. 

the conflict.146 The second point was the fWlds that SW APb was receiving from the 
U.N.147 Other issues were also raised by South Africa but none seemed~ pose an 
insurni.ountable problem. 

Toward tlie end of the Carter administration the U.R team which.had spent lo~s of 
~me working on the Namibian settlement came to the conclusion that South Africa 
had not taken the basic decision of giving Namibia independence byway of free and .· 
fair elections. To'the.U$~ all of Pretoria's objections seemed tohaveone goal only, 
to delay action on. Namibia. From reports in the New York Times, this suspicion 
was unofficially confirme_d by South African ~ffiCials.148 Though, the implementation·.· 
ofRes 4.35 would have brought international acceptance of the settlement, it also 
would have been risky. The outcome of free and fair elections was not clear and 
there was a good possibility of SW APO. winning. It was this risk that many people 
invol~ed in the negotiations thought South Africa ~as not willing to take.149 

. . . . 

Therefore, South Africa was believed to be following a two-track strategy. For some 
· time the South Africans believed that the DTA, whiCh they supported,· could win 
free and fair· el~ctions: However, as they realized that SW APO niost likely. woUld 
be Victorious, they started to stall the negotiations.11l? 

·.· 145 NDI, NationBu~lding, p.ix. 
146 U.S. Congress, I!ouse, Na~ibla Update, 1980, p.6. 
147 Nossiter, .Bernhard D., The New York Times, May 14, 1980, "U.N. Puizled by Reply on 

Namibia". . · . · · . · . · . · ·· · · . . 

148 Nossiter; Bernhard D., The New York Times, May 14, 1980, "U.N. Puzzled by Reply on 
Namibia". ·· . · · · • · · ·. · ·· .. · .. 

149 U.S. Congress, Seriate, Namibia, 1979, p;13,14. 
150 U.S~ Congress, House, U:S. Policy towardNamibia: Spring 1981, 1981, p.23. 
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3.3. Achievements of the Carter Administration. 

In cooperation with the Contact Group, the U.N. and the Frorit Line States, the· 
Carter administration man~ged to create a framework for Namibia's independence 
that was acceptable to the internationalcommllnity With exception of South Africa. 
Because of the Cape Rep~blic's intransigent attitude to make the final step and 

agree to the implementation of the plan, President.Carter left office with the 

Namibian .question uns~ttled. 

Several reasons can be listed why the Carter administration ·did not achieve 
implementation ofRes 435. First, Pretoria did not believe Re~ 435 was the final and · 
best deal they would get on Namibia as long as aninternal settlement looked better 

·to them.· Second, the relationship between.Washington and Pretoria was cool to a 
. . . . 

point where cooperation became difficult. The situation did not improve when Prime· 
• • .· .' • I • • ' ' ' 

Minister Botha c~e into office in 1978. His predecessor Vorster caiD.e froin the 
Foreign Ministry arid had been willing to consider Res 435. Botha, the former 

. Secretary ofDefellse, however, was opposed to .Res 435 from the beginning. 

The lowest point. in 'bilateral relations was reached when South Africa accused 
. . 

.Washington of usmg the U.S. Emb~ssy plane for spying missions. As a result three 

U.S. diplomats were asked to leave South Africa. Washington responded by ousting • 
. two South African diplomats from the u~S.151 In addition, South Africa attacked 

the, leading U.S. diplomat on the Namibian negotiations,' Ambassador McHenry. 
They accused him of having ties to a South African opposition leader and ofbeing 
an unfair negotiator.152 South Africa's btshing out at the U.S. was. considered by 

· .. some diplomats as a sign that South Africa was not ready to accept the U~N. plan.· 
The widening of the conflict in Namibia and a military escalation were feared. By 
April, 1979, prospects of making any further progress on Namibia were increasingly 
gloomy.153 At the time the Carter administration-was weakened and.it's attention 

was drawn to other trouble spots such as Afghani~tan, Iran, and the United States' 

151 Southerland, Daniel, The Christian Science Monitor, Aprill6, 1979, "U.S. Diplomacy under 
·fire in Southern Africa". · ··· · 
'l'yler, Humphrey; The Christian Science Monitor, Aprill6, 1979, "South Africa- U.S. relations 
at lowest ebb". . . · · . . · ·. 

152 Southerland, Daniel, The Christian Science Monitor, April16, 1979, "U.S. diplomacy under 
fire in southern Africa". · · . · . . · 

153 Teltsch, Kathleen, The New York Ti:rnes; April13, 1979, "U.S. and U.N. renew Efforts for 
Namibian Election~". . · . . · · · · 
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troubled economy.154 Further circUmstances in the last years ofCarter inade thing~ 
worse. South Africa was taken by surprise by Mugabe's victory in Zimbabwe in 1980. 
·Pretoria considered his electi~n as the worst possible outcome. In addi~on; South 
Africa was hopin,g that the elections in different Western .. countries in 1979 and 

19SO, ·such as Canada, France and Great Britain would bring consenrative arid 
friendlier governments to power. In Gr~at Britain Pretoria lloped that Mrs Thatcher 
would win: The South Afrlcans expected her to follow a more favourable course 
toward them .. Their mltin interest was to have a friendly governinentthat wouJd 
veto punitive U.N. sanc.tions ~gainstthe Cape Republic.155

. ·. 

South Africa was the intransigent party because it blocked the implementation of 
Res 435. In the late 1970s, Success and failure of the N arclbian negotiations. lay in 
the hands of the South Africans. The Contact Group and the Front Line States did 

. not have• the means to pressure South Africa or to entice them through offers to 
·.comply ·with Res 435. Neither sticks n~r carrot~ were available. to. obWn South 
-Africa's cooperation. The threat of sanctions put on South Africa was not a credible 
. stick because the West feared ~anctions more than South Africa .. And there was no . . 
· carrot for South .Africa that niade Res 435 more interesting than . an internal . 
. settlement.156 In spite of the great efforts of the Carter team, the Contact Group, 
·the U.N and the.FrontLine States no solution could be found. The circumstances . . . . . . . . 

were not right: The moment was 110t "ripe for resolution "i57
• ·. 

154 It;tterview'with Ambassador McHenry, October 30, 1990. . 
155 Teltsch; Kathleen, The New York Times, April13, 1979, "U.S. and U.N. renew Efforts for 

Namibian Elections". · . · · · · 
Tyler, Humphrey, The Christian Science Monitor, Septemoer 4, 1980, •'•south African church 
deeply split over whether to drop racial barriers". . · . 

156 · Zartmann,'I. William, IDpe for Resoliition~ NewYork: 1985, p.l80,1SL . . 
15'7 Expression used by I. William Zartma.nn as the title of his book: Ripe for Resolution: Conflict · 

and Intervention, New York 1985; · · . . · · · · · · . · 
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4. The Reagan Administration 

In 1981 a Republican president came into the White. House again. As in 1977, 
admiiristrations were succeeding each other that had little in common with regard 
to their foreign policy. In the African Bureau of the State Department there was no·· 
real transition peripdin 1981 between theincoming and outgoing teams. On the 

questions on the southern African issues the cooperation between the two was not 
necessary because. the Namibian negotiations were "dead in the water'; when the· 

· Reagan administration came into office.158 

·A new period of u.s. involvement in southern Africa began in 1981-.. The Reagan 
admiiristration'spolicy to"\Vard the region s~owed an: unprecedented continuity. Tlris 

· was mainly due to the fact that Chester Crocker159 'was the head of the State 
. . 

· D~partment's African Bureau during the two terms of President Reagan. Chester 
Crocker is an Africairist bytraining.with sophistic~ted views of the U.S. interest in 
Africa. His policy toward southern Africa became khown under the name of "con- . 

. · . . ' i ' -

structive engagement". The negotiations being· conducted on Namibia's indepen-. 
dence were one element in this regional policy. 

. . . 

Chester Crocker believed that the U.S. policy toward Africa in general had~ change 
because the_U.S. interest in. Africa was growing faster than U.S. influence.160 Iri 
order to make B: sound policy several facts had to be considered. First of all, problem 
solving on this continent was not a short .term engagement. Secondly, getting 
involved ~r disengaged-in the area was not difficult. However, staying in Africa for 
a long "time was. Only those who stay in Africa and work -with the ·Africans ori a· 

· daily basis could achieve a ~ertain amount ofi:hfluence.'Thirdly, stopping the spread · 

158 · Interview with a State Department official, October 3, 1990. 
159 Crocker received his B.A in,1963 at Ohio State tJmversity in history and pol:i,tical science. 

He got his·M.A and Ph.D. in international relations i:p. 1965 and 1969 respectively, atJohns 
Hopkins University School of Advanced .International Studies(SAIS). Crocker focused on 
African politics and Wl"ote his dissertatiop.. on "The Military Transfer of Power in Africa: A 
Comparative Study of Change in. British and French Systems of Order''. During graduate 
school, Crocker worked for the news journal Africa Report w:here he was edition assistant and 
then news editor. After he le"ftJohns Hopkins he taught at American University in Washington 
D.C. ~d t~en took a position i!l the Nixon. administration as staff officer of the Planning and 
Coordination group of the N abonal Security Council. In 1972 he left the NSC staff and- took 
an.administrative and-teaching assignment at Georgetown. University where he remained 
until1981. During these nine years he was a consultant on Africa and southern Africa to the 
Central Intelligence Agency, the U.S. Army War College, the Foreign Serv.ice, Institute, the 
U.S. Navy, and the Rockefeller Foundation. · · ·· . · · 
·u.s. Congress, Senate, Nomination of Chester Crocker, Report together with Additional Views 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, May 4, 1981, 97th Cong., 1st sess., 1981, 4,5,6, 

160 Crocker, Chester; Africa Policy in the 1980s, p. 73. · 
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of communism B.Ildlimiting th~· Soviet influence in Africa was one of Washington's 
. goals in Africa. But Crocker refused tO look· at the continent in strictlY, Cold War 
·terms. He recogniz~c;l that the U.S. did not have to shun. the countries which were 
known as ·Marxist. Crocker felt that business c~cld be conducted very well with 
countries led by so-called Marxist governments.161 Finally,the U.S. also had an .. 

·advantage over the communist countrie~ seeking influence in Afri~a: Washington 
had the means to provide economic assistance, whereas the .Soviet Union could 

·. provide primarily arms· and ·military training. Ac.cording to. Crocker, the UB., 
however, traditionally made little use of this advantage. Instead of developing 

.· . . '·. ' . . ; . . . . . . .. . 

comprehensive programs for the economic development of Africa and incorporating 
the U.S~ private sector, the U;S. spEmt 'their aid in ari uncoordinat~d manner; 
spreadingit-thirily and achieving very little.162 

For Crocker one of the main flaws ofCart_er;s Africa policy was the.neglect of U.S. 
interests. He strongly opposed ·the Carter adnllmstration's view ofAfrica. being .. a 
spe(ial part of the world that. needed .to be.·t:teated o~tside of the East-West arena. 
In Crocker's eyes Africa was no different from other areas of the world where the . 

. . . . ' 

U~S; had interests. The Assistant Secretary· explained U.S. economic interest in 
Africa with a niajor share of Western energy and mineral supplies coming from 
Africa and that half of the U.S. trade deficit was inAfrica.163 He demanded a new . 

African policy considering the African realities as well as the U.S. interests. He 
.· rej~Cted the action ofthe Carter administration which inhis words ran.a ."popularity· 
contest from the highest .moral ground avail~ble."164 . . 

Southern Africa received a lot of attention from CroCker even though the region has 
never had great strategic importance to the United States and poss~ble war or unrest 
in the region could not threaten the wodd as· could a war in the Middle ·East. 
However, as observers have said, '~ .• ~wliatever southern Africa lacks in strategic· 

. . . . 
. . 

·161 As mentioned earlier, conservative groups in the u.s. feared the u.s. could be cut offfrom 
the market of strategic minerals. It· was widely believed, however, that such fears were 

. · unrealistic, because the Mrican states needed the income they could make from selling their 
minerals. The Africans were as dependent on the Western buyers as the buyers on the Mricans, 
·because the West was the. only market for the minerals .. 
Interview with a State Department official, October 2, 1990. 

162 Crocker wrote in the Washington Quarterly "Washington n-eeds to stop thinking of Africa as 
a philanthropic venture and start defining U.S. interest in the economic relationship with 

. Afric.a. _Instead of trying to run_ rural welfare program~ that bl.~pass sovereign ·goyernmim.ts, 
the Um,tedStates shoula lay qside such echoes. of the whzteman s burden and press ahead wzth 
mQre 7nundane tr:zsks." . · . · ·. . ·· 
Crocker, Chester, African Policyin the 1980s, p.SO. 

163 Crocker, Chester, Mrica Polley i~ the 1980s, ~.73,74,80. 
164 Crocker,Ghester,.Africa Policy in the 1980s, p.74. 
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importance, it makes up for in moral relevance ... "165 Because of the racial.iss~e, 
South Africa cmild not be ignored by the Reagan administration, even though the 

area was' strategically of little importance. In ·regard _to Namibia the Reagan 
administration believed the territory's independence would e~sily be achieved and 
would likely be one of the first foreign policy successes for the new administration.166 

The basic ideas of the Reagan administrations policy toward southern Africa are 
laid out in two articles167 written ·by Chester Crocker before he became Assistant 

. . . 

Secretary of State for African Affairs. They both call for a change of policy toward · 
the region. Crocker disagreed with the approach of the Nixon-Ford as well as·the · · 

Carter administrations. He deplored the oscillating policy· of the NiXon-Ford era 
that changed between "reactive spasms of interest" and neglect.168 He was not fond 

··of the Carter administration's policy, either, which struck harsh tones against South 
Africa. Crocke.r regarded this policy as ~ealistic and.saw hls convictions confirmed 

.· . . . . .· ) . . . . 
·when the Garter administration ran into problems with. their southern Africa. 
policy.Is9 

To Crocker, U.S. interests in the region were the main j11stificationfor Jl)aking 
southern Africa a highe:rpriorityonthe U.S foreign policy agenqa. He.did not justify 
U'.S. involvement in the area exclusively with the threat of spreading communism 
o~ the disregard of human rights, as t~e previous administrations had done?70 

Southern Africa received the Assistant Secretary's speci~ attention because he 
regarded it as the key region in Sub-Saharan Africa with a, large potential. The 
area's mineral wealth and the relativelywell-deyeloped economies made the regions 

econorirically significant. In addition, Crocker a:rgUed that southerri Africa had 
. . . . . 

stra,tegic importance because of its position along the Cape sea routes. 171 Economic·. 

van Slambrouck, Paul, Th:e Christian Science Monitor; February 21, 1984~ "Southern Africa: 
Can U.S. Policies influence Change?". . ·. ·. · ; 

165 

·166 Winder, DaVid, The-Christian Scierice.Monitor, May 14, 1984, "Africa offers Foreign Policy 
Pluses for Reagan despite elusive Namil;>ia settlement'~. · . . · . · ·· 

167 . · Crocker: Chester, South Africa: Strategy for Change, in~ Fo~eigil ,Affairs (Winter 1980/8l); 
'p.323~352. . . . . . . . . . 

168 

Crocker, Chester, African Policy in the 1980s, i~: The Washington Quarterly, Vol.3 No.3, 
·(Summer 1980), p.72~86. . . · · ·· . · . 

Crocker regarded the U.S. covert action in Angola as ill-fated, because Washington lacked 
~he "df!mestic base for an interventionist policy, but also because there was no diplomatic base· 
m Afnca for one." .· .· ·· · · · · 

.. Crocker, Chester, African Policy in the 1980s,p.75. · . · · . ·· · .. 
169 Crocker, Chester, South Africa: Strategy for charige, p.326. 
170 Interview with a State. Depa~tment official, December 7, 1990. . 
171 ... Appendix C and D: Discu~siori on Strategic Minerals ·a.nd the Cape sea lanes 
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. . 

de~elopment and the peaceful solution of regio~al conflicts ~ere.desired by th~ head . 
of the African . bureau.' The increasing East-West competition was. consic1.ered a 
serious threat to the region's stability and therefore, the U.S. interests .. Crocker 
regarde&it as one ofWashillgton's main goals to counter the expansion of Soviet· 

.. . . 

jnfluence in the region and to ke~p violence from di~tating the regional politiGs. The 
.·threat of escalating violence in southern Mrica was very real to hi.In. The apartheid 
system in South Africa, the civil war in Angola, and the low-level guerilla war iri 
Namibia we:r;e .. problenis demanding attention.In Crocker's view the developments 
in the region we~e .by rio meailS clear and .still could be influenced. As_;he put it i.n 

. his Honolulu speech: " ... thefuture of southern Africa has not yet beeft written." He . 

· propagatecJ a11 active U.S. diplo:Qtacy to~ard the region. to prevent the further 
escalation of war. and .increasing influence of Moscow. He recommended that the 
U.R strengthen its ties -to countrie~ in the 'region, urge South Mrica to relinquish 
it~· apartheid. ~olicy. and to make diplo:rp.atic efforts to resolve th.e Angola and 
Namibia conflicts~172 He shared the vie~ point ofHel~n Kitchen. th.at '; ... there are n~ 
quick fzxes for Africa's instability. "173 Southern Arrica, was in a transition phase 
from colonialism to a new form. Crocker proceeded from the assumption that 
southern Africa's transition to a stable region would be along haul because of the .. ' . . .. . .. 

region's complexity.174 

,/ 
. . . 

4.1. Constructive Engagement 

Constructive engagement was a policy directed toward the whole region of southern.· 
A&ica. The complex political constellations.in the region needed a complex.and. 
differentiated u.s~ policy. Crocker believed Carter's approach.and strong rhetoric 
against South Africa had backlashed.175 He wanted the U.S. tQ play an ,;honest
broker" role in the ~egiori and he believed th~t the U.S~ could play such a role as it 
couldtalk to all involvedpa:rties. He was ~ot willing to ~lienateSouth Africa, because . . 

.. . 

-17~ · · Speech byyheste~Crockerin Honolulu,August29, :1981, printed in app~ndix ofU.S. Congress. 
House, Umted States Pohcy Toward Southern Mnca: Focus on Namibia, Angola, and South 
Mrica,Hearing and Markup before the Subcommittee of the. Committee on Foreign Affairs, · 
September 16, 1981, 97th Gong., 1st sess., p.57-60. . . . . •· · . . · . · . 
Kitchen, Helen, Eighteen: Mrican Guidepos~s, 'in: Foreign Policy; No.37 (Wint~t 1979/80), 

p.86. . .. · ' . .. . .. · . . . . ·... · ... 
173 

174 · Crocker, Chester, Mrica Policy in.the 1980s, p.82. · . 
· 175 ·.· D'Amato, James V.~ Constructive Engagement: The Rise and Fall ofanAmerican Foreign 

- Policy, Dissertation 1988, UNI, No 8828016, p.32. . · ·. . . · . ·. 

. \ 
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of Pretoria's key role to peace in the region.176 Crocker felt that acceptab~e changes· 
in southern Africa would only be achieved by dealing with realities~ To him a key 

reality in the region was South Africa's position as the re~onal superpower.177 

·. . 

Crocker saw South Africa as the regional military power with a strorig and largely · . . . . -

self-sufficient economy.178
· He also recognized the close~knit eco~omies in southern 

. Africa· and the great dependence. of neighboring countiies on the Cape Rep~blicP9 

When. trying to find . ways to change the unacceptable apartheid system, these 
realities needed consideration. Change in South Africa wj]l. need ''Hundreds of . . 

decisions, drawn•out negotiations, and quite probably a combirwtionofviolence and 
politics ... "; He· also wrote that one of the problems of U.S. considerations on South 
Africa was that the llltimate goal was focused on instead of the path to reach it.180 

. ·. . 

Crocker believed it was in the United States' interest to have friendly relations · 
with South· Africa. However,· as ·long as Pretoria kept up the apartheid policy and 
its repressive measures against the majority, friendship with the Cape Republic · 

would ~nly bring " ... constraint, embarr~~ment orpolitical dam~ge ... "to the United 
States. It was impossible for Washington to endorse such a ·political system.181 

C~ocker suggested that the U.S. 'help South Africa . to. achieve change thrm~gh. 
evolution. The last thing the U.S. wanted w~s a revolution inthe Gape Republic; A 
step-by-step change was needed to guarantee a peaceful transipon. The u.s. was 
to pressure Pretoria to move on with r~forms but at the same time.also to recognize 

and support mov:es in the right direction. According to Crocker the problem of the 
previous U.S. policies toward South Africa was the unorgani:?:ed manner in which 
the U.s.· u~ed pres~ure arid recognition toward Pretoria, resulting in very· mi~ed 
signals reaching the Cape Republic.182 

Wheri C:rocker writes about putting on p~essure; he did not mean economic sanctions. 
There are several reasons why he disapproved of sanctions: First; he argued that 

comprehensive sanctions would not produce -the desired results, which was peaceful 

· 176 D'Amato, ~allies V., .Constructive Engagement, p. 151. 
177 Lewis, Neil,)'he New York Times, June 9, 1987, "Chester Crocker: Inside Making Policy.on 

Africa", p.26.. · . . . .. · ·· . · .. ·. . 

178 · Crocker, Chester, South Africa: Strategy for Change, p.59. 
179 ·Documentation, in: Survival VolJ(XVIII No.6 (Novernber/Dece:m:ber 1986), p.548; 
180 · Crocker, Chester, South Africa: Strategy for Change, p.S27. . . . 

· 181·. Crocker, Chester, S()uth Africa: Strategy for Change,. p.324. 
182 Crocker, Chester, South Africa: ·strategy for Change, p.324,325. 
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. chahge in South Africa.183 Punitive .sanctions by the. intematio~al commwnty, such . 
as mandatory U ~N. sanctions· were counterproductive. For they were " .. .in practice 

·. . irreversible and tended to erode rather than· strengthen future influence a:nd 
flexibility. "184 Secondly, Crocker opposed sanctions because he didnot b-elieve they· 

' ' ' . . .; 

. would bring any. advantages; To make sanctions work ·~very draconian and costly 
measures" would_ have to be taken by the U.S. and the international community. 
Such measures, however, were innoone's i:hterest, according to Crocker. They would 

. damage U;S.· economic interest and make. aJi neighboring states of South Africa. 
suffer ~eatly. Off record, these s~ates had made it sufficiently clear to . Crocker that·. · 
they did not wish e_conomic sanctions to be put .on South Africa.185 

Instead of putting on sanctions;Crockerrecommended a course toward South Africa 
that neither rejected nor embraced the Republic. The main U.S. concern was the 
orderly transition to a .new South Africa. Crocker formulated five points which could 
enable peaceful change in South Africa: _ · 

. "1) Measures to improve the living conditions ·and opportuntties of the black 
communities. 

2) St'eps to increase black bargaining power by st~ngtheningthe capacity to organize 
and articulate common· interests . . 

3) De&eloping forms and procedures that exparid the potential for intergroup bar~ · .· 
·gaining and accommodation; 

4) political-constitutional re/orni toward power-sharing. · 

5)dismantling statutory social barriers and discriminatory atcessto public services · 
and facilities. "186 

183 

184 

Quite on the contrary comprehensive sanctions could damage South Mrica in a way that 
would produce unforeseeable consequences. Uprisings, decline of white lifestyle and white 

· emigrati?n might.b~ achieved. But presumably, "full political participation'' was the goal arid. 
not hurliJ:!g the whites. · .. , 
Croclter, Chester, South Africa: Strategy for Change, p.327; · 
Crocker, Cheste.r South Africa: Strategy for Ch~nge, p.a51. . · _ _ . . . · _ · · 

Among analyj;ts there was a discussion on the wisdom ofthe Reagan administration to take 
the tlueat of sanctions offthetable. It was argued that sanctions sho:uld not have been excluded 

.. as a bargaining chip, because they had .a certain psychological impact and gave additional 
leverage. . . · · · ·. . . · · ·· . · · 

·Kitchen, Helen, Clough, Michael, The United States. and South Africa: Realities and Red 
Herrings, p.40,4L · . · · , . : . · · . · 

185 ·· U.S. Congress, House, U.S. Policy, toward Namibia: Spring 1981, 198i, p.16. 
· 186. · Crocker, Chester, South Africa: Strategy for Change, p;347. 

.·. 
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Crocker considered the.U.N: arms embargo and Washington's refusal to use South 
. . . . 

Mrican military facilities as good measures to be kept up in th~ abs~nce of political 
change. Economic sanctions, i.e. econoJiri~ warfare, against South Africa, however, 
were rejected by Crocker f~r· the· r,easons discussed above. On the,..other· hand he 
encouraged U .H.-European cooperation on the South African question. He wanted 
the dialog between South African and U .8; leaders tobe kept alive.187 According to 

Crocker, making scapegoats of one another was easy and often ~one in the lJ.R
South Africa relationship. But such actions had. negative effects and made helpful. 

. . . 

communication impossible. Exch~ge_ofideas, warnings and encouragement with 
Pretoria. were pecessary to promote peaceful change in the Cape Republic and the 
southern Africa region.188 · . . · . . . . . '. . · 

The policy ofconstructive engagement was strongly criticized in the United States. 
. . . ' . ·.. . ·. . ., . 

. Critics believed this new U.S. policy. <;ould have terrible consequences·. For the lib-
erals this policy signaled to South Africa that the U .R would not take any measures 
against the Republic even if it kept up its aggressive politics toward neighbors and 
internal repression.189 Already.in 1981 the.new policy led opponents to talk about 

. . 

the Reagan achirinistration'.s "tilt" towa,rd South Africa, as had been done in the 
Ford administration. 190 Some liberal critics of the administrations policy compared 

·constructive engagement to the "tar baby" option or'Henry tGssinger. Theyfelt that 
. . . ' . 

the Reagan administration was giving Pretoria lot~ of carrots but no sticks and that 
this policy was n<;>t yielding any positive results.191The liberals suggested to give 
South Africa the choice of immediately changing their raciaJ political system· or . ·. . . . 

being forced to do it by sanctions.192 On the other hand a small and very conservative 
group. of politicians who· wanted to have closer ties to· South Africa, opposed con- . 
structive engagement; They disliked the policy be.cause it. included criticism for 
South Africa. · 

187 
188 

1~9 

. 190 

191 

'192 

Crocker~-Chester,South Africa: Strategy for Change, p.346. 
Crocker, Chester, South Africa: St:r:ategy for Change, p.350,35l. 
U.S. Congress, House, Namibia and Regional Destabilization iriS~uthern Africa, 1983·, p.2. 
When the U.S. vetoed a U.N. Security Council resolution condemning South At'ricafor invading 
Angola, there was talk about the tilting toward the Cape Republic. . 
Southerland, Daniel, The Christian Science Monitor, September 21; 1981, ''U.S. tilt to South . 

· Africa is costly: gains unknown"; · · 

;Anibass~dor McHenry put his ~eli eves ~nto strqng: words in one of_ his C~ngressional heari,ngs 
m 1981: What they [South Afnca] are b,kely to do zs to gulp up all carrots that you have tossed 

· them and ask for more." . . . . · · . : 
U.S. Congress, House, U.S. Policy toward Namibia: Spring 1981, 1981; p.27,28. . · ... 
D'Amato', James V., Constructive Engagement, p.270, 271. . . 
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In Congress," especially in the House, the debate about constructive ~ngagements 
already started in19Sl. A broader congressional ai).d public debate, however, started 

·only. in 1984 ~hen intenserviolent unrest broke out iil South Africa. The exten~ive 
media coverage of these. events in the U.S. created a public outcry. The demand for 

·action ~-b~ taken agRinst the repr.essive.governmentin Pretoria gr~w.193 With this 
background of rising public pressure; Congress passed sanctions against South 
Africa. The· bill was vetoed by the White House where~pon Capitol Hill overrode . 
the veto and passed the ·bill194 on October 3, 1986, by a landslide .vote.' The vote gave 
a wrong picture of the situation in Congress. There_was by no means a consensus. 
on what the U.S. policy should look like toward South Africa. The motive~ for aJarge . 
majority of Congressmen and Senators: to support the legislation were quite 
vaped.195 S~me Congressmen voted for the act because they wanted to send Pretoria 
a strong message, others viewed the sanctions as :a. punishment for the Cape 
Republic. A third. group supported· the legJ.sl~tion primarily fo~ domestic reasons. 
The developmentsin South Africa and the media' coverage of the events trigg~red 
strong sentiments inthe United States. Therefore, some Congressmen felt they had . 
to take some kind ofaction hi.response to their constituents' demands. And finally, . 
a fourth group regarded, the sanctions as a chance to damagePresidentReagan's 
foreign policy.196 

On the effect· and usefulrie.ss of the 'sanctions i.mplemented in 1986, views differ. In 
·.Crocker's. eyes the sanctions drove South Africa off, and made workillg with the· 

Republic mdre .difficult. Pretoria let the Reagan adniinistration krtow that· they. 
thought the ·administration did ·not have its foreign ·policy 1mder control and _ 
therefore was not a credible negotiat~ng ·partner. 197 The fact that it was Congre~s 

193 D'Am~to, ~ames V., Constructive Engagement, p;341,342. 
194 Appendix J: Tb.e Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act·of19S6 
195 .Clough, _Michael, Southern Africa: Challenges and Choices, in: Foreign Affairs, Vol.66 No.5 

(Summer 1988), p.l068-1072. · · · · · · · 

196 · Baker, Pauline H., South Africa: Time Ruml.ing Out. The U:riited Statesand South-Africa: 
.The Reagan Years, The South Africa UPDATE Series 1989, p.46. . . · · 

197 Interviewwith Chester Crocker, October 9, 1990. 
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a~d. not the adtcimstration who imposed the sanctions made the. sanctions less 

credible as a bargairiing chip With South Africa. For only Congress could end the 
sanctions agaiil.198 · .. 

. 4.2. Namibia: A new Strategy 

. The policy of constructive engagement was~ policy directed toward the whole region 
. . . 

and not only toward South Africa; Theref<?re, :Namibia's independence was also 

included in the strategy of constructive engagement. Namibia's case carinotbe 
studied isolated froin the e~ents in the region, and the U.S. efforts in theN amibian · 
negotiations cannot be sep~rated from the U.S. actions toward South Africa and 

• Angola. In spite ofN amibia being an element of constructive engagement, the term 
' . . . ,. .- ' . 

will not be used in this study of the Reag~nadministration's efforts for a ~amibian 
settlement. Chester Crock~r's policy has been studied, discussed and interpreted 
in different. ways and criticized for ntimerous reasons. Behind the n~e "con

st~ctive engagement" differerit individuals see a variety or. differep.t issues.199 The 
· name has too inany connotations anditis tOo heavilyburderied in the United States . 
. Here, the main interest lies in the concrete initiatives taken by the Crocker team 
. arid in other events that made the Namibian settle:r;rtent possible. . 

. . ' . . . 

TheN amibian negotiations were stalled whel). the Reagan administration came into"' 
office so that the new administration had to decide what approach.they would choose 

for Namibia. Three options were COnE!idered by the new team: 
. . 

1) . 'J.1le "Namibia~only" approach could be chosen continuing the Carter admi
nistration's work and accepting the limited hope for success. 

198 InteTview with Michael Clough, October 17, 1990. 

The passing of sail~tions in Congress was one· of the inost important defeats for Reagan's 
foreign policy. The Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 did not only include the 
sanctions. The ·legislatiQn was designed tO give a· new framework for the future U.S. policy · 
toward South Africa. The act was supposed to help create a new, non:.. racial and demQcratic 
South Africa. The legislation, however, pl11yed a minor role in the U.S. policy because the 
provisions were contradictory and confusing as to what strategy was to be followed •. 
Baker, Pauline H., South Africa: Time Runnin~ Out, pA4-47·. · · · 

199 Some disliked the policy becaus.e it criticized South Africa, others· felt the U.S. was too soft 
on South Africa and that the administration was "going to bed with South .Africa". · ·• 
A staunch opponent of Crocker's was Senator Jesse Helms (R-North Carolina). He disliked 
Crocker from the beginmng and held up the Assistant Secretary's confirmation in Congress 
for several months. . . . . · · 
Bender, Gerald J., The New YorkTimes, June 10, 1981, "Secretary of State Helms". 
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2) The Namibia issue and the whole region could be down~graded and the 
. regional. dynamics would take care of the development . 

. 3) Anew approach could be worked out.200 

The third option was chosen, which led to the restructuring of the negotiations. The 
Reagan administration introduced three issues to break the. deadlock on the . 

; Namibian negotiations· which were carrots for South Africa. 201 It proposed the 
improvement of U.S.-South Afri~~n ·relations, constitutional guarantees, and the 

concept oflinkage. · 
I 

First, military attaches, deferise-usuable licenses and material, and nuclear and 
·intelligence cooperation were restored' in orderto reestablish good r~lations between _ 
Pretoria'and the United States. These measures ~ere criticized in the·U.S because 
tb,ey made-.the U.S. look as if they supported the apartheid regime. The Reagan 

. . . . . . ·- . . 

administration always emphasized their abhorrence of the racial system. But they 
also. recognized thatthere would be no settleme~tinNariribia withoutSottthAfrica's 

' . .. ··. . ., •' . . 
• cooperation. The workirig relation between the Carter administrathm alld South 
·.Africa had been frigid and Unproductive. 'rhe.new team wanted to change this in 

order to have mo.re leverage overSouth Afnca and improve the chances or a ·peaceful 
transition in.Namibia. Secondly~ constitutional guarantees· were worked out. They . 

were part of Crocker's plan to reas~ure the whites in Namibia and South Africa_that. · 
. the minorities would be protected in the independent Namibia. Crocker originally 

wanted; the whole constitution written before the elections; This had already been. 

done in ZiiPbabwe to protect the whites. The Mrican states and.theContactGroup, 

however, opposed this plan and, therefore, nine constitutional principles202 were 
·agreed ~n in'l982, instead of a.whole constitution.203 The thre~ most important. 

principles dema.:nded that: 

·1) The constitution be adopted· by two-thirds of the total membership of the 
· Co.nstituentAssembly. 

200 
201 

202 

Newsom, David; The Diplomati-¢ Record 1989-1990, B<)ulder 1991, p.12. 
When it caine to the sticks. for South Africa, the U.S.had fewer and less convincing means to . 
pressiire South Africa into cooperation. Putting sanctions on South Mrica was one possible · 
stick, but Crocker had shown little inclination to.put sanctions on South Africa, thereby taking · 

·this bargaining chip off the table. J.Ie did, however, let South Africa and the other parties know 
that the U.S. would pull out of the negotiations if its efforts were useless. · · 
Oberdorfer, Don, Th~ Washington Post, May 1, 1981, "Crocker Warning on NamibiaTalks", 
Appe~dix K: Pri~ciples concerning the Coristitti~Iit Asse:mbly and the Constitution for an 

Independent Nam1b1a .· .·· · . · . . . 
' I . 

203 · Zartmann, .1. William, "Ripe for Resolution", New York,1985, p.l87 ,188 ... 
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2) ·:·The government be ~de up of three branches; 
a) An elected legislature, 
b) An elected executive responsible to thelegislature.. 
c)An independent judiciiuy. 

. ' 

3) -A declaratimi offunda:r:nental rights enforced by the courts.204 

Finally, the most controversial measure proposed· by Crocker was the concept of -
linkage which included the Cuba~ presence in ·Angola into the negotiations on 
Namibia. The Cuban presence in Angola had not been dealt with previously by the 
U.S. in- order to avoid accusations of only being interested in the Cuban troop 

presence and not in the occupation of N ~bia.. To Crocker this way of thinkipg of 
many Western nations . can be . considered sound· diplomatic reas.oning, but bad 
strategy. According to him~ Angolan leaders had _already made the connection 
between events inAngola and Namibia before 1981, when in the late 1970sthey 
had announced that· Cttban troops would withdraw when Namibia became inde
pendent. 205 .in the following, tb;e: Reagan administration's policy towa~d Namibia; . · 

the reason for i~troducing the linkage, and the concept's domestic andinternational 
acceptance wiltbe discussed. 

204 Namibia Independence and Cuban Troop Withdra~al, D~part~ent of Foreign Affairs, Pre-
toria 1989, p. 7. · 

Opponents of Crocker's approach criticized the discussion about the Constitutional Prlnciples. -
They considered this new element, broughtin by the U.S.; as a means to stall the process. 
The Center Magazine, Vol.XVI No.2 (March/April1983), p.53,54~ 

205 Newsom, David; The Diplomatic Reeord 19.89-1990, p.12.13. 
-, 

It is hard to keep the Angola and Namibia issues separated·because there are several linkages 
of the conflicts. Already in th~ early 1970s UNIT A and SWAPO started working together. 
UNIT Agave SW APO safe passage tnrough southern Angola, enabling them to attack Namibia 
from Angola. SWAPO on the other hand made sure that Chinese weapons ani,ving in Zambia 
found their way to UNIT A After the Lisbon· coup the collaboration of UNIT A and SW APO 
inten~ified. SW APO moved its bases to ~o1;1thern Angola because South Africa had been raiding 
Za,mb1a after SW APO attacks on N am1b1a. UNIT A was under pressure from the MPLA and 
n~ede.d weapon Sll;PPlies. The situation ~~anged with the spreading of the Angolan ciyil 'Y'ar. 
Fightmg went on JUSt north oftheN armb1an border, and Angolan refugees were cormng mto 
Namibia. South Africa moved i~to Angola in July, 1975, ·attacking SW APO bases~ disanning. 
FNLA and UNIT A fighters, and capturing MPLA troops. With this South African move the 
Namibian and Angolan issue became closely linked. Pretoria started to support UNIT A after 

· _ Savimbi rejec~d to work t?getherw?-th theM~LA: At the time UNI':!-'A 'Yas w~akand dependent 
· on South Mncan protection. In return, SaVImbi gave South Mn.ca mtelhgence on SW APO 

. camps and movements. In parallel, the MPLA government found an ally in SWAPO. The , 
Angolan president Neto wanted an ally in the southern part of his country. Therefore, he ·. 
~llowed ~ujo~a'.s org~ization to-~stabl~sh bases inside of~gola. This !tllowed. ~WAPO to 
mfiltrate N am1b1a which resUlted m an mcrease of South African troops m N armb1a. . -

·Jaster, RobertS., The 1988 Peace Accords and the Future of Southwestern Africa, in: Adelphi 
Papers 25~ (Fall1990), p.9,10. ' · 



The Concept of Linkage 

By linking the South African withdrawal from Namibia and the . Cuban Troop 
Withdrawal (CTW) from Angola, Crocker hoped to break the stalemate on Namibia . 

. He believed that South Africa ~onsidered the Cuban presence no.rth ofN amibia a~ 
a. serious threat. Therefore, Pretoria was rell1ctailt .. to commit its·elf tO withdraw 
from the territory which, among other things~ had a bUffer function. The MPLA . 
·goverriment in Luanda, on. the other hand, felt .threatened by UNIT A which was 

backedby.So~~h Africa and by the South African incursions into sou~hern Angola. 
With Namibia independent, Crocker felt Luanda would be less threatened, thus 
making the Cuban presence .. no longer necessary. The CTW. also would make. a 

settlement between UNIT A and MPLA more likely thereby making_ a coalition.·· 

goyernment .P~ssible. 206 

The new U.S. strategy was ambitious and to a certain exte~t also a gamble. The 
·complex situation in southern Africa needed consid~ration, making the cooperation· 

of the FrontLine States, South Africa, the Contact Group, Cuba as well as UNIT A . 
and SWAPO necessary.20

'/ The chances ofsuccess in 1981 ~ere not very good, as 
Crocker adniitswhen Writing, ·~ skeptic would have to be forgiven for wondering, 
ln 1981,' why and, how all this would work. '1208 The chances of success for Crocker;s 
policy in 1981 were ~stimated at about one out often,209 

206 Crocker's ideasori what the U.S. should do in southern .Africa were very clear. Not just ariy. 
settlement was desiredforthe region but the se:ttlement.suggested py the United States .. · · 
Newsom, David, The Diplomatic Record 1989-1990, p~ 13,14. · 

·' . . .. 

. 207 Newsom, David, The Diplomatic Record 1989-1990, p.13 
Interview with Chester Crocker, October 9, 1990. · . 

208 ·Newsom, David,·The Diplomatic Record 1989-1990, p.14. 
209 Interview. with Chester Crocker, October 9, 1990. · 
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Domestic Situation 

During eight years Crocker and his· team led the negotiations on. Namibia and 
enjoyed great autonomybecause Africa was no priority in U.S. foreign policy. 210 He 

had to keep his superiors informed and comfortable with his decisioll, but there -was 
little· interference.211 

The regional conditions were decisive for the policy toward Namibia and the 
introduction of the linkage ~oncept. But there also were some domestic reasons why 
linkage made sense. Crocker needed the support ofhis superiors for his·new strategy 
toward Namibia and the upgrading of southern Africa on the foreign policy agenda . 

. Namibia was not any special concern to Secretary of State Haig, .his successor 

SecretaryShultz or the White House. However, by bringing in theGuban elements 
and th~ possibility to "roll-back"212 Soviet and Cuban i~uencein Africa, Crocker 
won the interest and support of keyadministraHon officials}13 As Crocker saw it, 
linkage made a logical package in domestic politics: the. liberals wanted South Africa 
to leave Namibia while the conservatives were unhappyabout the Cuban presence 
in southern Africa . Therefore, linkage includedthe concerns of both ends of the 

210. 

211· 

212 

213. 

The Pentagon showed very :little interest in the Namibian negotiations: There was one 
Pentagon official on the Crocker team, thoug1t. Mrica, and especially southern Mrica was of 
little interest to the Department of Defense. Until1982 .Africa was treated together with the 
Mipdle East and South Asia. Then a special Mrican region was created within the Bureau of 
International Security Affairs. Finally, in 1986 the position of a Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Mrica was established,. slightly upgrading the region inthe Pentagon. · 
The Navy did not regard the communist threat in. southern Mrica as very serious. Therefore, 
the policy of the. Pentagon was to· support broader national objectives: In Namibia's case, 
meaning the negotiations of the State Department. · · 
Interview: with a Pentagon official, NovemberS, 1990 
Interview with Chester Crocker, October 9, 1990.. · · . .· . . . · ... 

Lewis, Neil A, The New York Times, June 9, 1987, "Chester Crocker: Inside .Making Policy 
onAfrica" · 

. The origins of the "roll-back" strate_gy go back to the early 19508. Truman alrea_dj: regarded 
the rolling back of the Kremlin's influence as a long-term objective as is seen·in NSC-68, ·~ 
any rate, it is clear that a substantial and rapid building up of strength in the free world is 
necessary t~ support a firm policy intended to chec~ and to r_oll back the [(remlin's drive for 
world dommatwn~" U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relation of the Umted States (FRUS) 
1~50, Vol.I, S. 283-:-284. ·· . · · · · . . 

John Foster Dulles was a strong proponent of the "roll-back" strategy. He felt that only con- .. 
taining the spread.of communii?m was not enough. Hewanted to see Moscow's influence in 
the world reduced and the people behind the iron curtain freed. · 
Peter, Thomas, Abschrecken undUeberleben im Nuklearzeitalter, Grii:sch 1990, pAS. 
Ki~hen, Helen, Clough, Michael,.Realities and Red Herrings, p.4_. 
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political spectrum.214 However, not everyone in the U.S. viewed the prob~em as 
Croclq~r did. Many people saw linkage as a hindra:nce to a Namibian settlement and · · 
opposed the new concept. 

. . . 

Foreign Ac~eptance of Linkage · 

Outside of the U.S. the linkage issue found few friends as well. Angola rejected the · 
linkage at first, arguing it needed the Cuban presence as protection against the 
South African-backed UNITA. Among the Contact. Group members; linkage was 
unpopular because it became the mErln obstacle . to a settlement.215 They did not 
believe the Angolans. co~d. or shoUld send the Cuban troops home before Namibia's 
indep~ndence was acliieved.216

. The Front Line States. opposed the linkage as well 
because. they thought it was,very unlikely to be succe~sful. South Africa was apt to 

, .have agreed with the Front Li~e States on the unlikeliness of the linkage proposal's 
success. This, however, made. the U.R idea attractive to Pretoria. Linkage took · 
.pressure ·offSotith'Afrlca and ·the Cuban presence became a hindrap.ce in ·the · 
implementation ofRes 435.217 

South Africa did not believe the U.S. could get Ap.gola and Cuba to agre_e to such· 
an agreement. The Reagan administration believed linkage was feasible and a good · 
way to lock South_ Africa into an agreement on N alnibia that Pretoria would be likely 
to live up to.218 The pa~es involved also found 'linkage distasteful because· it · 
encouraged cooperation with South Africa and bought time for Pretoria. The Crocker 

· team was aware that linkage gave South Africa or, as others would put it, "bought" 
time for South Africa~ B~yingtime forthe Qape Republic was an element the Crocker 
team co~sciotisly chose. For if South Africa. was not ready to move out·~fNamibia 
nothing would happen ariyway.219 

· 

. . 
214 Interview with Chester Crocker, October 9, 1990. 
215· · Newsweek, November 12, 1982, "The Namibia Conundrum';. 

216 Bender, Gerald J.; The New York Times, January 8, 1982;"Why Optimism About aN amibia 
Settlement". . · · , · · . . . ; · .· · . 

217 Interview with Ambassador Donald McHenry. Octo~er 30, 1990 .. 
218 Interview with Chester Crocker, October 9, 1990 
219 Interview with Chester Crocker, October 9, l990. · 1 
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4.3. Steps toward a Settlement: 1981-1988. 

The strategy 1 for Namibia was clear early on in the Reagan administration; The · 
implementation, however, took a long time. The eight years of work until a settle-

. ment was found for Namibia and the CTW will be discussed on thefollo~ng pages. 
In David Newsom's book, Chester Crocker divided the. eight years he was head of , 

· the African Bureau into six phases. The same division oftii~1e will be used here to 
· give an overview of the e~ents and the work performed by the ·Reag~ adminis-

•. "' j 

tration. 

Phase I (Apiil-October 1981) 

In the first phase the n~w U.R team held consultations with the Contact Group on . 
the implementation of'Res 435. Talks were also held. between the Contact Group, 

. · the :Front Line States, and SW APO. The Western Five worked out proposals for the 
new roUnd of negotiations .. In~rllally, however, there was a debate about the CTW .. 
link. France, West Germany, Canada, and Britain were skeptical about including 
the Cuban problem andleft it up to Washington to work on the issue, not wanting 

• . "I • • . 

. to be·as~ociatedwiththis :new element.220 

} 

Phase II (November 1981-Septeinber 1982) 

: Intense diplomacy in this phase resulted in the formulation of the nine constitutional 
·principles mentioned-earlier}21 The Front Lipe States, SWAPO and South Africa 

. . . 
. accepted these 'principles. In addition, the parties agreed on UNTAG monitoring 

220 Crocker, Chester; Advanced Draft, "Peace-Making in South~m Afri~_a: The Namibia~Angola · 
settlement of 1988", 1Hl. . · ··· · 

. . . 

. According to Ambassador McHenry, Fr~ce, West Germany and Canada repudiated linkage 
and even Britain did so privately .. ·· . · . · 
Interview with Ambassador Donald McHenry, October 30,1990. · . ' 

221 · ·. Appendix K: Principles concerning the Constituent Assembly and the Constitution for an 
Independent Namibia , . · · · · 
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SW APO bases in Angola and Zambia as well as the South African forces inN ami
bia.222 .AD.other important problem was solved in this second phase which made the 
implementation of Res 435 acceptable to Pretoria. The financial ·aid and other 
supp~rt to SWAPO from the U.N. was s~spended and the U:N.'s official position · 
that SW APO was the only authentic representative of. the territory relinquished. 
These steps enco~aged South Mrica to allow UNTAG to help d~colonize N amibia.223 .. 
By September 1982 all details ~ere iri place for a Namibian settlement. 224 Oniy the;_ 
CTW was still unresolved. 225 

Phase III (January l982~March 1985) 

· Already dliring·phase II bilateral talks between Washington and Luanda took plac~. 
· . The U.S. was trying to establish itself as credible mediator between Pretoria .and 

Luanda. The lifikage con~ept was introduced to Angola as a package in the interest 
of all parties and as. the only alternative. to· prevent an escaiating cbnf1ict in the 
region. In 1983 Angola started to signalits acceptance of the conc~pt.226 Therefore, 

· the U.S. ~ng~gedin intensive diplomacy from December, 1983, to January 1984. · 

222 · This agreement made the DMZ unnecessary, which had been: worked out during the Carter 
admiriistration. · . . . · · · · . · .. · · · 

223 · Jaster; RobertS., The 1988 Peace Accords and the Future Southwestern Mnca, p.33,3;4. 
224 There were two more issues that had not been settled but were no riuijor problems and, 

therefore, did not hinder the process of further negotiations. The status-of-force of the UNTAG 
· still had to be agreed on and South Africa had to decide on a electoral system for the Namibia 
election of a Constituent ASsembly. 'l'he former was decided on in 1985 and the latter hi 1988. · · 
Crocker, Chester, Adyanced 1)ra£t, :p.l1;12. . . ·· · . . 

225 Zartmann, I. William, Ripe for Resolution, p.191. . 
226 Luanda and Pretoria led bilateral talks without a mediator from late 1982 until early 1984 

to see if a dealcould be made·without Res 435. These talks, however, led to no results. . · · 
·. Crocker, Chester,Adyanced Draft, p.12. · 



-58-

.· . . \ . . 

The effort resulted in the Lusaka agreement and the Nkomati accord.227 The U.S. 
efforts toward disengagement were aimed at creating an atmosphere of confidence 

and s.ecurity for the future negotiation~ .. In this phase Angola accepted linkage 
officially for. the first time. by making a proposal for the CTW. Parallel to· the 
diplomatic efforts the military conflict, however, conti:qued. Several SWAPO 
incursions were stopped by South Africa and Pretoria made pre-emptive strikes into 

. Angola triggering reaCtions ofthe Cubans and Angolans. These activities ended in 
a costly stalemate in 1984. In addition, UNIT A was intensifying its pressure on the 
MPLA goverriment. Because of the mounti:r:1g pressure on Luanda, Havana sent. 
another 10,000 C.uban troops into Angola, raising the· ninnber of Cuban forces to· 
35,000. · In spite ·of these negative developments the third. phase ended with 
Washingtonpresenting the first negotiating document, suggesting the CTW to start 

. at the same time as th,e implementati.on ofRes 435.228 

Phase ~ (April1985-April1987) 

. . . . . . 

. The fourth phase lasting two years wa~ a difficult period. Many earlier achievements 

were destr~yed. The Lusaka agreelllent broke up because both parties did not fulfil 
their commitments. The South African withcli-awal fromsouthemAngola fell behind 

. . 

schedule arid was completed a year late. The accord did not hold, however. South 
Africa re-entered Angola making pre~emptive strikes against SWAPO .. In Sep

. tember .the MPLA launched· an offensive against UNITA which again brought in 
· South African forces to reenforce the guerilla group. 229 The. escalating internal · 

· 227 . -In 1984 the Nkomati accord and the Lusaka i:tgreement were signed,· 

Lusaka Agreement: '!'his agreement between Angola and South Mriea was aimed at the conflict . 
between SW APO and South Africa in Namibia. South Mrica and Arigola agreed that Luanda 
would not let SW APO use Angolan territory as a base to attack N a:riiibia. Ih return South 
Mrica would withdraw its troops from southern Angola. It did. not, however, limit or prohibit 
the signing parties from supporting domestic oppositi9n groups, meaning Angola's support . 
for the ANC.and South Africa's aid to UNITA · · . . 

NkomatiAccotd:This accord was made between Mozambiq~e and SouthAfrlc~. Maputo a~eed 
to expel the ANC .from its territory and in return Pretoria promised to stop supporting the 
Mozambique National Resistance which was ·fighting the Mozambique government. ·The. 
Nkomati accord was farther reaching than the Lusaka agreement for it actually called itself 
"agreement ofnon-agression and g<;>od neighborliness". . .. 
Price, Robert M., Southel"Il Africa }tegionalSecurity: Pax or Pox Pretoria?, in: World Policy 
Joumal(Summer 1985),'p.534.. · · 

228· Crocker, Chester, Advanced Draft, p;13 . 
. 229 Strategic Survey; 1985-1986, p.l88,189. · 
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. ,, . . . 

unrest in South Africaand the goverpm,ent's repressionbrought the world's criticism 

ori the Republic. As a result~ Pretoria increased its military strikes against neighbors 

accused of tolerat~g :ANC bas~s on th~ir territory. These South African actions 
were regarded as acts of regional destabilization and condemned by the interna

tional community.230
_ On the other h~d Angola started a :Soviet.:. backed offensive 

againstUNITA, that was successfully countered by South Africa and UNITA. The 

South Africans, as well a~ the Angolans seemed to have decided to try to find a 

solution by military means}31 

With these events in. southern Africa, the Clark-Amendment of 1976 was repealed 
and in early 1986 the Reagan adini:nistration decided to give··aid to UNITA.232 This .. 

decision was heatedly debated in Washington. Savimbf, UNITA's leader, wa~ 
\ regarded by the liberals as "South .Africa's stooge'' and the conservative Republicans . 

believed he w~s· "Angola's liberator". Chester Crocker and some of his advisers . 

regarded aid to UNIT A as one of their bargaining chips to pressure the1\1PLA ~nto ·· 

negotiations. The decision to give UNIT A aid was not meant as a declaration of war. 
against Luanda~233 The Crocker team never believed the. U~s: aid .could tum the.· 

course of the war or enable UNIT A to wiiJ.. Angola was being _supported with US$ 

1 billjonby the Soviet Union. Therefore, giving aid to UNITA was meant·to be a 
psychological card. to· pressure Luanda. 

Thee; fear .of causiil.g ·.an escalation of the civil. war in Angola was negated by .the 
·Crocker team~ According to a State Department official,. the war had Qeen heating 

. ' . . . . . 

. I 

up already before_ the decisioiJ. to give aid to UNIT A wastake:P,~ The massive Soviet 

230 South Africa did not acceptthe term, "destabilization". It regarded these strikes as a necessity 
for self-protection and not as action directed against the host country of SW APO. According 
to a South African diplomat, Pretoria used diplomatic channels to communicate that it could 

· ·not. accept Al'fC cam.ps in these co~ntries that 'Y.ere useq as sprillg~boards to attack South 
Africa. Pretona asked these ~ountnes to take action and eJect the ANC cells. If there. were no 
reactiol;ls to the diplomatic efforts arid the guerilla activity continued, then South Africa struck 
at the bases. Pretoria maintains that the attacks were very well targeted and not directed at 
the general public. . · ... 

· Interview with a South African diplomat, October 16, 1990. 
· 231 · . Jaster, RobertS., The 1988 Peace Accords and the Future of Southwestem Africa, p.15. 
232 In 19S1 the Reagan administration had decided to recommend the repeal ofs13verallegislative 

prov!s!ons .that. limited the President .. 's flexibility. in conducting. fi .. oreign pol}cy. Am. ong the 
proVISions was also the Clark Amendment. In a cable Secretary of State Hmg declared that 
the repeal of'theClark Amendment did not inean any actions would be taken and aid give~ 
to any party in Angola. According to Haig the U.S. policy was still under review at-the given . 

. time. He emphasized that the aim of the administration was to imd diplomatic solutions for 

233 

the region. · . · · . · ·. · · ·. · ·· ·. · 
Cable, Secretary of State Alexander Haig, Subject: Angola Repeal of the Clark Amendment, 
March 19, 1981, p.3, National Security Archives, Washington D.C., USA, (NSA). 
McFaul, Michael, Rethinking the "Reagan Doctrine in Angola, p;l08,109. 
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. . 

aid to Angola suggested that Moscow was pushing a military solution. The .negative 
effect of the aid to UNIT A was, that Angola cut communication with the U;S. which 
J.n tum caused the negotiations on .Namibia and the CTW to come tQ a standstill. 
Beca~se of this, fourteen months were wasted and the Namibian independence was 

· drawn. out. The oruy contact during this time between Was4irigtol). and Luanda was 
over Mrican, European and U.N. intermediaries. This move ofLuanda;s was con
sidered short~sighted becau~e it did not impro~e Angola's later position in the 

I. . . . .· . 

negotiation, but stalled the·efforts.234 

Shortly after the aid to UNIT A was approved, Congress passed sanctions on South 
Africa because of Pretoria's internal politics. Sanctions were a.Iso put on Front Lin~. 
· States235 and 'Namibia. As Crocker put it, the situation was gloomy and it seemed 

· i~e. "constructive problem· solving would be replaced by a left~wing-right-wing 
alliance favouring destructive disengagement." Despite these disheartening events ·· 

. the administration d~cided to stick to the basic concept for Namibia, even though, 
many observers said, with the passingofthe sanctions, the administration's efforts 
were ended. While the conflictin. the region was escalating, different ·parties beside 
the u.s. continued to c~il for a negotiated settlement.236 The one positive event in 
this phase was.South Mrica's carefully conditioned acceptancedn the fa.Il of 1985 of· 
the U.S. proposal on the CTW. This did not,help much at the time because the 
parties were.trying out military solutions. But it gave Washington leverage. over 
Luanda in the future .. 

Phase V CApril1987~April1988) 

In spring 1987, Angola showed willingn.ess to resume talks with the U ~S. after :more 
than a year. ·The first meeting of a U.S. and Angolan delegation took place in · 
Brazzaville, -Congo, in April 1987. At the meeting the U.S. pressed Luanda to 
partia.lly accept the u:.s. proposal of March 1985 .as South Africa had done in fa.Il 

1985. The Angolans on the other hand demanded carrots from the U.S. for a new 

234 Intemews With & State Department Official, October 2, December 7, 1990. 
235 • Sanctions were put on these states because they· supported the ANC · arid the practice of . 

"necklacin~". · · . · . · ·· · 
Crocker, Chester, Advanced Draft, p.14. · . · · .. . · 

. 236 Crocker, Chester, Advance Draft, p.13-15: 

/ 
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Angolan proposal. By carrots they mainly meant stopping the aid to UNIT A. The 
discus.sions during the eummer of 1987 were· called "a waste of time". by Chester 

Crocker. 237 

In July, .1987, things started tQ move o:n.the Cuban-Arigol~ front .. Castro let 
Washington· know indirectly that he wanted to particlpat~ i:n the negotiations as 
co"-member of Angola. In September the terms .of Cuba;s participation in the . 

negotiations were worked out. As a result of the talks going on between the UB ... · · · 
and Angola, South Africa again sta~ted to sho~ interest in negritiations.: Still during 

the summer. Luanda andHavan~ made a new proposal for the CTW, shortening the. 

withdrawal time period of the Cuban troops in the. southern part of Angola from . . . \ . . . . 

three to two years. The troops in the northern region,. however, were to stay 
· indefinitely. 

. ' . 

In spite of the diplomatic efforts, m.ilitary·plans were.bei.~g made. The So~ets and 
the MPLA started an. offensive against uNIT A which ended in a disaster for the 

. twoirrltiators.238 .Toward the endofthe offensiveinNove~ber, 1987, Castro decided 

his troops who .had kept out of the. o~ensive would take: part in the ·dispute but. on. 
his ow:n terms. 239 He, :therefore, brought in· i5,000 additional troops (raising· the . 
number of Cuban troops in Angola to 50'000) fo.r. a· flanking maneuver and then 
headed toward the Namibian border. The Cuban plan clearly had the long term .. 

objective of achieving·an honourable exit for Cuban troops out of Angola. The Cuban 

lll.aneuver was aimed atbringing Havana into a strong military position that would 
let it cut a profitable political deal.240 

On the_ diplomatic scene. the first negotiations took place in J anuary,l98S, between· . ,· . . 
Cuba; Angola, and the United.States. The big stepforward made in ~s ~eeting 
was that Havana and Luartda both accepted the principle of Total Cuban Troop 

237 

'238 

.239 

240 

Crocker, Chester, Advanced Draft, p.16. . · · : · · · · . · · 
According to a State Department official it bothered the MPLA goye:tnment that the U.S. 
rega~ded the tall~s as a waste -of time. U,S .. officials involved in the negotiationsfel~ that this 
pubhcly stated displeasure of the U.S. mediator had an efl'ect on Luanda to change Its course. 
Interview with a State Department official, October 2, 1990. · · · · · 
Cuba kept out of this offensive,it had advised against the Soviet-Ang~lan plaris which resulted . 
in a military debacle. By November the offensive was defeated by UNIT A and South African 
troops' · · · · · ·· · · · .· ·· · 
Crocker, Chester, Adv~nced_Draft,p.15,16 .. 
Jaster, Robe~S., The 1988 Peace Accords and the FutureSouthwesternAfnca; p.21,22~ 
Crocker, Chester, Advanced Draft p;16. . · . . . · · . · · . . . . · . · .. 

For a mqre detailed description of the Angolan-Soviet offensive in 1987 and the battle around 
Cuito Guanavale, read Jaster, Robert S., The 1988 Peace Accords and the Future of South~ 
western Africa, p.17:-23; · · · · 
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withdrawal (TCTW)241
• By March, 1988, South Africa was also back on the diplo-

. matic track. In April, 1~88, Washington decided that direct face-to-face talks 
between Angola~ Cuba, and -south Africa could be initiated. The .indirect· method 
With th~ U.S. being a mediator. and communicator was very time::-consuming and 
prone to cause misunderstancii!-1-gs. It was time that the parties faced each other · · 

and reality;242 According to a Ill:ember of the Crocker team the parties often lived in 
a dreamworld and had a very unrealistic picture oftheir own potential and that of. 

· · their adversarie~. These wro11:gperceptions led them to draw erroneous conclusions.,· · 
· Fm: example the U.S. realized early on that no party could force a military decision~ 

.. • ' I ' ' • 

South Africa and UNITA did not have the means to push out the Cubans or to 
overthrow the MPLA government. And SW APO could not win ag~nst the South 

African forces. 243 

During this fifthphasei~portant changesoccurred in the Soviet Union. Since 1986 
Moscow was trying to pullout offinancialiyburdensom,e comm,itments abroad. The 
Kremlinintimatedits.willingness to cooperate with theW est and tryto find peaceful 

solutions for conflicts in the Middle East, Central kn~rica, and southern Africa. In 
I . . \ . . , . . : 

· southern Africa~ and in particular Angola's case, the Soviet Union believ~d that 
there was no military sohition for the region. The need for a political settlement · 
. . . 

was emphasized after the disastrous offensivein 1987, which had beendirected by 
the Soviet Union. 'Moscow did not want to abandon Angola at once·, and it .kept 
pouring arms into Angola. On the diplomatic front, however, the Kremlin :was 
looking for a settlement to pull out ofthe region. In 1987, the Soviets were sceptical 
of Crocker's linkage plan, By spring 1988, however, Moscow recognized that linkage 

' ·.· . . . 

might work after all. During the 1988 peace talks the Soviet Union was not an active . . . 
party in the negotiations. But it was present at most of the meetings and helpful in 

explaining to the Cubans and.Angolans why certain agreements made sens~ and 
encouraged.the parties to make concessioils.'The Soviet Union kept a low profile 

during all of the talks while playing a cbnstructive role. It SUPP<?rted the U.S. efforts 
and convincingly showed its interests in a peaceful. settlement for the region.244 

. . 

241. Until January .1988, Angola and Cuba had insisted on keepi!lg troops stationed in northern 
Angola. . . . .. . • . · · . 

242 Crocker, Chester; Advanced Draft, p.16,17. 
243 . Irit~rview with a State Dep~rtm~nt offiCial, October 2, 1990. . . . 
·244 . Jaster; Robert R, The 1988 Pea~e Accords and the Future Southwestern Africa, p.28, 29. 
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Phase VI (May 1988-December 1988) 

The iast phase started With the firstface-to,.face talks betwe~m Angola, Cuba, So:uth 
'Africa and the U.S. mediatOr .. There were twelve such meetings, taking the nego- · 

' : . 

. ti~ting parties five times to Brazzaville, tWice. to .New York and. Geneva, and once .· 
to Luanda, Cape Verde and Cairo. 

·Despite the. diplomatic efforts, the militar.Y. actions had not ceased. Around Cui to 
Cuanavale'skirmishes continued from December, 1987, through March, 1988. By 
March the front was stabilizedthrou.gh the additional Cuban: troops sent in to help · 
the heavily.weakened MPLA. South Africa decided ft would Withdraw asannounced· 
earlier, instead of suffering m:ore castialties. Therefore, o~y ~bout 1,500 m'en wer,e 
left of the South African forces in Angola while Castro's troops pushed further south 

. . 

· toward Namibia. Havana declared that South Africa had suffered heavy casualtieE; 
.. i~ the th~ee months offighting.at Cui to Cuanavale. It also anno~ced that Pretoria · 
:wasnowWi.Uingt6 negotiate because ofth~new Cubanpositionofstrengthin~gola. 

. . . 

The rhetoric used hy Castro was part of the E!Chellle to have a go.od bargaining 
position, allo~ngfora negotiated exit out ofAngola.245 .The statement that South 
Africa had suffered heavy losses was not quite true. It was the MPLA and UNIT A · 

. . . I . 

who had suffered the most in the military actions in late 1987 and early 1988. Cuba . 
an,d South Africa. had ·few losses to deplore. There was one sei:ious clash between · 

. ' . . . . . 

South African and Cuban troops on June 27, 1988, near the Calueque Dam. It was 
. . . - . 

. the first and last encounter of the two anirles since 1975. A South African unit 
s.eemingly surprised Cuban. troops north of the Calueque Dam and attacked them, 
killing some Cuban soldiers.246 The. saJD.e day the Cubans retaliated With an air 
~t:rike against the dam killing twelve South Africans.247 The numbers given for· · 
suffered castialties vary: officially twelve Smith Africans and ten Cubans died~248 

245 · After Castro's speech South Africa feared the worst and called up reserVists. The additional 
· tropps were. not· needed because Havana had no intention of invading Namibia. llavana's 

military action and rhetori~were the last move before the finalwithdrawal. Invadiii.gNamibif~: . 
would have been. very foolish: Crocker wrote, ·~ .. Jt would have been, lunacy for the Cubans to 
cross the Namibia border, especially 'if their objective was a graceful exit." · · · 
Crocker, Chester Advanced Draft, p.17,18. .· · · · . 

246 .· The South Africans talked about hundred-fifty Cuban~'killed, the Cubans gav~ the number 
often. . . . · , · · · · . . · 

247 ·.Jaster, RobertS.; The1988 PeaceAc¢ords and the Future of Southwestern Africa, p.22. 
·· 248 Crocker, Chester, Advanced Draft, p;l7,1S. 
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· Mterthe fighting in June, serious diplomatic efforts were made by all three parties. 
The first document containing the basic deal ofTCTW and the implementation_ of 
Res 435 ~as agreed on in New York. In July military cominanders of the three 
parties met in New York and Cape Verde with: the difficult objective of finding a 

.. way to disentangle the armed forces. Decisive p~ogress was made fn ~arl:r August 

in Geneva.249 Here th~ details of. the tripartite agreement were worked out. It also 

was agreed to create a bila~eral Angolan-Cuban agreement containing specifics of 
the TCTW and its linkage to theN amibian independence process. The parties agreed. 
to ·the bilateral agreement on the same day as the _tripartite one. ·In Geneva a · 

document was drafted and named "Geneva Protocol".250 It described the South 
African withdrawal and committed Cuban force~ not to attack UNIT A force~ any-

" more and determined SW APO's deployment. 
. . 

The South· African withdrawal was scheduled for September 1, and on N oveml>er 
1, Res 435 was to be implemented~'The outstanding issue was the timetable for the 
TCTW. On this issue the gap between the proposals was very large. 251 Another three .. 
months with five Ill.Ore negotiation rolind,s we.re needed to find an agreement on the · 
TCTW, eventhough, the implementation date ofRes435 had easily been found ~rid 
set for·N ovember 1, 1988. This .deadline, however, lapsed because no decision could 

·be taken on the Cuban issue.252 Finally~ in November 1988 a twenty-seven months 

249 The Soviets .sent a senior observer to Geneva ~r having missed th~ meetings at New York 
and CapeVerd~. , ·. . · · ·. 
Crocker, Chester, Advanced Draft,_ p.l9. · 

At thesemeetings the South African General Gelderihuys and his Cuban counterpart, Gen~ral 
Rosales W<?rked together well and were optimistic about finding a settlement for the military 

.·problems. According.to Jaster, at the meeting in Cape Verde General Geldenhuys warned the 
Cubans not to boast publicly about the. South African. withdrawal because that could cause 
domestic difficulties in So'l.lth Africa. There were conservative forces in the Cape Republic that 
we,re not in favor of the negotiations. And it was likely that they would demand the end of the 

· negotiations if South Africa was humiliated publicly. · · · · . 
Jas.ter, RobertS., The 1988 Peace Accords and the Future of Southwestern Africa,p.24,57. 

· 250 Appendix L: Protocol of Geneva 
251 Cuba and ~gola suggested a fo'ilr-year time period for the. TCTW while Pretoria wanted the 

Cuban forces sent back home within seven months. This time period was equivalent"to the 
transition period from implementation of Res 435 to the Namibian elections. Within this 

· seven.months timeframe all South African troops had to be withdraWn. from the territory as 
well. . .· ·. . ·. · · · · 
Crocker, Chester, Advanced Draft, p.19,20. · 

~52 · In the weeks around the U.S. presidential elections no decisions were made. The parties 
seemed to want to wait. and see what was to be expected from the future U.S. policy. When· 
George Bush was elected, it was clearthatno major 'policy changes would occur. Tliis persuaded 
Angola artd CtJ,ba to cut a deal since no better one was to be expected from the next admin-
istration. · ' . · · . · ·. ·· · ·.· • 
Wreri.; Christopher S., The New York '.rimes, December 18, 1988, ~'The CrockerFormula for 
African Diplomacy". . · , · ' . · . 
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timetable was declded on in Geneva. 253 hl the· following :five weeks the penultimate 
Brazzaville Protocol was outlined, the U:.N; verification plan :negotiated, the U.R 
proposaJ to establish ajoint comttlission254was agreed on, and consultationwitli the . 
U.N~ Secretary-General toOk place to set a new date for the implementation of~es 
"435. The date was set for April l, 198R Two more sets of meetings in the Congo 
brought the~ process to a close, producing the "Brazzaville Protocol" of December· 
i3.255-Finally,onDeceml>er22, 1988, the parties signed the tripartite agreement in 
.New York.256

. 

4.4. ·Namibia's I11~ependence ~d Tripartite Agreem~nt 

Why were the negotiations for Namibia's independence succe~sfufin 1988? Did 
South Africa decide Namibia ~as an unpr~fitable territory to have? Did the ~anc~ 
tions weaken South Africa and· force the Cape Republic to cqoperate? Were the 
changes in the Soviet Union linder Mikhail Gorbachev and the new Soviet approach 
·to southern Africa the :reasons? Did Crocker's effort of almost eight years pay· off, 
~as his policy toward the region successful after all? 

In" arti<;les and in the conducted interviews mariy re"asons were given why a solution 
· was fo-qnd for Namibia .in 1988. The views can be roughly. put into two groups: 
Liberal groups ·and supporters of sanctions who had oppoSed construCtive 
engagement and th~ concept of linkage· all along,. believed that a settleme11:t was 

- . . . 

found pecause South Africa was under pressure from the sanctions and because of 
its domestic opposition to the war in Namibia. According to this group the changes 

253 Appendix M: Schedule of the Peace Process · 
254 ·. The u~s. and the Soviet Uni<m acted ~~ observers. on the commission. 
255 Appendix N: Protocol of Brazzaville 
256 Cro~ker, Chester, AdvancedDrSn, p.l9~2L . 

At the .. same time as the tripartite: agreement was· signed; Cul:>a and Angola also signed a 
bilateral-agreement, providing the timetable for the TCTW over twenty-~even months. On 
Dec~mbe_r 20, ~98~, the Security Council pa_ ssed Res 626 thereby establisl!tng the U.N. Angola: 
Venficabon Mission (UNAVEM). Already on January 3, 1989, thefirstUNA.VEM members 
arrived in AI:lgola to monitor the withdrawal ofthe first 3,000 Cuban tro.ops. At full strength . 

. UNAVEM wast<? consis~ of twenty civ_ilian support personnel and sev~,nty military observers .. 
The observers Will stay m Angola until July 1991; when the .TCTW w'Ill}jave been completed; 

. U.N. Chronicle; Marc~ 1989,_p.36,37. ·. .· · · ·. . · . · .. 

Appendix 0: Tripartite Agreement signed by Angola, Cuba, and South Africa . . 
I . . • . 

. . 

Appendix P: Bilateral Agreement signed by Angola and Cuba 
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. . . . 

in the SoViet foreign policy since Mi~ail Gotbachev took over in the Kremlin were 
an important re~son as well. At any rate th.e work of the Reagan administration in 
Namibia was not estimated as an important factor. They believed the· policy of . 
linkage delayed the settlement ~nd · th~t Crocker's plan fo.r Namibia worked oniy 
.because the clrcumstarices were right and no--other proposal was on the table. 257

. In . · 
opposition to the opin:ionabov¢, some give Crocker's work ~ great deal of credit for 
bringing about the implementation of Res 4~5 .after ten years. They agree that the 
cj.rcumstances were right and that Crocker;s plan made the best of.the situation; 

But they acknowledge Crocker's persistence and strong coinmitment to finding a 
: 1 • . '" • • • . • 

solution. · . . 

To understand how the settlement finally came about;· a look s:P,ould be taken at the 
elements that had the greatest influe~ce on the decision making. process of the 
involved governments in the 1980s. On the 'following pages, the interests in seeing 

a Namibian settlement and the CTW happen in 1988 will be studied. 

The United States of America 

As Assistant Secretary, Crocker came i~to office with·a well thought thro1.1gh concept · 
.· for the region; He used these ideas for the deveiopment of the strategy that deter-. . . 

mined the U.S. policy toward southern. Africa for eight years. A leading element in 
Crocker's policy toward southern Africa was "self-interest". Governments usually 

do not adjust their policy just because other people, ~oups or gove~ents co~sider 
such actions as bei:rig. nice or preferable to ·them. Crocker. made clear that the 

.· engagement of the U.S. in the region was motivated by self-interest. U.S: interest 

. in the region was clear, they wanted the region to be economically.prosperous, 
friendly to the U.S., and politically stable in the long-run. To create such a situation 
in the 19808 three problems needed to be solved: 

I) Apartheid had to be dismantled in-South Africa. 

2) Namibia needed to.be·come independent . 

. . 3) Angola had to send the Cubans home and achieve national reconciliation . 

. 257 Interview with Pauline. H. Baker, October.18, 1990 .. 
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. 'The historic~ development of these problem spots were diverse but the is~ues and 
their resolutions were closely related in the 1980s. Crocker argued that also. all 

. other parties involved in the regi~n only would ~gree to a settlem~nt ifth~ir interest 

were respected. 258 

The u~s. suggested ·a parallel withdrawa1ofCubail troops out of Angola arid South 
African forces out ofNamibia.25!! With the Cubans gone there would be no reason 

. . 

for South Africa to feel threatened by communism a:r:tylonger. And the MPLA would 
. feel safe with South Afrlc~ out of southern Angola and out ofNamibi~. The so-~alled 
. Marxist goverilments in the region posed ilo serious threat to South Africa's soph

isticated a~y. The South Africans grabbed up the proposal ~ccording to Crocker,. 
The State. Department te~ suspected that Pretoria accepted linkage thinking the 
U.S. could never d~liver the .. Cuban side. The South ·Africans were hoping that 
linkage would take pressure off of them and niake the negotiations more complex. 
At the time South Africa had not m~de the decision to give up Namibia. The linkage . 
. proposal was Criticized by many out of fear that the Cuban presenc~ would become 
a hindrance to the implementation of Res 435~ It was believed that the Angolans 
and Cubans would not accept the conditio:O:s oflinkage.260 

The Crocker team was accused of buying time for South Africa and dragging. out 
Namibia's independence. Whether or ~ot Namibia ~ould have become-inQ.ependent 
faster, will alwa.ys remain speculation. No other plan was on the tabl~ tha.t might 
have sped up the process. When judging the effectiveness ot the linkage concept, 
two important factors·need to be kept in mind: 

. . . 

1) Before linkage. was suggested no progress w~s being. made .. South Afric~ saw 
no incentive to appl'ove the implementation of Res 435. It believed a better 
deal could be fo~d, through ail internal settlem~nt or new developme11ts 
coming from the new governments in Europe and North America. In the early 

258 
259 

260 

· 1980s Pretoria did not seem to see any substantial gains in letting Namibia · .. ·· 
. . . ' 

go; At the time Namibia w-as not yet the financial burden it.was to ~ecome in 
.· the late 1980s. 

Zartmann; I. William, Ripe for Resolution, p.237. 
There is a debate oil the origin of the linkage idea. Some say it was originalll a South Mrican · 
idea, others say it was C:rocker's or mayb~ National Security adviser Clarks idea. . · 
Interview with a State Department official, October 2, 1990. 
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2) . Not only South Africa hadto be "caught", it also was al!.S. domestic problem.· 
Crocker's superiors had hardly any interest in Namibia or even the region. 
Had it not beenfor Crocker's personal interestin the region, a low-profile policy 
would'most·likely have been chosen, thereby, keeping the regional problems 
a low~key issue. With the Cuban link, however, Crocker won the support of 

conservatives and his superiors who regarded the ~rea almost exclu~ively in 

East-West terms. 

The opposition to Crocker's policy in tlie U.S. demanded pressure to be put on South 
Afri~a to force its compliance with Res 435. TlJ.ey. called for the dropping of .the ·. 

· linkage conc~pt and ~anctions on South Africa. The d~cision whether to put on 
sanctions or not was .. heatedly debated. The argumentation that Namibia would . 

have been independent earlier' had sanctions been imposed, cannot be. proven. In 
the early 1980s there is, however, reason to doubt the effectiveness of sanctions. · 
The world had talked about sa:h.ctions for many years and South 4Jrica had enough 
time to develop a largely self .. sustaining economy. The sanctions called for ·wo~d 
have been directed at the apartheid ~ystem and not only at the o~cupation of 

. . 

Namibia. 261 On the domestic question South Africa felt strongly that internal aff~irs 
were none of the world's business. In 1986 as Congress finally passed sanctions · 
their effect wasJimitedand can hardly be called the decisive fact~r in .the final 
settlement of Namibia or theinternal changes occurring in South Africa. 

·South Africa 

At the end bfthe Carter admiD.istratio:ri many involved U .R officials concluded that 
South Africa had not taken the basic decision to give Namibiaindependence. At the 
time Res 435 was not interest~g enough for South Africa to compensate for its! 
economic interest in Namibia and forthe loss of the buffer to Angola. By 1988 the 
situation was quite different. Namibia had become a financial btirden for South 
Africa. Internationally; South Africa was isolated because of its apartheid policy 
and its int~ansigent position ()n Namibia's indep(mdence. Internally, it becam~ 
increasingly difficult for.Pretoria to justify tlie war inN a:O:Ubia and Southern Angola 

. . 
261 The· opponents of Crocker's policy never· offered a better alternative strategy. They criticized 

the administratio1;1's policy and proposed to "drop linkage" and"impose sanctions".' These 
suggestions can be discussed as possible tactics, but riot as an overall strategY'. 
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. . 

which was claiming South Africa11_lives and constm1ed huge amounts of money .. 
. ·Especially as the loss of lives among white conscripts h:icreased, Pretoria's policy 
was criticized strongly in the C~pe Republic. The white. South Africans sa~ little 
sense in watching their sons die. fightirtg in Angola. for UNITA.262 

By the mid 1980s Pretoriahad recognized that its e:ff<?rt to find anintemal solution 
in N~mibia.had failed. For many years·South Africa cJid not want free .and fair 
elections because SW APO was bound to be victorious. In the meantime Pretoria . . . .. . . 

· recognized that it could live with aSW APO government·, because any government . 
in Windhoek would have to ~ooperate to a certain extent with SouthAfricain order· 
to avoid an economic disaste;. Namibia, like the- other countries in the region; 
depends economically .on the Cape Republic: Therefore, SW APO .would· have to . 

. ~ellow~ if it got into power, and wouldnotbe a threat to South Africa. 

Another factor often mentioned is the weakened Sou,th African economy. In the U.S. 
·the sanctiohs.imposecl in 1986. by Congress are cited often as one. reason for South. 
Africa's economic troubles.263 The opi.njoiis differgreatly.on this issue. Other peopie 

. feel that the ~anctions harqly had any effect. And if at all, the sanctions had a . 

psychological or political but not an ecohomic effect because the measures empha-:- . 
. sized the-8outh African position as an outcast of the international community~264 A 
· number ofpeople felt the sanctions only drove Pretoria off and made negotiations 
harder, especially because Congress controlled fu,e iinplementation, not the ~dmi- · 
nistration. 265 

A number of people attribute a greater effect on.the South African economic situation 
to the action of foreign banks rather than· to sanctions. The refusal of the Chase 

. Manhattan Bank on July 31, 1985, to roll over loans and the decision. of other foreign 
banks on September 4, 19~5, 266 not to extend credit, had a far greater impact on the 

. South African econ_omy than the U.S. sanctions. Chase Manhattan took the linex~ · 
pected step because it had grown tired of the difficl.llfworking conditions in.the 

. .: : 1.· . . ' ' • . •. 

262 W;en, Christopher S., The New York Times; Dece.m:ber 18,1988, "What South Africa Gets 
for the Conti.n~nt's Last Colony". · · . ·. ·· ·. · · · · . 

263 · .Interriew with a staff member of the U.S. Congress, House, Subco:rp.mittee on Africa, 
November 27, 1990. · .. · · . . . ·. · · · ' .• · 
.Interview with Ambassador McHenry, October 3(), 1990. 

264 Interview with a P~ntagon official, November 15, 1990. 
265 Interview With ,a, State Department official, December 7, 1990. 
266 . Bak!'lr, Pauline H., The U.S. ahd South Africa, ·p.94. • 
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Cape Republic.267 All these internal and external pressures on South Africa added_ 
up and persuaded South Africa that giving Namibia independence and pulling out 
of southern Angola was in their. own interest. Therefore, in 1988 Pretoria finally 

made tip its mind to leave Namibia. This basic .decision was c11.1cialfor the iniple-. 
mentation of Res. 435 because it had been missing in all previous negotiations. 

·Finally, the relationship between the U.S. and South Africa needs to be examined. 
The Reagan administration was accused of'tilting toward South Africa and of not 
being tough enough on the apartheid regime. According to the Crocker team which .. 
ledallthe negotiations with South Africa;the relationship withPretoria was never . . . . . ' 

good and at times it was bad.268 Prime Minister Botha already expressed reserva-. 
tions toward Chester Crocker in 1981. He did not like' Crocker's refusal to brand. 
SWAPO a surrogate of the Soviet Union. For most South Africans, SWAPO was a 

. . ~ . ·. . . 

communist controiled organization.· Crocker was not willing to categorize SW APO . 
so. easily~ The Assistant Se~retary of State did not believe SWAPO's future· action · 

· could be deduced from its present communist backi~g. Prinie Minister Botha said· 
that the· climate between the two states would.not improve as 'long as the outspoken .. 
U.S. criticism of aparthei<,llasted. He ;regarded the condemnation of the South 
African: political system as interf'erence in the domestic affairs of the Cape Repu
blic.269 

Angola 

.As seen earlier, Angola played a constructive role ~n the Carter.adminis~ration. It 
pressured SW APO into cooperating with the Contact Group em implementation of 
Res 435. Luanda also made p~oposals to bridge the stalled talks on Res 435. During 
the Reagan administration, Angola's position was different. Because of the concept . . . . 

oflinkage itbecame.one ofthe three parties in the negotiations instead of just being 

one of the Front Line States. Only in October 1984, Angola officially accepted 

liD.kage, when it made a proposal for CTW paraliel to South African withdrawal 

267 Interview with a State Department official, December 7, 1990. 
268 · Interview with a State Department·official, October 2, 1990 .. 
269 Cable, Secretary of State to U.S. Embassies, Africa Region, Subject: Crocker Mission: U.S. 

Media Reaction, April17, l981,,p.10,11, NSA . · · · · · 
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·from southern Angola~ and Namibia.270 There ~ere seve~a~ reasons for Lu~nda's. 
geclsio~ to airee to the Cuban troop withdrawal which made Crocker's linkage 

' . 

concept workable. For a long time Luanda ~anted the Cubans to stay because they . 
·feared renewed South Mrican invasions in support of UNITA and continuing 
Weste~ aid to Savimbi's guerilla grotip.271 However, a.lready during the Carter. 

. admini~tration. Luanda hill ted that they wollld be Willing to send the Cuban troops 
· home if the externai threat and foreign aid to UNIT A would cease.272 The ~golans 

recognized that havirig Cubans in th~ir country and having to fight a civil war·was · . . . 

a financial burden. Luanda had to pay for the Cuban soldiers and the Soviet arms 
in hard ~rrencies which added to the desperate e~onomic ~ituation. 213 The· MPLA 
government realized thatits Soviet' and Cuban allies were not capable ofhelping 
tO develop a strong economy in the long run. All ~ey could give were troops, anns, · 

··and :military know-how;.Economica.llyAngol~ depended on trade, and only the West 
could provide the necessary market. The Soviet Union hardly bought any African · 

. . ' i . . 

. products and therefore, did not help the Angolan economy. Luanda was a war~ that 
improved.reiations with the West .were ne~essaryin order to ameliorate its economic 
. ·situation.274 By agreei.ng to a negotiate,d settlement Luanda hoped to end the South 
African Incursions and foreign aid to UN!TA as w~llas assuring U~S. support. ·· · 

In the U .R-Angolan relation there is a certain irony. Since th~ MPLA ca~e to power 
with Cuban help, Angola' was a sensitive spot forW~shington. Up to the present 

iday.Angola has not been recognized diploma,tica.lly ·by the United~ States~ ln spite 
.of these facts th~ U.S. is Angola's main trade partner. Because Luanda has a very 

. liberal investor regulation, big u.s. companies are in Angola: and actually have been 
· protected by Ct1ban troops.275 All~long there were discussions ~;tbout including an 
internal Angolan settlement into the linkage packag~ because all involved parties 
wanteda settl~ment between MPLA and UNITA that would end the ciril war. 

. . ' . . 
-~----·--· .._. ------·-. . . ' 

270. v:an Slambrouk; Paul, 1'he Christian Science MonitOr, November 27, 1984, ,;Angol~ makes 
move in Namibia. talks". . . . . . . · . . · · .. . . ·. 

· 271 U.S. Con~ess, Senate, U.S. Interest iri Africa, Hearings before the Subcommittee o:n Africa, ·. 
October 1(),18,19,22,24,25,29,November.l3,14, 19(9, 96th Cong., 1st sess., 1979,p.37. · ... 

272 Rotberg, Robert I., The Christian Science Monitor, November·9, .1982, '"Namibia and. the . 
Cuban connection". . · . . . · ·. · · . . . 

273 . Lewis, Anthony, TheN ew York 1'imes, November 19, 1984,"Fragile Tiuce over Namibia could 
Grow to Wider Peace". · · · . · · · 

274 U.S. Congress, House, .. U.S. Interest in Africa, 1979,p.49,50. · · 
275 . Interview with Helen Kitchen, October i2, 1990. 
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. Whether to include the Angolan co~ciliation or not was also debated within the 
· Crocker team. There were officials who wanted it included. 276 Crocker, however, felt . . ' . . . ... . 

· thenegotiations would not work with this additional diffic.ultlinkageP7 

Cubans 

For the last three decades 'cuba has been a touchy subject in the United St~tes. 
Accordingly, the Cuban presence in Angola was a delicate point for Washington. In 
spite ofthis, the U.S. cooperation with Cuban delegations of the TCTW. was 
reason~bly good. In the final· year the Cubans ·played an important role ·in the 

.· . . . . 

negotiations for the tripartite agreement. Havana wanted a deal in 1988. which · 
. .· 

wowd allow the Cuban troops to return home. The Cubans were anxious to pull out · 
·of Angola. Since 1979. the ttuiiri.taining of the troops in ~gola had been a burden. 
for Cuba's economy which depended heavily· on SoViet subsidies. ~herefore, the . . 

Cubans persuaded the Angolans to accept a timetable for the withdrawal which was 
very similar to the U.S. proposal orMarch, 1985.278 Their presence in southern Africa 
since 1975 had developed into an expensive excursion .. With the changes in the 
Soviet policy under Gorbachev, it became even bigger. Moscow stopped financing 
foreign adve!ltures abroad and also cut aid to Cuba and other-countries. The 
reduction of aid let Hav~a feel the financial burden ofAngola even stronger. 279 In 

. · 1987 C~stro brought in more troops to help Luanda after the disastrous. joint 

offensive of the Soviet Union arid the MPLA. One U.S. official felt thatCastromade . . ; . . . 

this move with the objective in mind to leave Angola. He ~rought in troops to chan,g~ · 
the military situation in southern Angola which put him into a strong military 
,position from which he could negotiate and arrange an honourable Cuban exit out 

276 Interview with a Pentagon official, November 15, 1990. 
277 Crocker, Chester, Advanced Draft, p;24. 
278 -Crocker, Chester, Advanced Draft, p;35. . 
279 . Wren, Christopher S., The New York Times, December 18, 1988, "The Crocker formula fo~ 

African Diplomacy". . , : · · · · · · · · · · 
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of Angola.280 Ih addition, Cuba and Angola;could not hope for a better deai. in the 
neXt years. With Geor~e Bush's victory in the presidential election, ~ similar U.S. 
policy. was· to .be. expected. 281 

Soviet. Union 

Up to 1986th~ Soviets tended to impede the Western efforts in southern Africa~ In 
this pointthe Carter and the. Reagan administration made the same·experiences .. · 
Moscow had oppos,ed Res 435 until 1982. _Theri it started to support the resolution 

. b~t opposed any changes and criticized the U.S. sugge~tion oflirikage. 282 The change· 
. . ' . . 

came with Gorbachev .. He called for political instead ofmilitary solutions for regional 
conflicts. He decided to red~ce the aid to ·Angola. because of the strained Soviet 

• budget. This move was part ofthe ne~ Soviet leader~s strategy to give up financially 
draining conimitments abroad and use the means for domestic refor:ms inste~d.283 

Moscow played an important role in 1988 in keeping the negotiations on track. As 
. Chester. Crocker put it in a speech given on December 13, 1988 ;in Brazzaville:.· 

''As.mediator, we have deve.lo[ied a pattern of close; practical and effective coopera#o,:, 
with our Soviet counterparts~ Despite some differences {n perspective and different 

. ' . . . . 

roles in the negotiating process, the u~s. and the U.S.S;R. have been able to work 
cooperatively to move the pr()cess forward. It has been a case study ofsuperpower 

' . . . . . 
· effort to support tM ·resolution ofregional confi.icts~ So, I would like to salute the 
hard work an4,professionaJ dedication of the Soviet (){fi~ials who have been involved 
in this intensive effort over the past months. "284 

.. 

. ·. . . 

280 Intervi_ew with a State Department official, October2, 19_90. ·. 
281 Wre1;1.', Christopher S., The New York Times, December 18, 1988, ''The Crocker Formula for 

African Diplomacy". . · . . . · · · · •· · 
. The Bush administration stayed strongly involved in the southern ·African region. With 
Portugal and theSovietUnion,the U.S. helped mediate a ceasefire and a peacetreatyiri 1991, 
between ·UNIT A and the MPLA government. . . · · · .. · 
dpakNeue Z~rcher ZeitUlig (NZZ), June 1,2, 1991, "Unterzeic hnung des Angola-Frieden-
sab. ommens . . , . . . . . . . 

282 Crocker, Chester, Advanced Draft, p.3l. 
283 McFaul, Michael~ Rethinking the"Reagari Doctrine" i,n Angola, 'p.ll6-118. 
284 .. Stateme:pt by the Assistant Secretary of State for ·African Affairs, Cro~ker, Brazzaville, 

December 13, 1,988, in American Foreign Policy Current Documents 1988, p.640. .·. · . . . . . . 



- 74-

Already before the changes occurred in the Soviet Union, U.S. officials had discussed 
· the problems of southern Africa with their Soviet counterparts. In a meeting between . 

President Carter'sSecretary of State, Cyrus Vance, arid the Soviet Foreign Minister, . . . . . 

. Andrei Gromyko, southern Africa: in general was discussed.· According to Secretary 
Vance, he tried to urge the Soviet UI)ion to cooperate with the U.S. in finding peaceful 
solutions· for the regio:n. Washingtonbelieved that it was,in tll.e Soviet, African and 
U.S. interest not to let the conflicts in southern Africa escalate and tum into a Cold 

. .· . 

War battleground. 285 Cyrus Vance's su'ccessor in the Reaganadni.imstration, George 

Shultz, also met with Andrei Gromyko in 1982 ·at the U.N. where they determined 
. . . . .· ~ 

two issues they would jointly work on. One was nuclear non-proliferation and the · 
other one was to be southern Africa, in particular Namibia. On the first issue good 

· progress was made, on the second one not much happened for a long time. It 'was 
notuntil1985 that the discussion on the region gained a little momentum. Secretary 
Shultz described the series of talks as being in an "arms-l(mgth, suspicious fashion" 
which then- developed from· a ·"damage control effect to firm ex~hanges of factual 

c • •. , . 

materialand~oastagewhereth€reivassomecollabqration".TherewereU.S.-Soviet 

exchanges on ~he issue.between Reagan and Gorbachev and between Shevardnaze 
.. and Shultz. The importance of the I southern Africa iss~e is also demonstrated by 

the fact that Chester Crocker was the only assistant secretary to take part in the 
Moscow summit. According . to Shultz,· objectives for the region were set in the 

bilateral talks~ Th.ese were not reached in terms of time but the exchange pushed 
the whole process ahead. 286 

It is generally accepted that the changes in the Kremlin under Gorl:>achev resulted 
.' I • ' • , . . , • 

in bett.er U;S . .;Soviet relations which had a positive effect-on the Namibia negoti-
ations~ However, according to Ambassador McHenry the Soviet influence on the 
course; of the negotiations is overrated. The improved relations helped but were by 

285 
286 

Interview with Cyrus Vance, December 3; 1990. 

An interview by Amy Biehl with George Shultz, March 14, 1989, in: Stanford University, 
Honors Thesis for the Program of International Relations; May 1989, Biehl, Amy, Chester 
Crocker and theN egotiations for Namibian Independence: The Role ofthe Individual in Recent 
American Foreign Policy, p;123., · · · · 



- 75-

no means decisive. 287 The important· steps were taken in Havana, Luanda and 
Pretorla.288 Moscow, however; supported the efforts to bring peaceful. chahge to. 

· Nannbia and the region and received lots of credit for it. 

"Moscow at one level achieved a visible role and confirmed global status by 'free
riding' on an Am.erica~ effoT't. By placing their imprimatur on a regionai settlement 
whose time had arrived, the .Soviets earned. some international credit and acted in . 

. accord~nce with the new spirit of U.S. -Soviet relations. Atanother level, Soviet adv~ce 
aiuz .tactical thinking· were at .times extremely helpful to h~rried U.S. diplomats who 

. . 

had to c~pe day and night with the. antics and idiosyncrasies. of three unusual· 
negotiating parties ... Inthe final analysis, the. Soviet recor,d in Southern Africa wilZ · 
be judged both by their readiness to share such burdens and to shed burdens - like 
the one in Angola that reflected. 'old thinking'. "289 

.. 

. There seems to be a tendency to give Moscow a great deal ofcredit.for the coming· 
about of theN amibian settlement; even though it came in very late and only when 
the gre~test hl,l!Clles had already been taken;· 

African States . 

. . 

In the Carter years the Front Line States· had. an ~mportant role in the efforts to 
negotiate and to implement Res 435. They had good. relations With SWAPO and 
managed to pers.uade :fue guerilla orgahizationto .go along with the Contact Group's 
ideas. In the first two years of the Re~gari a~nistration the five African states 
continued to be helpful negotiating partners With continuinginfluen~e over SWAPO. 
Arter 1982 the go~d working relationbetween tp.e FrontLi~e States and Washin~n 
ceased, however, because the African states were opposed to the concept oflinkage. · 
There were three. ex;ceptions, though: 

· 287 . Interview with Amba~sador McHenry, October 30, 1990. 
· 288 · . Crocker Writes in an essay: "There is .no evidence of Soviet arm twisting of their Marxist allies, 

though Moscow certainly made clear itr. general supportfor a 'political solutiOn' and its desire. · 
to be perceived as contrtbuting toward one." · · · · · · · 

. Newsom, David, The Diplomatic Record 1!}89-1990, p.32. · . · ·. 
289 Newsom, David,,The Diplomatic Record 1989-1990, p.33. 
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. . . 

1) .Angola stayed involved and was one of the signatures of the tripartite agree-

ment ~hich made linkage a reality. 

2) Moz~bique helped U.S. diplQmats on different occasions after ).983. At times. 

the communication between South Africa,Angola and the U.S. wa~ co~dticted 
through Maputo. · 

3) · Zambia worked Within the regional context ·to promote ·reconciliation .in 

Angola?90 

Another African state, the Congo, which was no Front Line State, played a very 
important role inthe last eighteen ;months. ·It had good relations to the MPLAand 
encouraged It to return to the negotiating table in1987. The Congo also hosted five 
tripartite meetings during 1988.291 

· 

Western Nations 

. . . . . . . 

. The Contact Group functioned well until 1982 and got a lot of work do:n,e on Res 

435. But when it came to thelinkage issue the views differed and the Contact Group 
. . ·- . . . . 

left it up to Washington to.try to implement the concept. In spite of the differences . 
the group worked on urttil1984 .. 

Except for the U.S., all the Western allies had diplomatic relations with Al)gola. 
. . . . . . 

They used theirdiplomatic channelstoLtianda to persuade the Angolans to move· 
along on the U.S. p;oposals. By doing this they helped WashingtOn make up for 
their missing diplom:aticrelations with Angola. As the niost important working 

· relation, Crocker names the cooperation between' Great Bntairi and. the United 

States~ London 5fid not endorse the linkage concept but was willing. to hel~ the U.S. 
in their goal to bring peaceful change to the region. Great Britain's. well~developed 

290 In addition the following states were helpful in the negotiat\ons: Morocco, Cote d'Ivoire, 
Nigeria, Gabon, Zambia, Zimbab~e, arid Cape Verde .. · · · .. · . 

291 Newsom, David, The Diplomatic Record 1989-1990~- p.26,27 .. 
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diplomatic channels in Europe, Africa and· Asia were very_ helpful· a:nd proVided 
. : ' . . . . ' 

information for the mediator. Especially valuable were London's good relations with 
Luanda and Pretoria. 292 

SWAPO 

. ~ . ' 

The independence of Namibia was the main U.S. objective,beside getting Cuba out 
' . . . . .. 

ofAngola. Up to now the focus has mainly been onthe interest ofcountries from 
three different continents in gettiilg South Africa out ofN amibia. Hardly' anything 
·has been. said about the ·_N aniibian people's role and in particular SW APO;s role in 
the negotiations. The reason for-the neglectofthe local force can be explained quite 
simply. In the late 1980sSWAPO hardly played a rolein the negotiations. After 
SW APO had given its consent to Res 435, its tole became negligible~ Fo~ the real- . 
ization of the linkage concept, South. Africa, c'uba and Angola made Ule basic 
decisions. And in 1988·the U.S. rp.ainly n~gotiated .\yfth the Cubans, ~nd ·some with . 
the Angolans.293 Nujoma's group had very little influenGe on the events because they . 
were weak both militarily andpolitfcally, and constituted no serious threatto South 
Africa. Consequently, SW APo was talked about very littie B.Ad played a minhnal 
role.in the negotiations. 294 In Washington SW APO was regarded as baCUy organized 
~d not very helpful; s~me U.S. officials felt they were ~chieving independence for . 
Namibia despite SW APO ~nd not. with or because ofit. 295 

After looking at the situation of the parties involved, an attempt can be made to 
. answ~r the questio~s asked at the beginning ofthis section. In late 1987 and early 
·_1988 the process had reached a stage-where all partiesinvolved recognized that a· 
·negotiated settlement was in their own interest. The heating up of the situation in 
1986 and 1987 brought losses to all parties and the military situati~n was stale
mated. It became ch~ar to all involved parties that the.further regional development 

. ' • .. I • "/ 

collld not be decided 'by military force. SW APO could not force South Afnca into 

292 

293 
294 
295 

. . . . . 

Having good relations with both of these parties was unusual. Most countries had ties to one 
or the other country, but not both. London's good relation to Pretoria became very important 
i,n the end phasebecausetherewere increasing strains between Washington and Prei:Qria. · 
~ewsom, pavid, The Diplomatic Record 1989~1990, p.28. ' . . . · . · ·· · 
Interview with a State.Department official, October 2, 1990. 
Interview with Helen Kitchen, October 12, 1990. 

. . . . . . . 

Interview with a State Department official, October. 2, 1990. 
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leaving Namibia. South Africa and UNITA could not push the Cubans out.·And as 

long as Cuban troops were in Angola the MPLA could hold on to power. The regional · 
situation entered a ,stage that could be called ,;ripe for resolution". I. William 

. Zartmaim ·describes a "ripe 'moment" as a point in time when mediation is most 
likely to bear fruit. Such a moment develops, according to him, " ... either when the. 
parties are locked in a mutual, hurting stalemate marked by a recent or impeding 
. catastrophe; when unilate~al solutions are. blocked and joint solutions become con.,. 
ceivable; or when the ~'ups" and "downs" start to shift their relative power position. 
Parties can come to perceive these moments themselves, to be sure, but theyfrequently 
need the help ofconciliators. Once the mo7rtent has come, parties and mediator can · 
turn to the more creative way out of the conflict. "296 The situation in southern Africa 
in the late 1980s matched this description quite well. Unilateral solutions were not 
possible, continuing military actions had no prospect ofbringing·a final· solution 

and the sta:Iemated situation was hurting a:Il the involved parties~ 

·The signatories of the tripartite agreement were. all suffering froin the conflict in 
the region. The financial burden was great and in addition the rising number of 
·casualties among white South African soldiers provoked domestic opposition to 
Pretoria's policy. At the point when the situation in Angola and Namibia had heated 
up but no decisive developments could b~ made, the time.for diplomatic solutions 

.had come. For seven years Crocker had tried to mediate in the region but not Wltil : 
. . . 

the last year of the Reagan term were all parties re~dy for a lllediated solution. 

From the developments in 1988 it is clear that even when a conflict reaches a "ripe 

m~nient" the negotiations .are very tough ;;trtd the mediator cannot suddenly produc~ 
an easy solution. Zartmann describes the mediator .and his job in a way that also 
fits the U ;S. efforts in Southern Africa .. 

. "Mediators are not magicians, pu~ling solutions out· of hats. They are patient, per- . 
. . . . ) . . 

sistent, dogged worke_rs, gradually pressing .to change perceptions and behaviours. 
Their leverage comes primarily from their ability to construct aperception ofa· better 
outcome for both parties than the one at the end of the plat~au297 or the. first track,· 

29.6 Zartmann, I. William, Ripe for Resolution, p.236. 

297 Plateau: Zartmann . describes a "plateau" in, a conflict as a ripe. moment for resolution. A 
plateau is reached when theparties involved are not able to resolve the problems by themselves, 
The situation is perceived.as a dead-end and a·hurting stalemate. · · 

First track: Zartmimn defines a "first track" as ·a unilateral solution and consequently, a 
"second track" would be bilateral solutions. · · · · 

. . . . . 
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not from' any dominant relationship that allows them to pull strings on Plf:PPets. '1298 

In theory it soimds nice and easy that conflicts' reach a ripe moment and.then can 
be s.olved. Iri reality, however,. it is not always obVious when such a moment . . 

approaches and the moment is rarely totally ripe. A lot of skill is neecled to make 
use of such a moment an~ the findingof a solution is by no means guaranteed.299 

The U.S .. mediationin Southern Africa ended successfully. But as all interviewed 
officials engaged in the negotiations stressed, the process was difficult and the· 
outCome. unc~rtain, virtually to the last minute. In New York on December 22, 1988, 
u.s. offici~lsfeared the parti~s would walk out·withoutsigningthe final agreement 
since. harsh words and accusations were exchanged. 300 Secretary of State Shultz, 
who.was at the signing ceremony together With U.N. Secretary-General Perez de·. 
Cuellar, said it was. "miraculous that this agreement wcis consummat~d at all". ·cuba·,. 
Angola an,d South Africa had angry exchanges. The differences among the signing 

. parties were obvious. The main disagreeme.nt centered around the continuing U.S. 
andSouth African·aid to UNITA and Luanda's unwillingness to· make peace with 
Savii~.bi enabling an Angolanreconclliation.301 

. 

. . 

298 · Zartmann, I. William, Ripe for Resolution, p.237. 

· 299 Zartmann, I. William, Ripe for :Resolution, p.237. 
·· 300 ·Interview with a Pentagon official, November 15,1990. 

301 Lewis, PaUl, The New York Times; "ktgola .and Namibia Accords signed", December 23, '1988. 
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5. ·Implementing Resolution 435 and the Electins . . 

In the late 1970s and 1980s the U.N. had hardly played a role in .the Namibia 

negotiations. During the.•Carter administration, the. U.S. ·and the _Contact Group 
took the lead on the territory's question. In the Reagan years primarily the United 
States worked on the issue. The U.N. supported the Contact Group's work, and the< 
·cooperation between the two wa~ good. After Res 435 was adopted by the U.N., the 

· Contact Group a.J.so worked within the U.N. framework. The new administrati~m in 

Washington continued to brief the U.N. on the work being done.btit.the exchange. 
with the U.N. beca:m,e minimal. Not until the sigriing of the tripartite agreement in 
New York the .U .N;. became more active again, After the signing the Security Council_ 

started to work out the procedures for the implementation of Res 435 .. In this phas~ 
the U.N. began to play an important role in leading Namibia into indepeD.dence.302 

In January, 1989, Res 628 and 629303 were:adopted in the Security Council setting 
the implementation of Res 435 for April1, 1989. In February 1989, the Security 
Council agreed onthe size of the UNTAG304 force and authorized implementation 
in Res 632.305 Another month later the UNTAG budget was approved by the General· 

· .·Assembly. Everything was set for the N aliribian independence proc~ss to begin on 

April l, 1989.300 

302 · Interview with Brian Urquhart, December 4, 199.0. 
303 Appendix Q: U.N. Res 628/629/632 
304 The UNTAG operation was unusual because it was designed tO resolve an old conflict. It had 

tO ~?-elp guarantee free and fai! elections but also had a more tradition~l.peacekeei>_i!}g_role 
which was tO keep apart fightmg groups and secure. peace. The composition of the UNTAG 

· was debated for a: long time and especi!llly the decision on the size of the military contingent 
required much time. In fact the debate on the mi.litary force was one reaso. n why onlY a small 
number of military forces were in Namibia on Aprill. In the end UNTAG consisted of about 
8000people ffom 110 countries. A hundred participants were in the civilian UNTAGfrom the .. 
U.N. Secretariat and in addition 1500 civilian police officers, over 1500 election supervisors 
and more than 4500 military personnel participated in the operation. The UNTAG personnel 
arrived in three phases inN amibia. AroundApril1, some civilian and military groups arrived. 
A. second group arrived in summer for the registration process and finally. the . election 
supervisors arrived before the elections. The cost for the operation: was projected tO .be US$ 
416 mjllion. The General Assembly accepted this budget in March 1989. It was worked .out . 
that US$ 240 million were tO be paid.by the five permanent members, US$ .155 million from 
economically developed countries~ US$ 11 million by less developed nations and US$ 2 million 
by the forty-seven least developed countries. In ~ovember 1989 there were still US$ 95 million . 
missing. Germ~.n.y:, Switzerland, Greece and the U.S. eontribute<;IUS$ 10 million and Japan 
US$ 13 million. The U.S. is responsible for overthirty percent ofthe costs of peacekeeping 

·operations. This kind .of U.N. action is a heavy burden for the five permanent members. 
NDI, Nation Building, p.65~73. ·. ·. . .· . . • : 

305 Appendix Q: U.N. Res 628/629/632 
306 NDI, Nation Building, p.x,xi. 
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The impl~mentaticm of Res 435 got off to abad start on April 1, 1989. In thela~t 
days .of March South Africa announced that SW APO was pulling together troops·· 
near the N amibian-'Angolan border. South Africa discussed. the issue with the Joint 
Mili~ary Monitoring Committee but no one expected a .large SW APO incursion, and 
therefore; no measures were taken. Shortly· after implementation started, there 

· .. were clashes between intiitrating SWAPO fighte~s and the South West African 
Police (SWAPOL). At thetinie only one hundred U.N. military personnel were in 
northern N ~bia: They were powerless ;:tgainst the. fighting. The debate on the . 
size of the military component·had delayed the deployment ofUNTAG personnel 

•. l ~ . . 

307 But even if the full.contingent of U.N. troops had bee;n there, more than likely 
they could not have stopped the :SWAPO penetration. Because ofSWAPO's action· 

Pretoria asked for permission to let S~uth African troops out of the bases to which 
they were confined before April1. Special Representative Ahtisaan.felt thatthe · 

. . . . ' ' . . . . . 

whole process was threatened. Since the U~N. forces were powerless, he agreed to 
the South African wish. 308 

The fighting between SW AP.O ·and South Africaforce~ worried the international 
·. community andit was feared the implementation of Res 435 could be called off.309 

.. 

Seven days later the Joint Commission held an e~ergency meeting in northern·· 
N aniibia to try to end the hostilities. During the meeting at Mount Etjo, Angola, · 
South Africa and Cuba alsometprlvately and to everyone's surprise Cuba proposed. 

:. . . . . . •. I . . . 

that all SWAPO fighters in Nami~ia arid in Angola south ofthe 16 parallel should· 
be transportedto Angol~ bases north ofthe16 paralleL Cuba also agreed with the 
South Afric~ version that the SW APO fighters. had infiltra~d the territory and 
had not been there all along. SW APO had ~laimed that.its forces had been inN amibia 
before Aprll1 and at the tinie when the .fighting broke out, were in search of U~N. 

. . . . . ·. . ·. 

fqrc~s in order to hand over their weapons; SW APO had believed that it first had 
to deliver the weapons before being confined to a base inN amibia. 310 SA WPO.claimed 
that n~gotiations in the early 1980s on Res 435 had provided SW APO with the. right 

. . . • I· . 

307 

-308 

3()9 

310 

Jaster, RobertS., The 1988 Peace Accords ani the Future of Southwestern Africa, p.36~ 
NDI, Nation Building, p.75. · 

Ahtisaari was criticized for his decision to let South Mrican troops out of their bases and 
many lost faith in the Special Representative, the UNTAG, and the settlement plan. The trust 
lost in -m;rrAG ~~~t atthe beginning never could quite be recovered again. · 
NDI, Nation Bull mg, p.75,76. .. ... ..· · 
Gunn, Gillian, Keepiitg Namibian Independence on Track:.The Cuban Factor, in: CSJS Africa 

:Notes, No.23,( October23, 1989),p.3. · . · . · · · 
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to. have bases in Namibia. The U.S., South Africa and also Cuba311 disagreed with 
. · SWAPO referring to the agreement of 1982 and the 'Geneva Protocol of August5, 

1988. in 1982 the agreement called for p .N. monitoring of SW ~0. b~ses outsicle 
qfN amibia and in the Geneva Protocol it is formulated clearly that SW APO forces 
had to be deployed north oftlle 16 parallel in Angola. SW APO had committed itself. 

to this peace process through alett~r to the Secretary-General on August 12, 1988.312 

The meeting at MountEtjo was ended with the agreement tO transport all SWAPO 
fighters beyond the 16 parailelin Angola and confine them to bases there.313 

After the rough start in April, things calmed down and the implementation process 
continued lllOre or less as scheduled .. In negotiations b~tween the U.N. Special 
Representative and.the Sputh African Administrator-General, the necessary deci
sions were made- to enable free arid fair elections to take place: 
1) Discriminator~ laws were repealed. 
2) Political prisoners released. 
3) An electorru system was adopted. 
4) Namibian exiles were repatriated. 
5) Voters were registered . 
. 6) The UNTAG handled the intimidation going on among the parties. 
After the seven months that were planned for the implementation of Res 435, the 
elections could be held. 

The elections in Namibia started on November 7, 1989, and lasted for five days. 
There were 633 candidates from ten parties running for.the Constit~ent Assembly, 

made up of seventy-two membe:r:s. 314 As was expected, SW APO won the election but 
did not achieve its goal of winning a two-thirds majority. With fifty;.seven percent 
(350,000 votes), SW APO secured forty-one. out of seventy-two· seats in· the. Con- · 

. ' ' . . 

stituent Assembly. The DTA had th.e second best result With twenty-eight percent 
and tWenty~one· seats~315 It was Special Representative Ahtisaari's responsibility to . 
make sure the elections were free and fair. On November 14 he announced that the . 

311 . Cuba's attit~de ~as surpri.sing but easily explicable. Havana wanted to pull out ofAngola 
and SWAPO's action threatened the whole process of Res 435 and the TCTW. Abreakdown 
in. the process was by nomeans in Cuba's interest. · . . · . · 

312 Legal Analysis of the SW APO incursion by lJ.S. State Department. . · .. 
South Africa Foreign Ministry; Narilibian Independence and Cuban Troop Withdrawal, 
p.72,73. . . . . . . . 

313 Gunn, Gillian, Keeping Namibian Independence on Track, p.4. 
314 sdl, NZZ, November 4~5, 1989, "Namibia vor einer C:mtschei denden Wahl", p.4. · 
315 Appendix R: Namibian Election Results 
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. · elections had beEm free and fair without anyserious incidents. Out ofthe 70l,483 
registered voters 690,000 Namibians cast their votes, achieVing a ninety-seven 

· percent tum out.316 Ten day~ after the end of the elections, on Nov~mber 21, 1989, 
the Constituent Assembly inet for the first timein Windhoek. A permanent chair~ 

. · ··man was elected ·and the Assembly agreed to follow the Constitutional Principles · 
. which the- Contact Group had worked out i~ 1982.317 Within three months a · · 
co~stitutioll was adopted. SW APO showed itself ready for compromise, enabling a 

· rapid agreement on the constitution. The Nanlibian constitution 'was based on the 
· ~epublican m:odeL318 On February 16, 1~90, the Con~tituent Assembly elected Sam 
Nujoma unanimously as President of the Republic ofN amibi~. He was sworn in as 

·the first Namib~an president, on March.21~ 1990, the date set for N~bia's inde
pendence. 319 

..... 

.· 

316 · sdl, NZZ, November 15,;i989, 'Wahlsiegder SWAPO in Namibia". · _ .· 

317 sdl, NZZ, Nov~mber 22, 1989. ''E~ste Sitzung der Konsti tuante in Windhoek". 
318 sdl, NZZ, March 22, 1989, "Giinstige Startbedingungenfii-r Namibia". 
319 . sdl, NZZ, March 21, 1990; "Unabhangigkeitsfeier in Windhoek"., . 

;: 
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6. Conclusion 

On March 21, i990, the Namibian part ·of the tripartite agreem,e~t was fulfilled; 

Afri~a's last colony was finally independent. A vast number of people. contributed 
. . . 

. over many years to this. peaceful. solution. After the signing of the treaty in New 

York on Decemb~r 22, 1988, there was a consensus, howev~r, that espec;iallythe 
U.S.· Assi.stant Secretary ~f State for African Affairs, Chester Crock~r, deserved 
praise .. The participants signing tl;lanked C~ockerfor staying in the negotiations for . 

so long andfor mediating between Cuba, Angola and South Mrica;320 Also the media 
gave credit to Crocker for the success of the· agreement~ In this concluding chapter. 

. . . . 

the U.S. role in the Namibian settlement will be assessed, considering Crocker's . 
policy toward the region as well as the policy of the two preceding admiiustrations. 

. . 

The three administrations in office from 1974 to· 1989 had basically the same 
objectives in southern Africa. They wanted the region to be peaceful and stable.321 

. . . . . : 

Since the 1~60sthe U$. hasbeen following four principles in their African policy: 

llContain the· spreadofcommtmism .. 
. •. . 

2) Promote human rights and democratic governments. 

3} Open Africa to the Western markets· and guarantee access to minerals. 
. . 

4) Work toward the abolitioh of apartheid in South Africa.322 

The Ford, the Carter, and the Reagan administrations worked basically toward the . 
same goals in'southern Africa, but the approachand the motivation for their efforts 
were different. 

The Ford administration only spent one year of serious work on southern Africa; 
No progress was inade in bringing about peaceful solutions but wa·shington and 
the international community started to pay more attention to the developments at 

. the southern tip of Africa. The Cuban troop presence in Angola and the fear of 

coilllll:unism spreading in the region attracted the Republican a~inistration's 
attention. Kissinger recognized the need for a new policy toward the whole region. 

· 320 Transcript of an interview by Amy Biehl with George Shultz; in: Stanford University, Honors · 
thesis, Biehl, Ain.y~ Chester Crocker and the Negotiations for-Namibian Independence, p.122. 

321 · Brown, Carl L.(Ed), Centerstage, p;181. 

322 Legum; Colin, Africa Contemporary Record, AnnualSurvey ofDocurnents 1983-1984, p;A284. 
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Other problems beside Angola, such as Namibia, Zimbabwe, and South Mric~also 
received attention from the policy-makers and resulted in a new U.S. policy toward 

· southern Africa. 

The Carter ~dministration introduced·a new approach to the region by looking for r 

individual solutions for South Africa, Zimbabwe and Namibia. Mairily the rampant . . . . . ' 

disregard for huin~ rights and the need for econorirlc <J:ev~lopmEmt drew the Carter 
. administration's attention to the region.323 In Namibia's case it. created th~ 
frame.; work for a settlement but the plan collld not be implemented. Carter's policy . . . . . . . . . . 

· tOward Namibia was based on the folloWing assumptions: 

1) · South African withdrawai from Namibi~ and internal reforms in the Cape 
Republi~ .were the k,eys to a settlement in the region. It was assumed that. 

South Africa's occupation of Namibia, its incursions into Angola .and the aid . 
given to UNlTA were the main reasons for Cuba's presence. 

2) Nationalism w~s· the c1riving force in the region and not a foreign ideology. 

· 3) The Cuba11 presenc~ was no real problem and little attention h~d to he paid 
to the Cuban-Angola,n issue. The Cuban presence was not. so much an East-. · 
West problem indicating communist expansion but a security guarantee .for 
the MPLA, which f~lt th~eatened by South Africa and UNIT A. Castro would 

. call back his troops as so.on as South Mrica.pulled out qf soqthern Angola and 
. Namibia. 

By the time the Reaga~ administration came into office, Zimbabwe was independent,·· 
· .. and therefo~e, South Amca, Namibia, and the ci-rli war in Angola were the main 
· .. pr9blems to :be solved in the 1980s. The Reagan administration again changed the 
. U.S~ policy toward the region after having recognized strong interdependences 
·.among the Namibian, South African and Angolan issues. A settlement could only 
be.foUiid by consideriilg the three together and finding solutions that included all 
parties. Crocker proceeded from the following three. assumptions: .· . 

· 1) . The Cuban J?rese:rice·in Angola and the South African presence in. Namibia 
.a:nd its incu~sions into southern Angola were. stumbling blocks to a regional 
settlement.·. 

\ 

323 Price, RQbertM., U.S. Foreign Policy in Sub-SShatan Mrica,' p.35. 
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2) Cuban presence in Arigola made reconciliation unlikely and encouraged South 

Africa to keep Namibia as a _buffer. 

3) Because of its aid to UNIT A and invasions into sotitJ:lern 1\ngola, South Africa's 
continuing presence in Namibia threatened the MPLA. 
In addition it may not be forgotten that the Cuban presenpe was a sore point' 
in the United States. The Reagan administration was very keen ori getting the 

Cubans out ·of the southern African region. · 

Which admihlstration· had the right picture of the situation? The Ford adminis
. tration spent one year working on the region and there was.little hope of its efforts· 

succeeding. The Ford approach. also was very narrow because it looked at the region 
> ! . . 

only ·in East-West terms. More can be said -about the· work of the other two 
administrations. Both approaches had their stren~hs and we~esses. ·The Carter . 

administration's argunientation that the Cubans would retUrn. home, once _the 
threat to Luanda ceased is credible .. Already in the l970sit was known that the 

··foreign troops were not very popular among Africans. The problem with this 
. . appro~ch was that South Africa had been singled.out as an intransig~nt partythat . 

had-to be forced out of Namibia. A key to N:amibia's independ~nce was Pretoria'~ 
decision to let _go of the territory. By alienating South Africa artd making it pay a· 
price for Namibia, the chances of Pretoria leaving were slim. There was nothing in 
such a deal for the Cape Republic. Pretoria's ·long-standing fear of expanding 

communism was not-taken into consideration at all. Admittedly, the communist 
threat to South Africa was exaggerated by Pretoria, hut the spreading communism 
was a real concern_ to the Cape Republic.324 

'The Reagan administration, on the.other hand, considered the South Africa~ side. 

It recognized that South Africa was notwilling t;o move out ofNamibiaju~t because 
the international co:rnmunity or the U.S. told it to. South African nationalinterests 
had to be considered. The conservatives in the Reagan administration tended to 
emphasize the communist threat and. saw the main problem in the Cuban presence;· 
Crocker assumed that the interest of all players, including South Africa, had to be 

·. respected in order to find a settlemEmt. To hinl it was a necessity that allparticipants 

324 I tis believed that the Soviet Union and Cuba never were a threat militarily to South Africa. 
A Cuban attack on South Africa was estimated to be very unlikely at any time in the .fifteen 

·years of Cuban presence in Angola. Politically, however, the ANC and the Cubans,could make 
trouble for Pretoria. Still, the South Africans felt threatened by the Cuban troops as well as . 

· the growing number of Soviet and Cuban backed governments and guerilla groups in the 
region. · . . . · 

.·.Interview with a State Department official, December7, 1990. 
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. gained from an agreement. He wanted the solution td be a ''posi-tive-sum game"· 
instead of a "zero-sum game".325 The proposal tO wo~k with. Sout:P. Africa .and to 
consider Pretoria's int~rest was unpopular in the U.S., in Africa, and in·Europe. 

· . Preferably on~ would not want to work wi.th a racist regime or even provide it with 
gafus~ Unfortunately~ then, the findingofsolutioris, as in Namibia's ~ase, becomes 
almost impossible. Therefore, Crocker's proposal to give So.uth Africa an incentive 
to give up Namibia might not have appeared to be as ethical as the Carter admi
nistration's harsh rhetoric condemning apartheid. But thls new approach was based 

. . . 

on political realities: without Pretoria's consent Namibia would not have become . .. 
· independent, ·unl~ss an inte!llational military .interV:entio:nwould have taken ,place 
to push out South African forces. This opqort was no real. possibility even though 
some people demanded. it .in the Council of Namibia~ .· . . 

As mentioned earlier the tripartite agreement w.as a success for Chester Crocker. 
But conservatives in the U.S. also tri.ed to credit. the Brazzaville agreement to the 
Reagan Doctrine. They argued that the Reagan administration's decision tp give 
UNIT A aid in 1986· had forced the MPLA and the Cubans tO accept a negotiate~ 
settlement. This explanation ofthe.successful neg()tiations has flaws. The MPLA 

. .. . . .· 

. and Cuba already had sho~ intere~t in negotiations in 1983 arid 1984 326 ·and with 

. the tripartite agreement important goals of the Reagan Doctrine in southern Africa 
. . . - . . 

were not fulfilled: 
. . 

. 1) ~e Reag~ Doctrine'~ aim to overthrow the Angolan government failed. 

2) .· The doctrine's obje.ctive to "roll-ba~k communism" in southern Africa can by 
no means be regarded as achieved. With the tripartite agreement the c.onditions 
were created for·free and fair .electiol).s in Namibia.·In the~e.elecilons the .. . . 

maJority of the N~mibiaiis gave their vote tO a "Marldst~ terrorist ba~d'' as 
Ronald Reagan once called SW APO. 

The guerilla group's. victory can hardly be called a ';roll back of communism" as the 
su~porters of the Reagan Doctrine would have_ wished to see it. 327 The Reagan 

:.·. 

325 In a "zero-sum gdme." the gain of one party automatically means the loss of the other side. In 
the "positive-sum game" all parties make gains. · · . · . · .· 
Crocker; Chester, Southern Africa in Global Perspective, in: CSIS Mrica Notes, November 30, 
1989, No 105, p.4. · · · 

326 .Smi~, 'Yayne A, The Christian Science Monitor,'December 19, 1988, "A Diploinatic Succe.ss 
mAfrica. . . . · . . · . . ·. · · · 

327 ·. McFaul, Michael, "Rethinking the Reagan Doctrine in ~gola", p.13. 
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\ ' . . . . .. . - . 

· Doctrine at best was a hindrance to the regional settlement. The aid gtv~n to UNIT A 
caused a breakdown in the UB. negotiations with the Angolans. Therefore, it is 
justified to give C~ocker and hls team credit for its successful mediator role. How~ 
ever, to list the Reagan Doctrine as a reason for the successful o~tcome is not 

justified. . 

The tripartite agreement did not achieve the Reagan Doctrine's objectives, but what 
~ere 1the results of .the agreePl.ent? The implementation of Res 435 was made 
possible after·ten years~ enabling free ~nd fai~ elections to take phicein the last 
't\frican.co~ony. With Zimbabwe~sindependence in 1980 and·Namibia's ten years 
later, two countries were ridden of their colonial heritage .. Once the Namibian 
question was settled, the interest in the territory deteriorated. It became clear that 

• all along·Nanribi~ had been a'tag-a-long and st~pping stone for otherprobl~ms in 
the region. The end ofapartheidandAngola's reconciliati.ori were far more important 

· to the U.S. and the rest ofthe world than theN amibian independence. Namibia got 
a lot ofatterition from Washington because it provided a way to get at the p~oblems 
in Angola and South Africa. The U.S. had hoped that a peaceful transition to 

I • ' • • • 

indep~ndence in Namibia would.have a positive spill-over' effect on its neighbors. 
. . 

Both issues, being domestic issues,Jimited the international community's capability 
to exert influence on the involved parties. 

Already in the year of Namibia's independence it was clear that the territory's 
' ' . . ; 

independence had· a positive impact on its neighbors. In September~ 1989, W.F. de . 
IOerk became the new.South African Prime Minister succeeding P.W. Both~. De 
IOerk was a "late blooming ·reformer" who had supported the policy of separate . · 

development. Only when it became clear that apartheid was l~ading nowhere~ did . . . . . . 

he deviate from the traditional National Partyline.328 In the first eight months of 
de IOerk's term, important steps were taken on the path toward a hew South Africa. 

In February, 1990, Nelson Mandeia was released after over twenty-seven years in 
prison. The national stat~ of emergency was lifted after four years and blacks were 

· allo~ed to become members ofthe National Party. The ANC suspended its armed 
struggle and ~ally the ANCbecame a legal party}29 De IOerk was ~ptilnistic about 

fuding a new political systemfor SoU.thAfrica:With the rapid changes in the Soviet 

328 Stengel, Richard, Time Magazine, Febru8ry 5, 1990, ''C~utious Architect of a Cloudy Futute". 
329 . Mufson, Steven, South Mrica 1990, in: Foreign Affairs, America and the World (Winter 

1990/1991), p.120. . . . . . ·. . 
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. . . 

Umon and Eastern Europe the pressure on the ANC grew from its, foreign sup-
porters. They wanted the ANC to" compronlise ~nd negotiate with the white gov- . 
ernment. _Sever&} meetings between Prime Minister de Kierk and N els.on Mandela 

. . . .· . . I '- . - .· 

took place. One of the biggest problems was and is the violence among blacks in the 
townships. Ma.Ildela ~nd the president of~atha, Buthelezi, have called for m1: end 
to violence but there has been no end to the killing. 330 

In Angola the'sixteen-yearold civil war has taken aheavyt~ll.J;Jeside the ~housands 
of dead soldiers the ciyilian population is suffering greatly as well. Thousands haye 
died of starvation. The lack of medication has caused anaemia, diarrhoe~ and cholera 
epidemi;cs. In addition, the southern and central parts ofthe country: have been . 
suffering from a: drought which is threatening the lives of one million. people ·.331 

Since the first talks started in April, 1990, with Portuguese, Soviet and U.S. 
mediation, there have been positive developments which give reason to hope that 
Angola's future will be peaceful. On May·31, 1991, .in Lisbon, Portugal, the Angolan. · 

president, Eduardo ~osSantos, and UNIT A's le.ader, Jonas Savimbi, signed a_ peace 
treaty ."Already on May 15_, the fighting had ceased. TI?:e agreement siglied in Lisbon -
.confirmed the ceasefire and tp:e parties agreed that free elections should be held in 
the -Hill of 1992. 'The signing was witnessed py Secretary of State Baker, Foreign . .. . 

· . Minister Bessmertnych, the Portuguese President Cavaco Silva, Secretary~General . 
Perez de Cuellar and the OAU -President MusevenL The signing of the. peace treaty .. - . 

. . is aprornisingbreak~through in the sixteeriyear oldcivil war. It gives the Angolans 

a ch~c~ to rebuild their potenti&lly wealthy ~ountry.332 _ 

The U.S; ~ngagement in the Na:mlbian question has certainly paid off. The United 
. States; mediating. 'role wa~ appreciat~d by the Africans ·and the U.S;.;Soviet 

competition In southern Africa has developed into cooperation. Helping the last 
. . 

· African colony to become independent ended' a long intemational dispute and 
triggered further chang~ in the rewori. Most· important a~e the changes in Angola 
and So1,1th Afri,ca, the two nations in the region which ·are at the center of attention 
of the Uirlted States~ Therefer~, Namibia played a ~seful role _in re~onal politics 

330 Mufson,- Steven, SQuth Africa 1990, p.133, 134: 
· 331 . Baumgartner, Jacques, NZZ~ July 7 ,8, 1990, "Angolas Re~me immer mehr in Bedrangnis"; . 

332 · dpa, NZZ, June, i,2, 1991, "Unterzeichnung- des Ango ia~Friedensabkommens". 
. . 

Four days before the Angolan peace treaty was signed in Lisbon, the TCTW wa~ ended more 
. than four weeks ahead of schedule. With tfie withdrawal of the last Cuban troops from Angola, 
the tripartite agreement of1988 has beenfulfilled.- . · . 
dpa/afp, NZZ, May, 27, 1991, ",Die'.Ietzten Kubaner aus Angola abgezogen". . . · . " 

•. 
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,: .-

and turned out to be the stepping stone.Wa~hirigtonhad hoped itwouldbe~ However,· 
· after the indE!pendence celebration, Namibia vanished from the he~dlines. Talking . 

about this fact, people involved in the negotiations like to say: "Namibia is 'now 
moving into the obscurity it deserves". This comment illustrates Namibia.'s role in 
U.S. policy. r,rhe settlement for Namibia was the means to advance peaceful changes 
in southern Africa. 
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Appendix A: Heritage 

. . 
Located in the southwestern part of Africa, on the Atlantic coast, Namibia shares 
borders with South Africa in the South, Botswan~ (the former· Protectorate_ · 
Bechuanahind) in the East and Angola and Zambia (the former Northern Rhodesia) 
in the North. Its territory stretches over 318,261333 square milesand is one of the 

. l~ast popclated countri~s in the world. The official :r;:tumber for Namibia's population: 
is 1.5 million:334 Large portions of the country a:re.desert or semi-.desert with only· 
the North receiVing· a fair amotint of rain; The Namib Desert along the Atlantic 

co~st and the. Kalahari Desert in the south~astem region constitute a hirge part of · 

. the territOry. Several riv~rsforni the boarders ofN~mibia: the_ Orange .ri~er in the 
south, the Ktlllene, Kavango, Zambezi and the Kwando-Linyariti .rivers in ·the 
north.3

:J!; 

Namibia's economy is based on mining, _l:j.griculture, fishing, and a subsistence 
pastoral economy .. The natural resources are made up of mineral d~posits including 
diamonds, copper, uraniUII1, zinc and manganese. The Athmtic coast offers vast 
fishing resources, and cattle.and karakul sheep are raised in the ~rid areas. In the 

. North where over 24inches ofrain'.fall agriculture can be sustained.336 
· 

The native African population is made ll.pofOvambos, Kavangos, Hereros, Damara, .· 
·Nama, Caprive, Rehoboth Basters, San (Bushmen) and Tswana. Approximately . 
seven percent of the population is white. Half of th'em are Afrikaners an~ the rest 

are of English, Gertnan or Portuguese descent.337 

. . 

·The northern part ofNamibia is inhabited by about 800,000 Ovambo and 110,000 
Kava:qgo. Also in the North, in the eastern edgeofthe Caprivistrip 4:7,000 Caprivian 

333 
.334. 

335 

336 
337 

' . . . . 

Namibia's size equals about the size of France and lies between the 18th and 28t~ parallels. 
Other sources estimate the Namibian population to be between L2 million and 1.3 million~ 

NDI, Nation Building, p .. 96. . · . . · . 

Information leaflet published by the Permanent Mission of the Republic of Namibia to the 
United Nations 'in New York, Summer 1990; p.L . 
NDI, Nation Building, p.9. 

· NDI,"Nation Building, p.lO. 
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live. Farther south 80;000 Hei:'ero, 90,000 Damara, 9,000 Tswana and 35,000 San 
. . . ' . . . 

· 'inhabit the same area as the whites do. The deep south is the home of 45,000 Nama 

and 29,000 Re~oboth Basters.338 

338 . Rotberg, Robert I., Namibia Becomes a Nation: Could it be a Model? in: CSIS AfricaNotes, 
No.llO (March 20), 1990, p.2.:· · · · . · , · · · . · 

, -. 
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. . 

·Appendix B: Namibia: An International Issue 
. . 

At ·different times in history NaD:ribia was entered by Europ~~ explorers and 
traders. The first recorded arrival of a European in Namibia dates back to 1485 
when a Portuguese sailor, Diogo Gao, landed at Cap~ Cross. White settlements, 
however, ~ere not established until the late .18th century, when Cape-based Dutch 
moved into Namibia. At approximately the same time the.first Europe.an traders. 
came to the territory. Missionary activities started around 1800 when the London 
:Missionary Society established itself in Namibia. After 1840 German and Finrush . .. . . 

Lutheran missionaries.followed. The territory started to·be claini.edby the Euro-
peans.beginningwiththe annexation ofthe area around Walvis Bay by the British 
in 1876. German rUle was established with the d~claration of a protectorate around 
Lftderitz Bay in 1884. A German businessman, AdolfLiide.ritz, had s,ettled.there 
and opened Namibia to Germany's economic interest. 339 ln the following years· the 
Germans and Portuguese negotiated borders for Namibia in the· north, t~ward 
Angola. With the British the bouildarywas set between Namibia and Botsw~a.340 

. . . . 
. . . . ' 

The German l"ule lasted from 1884 until1915 when Namibia fell to South African 
forces during World War I. After the war, in 1920, the League of Nations assigned 
the·territory to South Africa as a "Class C mandate" tq be adini.nistered as aiiintegral . 

part of South Africa. It was Pretoria's duty to see to the weU.;being ofthe Namibia~ 
inhB.bitants and to protect their interests . .Arter World War II South Africa refused 

. to submitN amibia under the new. international trusteeslnp f?yst~m.when the League 
of Nations was succeeded by the United NationsoAt the first session of the Gelleral 

· Assembly in 1946, South Africa· unsuccessfully tried to incorporate Namibia as its ' 

fifth proVince341
• A year laterPretoria infonned the U.N. that it would riot continue 

to pursue the incorporation for the time being. Instead it wanted to keep admih· 

istering the territory as a mandate. In 1949, however, South Africa decided to cease 

sending the U.,N. Trusteeship Council reports on Namibia, arguing· that the .·· 
obligation to write repo~s onmandates lapsed when the League of Nations was 
dissolved.342 In 1950 the International Court of Justice (IC~J) ruled/that Pretoria did · 
not ha~e to. conclude a trusteeship agreement but that the mandate remained in 

339· Katjavivi, Pete;r H., A History of Resistance in Namibia, London 1988, p.5-7 . 
.. 340 ~DI, Nation Building, p.10.11. 

341 NDI, Nation Building, p.viii,ll. 
342 FRUS 1951, Vol.V, p.H33,1436. 
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. . . 

effect and that South Africa could not alter N8.mibia's international status unilat-
erally. Pretoria's \mwillingness to cooperate with the U.N. on the.Namibia question 

· · started a long dispute over the control.ofN amibia. 3:43 During t~e 1950s and 1960s 
· many petitions were handed in at the U;N. from Namibians protesting against the . 

continUing South African occupation. The political situation in the territory became · 
.· ·. . ' . 

aggravated because the South Africans were repressing opposition activities and 
·drove a great number of N amibians into e:rile.344 Because .of the deteriorating . 
situation in Namibia, Liberia and Ethiopia instituted proceedings before the· ICJ 
concerning Namibia on November 4, ~960. They alleged that South Africa was not 
complying with the Mandate agreement, the covenant of: the Le3:gue of Nations and · 
the UN Charter. The internation~ communityencouragedthis.procedure believin~ 
.that South Africa would more likely follow a ICJ decisiontha,n a U.N. General 

. ··. Assembly resolution. The U.S. in particular tried to prevent the U.N. orSouth Africa 

from taking al?:Y measures on Namibia's. case which would complicate the judicial 
proceedings while the case' was at the ICJ .345 On July 18, 1966~ after five arid a half 
years of litigation the long awaited judgement of the ICJ was handed down. The 
decision was· quite· unexpected for' it deClared that Ethiopia and Liberia lacked 
sufficient legal interest and therefore the case was dismissed.346 The Africans were 
angered and pressure grew for the U.N. to act on Namibia. Under this pressure the 
21st General Assembly adopted &solution. 2145 (XXI). on. October 27, 1966; · 

declariilg South Africa's lllandate over N:ainibia legally ter:nllnated. 'J;he following 
year, in 1967, the Council for Nami.bia·was established· with the instructions to 
(acilitate the transfer from South Africa's administ~ation to the United Nations~ 
The Coun~l was supposed to administer the territory and guarantee a peacefiil 

. ' 

343 Npl; Nation Building, p.Viii,ll. 
344 . 1\atjavivi, Peter~ A History ofResist!mcein Namibia, p.3~-41. 

. 345 South Africachallenged the U.S. position ill. 1964 by illlplementing the Odendaal plan that 
aimed at developing Namibia along segregationist lines. TheN ationitl Security Council(NSC) 
thereupon instructed th.e State Department to continue theU .S. arms embargo on South Africa 
(ammunition, military vehicles, and equipment and materials for their manufacture and 
maintenance were affected), the suspension of action on applications for1oans or investment 
gu~:r:a~tees inyolving South Africa and t~e authorization to ~on strict stand~by spa~e~tracking · · 
facilities outside of South Africa. By Apnl, 1964, South Afnca announced the deferral of the 
Odendaal plan. Administrative History: Department ofState, The South West Africa Question, 
(no date· given, approximately 1~68) p.2,3,4,5, Lyndon B. Johnson: Library, Austin; Texas, 
USA, {LBJL). . . 

346 ·. It was hot until June 21, 1971, that the ICJ took a decision stating itwas.the U.N.'s right to 
declare S~uth Af~ca's mandate oyer N a:rn~b~a as ·terminated and acknowledged thereby that 
South Africa was-Illegally occupymgNarmbia; . 1 • ' .· ·· 

Cooper, Allan D. (E,d) Allies in Namibia: Western Capitalism in Occupied Namibia, New York 
. 1988, p.2.· ·. ' . . . ' . ' 
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transition to independence. The U.S., other Western countries, and the communist. 
bloc abstained on this issue and declined a membership on the Council becaus~ they 

· did not believe the Council·could achieve anything in. N anribia. 347 
. 

347 . Administrative History: Depa;tment .of State, p.17. (LBJL). · . . · · ·. · 
· The Council of Namibia received little attention and hardly played a role in the Namibia 
negotiations; The Council was regarded as. difficult to deal with· and as haVing unrealistic 
demands. · · · 
Interview with Sir Brian Urquhart, Decembet4, 1990. · 
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Appen(fjx C: Strategic .Minerals 

. . . . . . . 

Southern Africa possesses a vast store of minerals on which the U.S. ~elies heavily. 
Four minerals.among them·(chromium; manganese,· vanadium, and platinum) are 
~egarded. as strategically important. A large part of the knoWn. reserves of these ·. 
m.ine~als in the non-communist world are found in South Africa. Because the Soviet 

. Union is the other large storehouse. for .the mentioned minera1s, haVing access to 
South _African resources during the .c~ld vv ar wa.s of some importance to t;he U.S .. · 

. aliq other Western nations.Para.Ilel tO the sea lane debate, he~ ted discussions were . 
conducted about possible interruptions of the mineral supply fr01nsouthe~ Africa. 
Again two lines of ariumentation .can be identified. 348 · . . . 

· One group feared that should .southerri Africa fall under communist influence, the . 
U.S. ~ould be cut offfroni strategic minerals. In this context a theory was developed . . . . . . . . . . -

stating that there was~ communist masterplan to try to Wiirinfluence over southern 
·African and its resources . in order to have a monop9ly for the world's strategic 

. mine;B.Is. The realization of such.· a pl~n would.have put the West at.the Soviet 
. Union's mercy and put Mosco~inth~ position to ask anY price for the minerals.349 

·. 

The other, more moderate group agreed that the southern African minerals were .. 
of·som:e interest t6 Washington. But the idea of Moscow having a masterplan to 
·control all of ~neral-rich southern Africa in .order to pressure th,e West' seemed 
far-fetched.350 As it turnecl out this commtinistniasterplan idea originated in South · 

. . ' -' 

Africa and in American circles which had close ties to the Cape Republic. It was 
I • . . 

South Africa's S(!heine to play up the r~gions importance to the u.s.· and its allies.351 

It was argued (and new authoritative studies confirm) that minerals could_.be_ · . . 

· substituted at a higher price even if a supply interruption from South Africa should 
ever occur. In addition,. stockpiles coUld help bridge the time until other supplies 
would be established.352 Ma~ybelieved that were mo~e·countries in southern Africa 
to be~ome commuirlst, these would still sell their resources to the u.s. forone simple 
.reason: no one else could buy them and these countries needed the inc<:>me.353 

· 34S- . Kitchen, Helen, U.S. Interestsin Africa, p.39-41. 
349 ... 
350 
351 

352 
353 

Interview with a Pentagon official; November 15, 1990. 

Interview with a State Department official, November 9, 1990. 
Interview with'S. South African Diplomat, October 16, 1990. 

Crocker, Chester, South Africa: Strategy for Change, p.324. 
Kitchen, Helen,· U.S. Interests in Africa, p.40.' 

Interview with a State Department official, Nbvember 9, 1990. . 
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The debates oil the sea lanes and strategic minerals354 and their role in tll.e 
decision-making process tow.ard the region ~ere continued and kept going during 
. . . . . 
the whole time period that is being considered here. However, the moderate views . 
were increasirigly supported by a large group of people with liberal and conseryative 
backgrounds. Especially after Mikhail .Gorbatchev came to power the 'fear of 
co~urusm expanding in the ·region dinnnished . 

. \ 

. ·. . 

354 In 1987 a study was made that talks about the possible de~ial of st~ategic minerals ~ the . 
U.S. from So~th Africa. In such a case there would be inconveniences for the U.S. but the 
'potential impact would not be big enough to determine U.S. policy towardSouth Africa. .. · 
The. Report of the Secretary of State's Advisory Committee on South Africa, U.S. Department 

· of State, (April 1987), p.3., - . 
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Appendix D: The Cape Route 

The sea lanes around the Cape of Good Hope connect the southern Atlantic and the 
. . 

. Indian Ocean and are an important alternative to the Suez Canal. The supertankers 

. . . 

transporting mostly oil mus~ go around the Cape ~ecause they are toola~geto pass · 
through the Suez Canal. From 1967-1975 the Suez Canal was closed and:forced all 
the ships to go around Africa. Were the Suez Canal an~ the Gape sea routes ·ever 
to be closed, the West would be in .a tough spot because its major supply routes 
.would be.cutoff. In the past and present public debate, two views can be ascertained 

· on the strategic importance of the Cape route to the United States: 

On the. one hand, those who saw a serious communist threat in sou the~ Africa 
argued that one fifth of the United States' supply of oil and over one half ofW estern 
Europe's was shipped around the Cape. Therefore, a cut-offofthese supplies would· 

have a severe impact on the West.355 They argued that hostile goverilments in 
southern Africa, and in South Africa in particular, could intercept ships sailing 
around the Cape quite easily because the ships have to sail within f~rty miles of the 
South African coast;_ To take a route farther south would he hazardous because of 
. rough weather and dangerous currents. This argumentation was often heard when 

Angola and Mozambique were taken over by leftist regime~:~. The supporters of this 
argumentationfeared that all of southern Africa could fall like dominoes under 
communist influenceand threaten the international shipping route.356 

On the other hand more liberal groups argued that if the Soviet Union or Mos
cow-friendly govertunents in the region would impede Western shipments of oil 

._ around the Cape, they would :more than likely trigger a war with the West. It was 
regarded as very far-fetched and.Unlikely ~at the Soviet Union would start the 

Third Worid War in the waters of southern Africa. The reaso:ning was that firstly, 
the Soviet Union could stop the transport of oil to the West at many other more 
convenient spots, for example in the Persian Gulf. Secondly, The Soviets did not 
need port facilities to stop the flow of goods around the Cape because their suh-

355 . Kitcli~n, Helen, U.S. Interests in Africa, p.60,61. 
356 .·· U.S. Congress, House, U.S. Interests in Mrica, Hearings before th~ Subcommittee on Mrica 

oftheCommittee on Foreign Affairs, October16,18,19,22;24,25,29, andNovemberl3,14,-1979, 
96th Cong~, 1st sess., 1979, p.139-149. · 
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marines. could do.thejob at any chosen place.357 The advocates of this more liberal 

.view agreed that the Cape sea lanes were important for the U.S. and tll.e We~tin 
gen~ral but dld not believe t~e Soviet Union was likely to threaten these interests. 

. . . . 

357 U.S Congress, House, U.S. _Interests in Africa, p.l39-149. 





Option 2 
(SECR£'1') 

Premise: 

The \~hi tes are here to stay and the only \~ay 
that cons tructj.ve change can. come about is 
through thern. 'i"nere .is no hope for the blacks to 
gain the political rights ·they seek through v5.o'
lence, ·which will only lead to chaos and in- · 
creaseq opportunities for the . conununis ts. \-le. can, 
by' selective relaxation of our stance t01~ard the 
white regimes, encourage some modification of . 
their cur~ent racial and colonial policies and 
through more substantial ·economic assistance to 
.the black states (Cl- total of about $5 millio.ri 
annually in technical asslstance to the black 
states) help to dra\o/ the two groups together and 
exert·some influence on both for.peaceful change. 
Our tangible interests form a basis for our con,
tacts.in the region, and these can he maintained 
at ~h acceptable politi6al ~6st. 

General Posture:. 

He would maintain public opposition to racial 
re~ression but relax poli~ical isolation and 
economic .res.trictions on the white states. We 
would begin by modest inditations of this re..,. 
laxation, broadening·the scope of our relations 
and contacts gradually and to some degree in 
response to tangible - albeit small and gradual 
- moderation of white policies. Hi thout openly 
taking a position undermining the UK and the UN 
ol1. Rhodesia, we would be more flexibl.e in our 
attitude toward the Smith regime. He would ta}(.e .· 
present Portuguese policies ~s suggesting further 
.changes in the Portuguese territories. At the · 
same time we would t<:J,ke diplomatic steps to con
vince the black stat.es o£ the area that their 
current liberation and majority rule aspiration:s 
in the south are not .attainable by violence au<J 
that their only hope for a peaceful and pros
perous future lies in closer relations with 
\-lhi te-dotninated states. H'e would emphasize our 
belief~d1at closer relation~will help to bring 

''-

····' 

change in the white states. \~e would give in
creased and more flexible economic aid to black 
states of the area to focus the;l.r attention on 
their internal development and to·give them a 
motive to cooperate in reducing. tensions. Ue 
would encourage economic assistance from South 
Africa to the developing black nations. 

This option accepts, at least over a ·:3· to 5 
year period, the prpspect of unrequited US 
initiatives tO\o/ard the whites and some opposition 
from the blacks in order to develop an atmosphere 
conducive to change in white attitudes through 
persuasion a:nd erosion. To encourage this change 
in white attitudes, we would indicate Ot1r will
ingness ·to accept political arrangements short 
of guaranteed progress toto~ard majority· ~ule, pro
vided that they assu.re broadened political par
ticip~tion in some form by the whole population. 

·The various elements of the. option would stand. 
as a whole and approval of the option would not 
constitute approval of individual elements out 
of this context. 

Operational Examples: 

- Enforce arms embargo against South Africa 
bUt with liberal treatment of equipment 
which could serve :either military or civil
ian purposes. 

- Permit US naval calls in South Africa with 
arrangements for non-discrimination toward 
us personnel in organized activity ashore; 
authorize routine use of airfields. 

""'" Retain tracking s tatiOI1s in South Aftica as 
long as required. 

- h.e.niove constraints on EXIM Bank faciliti.es 
for South Africa; actively encourage us ex~ 
ports and faciiitate US investment consistent 
with· the Foreign Direct Inves t;ment Program. 
Conduct selected exchange programs .with 
so·uth Africa. in all categories, including 
mfi itary • · · /. . 

- Witl1out changing the US legal position that 
South African occupancy of South West Africa 
is illegal, we would play down the issue and 
encourage accommodation between South Africa 
and the UN. 
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On RhodeSia, retain consulate; gradually 
relax sanctions (e.g. hardship exceptions for 
chrome) and consider eventual recognition. 

- Continue arms embargo on Portuguese terri
tories, but give more liberal -treatment to 
exports of dual purpose equipment. · 

-. Encourage trade and investm~nt in .Portuguese 
territories; full EXIM Ban.k facilities. 

- Establish flexible aid ·programs in the black 
. states. of the ·region; respond to reasonable 
requests for purchase of non~sophisticated· 
arms but seek no .change in Conte amendment. 

.., Toward.African insurgent movements take , 
public position that US opposes use ·of force 
in racial confrontation. Continue ·humani
tarian assistance to refugees. 

- .Incre.ase ·information and exchange activJties 
in both white and black states. 

PROS: 

1. Encourages existing tendencies to broaden 
relations between black states and white and 
thus reduce tensions - .South Africa's new out- · 
ward policy, ·zambia's trade and sub rosa poli
tical contacts with South Africa and Portugal. 
2. Preserves USeconorriic, scientific and stra
tegic interests·in thewhite states and would 
expand opportunities for profitable trade and 
investment. 
3. Relaxation of the us· attitude .toward the 
w}litescould.help lift their present siege 
mentality.; and it would encourage elements 
among the whites seeking.to extend South 
African relationships with black Africa. 
4. US diplomatic support and economic aid 
offer the. black states an alternative to the 
recognized risks of mounting communist 
influence. · · 
.5. Increased aid would also give us greater 
influence to cadtion the black states against 
violent confrontation and give them a tangible 
stake in accepting the pros·pects of: ·gradual · 
change. 
6. Would reduce a major irritant in o1,1r rela
tions with Portugal, and afford the C~ctano 

• government opportunity for liberalization. 

CONS: 

L Relaxation of US stance towardswhite 
states could be .taken by the whites as a 
vindication of their po.J,icies. Many black 
states, led by Zambia and Tanzania, probably· 
would charge us with subordinating our .pro-

, fessed ideals to material _interests and 
tolerating whi te;...regime policies. · 
2. There is ·a serious question-whether pro
Western leaders of the bl,ack states could 
continue to justify their stance to their 
populations if. the us officially declared its 

·opposition to.currenf liberation effort~~ 
Radical and communist s ta tcs '"ould be the 
beneficiaries. 
3. Unilateral US relaxation of sanctions 
against Rhodesia would be 'a highly visible 
violation· of our international obligations 
and would be damaging both to the US and to 
the UN. . ·· .. 
4~ The current thrus~ Of South African 
domestic policy does ~ot involve any basic 
change in the raCial segregation system, 
which is anathema to the black .States • The.re 
is virtually no evidence that changes might 
be forthcoming. in these South African policies· 
as a result of any approach on our part~ 
5. Requires extensive diplomatic and economic 
involvement in a situation in which the solu
tion is extremely long-range. and the outcome 
doub.tful at best. . 
6. It is doubtful that the additional aid 
cont·emplated would b.e sufficiently great to 
influence the black states in the direction 
indicated. 
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AppendixF: U.N. Res 385 

s 
S'RES/385 (1976) 
30 January 1976 

RESOLUTION 385 (1976) 

Adopted by !he Security Coun~ •t jts 188Srh meeting, on 30 January 1976 

'lbe SeciJriry Council. . . 
· Having heard the S'.atement by !he President of tru! United Nauons Council for Narmbia. 

Having considered the statement by W.r M:>Ses M Garoeb, J..dminisuative Secre:ary of the· 
South West A!nca People's Organization (SW APO). . 

Recalling General Assembly resolution 21<5 (XX!) of 27 Oc\ober 1966. which terminated 
South Africa's mandate over the Territory of Na:nibia and resolution. 2248 (SN) of IS May 1967. 
which established a Unit~ Na:ions Council for Namibia. as-well as aU other subsequent 
resolutions on Namibia. ·in particUlar. resolution 3295 (XXIX) of 13 December 1974 .and. 
resolution 3399 (XXX) of 26 November 1975. . . 

Reca11ing SecUrity Council. resolutions 245 (1968) of 25 January and 246 (1968) of 14 W.arch 
1968. 264 (1969) of 20 March and 269 (1969) of li August 1969. 276 (1970) of.30 January, 282 
(1970) .of 23July, 283 (1970) and 284 (19iO) of 29 July 1970. 300 (1971) of 12 October and 301 
(1971)of20 October 1971. 310 (1972) of 4 February 1972and 366·(1974) of li December 1974. 

Reca11ing the ad\'isOry opinion of the International Court ofJustice of 21 June 1971 that South 
Africa is under obligation to withdraw its presence from the Territory, · 

Relilr~rming the legal responsibility of the United Nations over Namibia, 
Concerned at South Africa's continued illegal occuJ)ation of Nar:iibia and its persistent 

refusal'to c:Omply with resolutions and decisions of the General Assembly and the Security 
Council. as well as with the advisory opinion of the International Court. of Justice of 21 June'l971, 

Gravely ci:>ncemed at South Africa's brutal repression of lhe·· Namibian people and its 
persistent violation of their human rights. as· well as its ell'ons to destrQy the national unity and. 
territorial mtegrity of Namibia:, and its aggressive miliiary build-up in the area . 

Strongly deploring the militarization of Namibia by the illegal occupation r~ of Squth 
Africa. . . . 

1. Condemns the continued illegaJ occupation of the Territory 'of Namibia by South Africa; 
2. . Condemns the illegal and arbitrary application by South Africa of raciaUy discriminatory 

and repressive laws and practices in Namibia: · 
3. Condemns the South African military bi.tild-up in Namibia and any ~tiliiation of the 

. Territory as a·base for attacks on neighbouring countries; 
4. Demands that South Africa put an end forthwith to its policy cif bantustans and the so-called 

.homelands ai!Ded at violaiing the national unity and the territorial mtegrity of Namibia; 
5. FWtheT condemns South Africa;s failure to comply with the tenns o!Security cOuncil 

Jesohition 366.(1974) of l7 Decelnber 1974: 
6. Further condemns aU atteil)pts by South Afrii:a calculated to evade the clear demand of 

the United Nations for the holding of free elections i.Jnder United Nations supervision and 
control in Namibia: · · 

. 7. DeClares that· in order that the people of Namibia be. enabled to freely detef!lline the.ir 
own. future. it is imperative that free elections under the supervision and control. of the 
United Nations be held for the whole of Namibia as one political entity; 

8. f'w1her declares that in determining the date, timetabie and moclalities foi: the elections 
iri accoJdance with paragraph 7 above. there Shall be adequate 'tune to be decided upon 
by the Security Council for the piJI'POlies of enab1ing the United Nations to establish the 
necessary machinery within Namibia io supervise and control such elections, a5 well as 

. to enable- the people of Namibia to oroi."lize politicaUy for the p~se of such elections; 
9. 'Demands that South Africa urgently·make a solemn declaration accepting the foregoing 

provisions for.the holdmg offree elections m t-:amibia under United Nations superviSion 
and conti'ol undenaking. to eo!riply .With the resolutions and decisions· of the United 
Nations and With the advisory opinion of the bternational Court of Justice of 21june lil71 
in regard to Narrnbia and recognizing the t;;rritorial integrity and un)ty of Namibia as a 
nation: 

10. Reiterates its demand that·South Africa•take the necessary steps to. effect the withdrawal; 
in ;~ccordance. with resolutions 264 (]969). 269 (1969) and 366 (1974), of its. ille9al 
administration maintained in Namibia and to transfer power to the people of Namibia with 
the aSsistance of the United Nations; · 

11. Demands again that South Africa.· pending the. transfer of powers provided for in the 
precedirig paragraph: . · . . · . 
(a) . Comply fully in spirit and in practice v.;th the provisions of the Universal Declaration· · 

of Human Rights: . . 
(b) Release all Namibian political prisoners. induding aU those imptisoned or detained 

in connection with offences under so·.called inteinal security laws. whether silcli 
Namibians have been charged or tried or are held without charge and whether held 
in Namibia or Soulh Africa; · · . · · . · 

(c) Abolish the application in Namibia of aU racially discriminatory and paliticaliy 
. repressive lawS and practices, particUJ<Jiy bantustans and homelands; · 

(d) Accord UI)COnditionaUy io all Narnibians currently in eicile for political reasons full 
f<~cilities for return to their country· without risk of arrest. detention. intimidation or 
impriSonment 

12. Decides to remain seized of the matter and to ineet on or before 31 AuguSiJ976 .for the 
I purpose of reviewing South Africa's compliance with the terms of thiS resolution and in the 

event of non-compliance by South Africa. for the purpose of considering the appropriate 
measures to be taken under the Charter. · 

NDI, Nation Building, p.111,112. 
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S/12636 
. 10 April1978 

LETTER DATED 10 APRIL 1978 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVES 
OF CANADA, FRANCE, GERMANY, FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF, 

.THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN· 
IRELAND AND UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ADDRESSED TO 

THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL · . 

On instructions from oilr Governments we have the honour to transmit to you a proposal for the 
settlement of the Namibian situation and to request that it be circulated as a document or the 
securlt:y Council · · · · 

The objective of our proposal is the independence Qf Namibia in accorda·nce with resolution 
385 (1976), adopted unanimously by' the Security Council on 30 January 1976. We are continuing 
to .work towards the implementation of the proposal · 

(Signed) William H BARTON 
. Permanent Representative of canada to the 
· United. Nation$ · 

M }acqi.tes LEPRE'ITE 
Permanent Representative of france to the. 

· Uni.ted Nations · · 

RUdiger von WECHMAR 
Permanent Representative of the federal 

Rep\¢>1ic of 9E!rmany to the United Nations 

}ames MURRAY . 
Deputy Perinanent Representative of the 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland to the United Nations, 

Charg~ d'Affaires, a.i. , 

Andrew YOUNG 
Permanent Representative of the .United States 

or America to the United Nations 

Proposal. for a settlement of the Namibian situation 

I. lntroduciion 

I. Bearing in mind. their responstbihttes 'as members ofthe Securtty Courictl or the Untted 
Nations, ·the Governments of Canada, france,. the· federal Republic of Germany, the 
United Jqngdom and the United States have consuited wnh ·the various parties involved 
with the Namibian situation with a v1ew to encouragmq BC]Teemeni on the transfet ot 
authority in Namibia to· an mdependEmt qovernment in accordance wtth .resolution 385 
(1976). adopted unanimously by the Secunty Council on 30 January 1976. , 

2. To thiS end. our Governments have draY.'!\ up a proposal for the settlemem or the 
·Namibian question designed to brmg about a tta."lSllioil ·to independence during .1978 
Within· a framework acceptable .to the people or Nanitbia and thus· to the ·international 
community. While the proposal addresses itself to.all elements ofresolutlon 385 (1976). the 
key to an internationally acceptable transition io Independence tS free elections for the 
whole or Namibia as one politic3l entity with an appropriate United Nat.ions role in 
accordance with resolution 385 (1976). A resolution will be required in the Security· 
Council requesting the Secretary-General to appoint a Umted Nations Special Represim· 
tative whose central'task.will be to make sure that conditions are established which w11l 
allow rr.ee .and fair elections and an impartial electoral process. The Special Represen·. 
tative will be assisted by a United Nations Transition. ASsiStance Group. 

3. The purpose of the electoral process is to elect representatives to a Namibian Constituent 
Assembiy which will draw up and adopt the Constitution for an independent and 
sovereiCJil Namibia: Authonty would then be assumed ·d.uiinq .1978 by the Government of 
Namibia. · · 

4. A rriote detailed descr,iption or the proposal IS contained .below. Our Governments 
believe that this proposal provides an e!Tectlve basiS for lmplementmg resolution 385 
(1976) while laldnq.adequate accowit or the iolerests or all parties involved. In carrying 
out his tesponsibllities the Special·. Representative win work· together with the o!Ttcial · · 
appointed by South Africa (the Administrator-General) to en.<;ure the orderly transmon to 
mdependence .. This working arrangement shail tn no way· cons:1tute· reCOCJ111116n of the 
legality or. the South African. presence in !Jnd admmistratiOn or Namibia. 

ll. The electoral process 

5. · In accordance with Security Council resolution 385 (1976). free elections Will be held. for 
the whole or Namibia as one political entity, to enable the.people or Nanubia to freely and 

·fairly determine their own future. The elections win be under the supervision and control 
or the United Nations in that, as a condition to the conduct or the .elecioral proce~ •. the 

· electiorl$ themselves, and ihe certificaiion or their. results. tbe United Nations Special 
Representative wiii have to satisfy himself at each stage as to the fairness and appropria· 
teriess or all measures arrecting·the political process at all levels. of a~inistration before. 
such measilres take efTect. Moreover the Special Representati\•e may himSelf make 
proposals in reqard to any aspect or the politJcal process. He y,,JI have at his disposal a 
substantial civiliriit section of the United Nations Transition Assislanc.e Group, su11'1cient to· 
carry out his ·duties satisfactorily. He Will report to the Secretary-General or the United 
-Nations, keeping him informed and makinQ such recommendations as M considers 
necessary with respect to the discharge or his responsibilities. The Secretilry·Oeneral, in 
accordance with the mandate entrusted. to him by the Security Council, will keep the 
COuncil informed. . . 

6. Elections wili be held to select. a Constituent Assembly wh1ch .,.,,II adopt a Constitution for 
·an independent Namibia. The Constitution will deteimine the organization arid powers of · 
all levels of government. Every· adult Namibian 'Nlll be ehQ!ble. wtthout discriininatlon or 
fear of Intimidation from any Source, to VOle, campaiCJil and Stand for elecnon to the 
ConstitUent .Assembly. Vo1in9 wtll be by secret ballot, Y.,lh prOVISions made for those who 
cannot read or wtite. The date for the beQinilino or the electoral campaiCJTI. ·the date or 
elections. the electoral system. the preparation or' voters rolls. and other aspects or 
electoral ptocedures will be promptly decided uix>n so as to g~ve all Political parties and 
interested persons. wtthout regard to their pohllcal VJews. a run and fair opportunny to· 
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organize and participate in the .electoral process. Full freedom or speech. assembly. 
movement and press shall be guaranteed. The offtctal electoral campaton shall com· 
mence only aner the United Natioll$ Special Representative has satisfied himseU as to the 
fairqess and appropriateness or the electoral procedures. The Implementation or the 
electoral process. including the proper registration or voters and the proper arid timely 
tabulation and publication or voting resultS will ·also have to be conducted to the 
Satisfaction or the Special Representative. . . 

7. The following requirements will be fulfilled IO'the sat~raction or the United Nations Special 
Representative in order to meet the objective or free rind fair elections:· 
A. Prior to the be¢11nino of the electoral campaiqn. the Administrator-General will 

repeal rill remaining discriminatory or restrictive )aws, regulations, or administrative 
measures which might abridge or inhibit that objective. · 

B. The Administrator·Oeneral shall make arrangements for the release, pnor to the 
beqinning or toe electoral: campaign, or all Namibian political prisoners or political 
detainee~ held by the South African authOrities so that they can participate fully and . 
freely in "that process. without risk or arrest, detention, intimidation or imprisonment. 
Any disputes concerning the release or political prisoners or pohtical detainees shall 
be resolved to the Satisfaction or the Special. Representative acting on the indepen· 
deni advice or a jurist or international standing who shall be designated by the 
Secretary-General to be legal adviser to the Special Representative. · 

C. All Namibian refugees or Namibians detained or otherwise outside the territory or 
Namibia will be pef!llilled to return peace(ully and participate fully and Creely in the 
electoral process without risk or arrest,. detention. intimidation or imprisonment. 
Suitable entry points wiU be designated ror these purposes. . · 

D .. The Special Representative with the assistance of the United Nations High Commis· 
sioner for Refugees and other appropriate international bodies will ensure that 
Namibians remaining outside or Namibia are. given a free aitcl vol1111tary choice 
whether to return. Provision Will he made tO "attest to the voluntary nature or decision$ 
made by Narnibians who el.ect riot to return to Namibta. . . · - · 

8. A comprehensive cessation or. a~ hostile acts shall be observed by all parties m order to 
ensure that the electoral process will be free from interference and intimtdation. The 
annex .deScribes provisions for. 'the implell;lentation or the cassation oi all hosule. acts, 
military arrangements concerning the Uni!ed Nations Transition Assistance droup, the 
Withdrawal or South African forces. and arrangements with respect to other. organized 
forces in Namibia, and with respect to the forces or SW A.PO: These provisions i:all for: , 
A. A cessation or all hostile acts by all parties and the restriction or South· African and 
• sW APO armed rorces to base. . . . . 

B. Therealler a phased ·withdraWal from Namibia or aU but: I 500 South African troops· 
~thin 12 weeks and prior to the omcial start or the political campaign. The remaining 
South Arrii:an force would be restricted to Groot!oiltein or Oshivello or both and 
would be withcli-awn alter the certification or the election. . 

C. The demobilization- of the citizen forces. commandos, and ethnic forces. and the 
dismantling or their command structures. . 

D. Provision will be made for SWAPO personnel outside. or the territory to return 
peacerUJiy to Namibia throughdesignated entry points to panicipate freely in the . 
politlcal process. . · · · · 

E. A military section or the United Nations Transition Assistance Group to make sure .that 
the provisions of the agreed solution will be observed by all parties. In establishing 
the military section or UNTAG, the secretary·Oeneral will keep in mind. functional 
and logistical reQuirements.. The Five Governments. a$ members of the Securiry 
Council. . will support the secretary-General's judgement in his di.Schilroe or this 
resPonsibiliry. The Secretary·Oeneral will in the normal ·manner, iltctude m. hts 
consultations aU those concerned with the ill;lplementation or the agreemenl· The 
Special Representative wiU be reqUired to satisfy himselias to the implementation or 
all these arrangements and wiD-keep the Secretary-~neral informed or develop· 
ments in this reQard. . . . . 

9. Primary responslbtiity lor maintaining law· and order in Namibia during . the transition 
period shall rest with the existing police forces. _The AdminL~tratCir·("'.>PnPral '~'~ til~ 

satisfaction or the Unite<;l.Nations Spectal Representative shall ensure the good conduct of 
the police forces and shall take the· necessary action ·to ensure their suitabilary for 
continued employment· during the transition period. The Special Representative shall 
make arrangements when appropriate for United NationS pers6Mel to accompany the 
police forces in the diScharge or their duties. The police forces would be limited to the 
carrying or small arms in the normal performance or their duties. · 

10. The United Nations Special Representative will take steps to guarantee aQainst the p.ossibillfY 
or intimidation or interference With the electoral prOcess from whatever quarter. . 

II. Immediately after the certification of election results. the Constituent Assembly Will·meet 
to draw up and adopt a Constitution for an independent Namtbia. It Will conclude its work 
as liOOn as possible so as to permit whatever additional steps may be necessary pnor to 
the instrillation of an independent Government of Namibia duririg 1978. . . 

12. Neighbouring countries shall be. requesti!d to ensure to the ~st or their abilities thai the 
provisions or the transitional an'angements. and . the outcorrie. or the ele.ction. are. 
respected. They shall also be requested to aiTord the necessary facilities to the United 
Nations Special Representative and all United Nations personnel to carry out their 
assigned functions and to facilitate such measures. as may be des\!able for ensuring 
tranquilliry in the border areas 
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Appendix G: :Proposal for a ·settlemen~ of the Namibian Situation 

(Zl ·113 ooon as passable. preler•biY 
·-one week ol Sc!c)ally Counal 
CIOOA. 

SAG SWAPO UN 

UNSC passes reooluiOOA •utholwno 
SYG lo IIPP>IIII UJ'ISR and reQUC!SIIII'J 
him lo. submd pW\ lor UN IIIVOive
menl SYG •PIJOiniS UNSR and ells· 
·palehcs UN coniiiiQei>CY . p1an,.,q 
OrOIIP lo IUmlbla SYG t>eqins e»n· 
~laiiCKIS Wllh pc>lenOW parllelpaniS 
mUNTAG . 

SYG repoirs bock 10 UNSC. UiiSC 
!>Asses further reookrrrcin adopCIIIQ 
pia~· lor UN UIVOIVe~ I'IOVISIOBIS 

- lor lmanerflll 
(3) Tr....,laoi>al penod lormllly beQ1nS Goner.. cessalloa· ol . - IICIS Gener.al cessar- ot - IICIS As 800R u passable. UNSR and llall Releue ot polao.o.l pnoooen. 

oa dale ot UNSC ,..._ ot reoolu· awnes under. UN IUP"IYISIOil. Re, crwnes under UN IIUpeMsoon Re· (UNTAGJ arnve ., NMotl» 10 as· Clelauaecs where.er held be91RS·and 
bOn ldopiiiiQ SYGs·plan. srnciOOA 10· bue ot aa SOulh Alncan siroc:tOOA 1o bue. """"' clutM!S ·UN rndllary personnel as 10 be _ _......,.. as 10011 u ..,... 

lorces IIICiirclln9 ellwe .,rcies · c:ommence monoiOIIIIQ o1 tessaiDI·ot oble. 
--and~~-
on9 ot both Soulh Alnc:an ·and 
SW APO troop resrriCIIOCIS. JI<!QIII m· 
lallraiOOA. p<eveiiiiOII and bolder sur· 
Yetllance. 8eQm monoloriiiQ ot police 
lorc:es. lle9m ftiOI!IIOIIIIQ ot a...en 
roic:es. elhrllc: . lorc:a. and aullgry 
pc!raonnel perlormoiiiJ cMI.... lunc:· 
liOnS. UNSR makes nec:eosary u· 
r•nqements ... ~d- Wdh 
neoohbouriiiQ coun!nes conc:erlll"'l 
lhe pt0¥1S1011S ot rhe UAI\SIIIOnal •r· 
rorooemenos. 

(()- ·w::d-::hll\=..,.=-w'""ee=ks"'.---"----,-.Resl=:::riCIO>==IO::o:-=~c:o=nr"'inues=:-ro'='r==ce:=TResl==,-:-::act::-:aon=ro=baoe=~c:o=nr:::,....,.=::-'"--rAPIX==-=== .. "'re'"'e~=aon=by=uu:N;;Ir;:too~h~Com-==-l£sr..bhshm<...,. rn. twnllboo· ol P<cw•· 
- reduced 10 iz CXlO men. riussaoner lor Relu<;leeS ouiSKie saons 10 loahr.Jie rerurn oleD.s [:o. 

(5) Wallun rune weeks 

.(6) Wnhll\ 12 weeks: 

RestucrK>n 10 t..se contrnues force Reslroc:taon 10 base c:onunues. l'eace· 
levels reduciod 10 8 CXlO men. lulreparnauon under UN supciiVISIOR 

starts fo.r rf:turn lhroug~ ~l)ilted 
entry pomlS. 

· force "levels reduced 10 I 500 men. ResiiiCIK>n 10 t..se conllnue:i 
resrrrcred lei Gro.rlordetn or Osbr· 
vello or bolh. All mrlnary UISlallaiiOnS 
alono raonhern bOlder would by now 
erlher be cleac:trvaled 01 pul uncle• 
avriNin CC!Qirol under UN oilper-
VISIOIL fac:rlalteS whiCh depend on . 
rhem (e.g. hosprral. power Slalrons) 
would be prorecred Where neces· 

NamtbiO ·10 - m '"""'" ol eaalcs rabksl"""nr ...S ~ ·ol .,.. ... 
All UN ""''""Y c:onruaues . era I rulo:s lor O!l«<oons Cornplo<o<on ol 

i~l ol daCURUMIOIJ a.ws ~ ft!'•· 
SlriCiave Je?tsloiiOR o..m.o- o( 
command structures or Dr.zea brces. · 
commandos and ethrllc: lorc:es.IDCiud·. 
lfllllhe wrlhdr•wal ol ~ Soulh AlrOCM> 
""Idlers ••!aChed 10 lhese ,_ All 
•'"" nuhtary eqwpmenc. .nd .ammu· 
·nmon ol at~Un forces •nd comman· 
dos conCaned 10 drill halls Wider UN 
supemsaon AG 10 ensure rhat ••ono!"ol 
~ br«-s wtll duU or c:otts:1tu1e an 
O.Qiiriczed iocce diariiiQ the u-....n., 
periOd excepl uncle< order _ol_ AC 
warh rhe c:oncvnenee o1 UNSR AG 
walh concune.c:e ol UNSR. cle..io • 
m1nCs whee her •nd UftCieof • ...,. ·en
cunlSiances ~~~ mtbLlrr ~net 
pedormmq avabiin func:tiOnS ......n <:tin: 
tmue theist- functKK\S 

All UN acttvtly c:onunues 

All UN ""''"''Y contmues. Malllary 
Sec11on.ot UNTAG •• maxamwn de· 
ploymenr. . 

Oxnpleuan <4 release ol pubi!Gll 
priSOne.ts'detitnees wt~~ held 

sary by lhe UN. . 
v~~,~~~n-ol~llu~n-..... --~ ... -..... --~~--------f=~~~~~--~-------;------~~~-----------+-----------------------r.oa~~~.-.... ~ .. ~ol~ .• ~~~aon--.~-------.~ot' 

(8) On dale esaabhsbecl by AG to saltS· 
faclaon ol UNSR: 

(9) One week .after dale ol c:enilac:araon Completaon ot wilhdraw.t 
ot elecuon: 

(10) AI dare unspeci(aed. 

(II) By 31 ~mber 1978 ar ... resr. 

Closure ot all bases: 

.aboul lout rnonrhs' dwaraon 
Declaon 10-Consralucnl As:oembty. 

ConVen.1111 ot Consrnuenr Assrmbly 

ConciUSIOII ot · Consrnuenr Assembly 
•nd whatever adddaonaiSiepS may be 
necessary prt&X 10 ·uasa.na•.ac of ne:w 
QOYernmenl. · · 

AG = Administralor-General;' SAG= South Mrican Goverrunent; SWAPO"' South West Africa People"s brg.;nizallon: SYG,;, Secretary-General or lhe Umted 
Nations; UN= Uniled Nations; UNSR .. United Nalions Special Repre5entalive: UNSC = United Nalions Securily Couricd; ·UNTAG = United Natoons Tlansttion 

· - Assistance proup 

South African nepartment of Foreign Affairs~ 
Nanibian Independence arid Cuban Troop 
Withdrawal, Pretoria 1989, . p .19.-25. 
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Appendix H: U.N. Res.431 

Namibia: Resolution 431, 
• • • ~ • • • • ·."~ '? ' • • • • •• ~.. • •• • 

Security Council Resolution 431(1978) of 27 July 1978 · 

1h~ Security .Council • . ·. 

&co/ling iiS .resolution 38SCIW6) of 30 Jariuary I~ 

7Qicing. not~ oC the proposal for a senJ~iu of ihe Namibian situation contained in document SIJ26j6 of · 
10 Apnl 1918. · · · · · 

I. kqu~Sis the Scmtary-Gc:neral tP appoint:·a Special RCpresentati-.efor Namibia in o;der 10 ensure the 
early indePendence of Namibia lhtollgh free elections under the supervision aoo .control of. .the United Nations: 

2. Funh~r rtqutsis ~ Secretary-General 10 submit at the earliest ,Dssiblc date a repon c~ntaining his 
reci>mmendations for the implementation of lhC. proposal in accOrdance. with ·Seeurity Council resolution 38SCI9i61: 

l UrgtS ~~~ concerned 10 cxen their best effons tOI\-ards t!K: achie-.ement of independence by Namibia at 
the earliest· possible date. · . 

NDI, Nation Building. p.94. 
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Appendix 1: U.N. Res 435 

s 
SIRESI435 (1978)• 

30 Septem~r 1978 

RESOLUTION 435 (1978) 

Adopted by the Se~tY C<Jundl at its ZD81'tA meeting OIJ :29 September 1918 

. The SecuritY Council, 
RecaJJing its .resolutions 385 (1976) and 431 (1978). and 432 (1978), 
Having coll$idered the repoit submitted by the Secretary-General pursuarirro .paragraph 2 

or resolution 431 (1978) (5112827) and !)is explanatory srarement made in the Security Council 
on 29 September 1978 (S'l2869). . · . · · · · 

Taking note of the relevant communications Croin the Government of South Africa addlessed 
to the Seaerary.:General. 

Taking note also of the letter dated 8 September 1918 frcim the President of the South West 
· Africa Peciple's Organization (SWAPO) addressed to the Secretary-General (5'12841), 

ReaJliniJing. the legal responSibility of the United Nations over Namibia: 
1 •. Approves the report ol the Secretary-General (5'12827) for the iniplemenration of the 

proposal for a settlement of the Namibian situation (S'l2636) and his explanatory sratement 
(5'12869); . . . . . . 

2. Reiterates that. its objective is the withdrawal of South .Africa~s illegal administration of 
Narlubia and th.e transfer of power to the people of Namibia with the· assist<L1ce of the 
United Nations in accordance .v.ith resolution 38S (1916);. · · 

3. Decides to establish under its authority a United Nations Trapsition Assistance Group 
(UNTAG) in accordance with !he above-mentioned report pf the Secretary-General for a 
period of up to ·12 months in order to as5ist his SPecial Representative to carry out the 
mandate cOnferred upon him by paragraph I of Security Coilncil resolution 431 (1978). 
na.:nely, to ensure the ea.rlyindeP<mdence of Namibia through free and fair elections under 
the supervision and control of. the United Nations; 

.4. Welc:Omes SWAPOs preparedness to co-operar~ in the implemenration ofthe Secretary, . 
. Generars report, including its expressed readiness tO Sign and observe the cea.sEhfire 
provisions as manifested in the letter from the Presid~nt of SWAPO dcited 8 September 
1978 (5'12841); . 

$ .. CqiJs on South Africa forthWith to c:o-operate wtth the Secretary-General in the implemen
. ration of this resolution; 

6. Declares that all Unilateral measure$ taken . by the illegal administration in Namibia in 
relation to the· electoral process. including Unilateral regis:ration of voters. or transfer of 
power; in contravention of Security Council r~Jutions 385 (1976). 431 (1918) and .this 
resolution are null and void; · 

1. Requests the Secretary-Cen~ralto report to the Security Council no Jater than 23 Oct~ber 
1978 on the implementation or this resolution. 

Sorith African Department of ·Foreign Affairs, 
Namibian Independence and.Cub~n Troop · 
Withdrawal, Pretoria 1989, p .18. ·· 
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S~2701 The Comprehensive Anti~Apartheld Act of 1986 

.Importation into ihe United States of the following South African goods/com· 
mollities prohibited: 
(I) Krugerrands nnd :tny other South African gal<.! coins; 
(2) Milit:try :trticles; · · 
(3) Articles 'grown, prodttccd; manufacture<.l, nutrkctcd or exported' by South 

African parnstatal organizations, -defined ns 'a corponttion or partnership 
owneu·or controlled by the Government of South Africa•. Exception: essen
tial stmtcgie minerals; 

(4) Uranium ore anJ uranimn oxide; 
(5) Coal;· · 
(6) Textili:s; 
(7) Agricultural conHnutlitic"s, pro<.lucts anti by-prouucts or <.lerivatives and arti~ . 

cles suitublc for hum at\ consumption; . 
(H) I ron; 
(IJ) Steel. 

Export of the f(;llowing guods/conunouitics to South Africa prohibitcu: 

(I) Computer~ anll con~putcr-related tcchndlogy to cc.rtain South Africu·n 
. governnient ugcncies (e.g. military, police, IH)tional security agencies);. 
(2) Nuclear-related goo<.ls and technology; · · 
(3) Items contained in the US munitions control list; 
(4) Crude oil or refined petroleum products. · 

Activities by US iwtionals in South Africa prohibited: 

(1) Loans to the South Africun Government :llld entities owned or controlled by . 
it, with certilin limited exceptions; · · 

(2) Nc\Y investment in South Africa, except for investment in coinpanies owned 
by blnck South Africans. 

U.S Government activitcs prohibited: . 

(I) Procurement of South African goods and services, cxd:j1t.those necessary for 
diplomatic and consular purposes: 

· (2) Promotion or tourism to South Africa; · 
(3) Promotion or trade with South Africa; . 
(4) Military cooperation with South Africa .. 

13iluteritl agreements in force termin:ttcd: 

(I) Air ugreemcnt, efrectiv.e 10 dayllltfter enactment of ti1e Dill i.nto law: 
(2) :Tax rreitty unu protocol,. ef(ective immedi:ttely ttpon enactment uf the Uill" 

into law.· 

Activities in the United Stutes by the South Afric:m. Governn\cnt and c1itities 
owncu/controllcd by it: . 

· (1) Dank :tccounts, except accounts m:tint:!ined for diplomatic and consular 
purposes. 

Possible acl<.li_tional future punitive s:u1ctions: 

The Oill contains n provisio.n with respect to 'additional.measures' that mght be. 
imposed in the future. 

That provisilm requires the President to report every 12monihs to the Congress 
with resj)ect to progress in So11th Africa on ending apartheid. 

· If the President clctern1ines that 'signifiennt progress has not been m:ule by the 
Government of South Africa in ending the system of :tparthcid and establishing a 
nonracial democracy', he must include in his report to Congress 'a recommenda· 
tion or! which or the rollowing ndditional measures should be imposed':· . . .· . . . . .. 

'(I) A prohibition on us militury assist:~llCI! to countries that contiliue to cirCitlll· 
vent the intcrn:ttional embargo:on arms .and military technology to So.uth 
Africa; < • 

(2)" A prohil~ition against the impo'rtalion into the US of lli:unonlls from South 
Africa; . · · 

(3) A prohibition against South AfricanJ1ationals having US bunk accounts: und 
(4) A prohibitio1i on the importations into the US of strategic minerals from 

. Soutlu\frica. 
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Namibia: S/15287 • UniiH l'l.iliOn& 

ri~~~;r.tA~~~it·~s~;:~:~~.;:;Jt~~.~:~:·::.:;;~\:.~:~~\f.)i!~-\::.·:~:~~:=\~·f ... t::~{_~4:·~~-~.;i·/.}.~?::~~;;~~~~:_·~j~::1~¥~~~~!·:·~¥-~?-~:~~~:-r:;~~~::·-~r~.:.:;t·~~~1:~~-;:~i!:/t:·1Y 

'• 

Letter (SIIS287) dated 12 July 1982 rrom the Repr~n~tlves or Canada, France, 
the Federal Republic or Gtrmany, the United Kingdom or Great Britain and 
Nonhern. Ireland and tbe United States or America to the S«ret.ary-General 

01! IIUtnttliDtU from our Gowi'Mitms ""' hol't tM ho~our lo tffJIUmit to yoU tht /txt of Pii~dplts tonttr· 
~i~ztht Clltut.ltutN l.mmbly dnJ tht Co!Uiitwion for an iru!tptndtm Namibia pw forwarr/17y our Gowmmtnts 
10 tht ponits rot~Ct171tti ill tht·ntgoriarlo!U for tht implt~nltJH0/1 oftht proposal/or 0 wilt~N of tht Namil>
ian situ4JitHI (SI1263d} In ~ttorr/tu,tt .with Stturity Co~ntil molurion .O:St/978). 

lit how plt4surt In Informing you tho,. all ponits to tht ntg~riario11 now tJtttpt thtst Pri~ttipln. ·our 
Go..IMitNS b<litW that a tkdsl011 on tht mithod to M tmpluytd to tit~ tht Collltinttlll AJstmhl,•· should bt 
~Milt In Gttorrlmttt with tht pruislo11 ofCf>unti/ molutio11 4JSIN78}. All ponits art tJgrttd tMtthis.issut· must 
btullltd in· attorrlanct with tht ltrms of molwion 41511'178} aNlthat.tlot issut musr not coust dtloy i11 tht im· 
pltmtntation of that mtillitiOtr. In this rtgiVfl, o•r Gowrnmtnts art In c'o!UIIIiation ~<fth all. poniti . • , 

Annex 

, Principles conetmlnc the Constituent Asstmbly 
and the Constlt~tlon ror an lndtptndc.nt Namibia 

·'· Coiutltuent A.sstmbly 

I. In accordantc with Uniled Nations Seturity Council 
!fsolution 435119781, clcclio~s will be held. to select a 
Conititucnt Assembly which will adopt a Constitution 
for an independent Namibia. The Constiiution will deter• 
mine the oraanization and powers or all levels or. 

. IOvtmment. 

• Every adulrNamibian v.·ill be cli&iblc, witho~t 
di~erimination or feu or intimidation from any source. 

·to \1llt, camp.aiJn and Stand for clettion to the Consti· 
tuent .Assembly. · · 
• V01ine ;.ill be by setlft ballac,. with proYisions made 
lor those ... ho canno1 rud or "·rite. 
• The date /or the beeinnins of tilt clector.al camp•iJn, 
th< dote or elections, the clec:tor.al system, the prep211; 
tion or YOtcn rolls and other aspects or cl«tor.al pio
cedurcs ,.ilf be promptiy .decided upon so as to &ivc all 

. political panics and lntcmtcd persons. without re,ard ·to 
thcii political vif'Ot, a full and fair opponunity to 
oraanizc and panidpatc in. the clcao11l process. 
• Full fr.cdom or speech. Ustmbly, ri><Mment and 
PITit thall Ill rioanntt~d 

•. The elccto111 system will seck to cilsiort (air rtprestn· 
iation in the Constiluent Assembly io difftlfnt political 
r•nics which sain subst.anrial suppon in the elections. 

2. T)le Constiluent Assembly will formulate .tilt Con· 
,tit tit ion for an independent Namibia in accordance with 
the principles in pan 8 below and will adopt the Con· 
>titution as a ~~o·holc by a tv.o-thirds majOrity oC itS total 
oncml>crship. · 

· B. Prlncipln for a Constitution (or an 
lndt~ndent Samibla 

1.· !':~rnibia willl>c a unotary, sovcreirn and dc~ntic 
Siote. 
1. The Constitution will be the supreme IIW of the 
Stole. It may be amended only by 1 dcsirnated process 
'"'"'" inf the le&isl>turt or \'Dies USI ioi a P<'Pulu. . 
refertndum. or bolh. · . 
J: The Cun~totution v.·ill determine tl>c orrapiutinn >nd 
1""'-·ers of all k•cls of.JOI-crnmeoit. It "'ill pr01·idc for a 
·~·Mem o( rcM:rnmcnt with thrte bnneilts: an elected U· 

c~uth:e br.aneh which wolf be rtspansi~lc to the 
krist.tivc b11neh: a.terislativc br.aneh to ·be elected r, 
unovtrsal and <qual suffr.aJ< ,.·hich v.·ill be rcsponsoblc 
lur the passage of all 1~ .. ,; and an independent judicoal 
~nnch "'hich "·ill be rttf'Onliblt for the intrrrretatoon 

n( the Constitvtion and for ensurin& its sup~Tmocy and 
the authority or the law. The cUcutivt andle&islati.-e 
bm~eheJ wm be c:oti.nJruted by periOdic and renuine 
ele<tions "·hich wUI be held by seem 'YOie. 
4. The electoral system ,.ill be consistent with t'* prin· 
ciplcs in A.i alxM:. • . 
5. Thclf will be I doc:lantio.n or fund.unentaJ ri&hts, 
which will inclUde the ri&hts to life. personallibeny and 
.freedom of m<l"tmeni: 10 (rttdom of conscic~~et; to 
fr.cdom or upression, includin& r~m of speech and 
a (t'tc prtss: to (n:cdom of assembly anci association, in· 
cludins politieai paniu and trad< unions: to due pnXesS 
and equaliiy before .~ IIW; 10. pi'OitCtion rrom lrilitruy 
depri~tion or privitte propel!)' Of dtprivttion or pri~te 
properly without jllll compensation;· and 10 (~om 
(rom ncial, cthnk, relisious or semi discrimination, 

·-, 

The declaration of ri&hts will be.conslSttnt "·ith tl>c p~ 
visions or .the Univmal Oeclanllon cl"Human Ri&hts; 
Arzn.-1 indi•lduils "'ill l>c tnlided to ""'nhe couru 
adjudicate ancfcn(o~ \hest ri&hts. 
6. It will be (orbiddtn 10 crute criminal offences ... ·ith 
lftros~tivc crrca or to pro:tde (ot inctWCd penalties 
~~o·ith rttrosp«ti~ .rrca. 
7. PIO\'lsion v.·ill·be made ror the billll(ed stNc:tUring 
nf the public service, ·the polict service llld the dcfenee 
services and (ot equal >CI:CSS by iJJ 10 rt:eNitinr:nt or 
t~ servic~. The l'lir adminiStration or personnel . 
pOliCy .in rtlarion to thc:sc services "'ill be as~urtd by 

· appropriate independenl bodies. · · 
&. PIJI'Iision will be ~ tor the tst.ablishmenr or 
tlccted councils for loCal or re&ional adminisrntion, 
or bcxh. · · 
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Appendix L: Protocol of Geneva·· 

PROTOCOL OF GENEVA 

Qelegations represenung the Governments of the People's Republic of AnQolatRepublic of 
Cuba. and the Republic of SOuth Africa. meetmg in Geneva. sv.1tzerland. 2-5 August 1988. 'With 
the medJation of Dr Chester A Croclcer. Assistant secretary of State for Afncan Mairs; United 
States of America. have agreed as folloY.-s: · ·. · 

I. Each side agrees to recommend to .the Secretary·Gener~ of the Umt~ Nations. that I 
November 1988 be established as the date.for implementation of UNSCR 43517a 

2. Each side agrees to the establi$hnient of a target date for signature of the lripanite 
agreement among Angola. SOuth Afnca. and Cuba not later than 10 Septerilber 1988. 

3. Each side a9)"ees lha:t a schedule accep:able to all parties for the redeployment toward 
the North and the staged and total withdrawal.of Cuban troops !rom Angola must be 
established by Angola and .Cuba. who \\111 reQuest on-site verificanon by the Security 
Council Of the United Nations. The parues accept·! September l988 as the iargei date for 
rea<;hing agreement on ihat schedule and an relaiEld matters. . 

4. 'Ibe complete Withdrawal of South African forces !rom Angola shall begin not later than 10 
A!I9USIJ988·and be comPleted riot later than I 5eptember 1988. 

5. 'Ibe parties undenake to adopt the necessary measures of restraint iii order to maintain 
the. existi!lg de facto cessation of hostiliues. SoUth Africa stated its willingness to convey 
this comniittnenrin writing to the Secretary-General of the.United NationS. Angola and 
Cuba.shiill urge SW APO to proeeed likewise as a step prior to the ceasefiie contemplated 
in resolution 43S'78 which will be established prior to I November 1988. Angola and Cuba 
shail use their good offices so ihat. once ·the total withdrawal of South African tioops !rom 
Allgola is completed, and within the. context also of the cessation. of hostilities in Namibia. · 
SWAP.(Js forees.will be deployed to the nonh of the 16th paralleL The parties deemed it 
appropriate ihat. during ihe period before I November l9aS, a representative of the 
United Nations Secretary-<>enerai be ·present in Luanda to take cognizance of any 
disputes relative to the cessation of hostilities. arid agreed ihat the. combined military . 
c:Oriuninee contemplated in para9faph 9 ·can be an appropria(e venue for reviewing 
complaints of this nature lha:t may arise. · . 

6. As. of JO Aligust 1988. no Cuban troops will deploy or be south of ihe line 
Chitado-Ruacana-Calueque-Naulila-Cuamato-N'Giva. Cuba lurihermore stated ihat 

·upon completion of the withdrawal of the. South African troops from AnQola not later than 
1 September. 1988 and the restoration by .the. People's Republic of Angola of its 
sovereignty over jts international boundaries. the Cuban troops will not ·take pan in 
offensive operations in the terriiory 'ihat lies east of meridian 17 and south of parallel IS 
degrees, 30 minutes. provided that they are not subje(;lto harrassrilent 

7 .. Following the eomplete withdrawal of South African forces from Angola; the Gpvernment 
of Angola shall guarantee measures for .. the provision of water and power supply to 
Namibia. . 

. a .· With a view toward ininimizin9 the risk of battlefield incidents and facilitating exchange 
.of technical- infonnation related to ·implementation of the agreeme·nis· reached. direct 

· communications shall be established not later than.20 August 1988 between the respective 
military commanders at appropriate headquarters along the Angola/Namibia border; . 

9. Each side recognizes that the period from I September 1988. by which time South African 
forces will· have completed their withdrawitl .from Angola, and the date established. for 
implementation of UNSCR 435, is a period of particular sensitivity. lor which specific 
guidelines for military activities are presently laclcing. ln the interest of maintaining the 
ceasefire and ma.ximizing the c:Onditions for. the C?rderly introduction of UNTAG. the sides 
agree io .establish a combined military committee to develop additional practical 
measures to build· confideoce and reduee the risk pf unintended incidents.· They invite 
United.Staies membership on the comniinee. · · 

10. Each side will. act in accordance with the GOvernors Island principles. . including 
paragraph E (non-interference in the internal affairs of states) and paragraph G (the 
acCeptance of the resPonsibility of states" not U, allow their territory to be used for acts of 
war, aggression. ·or viOlence against other. states). 

FOR THE GOVERNMENT · FOR THE COVERNMENT 
OF THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF THE REPUBLIC. or· 
OF ANGOLA: CUBA: 

Gen~va. 5 Augl.ISt 1988 

fOR THE GOVERNMENT Of 
THE REPUBt.JC Of SOUTH 
AfRJCA: 

Sou~h~African Departm~nt of Foreign Affairs, 
N~m1b1an Independence and Cuban Troop 
Wlthdrawal, Pretoria 19~9, p.J0,31. 
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· App~nd.ix M: Schedule of the Peace Process 

DATE 

1 April1989 

14 May 1989 

II June 1989. 

1 July 1989 

NAMIBIA. ANGOLA 

Commencement ·of implemen- Completion. of the withdraw(il of 
tation of UNSCR 435n8, the reduc- 3 000 of the.estimated 50 000 Cuban 
tion of South African forces and troops from Angola Commence
confmemeht. to their bases in ment of the step-by-step with
Namibia. drawal of the . remaining 47 000 

troops and their simultaneous and 
gradual redeployment to the north. 

Release of prisoners/detainees. Commencement of the confine
ment of SW APb combatants to 

South African forces reduced to 
12 000 men and commencement of 
return of exiles and publication of 
election ruleS. 

Completion of the rei:>eai of dis" 
. crinimatory legislation. . · . . 

Dismantling of command struc~ 

tures of citizen forces, Commandos' . 
and ethnic forces and confmement 
of their militciry equipment under 
UN supervision. · 
South African forces reduced to 
8 000 men ~!!d repatriation of refu~ 
gees completed. 
South African forces reduced to 
1 500 men confmed to base· and 
election campaign begins. 

their bases in Angola and Zambia. 

1 August 1989 All the remaining Cuba:n troops in 
Angola will have been withdrawn 
to the north of the 15th parallel. 

31 OCtober 1989 All the remaining Cuban troops in 
Angola will have been withdraWn. · 
to the north of the 13th parallel 

I November 1989 Election for Constituent Assembly. 25. 000 of the 50 000 Cuban troops 

1 week after the cer- All the South African forces will 
tification of the elec- have been withdrawn. 
tion 
l Aprill990 

1 OCtober 1990 

. 1 July 1991. 

(50%) will have been withdrawn 
from Angola. 

33 000 Cuban troops (66%r will 
have been withdrawn from Angola 
with the remainder deployed nort}) 
of the 13th pa.Jallel. 
38 000 · Cuban· troops (76%) will 
have been withdrawn from Angola. 
All Cuban troops will ·have been 
withdrawn from .Angola. 

South African Department of For.eign Affairs, 
· Namibian Independence and Ci.l ban Troop Withdrawal, 

· Pretoria, 1989, p.68. . · 
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Appendix N: Protocol ofBrazzaville. 

PROTOCOL OF BRAZZAVILLE 
Delegauor&S represei111119 the GovernmentS ot the People's Republic of AnQola. the Republic 
of Cuba. and the Repubhc of South Afrtca. . . . 

MeeJing iii BrazzaVI!I.e v.'lth the medtation of the Government olthe United States of America. 
Expressilig their deep appi:eciauon to the President of the People's Republic of the COngo. 

COlonel Denis Sassou;Nguesso, for Ius ilidispensable contribution to the cause of peace m 
southweste.rn Africa and for the hoSpitality extended to the delegations by the Government of 
the People's Republic he the Congo. ·. · · . · · · . ·. 

Confuming. their C9nvnitment tO act in. ·accordance With the Principles for a peaceful 
Settlement in southwestern JJrica, initialled ill New York on -13 july .1988 and approved by their 
respective Governnients on 20 july 1988. ·each of wluch is inclispimsable to a comprehensive 
senlement; wtih the understandings reached at Geneva on ·s August 1988 that are I'IOt 
superseded by this documimt; and With the agreement reached at Geneva on IS November 
1988 for the redeployment to the North alid the staged and total withdrawal of Cuban uoops 
from Angola. · 

Urgilig the iliter~tional community 10 provide ·eConomic ·and ·financial support for the 
implementation or aU aspects of this settlement. · 

Agree as follows. 
I. The·panies agree to recommend to the Secretary-General of the United Nations that I April 

1989 .be estabhs.lted as the .date for .implementation of UNSCR· 435178. . 
2. The panies agree to meet on 22 December 1988 iri New York for Signature of the Uipanite 

agreement and for signature by Angola and Cuba of their bilateral agreement By the date 
of signature. An90la and Cuba shaD have reached agreement with the Secretary-General 

·.of the United NatiOns on verification·arr~rnents to be approved by the Security COuncil. 
3 .. The parties agree to exchange the prisoners .of war. upon signatUre or the tnpanite 

a¢reemenL · · 
- 4. The partieS agree io establish a Joilit Commission iii accor~ce with the annex auached 

to this protocoL 

FOR THE GOVERNMENT FOR THE GOVERNMENT 
OF THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF' THE REPUBLIC 
OF ANGOLA: . OF CUBA: 

Braz2aville. 13 December 1988 

FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF · 
THE. REPUBLIC OF' SOUTH 

. AFRICA: 

ANNEX ()N THE JOINT COMMISSION 

J. With the objective of f~cilitating the resolution of any dispute regarding the interpretation 
. or implementation of the uipariite agreement. the. parues hereby establish a joint 
Commissi.oit: which shall begin its work upon sigrtature of the uipar.ne agieement 

2. The joint COmmission shaD $erve as .a forum for discussion and resolution of issues 
regarding the. intel])retation cind implementation of the lripartlle agreement, and for such 
other purposes as the panies in the future may mutuaUyagree. · 

3.: The· parties ilivite the Uhited States of America and the Union of SOviet Socialist Rej)ubtics 
I() participate a5 observerS iii the. work of the Commission F'urlherrnore, the parties agree 
that. upon the ilidependence of Namibia. the Namibian Government should be ilicluded as 
a full member of the joilit Commission. To mat end; the parties will extend a formal 
invitation to the Namibian Government to join the joilit COmmission on.the date of Namibian 
independence: · . · · · 

4.. The Joilit comlnission shaD bE! con5tituied withili thirty days oflhe signing of the uipartite 
agreement The joint COmmission shaD estabLish its own regulations and rules of procedwe 
for regular meeiings and for special meetings which may be requested by any party. . · 

s. :The decision by a party to discuss or seek the resolution of an issue iii the Joilit COmmission 
shall not prejudice the right of that party to raise the issue. as it deems appropriate. before 
the- Security COuncil of the United ·Nations or to pwsue such otner means of dispute 
resolution a$ ate available under iliternation<il Jaw. · 

6. Thejoint COmmission shall iii no way function as a substitute for UNTAG (including tlte 
monitoring role or UNTAG outSide Namibia) .or for the UN entity performmg veriftcatton iii 
Angola · .1 · · 

Bouth African Department of Foreign.Affairs, 
Namibian independence and Cuba~ Troop · 
Withdra~al, Pi~toria 1989~ p.36,37. 
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Appendix 0: Tripartite Agreement signed by Angola, Cuba 
and SouthAfrica 

AGREEMENT AMONG 
THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF ANGOLA, 

THE REPUBLIC OF CUBA, . . 
. . AND 

THE REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA 
'f!le govemmeniS of the. People's Republic of Angola. the Republic of Cuba. and the. Republic 
of So:Jth Africa. hereinafter designated as "the Parties". . · 

Taking into account the. "Principles· for ·a peaceful settlement · m southwestern Afnca·. 
approved by the Panies em 20 july 1988. and the subseqlient fle901iat1ons V.'lth respect to .the 
implementation of these. Pnnciples. each 9! which is indispenSable to a comprehensive 
settlement. · 

Consid.erin9 the acceptance by the Parties of the implementation of United Nauons Secunty 
Council resolution 435 (1978). adopted on .~ 5eptemt:>er 1!!78. hereinafter designated as 
"UNSCR 43S'78", . . 
· Considering the conclusion of the ·bilateral agreement between the Peopte·s· Republic of 

· Angola and the Republic of Cuba providing lor the redeployment tov.-azd the North and the 
staged and total Withdrawal of cUban troops from the territory of the ·~ec>ple"s Republic of 
Angola. 

Recognizing the role of the United Nations Security Council in implementing UNSCR 435118 
and in supporting tlie unplementation of the present .agreement. 

.AJTlliningthe sovereignty, sovereign eQUality, aJld independence of aU states of southwest· 
ern Africa. . . 

· .AJTuming the principle ofnon·interfere!)Ce in the internal affairs of states. 
Muming the principle .or abstention from the. lhreat.oi. lise of force against the territorial 

ihtegril}' oi political independence of states, 
Realfuming the right of .the peoples of the southwestern region of J.Jrica to self' 

detemunaiioil. independence. and equality of rights. and of the states of southwestern Africa 
to Peace. development; a~ social pr()91'ess. 

Urging African and international co-operation for· the settlement of the problems . of the 
developmeni of the southwestern region of Africa. . · 

Expressin9 .their appreciation for the mediating icile of the Government of the United Suites 
of AmeriCa. 

Desiring to contribute to the establishment of peace and security in sOuthwestern Africa. 
Agree to the provisions set forth below. . 

()) The ~es shall immediately request the 5ecretazy-Generci.I otthe United Natioris to seek 
authority from the Security.CounciiiO·commence implementation of UNSCR 435118 on I 
April 1989. . . . . . . 

(2). All miliiary forces ofthe Republic ofSoutJi Africa shall depart Namibia in accordance Wlth 
UNSCR 435118. . . 

(3) Consistent with the provisions of UNSCR · 435118. the Republic· of South Africa and the 
People's RepUblic of Angola shall co-operate v.ith ·the Secretazy-Gerleral to ensure the 
indepepdence of Nainibia through tree~ fair elections and SliaU abstain from any action 
that could prevent the execution of UNSCR 4.3S'18 .. The Parties s)lallrespect the tenitorial 
integrity and inviolability of borders of Namibia and shall ensure that their tenitories are 
not used by any state, organization. or person in connection with aCIS of\var. aggresSion. . 
or violence against· .the tenitorial.integrity. or inviolability of borders of Namibia or any 
other action which could prevent the execution of UNSCR 43SI18. · · 

(4) The People"~ Republic of Angola and the Republic of Cul:?a shall implement the bilateral. 
agreement. si9T1ed on the date of signature of this agreement. providing for the 
redeployment towazd the North and the staged and toll~! Withdrawal of Cuban troops from 

the tenitory of the People's Republic of Angola. 'and the .arrangemeniS made with the 
Sequity Council. of t11e United Nations for .t.'le on·site verification of that withdrawal . · 

(S) Consistent with their obligations Under \he Chaner of the United Nations. the Parues shall 
retrain from the threat or use of force. and shall ensure·thattheir respective tenitories aze 
ndt used by any state, organization. or pe:son in coimection v.ith any aCIS of .war. 
aggression. or violence. against the teriitorial integrity, ihviolability of l:x:irders. or 
indePeild ence 'of any state of southwestern Africa. 

(6) The Parties shall respect the principle of non·inteiference in the internal airairs of the 
staies of sciuthwestern Africa . · . -

(1) The Parties SliaU comply in good faith-With an obligations undertaken in this agreement 
and shall resolve through fle90tiation and in a spirit of co-operation any disputes with 
resPect to the interpret~tiqn or implementation thereof. · 

(8) This agreement shall enter into force upon signall!re. 
Signed at New York in triplieate in the Porlu,9Uese. Spanish and English languag~ each 

language be~ equally authentic; this 22nd day of December 1988. · 

F'OR THE PEOPLE'S 
REPUBLIC OF' ANGOLA: 

FOR THE REPUBLIC Of 
CUBA: 

FOR THE REPUBLIC Of 
SOUTH AFRICA: 

Sou~h_African Departmen of Foreign Affairs, 
Namlblan Independence ~nd Cuban Troop 
Withdrawal, Pretoria 1989,· p.16,17, 
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S/20345 
22 December 1988 

LETTER DATED 22 DECEMBER '1988 FROM THE PERMANENT 
. REPRESENTATIVE OF CUBA TO THE UNITED NATIONS AD
. DRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECUlUTY.COUNCIL 

I have the ·honour to transmit herewith the bilateralAQTeement signed today between the 
People's Republic or Angola and the Republic of Cuba. · 

!request you to have this AQTeement circulated as a doctiment or the Security Council 

Annex 

(Signed) Oscar ORAMAS OLIVA 
AmbaSsador· 

Permanent Representative 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF' THt REPUBLIC OF' CUBA AND .THE 
GOVERNMENT OF' THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF ANGOLA FOR THE CONCLUSIONS OF' 

THE !N'l'ERNATIONALIST MissiON OF THE CUBAN MILITARY CONTINGENT_ 

The Government of the Republic of Cuba and the OoVeTTI{Tlent or the People's Republic of 
. .Ar11~ola, hereinaJ\er referred to as "the Parties~. · · 

Coris!d erlng 

That on I April the imple~entation of United Nations· Security Council resolution 435 (1978) on 
the independence or Namibia will commence, . 

That the question of the independence or Namibia.and the safeQ1Jarding of the sovereignty, 
independence and territorial intBQTity ·or the People's Republic of Angola are ·closely 
interllnked and closely linked to peace and security in the southwestern region or Africa. 

Tha~ on the same date as the present AQTeement. a tripartite aQTeement between the 
Government or the Republic of Cuba. the Government of the People's Republic of Angola and 
the Government of the Republic or South Africa, containing the essential elements for the 
achievement or peace in the s6uthwestern region or Africa. is to be signed. 
Tha~ with the acceptance or and strict compliance with the aforementioned, the causes that 

gave ~ to the .request made by the Government of the ·People's ·Republic of Angola, -in 
_legitimate exercise or its right under Article 51 of the United Nations Ch~er, Cor the dispatch 
to Angolan territory of a Cuban internationalist mililary. contingent to ensure, tOgether With 
F APLA. Its territorial inteQTity and .its sover_eignty iri the race or the invasion and occupation or 
. a Part or its territory, · · 

·Taking Into account 

The agreements signed between the Governments or the Republic or Cuba and the People's 
Republic of Angola on 4 February 1982 and 19 March i984.the platform or the Government or 
the People's Republic of An9ola approved in November 1984 and the Brazzaville Protocol 
signed bY the Oovemrnents or the Republic of Cuba. the People's Republic or Angola and the 
Republic or South Africa on 13 December 1988, · 

Now therefore hold lt io be eS1abllshed 

That the conditioM have bf!en crc~ted which J)(!rmit the commt'nccmenl or the return to iis 
\, • ·~• ,.I:. , . .. I ~ I • \ ,.... I 

And ae.:ordir)gly agree as follows: 

ARTICLE I. 

The redeployment to the fllleenth and thU1eenth paralh!ls and the phased and total Withdraml · 
to Cuba or the 50 000-rnan contirigent of .Cuban troops diSpatched to the People's Republic or . 
Angola shall commence, in acco.rdance With the pace -and tune·limits · established iri ·the 
annexed timetable, which shall form an inteQTal part or this AQTeemenl The total Withdrawal 
shall be concluded on I July 1991. · 

ARTICLE 2 

The Governments or the People's Republic or Angola and the. Republic or Cuba reserie the 
right to modify or alter their obligations arising out ofanicle J. or this AQTeement in the event · · 
that ClaQTant violations or the tripartite aQTeemeni are verifaed. 

ARTICLE 3. 

Both Parties, through the Se<:tetary·General of the United Nations. request the SP.Curity Council 
to carry out verification or the redeployinent and the phased and total v.1thdrawal or th_e Cuban 

- : ' . . . 

troops !rom the ternt0ry of. the People's ·Repubiic or Angola. and to that end the conespending 
protOCQI shall be agreed upon. · 

ARTICLE 4 

. This AQTeement shall enter into force upon the signature or the tra;:>artite aQTeeinent between 
the Governments or the Republic or Cuba, the_ People's Repubhc or Angola and the Republic 
or South Africa. . 

DONE on 22 December l988at United NatioM Headquarters. in duplicat-e in the Spanish and 
PortugUese lanQ1Jages. both texts being equally authentt¢. 

For the Government of the Republic 6f Cuba . For the C-o\·eniment or ihe People's Republic 
or Angola . 

(Sign~cf) ISidoro MALMIERCA PEOLI. . (S1gnecf) Afonso VAN DUNEM (MBINDA) 

Appendix 

TIMETABLE ANNExED TO THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE 
REPUBLIC OF CUBA AND TI-'.E OOVER.NMEN'I' OF THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF ANGOLA 
ON THE CONCLUSION OF' THE IN'l'ERNATIONAIJST MJSSION OF' .THE CUBAN MILITARY 

. CONTINGENT · 

In compliance With article I of the·AQTeement between the Governments or the Republic of 
~ and the People's Repubbc or Angola on the conclusion or the internationalist mission or 
the Cuban military contingent now present in AnQOian ·terntory, both Parties estabhsh the 
following timetable for v.ithdrawal: 

TIME· LIMITS: 
By !April 1.989 . . . 
(day or the comm~ncement or the implementation or resolutaon 
435(1978)) 
Total duration of the Umetabl_e starting from I Apr~ 1969 
Redeployment northwards: 

To· the 15th parallel 
To the 13th parallel 

Total troops to be withdraw,a: 
By I November 1989 
By I April 1990 
By I October 1990 
lly I July 1991 

3000troops 

27 months 

I J\uQUSt 1989 
31 Oclober·J989 

25 000 (50 per cent) 
33 OOl (66 per cent) 
39 000 (76 per cent) 
SO be() ( 100 per cent) 
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.. 

Ap:pendix Q: U~N. Res 628/629/632 .. 

D~cision 

A sa 2842c seance, le 16 ja~vier 1989~ le Conseil a 
examine Ia question intitulee "La situation en Nami
bie". · · 

ResoluUon 628 (1989) 
du 16Janvltrl989 

Le· Conseil de ilcurite, 
Rappelant sa resolution 626 (1988) du 20 dtcembre 

1988, ' . • . . .. 

Prenant.acle de }'accord ~ntre Ia Republique popu;. 
Iaire d'Angola, Ia Republique de Cuba et Ia Republique 
sud-africaine, signe le 22 decembre 19889, .• · 

Prenti_nt lgalementacte de !'accord entre Ia Republi., 
que. populaire. d'AngoJa et Ia Republique de Cuba, .· 
signe .le 22 decembre 198810, . 

Soulignani l'importance de ces deux accords pour le · 
renforcement de Ia paix et de Ia securite internatio-
naies, ·· · · · · · 

1. Se fllicite de Ia signatur~ de )'accord entre Ia 
Republique pop~Iaire d'Ang<;>la,_la Republique de Cu
ba et Ia . Repubhque sud-afncame, d'une part, et de 
J'accord entre Ia Republique populaire d'Angola et Ia 
Republiq\Je d,e Cuba, d'autre part; . 

2. Appuie sans reserVe ces accords, et, dans cet es-
prit, decide d'en suivre de pr~ l'applica·tion; · 

3. Demande A toutes les parties ·iritet!!ssees, ainsi 
qu'a tous les Etats Membres, de cooperer a l'applica-. 
t10n de ces accords; . · . . · 

4. Prie Je Secreta ire general de tenir le Conseil de 
securite pl.ei~ement informe de !'application de Ia pre-
sente resolutiOn.. . 

Adoptl~ d l'unanimiri d Ia 284~. 
slance.· 

1 Qu.estion ayant fait )'objet de r~solutions ou ·de dtcisio~s du 
Consed eli 1968, 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972, .1973, 1974, 1975 1976 
1978, 1979, 1980, 1981, 1983, 1985, 1987 et 1988. ' · ' 
. 

9 Documents officicls du · Cotiseil de slcuritl, quar~nte.troisib~e · 
annlc,Suppllmenr d'octobrc, novembre ct dlccmbrc)988, document 
S/20346, annexe. · 

·JO Ibid., document S/20345, annexe. 

Resolution 629 (1989) 
du I6janvler 1989 

Le Conseil de securite, . 
Reaffinnanr ses resolutions pertinentes, en particu- · 

lier les resolutions 431 (1978) du 27 juillet 1978 et. 435 . 
(1978) du 29 septembre 1978, . . 

Tenant compte de sa rtsolution 628 (1989) du 16 
janvier 1989, . · · · 

· Notarit que Jes parties au Protocole de Brazzavillen . · 
sont convenue5 de recommander auSecretaire general 
de ftxer au 1cr avril 1989 Ja date a laquelle doit commen~ 
cer.l'application de Ia resolution 435 (1978), · . 

Considerant Jes progr~s du processus de paiX dans J_e . 
sud~uest de.l'Afnque, · . . 

Preoccupe par Je renforcement des forces de police et 
des forces paramilitaires et par Ia creation de Ia force 
territoriale du Sud-Ouest africain da~ 1978 et souli
gnantla necessite de garantir des conditions· dans les
<J.uelles ·Je .peuple riamibien puisse participer A des. 
electi?ns libres et r_egu_li~res sotis _Ja · supe~·Jsion et le 
controle de I'OrgamsatJon des Nat10ns Umes, .. 

Notanr aussi que cette evolution justifie un reexamen 
des moyens dont a besoin le Groupe d'assistance des 
Nations Uniespour Ja periode de transition.pour ~·ac
quitter efficacement de sa mission et qui ant ete prevus 
pour lui permettre notamment de surveiller les fron
ti~res, d'empecher les infiltrations, de orevenir les me
sures d'lntimidation et- de veiller A ce que les refugies 
pllissent regagner leurs foyers en toute securite et par-

. ticiper librement au:( elections, . 
· Rappelant qu'ila approuve Ja declaration.faite devant 

lui par le Secretaire generalle 29 septembre 198912, 

Soulignant qu'il est resolu A assurer rapidement l'in- / 
dependance de Ia Namibie au moyen d'elections libres 
et ·reguliares sous Ia supervision et le coniro.Je dei'Or
ganisation des Nations Unies, conformementA sa reso
lution 435: (1978), 

RlaffinnantJa responsabilite juridique de l'Organisa
tion des Nations Unies a l'egard de JaNamibie, 
. 1. Decide que !'application de. Ia resolu'tion 435 

. (1978) commencera le 1•r avril 1989; · . . . 
2.. Prie Ie Secreta ire general de prendre J.es disposi

tions necessaires A Ia realisation d'un cessez-le-feu of
ficiel entre Ia South West Africa People's Organization 
et I' Afrique du Sud; · 

3.· Demande ·AI' Afrique du Sud de proceder imme
diatement A une reduction substantielle de ses forces de 
police stationn~es en Namibie en vue de realiser un 
equilibre satisfaisant entre l'effectif de ces forces et . 
celuidu Grouped' assistance des Nations Unies pour Ia 
periode de transition, et de permettre ainsi a celui-ci 
d'exercer un controle efficace; · 

I J Ibid., document S/203~5·, annexe. 

· . 12 Documeilt S/12869; pour le texte, voir Docu,m~nri officids du 
Conscil de slcurirl,rrentc-rroisi~me annle, 2087c stance, par. II ~ 22. 
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4. Reoffiime qu'il. incombe ~ taus les int~resses de 
cooperer pour garantir !'application impartiale du plan 
de r~glementconform~ment A Ia resolution435 (1978); 

5~ · Prie le Secretaire general d'etablir Je plus tot 
possible A son intention un rapport sur !'application de . 
Ia resolution 435 (1978), en teriant compte de tous les 

.. evenements pertinentssurvenus depuis !'adoption de 
cette r~solutJ<m; ·· . · .. · 

6. Prie oussi le Secretaire g~neral, lorsqu'il etablira 
ce rapp'!rt, de reexaminer les bes?ins du Groupe ~fin 

. de defmu toutes les mesures t~ng1bles de compressron 
des depenses qu'il serait possible de prendre sans com-:
promettre la capacite. du Groupe de s'acquitter pleine-. 
men! de Ia missi'!n qui lui .a eteassignee en 1978, ~ 
savo1r. assurer rar,1dement l'mdependance de Ia Namt
bie au moyen d elections libres et reguli~res sous Ia 
supervision et le coritr6le de !'Organisation des Nations 
lJnies; · 

7. Demande aux Metnbres de !'Organisation des 
Nations Uniesd'etudier, en coordination avec le Secre
taire ge~e~al, comm.ent ils pour!aient apporte.r au peu
ple nam1b1en une a1de econom1que et fmanci~re, tant 
pendant la periode de transition qu'apr~ l'indepen- . 
dance. · · 

Adoptee d /'uilanimitl ll Ia 
2842' seance. 

Decision 

· A Ia 2848• s~ance, le 16 fevrier 1989, le Conseil a 
ex~min~ Ia question irititulee: 

"La situation en Namibie : . 
"a) Nouveau rapportdu S~cretaix:e·gencral concer

nant !'application des r¢solu.·· tions 435 (1978) et 
439 (1978) du Conseil de securite relatives~ Ia 
question· de Namibie (S/2041213); .· .. · 

"b) Dtclaration. explicative du Secretaire g~ner~l' . 
.visant son nouveau rapport concernant 1 apph
cation des resolutions 435 (1978) et 439 (197.8) 

· du Conseilde securite relatives~ la quesuon de 
Namibie (S/2045713)". · 

Resolution 632 ,(1989) 

· du 16 fc•·rlcr 1989 

Le Conseil de skuritt, 

Rloffinnont ses r~olutions pertinentes, en particu
Jier les.resolutions 43} (1978) du 27 juillet 1978, 435 
(1978) du 29 septembre 1978 et aussi 629 (1989) du 16 
janvier 1989, · . 

Rlaffinnant aussi'.que Je ·plan .des Nations. Unies 
contenu dans Ia r~olution 435 (1978) reste Ia seule base 
de reglement .pacifique de Ia question namibienne qui 
soit accept~e A ]'~chelle internationale, · 
.. · Confi~ant Ia decision enoncee au paragraehe '1 de 
s~ resolution 629. (1989), en vertu de laquelle I applica-. 
llon de Ia resolutton 435 (1978) commencera Je 1c• avril 
1989, . . . . 

1-yant examint le rapport, en d~ted~ 2~janvier 1989, 
presente par le Secretaue generaJ14, ams1 que sa decla
ration explicative du 9 !evrier 198915, 

Tenant compte des assur~nces qui ont ete donn~es au 
· Secretaire general par tous les membres du Conseil et 
qui ~on~ enoncees au paragraphe 5 de sa d~claration 
e>..-pbcattve, · · · .. . .. 

· Rlaffirtnont Ia responsabilite juridique de J'Organisa,.. 
tion des Nations Unies a l'egard de la Namibie jusqu'~ . 
l'iridependante, · 
. 1. Approuve le rapport du Secr~t~ire general ainsi 
que sa declaration explicative con.cernant I' application 
du plan des Nations Unies pour Ia Namibie; 

2 .. Decide d'appliquersa resolution 435 (1978) sous 
sa forme originate et definitive afin de garantir en Na

. mibi~ !es conditio_n~ VO\ll_ues pour. permett:e ~u peuple 
namtbten de partJctper hbrement et sans mtlmtdattOn 

. au processus electoral sous Ia supervision et le controle 
de !'Organisation des Nations Unies en vue de !'acces
sion rapide du Territoire a J'independance; 
. 3. Assure le Secretaire general de so-n appui et de sa 
cooperation sans reserve dans !'execution du mandat 
qu'il lui a corifie aux tetmes de Ia resolution 435 (1978); 
· 4 .. Demande a. toutes le~ parties interess~es d'hono
rer les engagem7nts qu'~llesont pris en ce qui concerne 
le plan des Nat10ns Umes et de cooperer sans r~erve 
avec le .secretaire general A !'application de la pr~sente 
resolutiOn; 

5. Prie le Secretaire gen~ral de tenir le Conseil de 
securite plei~ement informede l'application d~la pre~ 
sente resolutiOn. . . . . . . . 

Adoptee d I'~Jnanimire d Ia · 
284se seance. 

.13 Voir Documents officiels du Conseil de slcuritl, quaranu-qua-
tri~me annle, Suppllmenl de janvi~r. fb-Tier el mars 1989. . . 

H Ibid., document S/204 1:2. 
JS ibid., document S/20457. 
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Decisions· 

Dans une Iettie, en date du 21 fevrier 1989i6
, le 

Secretaire general s'est ref ere. au paragraphe,.S9 d~ 
nouveau rapport, en date du 23 1anv1er 1989, qu d ava1t 
presente concernant J'applicat!on des re~olution_s 435 
(1978) et 439(1978) du Consell de secunte relat1ves ~ 
Ia question de Namibie14 .et a propose au Conseil de 
securite que les dh•erses unites de !'element militaire du 
Groupe d'assistance des Nations Unies J?Our Ia period e. 
de transition soient coinposees de contmgents fo~rnis 
par les pays suivants :. a) bataillons d'infanterie : Ban
gladesh, Finlande, Kenya, Malaisie,.Togo, Venezuela et 
Yougoslavie; b) observateurs militaires : Bangladesh, 
Finlande,Jnde, Jrlande, Kenya, Malaisie, Pakistan, Pa
nama, Perou, Pologne, Soudan, Tchecoslovaquie, Togo 
. et Yougoslavie; c) unites de soutien logi~tique: Austr.a
Jie, Canada, Danemark, Espagne, ltahe, Pologne et 
Royaume-Uni de Grande-Bretagne et d'Irlande· du 
Nord; Les unites de soutien logistique devraient aussi 
comprendre des elements civils envoyes parla Republi
que federale d'Allemagne et Ia Suisse. Le 23 fevrier 
1989, Je President du Conseil a adresse au Secretaire 
general une lettre17 dont Ia t~neur etait Ia suivante : 

"J'ai l'honneur de vous faire savoir que j'ai porte· 
votre lettre, en date du 21 fevrier 19S9, concernant la 
colllposition de I' element militaire du Groupe d'as
sistance des.Nations Unies pour Ia periode de tran:.. 
sition16 ~ !'attention des membres du ·conseil de 
securite. lis ont examine Ia question au cours de 
consultations officieuses tenues les 22 et 23 fevrier et 
ont approuve Jes propositions contenues dans votre 
lettre;' . · · 

Dans une Jettre,' en date. du 24 mai 198918,le Secrc~
taire g~neral s'estrefeie ~!'intervention qu'il avait faite 
devant le Conseil ~ !'occasion de consultations tenues 
le 11 mai 1989 au sujetde Ia situation en Namibie. U 
avait alors infor:me le Conseil que son representant 
special en Namibie avait recommande de pe>rter.~ 1000 
au total le ne>mbre de policiers de metier affectes au 
Groupe d'assistance.des Nations Unies pour laperiode 
de transition et que, une fois acheves les preparatifs 
techniques · voulus, il saisirait .de nouveau le Conseil. 
II a alors. confirme. q'!'il ent.reprendra_it d'urgence des 
consultat10ns ~ ce sujet et mformera1t notamment le 

. Co mite ~onsultatifpour Jes que5ti?ns administx:at!v~s et 
. budgetaues du cout de l'operat1on, apres quo1 d se 

proposait d'envoyer en Namibie, ~ compter de Ia mi
JUin, les 500 nouveaux p61iciers requis. · Le 26 mai 1989, 
le President du Con'seil a adresse au Secretaire. general 
une lettre19 dont la teneur etait ]a suivante : . . . . 

165/20479; 
17 S/204SO. 
1'SI20657.· 
19 S!206S8. 

"J'ai l'honneur d~ vous fa ire: savoir que j'ai porte 
votre Jettre, en date du 24· mai 1989, concernant· 
l'accroissement du nombre d~ poliCiers de m~tier 
affectes au Groupe d'assistance des Nations Unies 
pour Japeriodede transition18 a )'attentiOO·OCS mem
bres du Conseil de securite. Us on.t examine la ques
tion et approuv~ Ia proposition contenue dans votre 
lettre." · · · · . . .· . · 

A sa 2876e stance, le16 aoiit 1989, le Conseil a decide 
. d'in:viter les representants de !'Afrique du Sud, de I' An:.. 

gala, du Cameroun, de Cuba, de I'Egypte, du Ghana, 
du Mali, du Nigeria, de la Republique-Unie de Tanza-. 
nie et de Ia Zambie ~ particil'er, sans droit de vote, ~ .Ja 
discussion de Ia questton intlltilee : · 

"La situation en Namibie: ' 
"Lettre~ eri date du 10 aout 1989, adressee au Presi- · 

dent du Conseil de securite par le Representant 
permanent.du Ghana au~res de rorgamsation des 
Nations Unies (Sn.07792 ); 

"Lettre, en date du 10 aoiit 1989, adressee au Presi
dent du Conseil de securite par Je Representant 

·permanent du Zimbabwe auEres de ]'Organisation 
.des Nations Unies (Sn.0782. )". 

A sa 2877e seance, le 17 aoii~ 1989, le C~nseil a d~cide 
d'inviter les representants du Burundi, du~Guatemala, · 
de l'Inde et de l'Indonesie a participer, sans droit de 
vote, ~ Ia discussion de Ia question. 

A sa 287Se seance,le 18 aoii.t19S9, le Conseii a d¢cid·~ 
d'iilviter les representants du Bangladesh, du Nicara
gua, de l'Ouganda et du Pakistan~ l'articiper, sans droit 

.· de vote, ~ la discussion de )a questiOn. · 

A sa 2879• seance,le 21 aoiit 1989, le Conseil a dedde 
d'inviter les representaJ)tS du Congo, de Ia Jamahiriya· 
arabe libyenne, de Ia Mauritanie et de la Republique · 
fed~rale <!'Allemagne.~ participer, sans droit de vote, a 
la dtscuss1on de Ia quest1ort. · · 

A sa 2880" seance, le 21 aoiit 1989, Ie Conseil a decide 
d'inviter les representants de !'Afghanistan ct du Zim- .· 
babwe ~ partic1per, sans droit de vote, a Ia discussion de 
Ia question. · 

~rovided. by the the United Nations 
in Geneva~ 
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. Appendix R: Namibian Election Results 

Namibian Election: 
Summary Results by Electoral District 

Electoral TO!at· Total 

district ·Naine or wtcs .,.ltd 
numbn' dlslrkl ACN CDA DTA FCN NNDP NNF NPF SWAJoo-0. SWAPO UllF R~J..:I n." •olcs 

01 
01 
()) 

04 

I OS 

06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
II 
12 
13 ,. 
l,S 
16 
17 

1.8 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Bcthanic 

O.matalond 

Gobabis · 

Groodontein 
Here roland 

KIOkoland 

Karosburg 
Koribib 
ienango ' 

K«tinanshoap 
Uldcriti · 

MollahOOO 
Mariciltal 

Okahondja 
om.;ruru 
Oo$-Caprivi 
· Oljiwarongo 

Outjo 
Ov.mbo 
,Rcbobolh 
Swakopmund 
Tsumc:b 
Windhoek 

301 32 
17!1 . 28 

·1,940 ISS 
1,606 liS 

68 89 
64 91 

~.820 s. 
. ~06 24 

S27 «9 
t.~S8 100· 

!121 17 
388 IS 

1,467 IS 
672 42 
213 40 
104 168. 

699 .9 
76!1 37 
46S 489 
127 66. 

1.271 32 
922 36 

•• 7_49 279 

1,31~ .5S 
2.S19 ~ 

11,684 173 
1.818 236 
9,880 193 
8.1~. 120 

10,068 .367 
1,989 67 

2•.••7 401 
9.2.9 33.5 
2.138 89 

668 161 
7,66!1 403 
4.273 .56 
2,9.59 48 

13,786 06 . 
.5.213 81 
3,012 88 

10,74S ISO 
7,746 .5..010 
$,931 39S 
4,028 96 

~.73o t.•ss 

Grand totals: 23'.7211 2.49$ 191,SJ2 10,4$2 

1989:Namibian E;lection Results 

Able c;hrislc1ik Nasiooaa.I.(ACN) 
ChrisliaD DemOcntie . Acti9ci 

for Social Justice (CDA) 
DeiDocntic Twnhallc Al1Wicc (DT A) . 

VID Namibic . . 

· Fcdcnl Convcntioo o( Namibia (FCN) 
Namibia National Demociatic Party cNNDP> . 
Namibia Natiooal Front (NNF) 
Natiooal Patriotic Froot of Namibia 

(NPF) 
South WeSt Atria. People's 

Organization .(SW APO)-Democ:rus 
(SWAP0-0) . 

5outll West Af~ People's 
Organization (SW .-J>O) 

Unilccf'I)cJIIOCI'3qc Front of Namibia 
(UJ)F) 

TOTAL 

3 

0 

21 
I 

0 
1 

0 

41 

72 

4 1. IS 
9 't09 62 

.so 391 377 
32 
33 

:.70 
30 

66 . 376 

70S 1.93S 
41• 2.480 
40 IS2 

2 S6 161 
179 Ul 497 
sa •32 '209 
,. 218 '67 

13 I 1• 
26 77 101 
9 . II 3.)4 
s . 206 318 . 

44 . 44 687 
12 1.)4 114 
3 31 !12 

214 .9S SOS 
84 304 243 
s 2u ••s 

II 46 72 
77 1,11$3 1,777 

984 · S.l« 10.693 

23,728 

· 2.49S 

.f91.S32 
10,4S2 

984' 
.5;344 

10.693. 

3,161 

384,.567 

37,874. 

670,830 

NDI, N~tion Building~ p.109~130. 

16 461 
2S 4,204 
S9 2,4S8 
Sl 6.417 
40, 2,3Sl 
24 1.330 

·39 2.378 
14 2.2« 

319 30.7SS 

ltl s.•96 
26· 7,7$3 
9 848 

29 3.024 
23 3.7.18 
24 1;281 
93 .10.4IS 
19 4,020 
13 . _1.197 

1.706 22.5,621 
41 . j,oJS· 

. 64 14.123 
si 1.2s. 

3SO «.202 

17 
7,838. 

••2 
.1.319 

100 
71 

« 2.337 . 2,293 
IS2 · 1$.21!1 IS.063 
379 18.1·11 1.7.732 
S66 19,602 19.036 
209 -IS.60S IS.396 
316 i2.794 12.471 

739 126' 11.813 
I,S3l 16 6.S82 
1.336 1.99S 61.06 
I.Stl :101 I~.Ut9 

390 .· 4S 11.278 
383 71 2.$78 

1.036 169 1 •• 082 
1.142 30 10;380 

S89 89 $.772 
SS6 673 27.006 

1.83!1 142 '12.)18 
1.483 . 163 .. 6;904 

S.l67 · 3,014 248.171 
462 2St 17,3.56 

1.736 1.Co 24.0113 
I .202 1_48 13,872 

11.687 
.6.496 
!19.431 
.111.961 
11.233 
2.S07 

13.913 
IO.lSO 
$,613 

26.333 
12.176 
6.741 

24S,IS7 
17.10!1 
23.94j 
1).724 

6.910 74'l 97.1.)4 . 96,)8!1 

.1.161 . 384.Slo7 31,1174 9,8!18 6110,111!!1 670,!1:111 

3.S37 

0.372 

28.SSI 
t.sSI 

0.147 
0.797 

I.S94 

0.471 

·s7.327 

5.646 

100.00 
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