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THE AMERICAN ECONOMIC FUTURE· IN SOUTHERN AFRICA: An 

Analysis of an Agency for International Development Study on Zimbabwe & Namibia 

The role of u.s. investment in Southern 
Africa has been a longstanding concern of 
many church groups. For more than ten 
years, church investors and other organizations 
have requested corporations with operations in 
southern Africa to take a number of steps: to 
disclose information on operations; to end 
loans to South Africa; and even to cease expan· 
sion or withdraw from white·ruled areas. 

Both U.S. policy toward southern Africa 
and the situation there have changed dramatic· 
ally in the last 18 months. This "CIC Brief" 
reviews the recent history of the area, the shifts 
in U.s. policy, and focuses on a study by the 
African·American Scholars Council for the 
Agency for Internaiional Development. While 
this article does not examine particular corpora· 
tions, it analyzes the connections between U.S. 
policy in Namibia and Zimbabwe and the fu
ture of U.S. corporate operations in those 
countries. 

This "CIC Brief" was written by Sean 
Gervasi, research associate with the Fernand 
Braudel Center, State University of New York 
at Binghamton, and by James Turner, director 
of Africana Studies and Research at Cornell 
University. 

The Un ited States and Southern Afr ica 

Americans are becoming incTfasingly 
aware that in the last two years the Onited 
States government has begun to speak of 
southern Africa il). a new way. Ten years ago 
American policymai<;ers ritually attacked apar
theid and colonialism. I However, they did so 
cautiously. They avoided aggressive attacks on 
Portugal, South Africa or Southern Rhodesia. 
Today the United States appears to have 
launched an international campaign to bring 
justice to southern Africa. The U.S. government 
presents itself as the champion of human rights 
there. Government spokespersons openly press 
the South African government to abandon con
trol of Namibia, to support majority rule in 
Rhodesia, and to move quickly toward "re
forms" within South Africa itself. There is ~ 
new rhetoric of activism, of support for the 
struggle for change. 

However, this rhetoric masks a process 
of deepening involvement in southern African 
affairs. The United States is now actively en
gaged in trying to shape events in southern 
Africa. It seeks a resolution to the problems of 
the region which will be compatible with its 
overall interests and with the interests of its 
allies.2 

Earlier this year the African-American 
Scholars Council issued a report on Zimbabwe 
and Namibia, subtitled "Transition Problems of 
Developing Nations in Southern Africa."3 This 
report was prepared for, and under the guid
ance of, the Agency for International Develop
ment of the Department of State, the agency 
which administers the foreign economic assist
ance programs of the U.S. government. 4 The 
AASC report seems to be part of the effort to 

ensure a "controlled solution" in southern 
Africa as a whole. While this study was commis
sioned by the Ford Administration, it deserves 
careful study as input to the Carter Administra
tion's policies. For it reveals a great deal about 
the objectives and methods of the national se
curity bureaucracy, about how the "crisis man
agers" in every administration approach the 
kind of "problem" presented by southern 
Africa today. 

Hist ory 

However, it is important to put the 
AASC report in ·the perspective of events since 
the end of the last decade. Southern Africa has 
been in turmoil for nearly two decades. Govern
ment officials tended for many years to ignore 
this fact. They a,ssumed, 'llong with more tradi
tional colonialists, that Portugal, Southern Rho
desia and South Africa were powerful enough 
to weather the storm. They would survive. 
Nonetheless, by the end of the 1960s it was 
becoming clear that the stability of the minor
ity regimes could no longer be taken for 
granted. It seemed that the liberation move
ments in the Portuguese territories might actually 
defeat Portugal's armies over the long run, posing 
a serious threat to the remaining white regimes. 

In 1969 a new and conservative U.S. ad
ministration took office. President Nixon's na
tional security advisor, Henry Kissinger, called 
for a major review of U.S. policy toward the 
whole area in April of 1969.6 By the end of the 
summer of that year the National Security 
Council had prepared an analysis of the situa
tion and of the options for U.S. policy.6 In 
early 1970 President Nixon chose the now fam
ous "Option Two," and began to move the 
United States toward "closer relations" with 
Portugal, South Africa and, to some extent, 
Southern Rhodesia.7 This decision to support 
the minority regimes was of course kept a close
ly guarded secret at the time.8 President Nixon's 
objective was to strengthen those regimes in 
their efforts to hold back the liberation move
ments, thus ensuring stability of some sort. 

As a result, the United States began ac
tively intervening in southern African affairs. 
The new and more active policy failed nonethe
less. A few troop transports, helicopters. other 
weapons, loans, and diplomatic sUPRort were 
simply not enough to stem the tide.9 In April 
1974 the Portuguese military revolted and over
threw the Caetano regime. Angola, Mozam
bique, and Guine Bissau were on their way to 
independence. The whole politico-military situ
ation in southern Africa was transformed. 
Southern Rhodesia and South Africa suddenly 
found the liberation struggle carried to their 
borders. Western interest and concern grew. It 
was feared that the collapse of the Portuguese 
empire might start a chain reaction which 
would topple the South African regime itself, 
with frightening and far-reaching consequences 
for Western interests. 

By the end of 1974 it seemed to Western 
analysts that just such a chain reaction was be-

ginning in Angola. The MPLA was gaining as
cendancy in the political competition against 
the FNLA and UNITA.IOIn the view of most 
Western analysts and of South Africa, an MPLA 
government was bound to support the libera
tion struggle, especially in Namibia, throwing 
the whole subcontinent into turmoil. 

The Western reaction to this prospect 
was a massive, covert action designed to elimi
nate the MPLA and to bring an FNLA-UNITA 
coalition to power. 11 The United States, Zaire, 
South Africa and several other countries coordi
nated efforts to achieve that end from the be
ginning of 1975.12The initial covert operation, 
however, failed. In the late autumn of 1975 
South Africa invaded Angola in force, sending 
armored columns up the coast and the interior 
to seize Luanda, which was already besieged by 
the FNLA and Zaire regular forces.13 Secretary 
of State Kissinger, ignoring the South African 
invasion and calling for resistance to "Soviet 
imperialism," appealed to the U.S . Congress for 
funds to expand U.S. support for FNLA and 
UNITA.14 The appeal failed, prohibiting the ex
pansion of American aid. The FNLA were 
quickly pushed out of northern Angola. Within 
a few months MPLA and Cuban troops had 
pushed the South Africans across the southern 
border and back into Namibia. 

The United States suffered a humiliating 
defeat in Angola. It is important to know-why 
Ford and Kissinger took the risks they did. 
Their motives at the time shed light on more 
subtle approaches to intervention developed 
somewhat later. In testimony before the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations in early 1976, 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Robert 
Ellsworth, indicated that U.S. security interests 
were at stake in Angola. He made three points 
at the time: 

1. Angola had to be viewed in the context 
of the crisis in southern Africa: 

2. Angola can be used to mount military op
erations against Namibia and South Africa. 

3. the United States did not want such op-
erations to be mounted.1 5 

Thus the United States intervened in Angola 
because it was concerned about the "stability" 
of South Africa. A former National Security 
Council aide summarized the U.S. government 
view not long ago . "According to the CIA," he 
said, "Angola was 'strategically important' not 
only for its internal wealth but most of all [em
phasis added] for its location adjacent to Nami
bia (Southwest Africa), from which a radical 
regime could support an insurgency against 
South Africa."16 

The failure of paramilitary intervention 
in Angola did not, however, change American 
objectives in southern Africa. The reasons which 
had prompted intervention in the first place 
seemed as compelling to policymakers as they 
had ever been. Indeed, with the emergence of 
an independent and radical Angola, the "stabil
ity" of minority rule was more precarious than 
ever. The maintenance of close ties between 
southern Africa and the West seemed of critical 
importance for the future. 17 
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New U.S. Policy 

On April 27, 1976, in Lusaka, Zambia, 
Secretary of State Kissinger unveiled what ap
peared to be an entirely new U.S. policy toward 
southern Africa.18 In a major speech during his 
trip to Africa, he outlined a policy which 
seemed much more supportive of the goals of 
the liberation movements. He indicated that the 
United States had accepted the principle of ma
jority rule for Zimbabwe and Namibia, stating 
that the U.S. would work actively to help 
achieve it. He did not press the question of ma
jority rule with respect to South Africa itself, 
but he expressed hope for a "peaceful end to 
institutionalized inequality," which he con
sidered to be "in the interest of all South Afri
cans."19 The major emphasis in his speech, 
however, was on the need to accelerate economic 
development in southern Africa.20 He promised 
an extensive new U.S. aid program for the Afri
can continent and immediate U.S. assistance in 
promoting development in southern Africa. 

Secretary Kissinger stated that he was 
particularly concerned with the needs of 
Zimbabwe and Namibia. Those countries were 
still under colonial ru1e, but the United States 
was prepared to begin helping them "once con
crete movement toward self-determination is 
underway."21 Thus the United States was pro
posing to intervene in the situation on South 
Africa's perimeter even before minority rule 
was ended. Kissinger proposed immediate pro
grams for manpower training, rural develop
ment, advanced technology and modern trans
portation for both Zimbabwe and Namibia.22 
He indicated that the U.S. government had al
ready requested funds from Congress for this 
purpose and that it was requesting contributions 
by other countries and international donors.23 

The Kissinger proposals were really 
rather extraordinary. They put the U.S. in the 
position of proposing assistance to illegitimate 
governments in the midst of a major continen
tal crisis. The objective, of course, was still to 
ensure the continuation of Western power and 
influence in the area. But power was to be as
serted through the 'purse rather than by the 
gun. The U.S. hoped that by "accelerating eco
nomic development" it could ensure a "peace
ful evolution" toward majority rule. A "peace
ful evolution" in turn would help to ensure the 
emergence of "moderate leaders" at the time of 
independence. And such leaders wou1d wish to 
maintain close ties with Western countries and 
so keep that "growing instability" which 
troubled the West in check. 24 

"Moderate rule" in Zimbabwe and Nami
bia, of course, would also contribute to peace 
and security for South Africa. By shaping 
events in the periphery through "peaceful 
means," it seems that Kissinger hoped to recon
stitute a system of buffer states which would 
protect South Africa's borders. 

Consequently, the Lusaka speech of 
April 27 did not really represent a major de
parture from previous U.S. policies. It merely 
represented an adjustment to the new realities 
of power and the pursuit of the same objectives 
by new means. 

Study by AASC 

However, to set in motion such a plan, 
the government needed information. There are 
very few specialists on southern Africa in the 
U.S. government, and the obvious place to turn 
for information was the universities. In August 
1976 the Agency for International Develop
ment signed a contract with the African- Ameri
can Scholars Council for a major report on the 
future of Zimbabwe and Namibia. The AASC 
was founded for the purpose of channeling gov
ernment research contracts to black American 
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scholars. Thus it could at once marshall scholar
ly resources and involve the black American 
community in the development of Mr. 
Kissinger's policy of "enlightened assistance" to 
emerging countries in southern Africa. 

The August contract provided for a pay
ment, on a cost reimbursable basis, of $340,000 
for the Zimbabwe-Namibia study.25 The con
tract called for the hiring of six senior aca
demics for six months and for a total of 84 
man-months of work. The bulk of the money, 
$222,000, was not for direct salaries but for 
consultants and subcontracts. Interim reports 
were to be ready in October and November of 
last year. Final reports on both Zimbabwe and 
Namibia were due in early 1977. 

It was clear from the beginning that AID 
was interested in more than academic analyses. 
The original contract called f'Of the AASC to 
produce not a report but an "Assessment of 
Programming Requirements - Zimbabwe and 
Namibia." And in preliminary conversations in 
Washington in early August" AID officials 
stressed that the project was designed to help 
move the Lusaka initiative.26 The AID did want 
to use the resources of various ar'ea specialists 
and of various disciplines to analyze the "prob
lems" which would arise in the period of transi
tion to majority rule, but it was interested 
above all in policy. The principal objective of 
the AASC study was to be to formulate explicit 
options for U.S. government policy. 

The AID selected Dr. Samuel Adams to 
head the project within the African-American 
Scholars Council. Dr. Adams had been deputy 
chief of the AID Africa Bureau and had consid
erable experience in Africa. Three academics 
from the white university establishment were 
selected as the principal directors of rese;lIch 
for the project. The first was Robert Rotberg of 
MIT, who was to undertake the overall political 
analysis. Elliot Berg of the University of Michi
gan was selected to direct the necessary eco
nomic research. Stewart North of the Univers
ity of Houston was to analyze the human re
source issues in the study.27 

The first strange feature of the project 
became evident almost immediately. AID had 
meant to involve the black American commun
ity in the study. With the exception of Dr. 
Adams, however, the principal researchers were 
all white. The project staff seemed to come ex
clusively from the AID and related institutions. 
One black American slated to play an import
ant role in the project at its inception was Dr. 
Walton Johnson of Rutgers, a man with some 
knoweldge of southern Africa who was meant to 
be Dr. Adams's assistant. Dr. Johnson, however, 
resigned from the project at a very early stage.28 

Other aspects of the project were contro
versial from the beginning. There are still many 
people in Washington and in the universities 
who are aware of the way that AID used schol
arly work before and during the Indochina 
debacle. Government agencies had commis
sioned hundreds, perhaps thousands, of detailed 
studies of Vietnamese, Lao, and Thai society 
simply in order to find the means of controlling 
or subjugating them.29 It was therefore natural 
to be suspicious of the project from the start. 
Some critics asked whether the real purpose of 
the project was to find the means of bypassing 
the liberation movements and therefore of sub
verting the liberation struggle itself. In fact 
when repr,e$entatives of the Zimbabwean move
ments and SWAPO met with the researchers 
and were asked about their future economic 
plans, they refused to cooperate, citing the fear 
of U.S. government intervention. 30 

By late summer, AASC project staff and 
consu1tants had begun to gather materials and 
to interview experts familiar with southern 
African problems. The staff made available a 
paper describing the scope of the project's in-

vestigations which raised a storm of contro
versy. It seemed that the project researchers 
were being directed to define the levers of 
power which could be used by those outside 
Zimbabwe and Namibia to control the pace and 
pattern of change. 

For instance, the "principal investigator" 
dealing with political questions was asked to 
assess "the attitudes of government and libera
tion leadership in southern Africa" toward the 
problems arising from the transition to majority 
rule. He was also asked to assess "their open
ness to and attitudes towards U.S. policy and 
programmes related to transition." He was 
asked "the interests other nations might have in 
facilitating the transition to majority rule" and 
"any possible U.S. role associated therewith." 
He was asked as well to survey the assets which 
the U.S. may have available to it in implement
ing "its" policies towards Zimbabwe and Nami
bia. AID also requested that he assess "the 
willingness of political, social, university, non
profit, foundation, corporate and other U.s. in
stitutions or groups in the U.S. to support or 
assist, U.S. Government programmes and poli
cies [emphasis added 1 related to the transition 
to majority rule in Zimbabwe and Namibia."31 

Thus there was growing criticism of the 
AASC project in the academic community, in 
Congress and at the United Nations even before 
the researchers had begun to write their prelimi
nary reports. And the criticisms made were 
aired in the press. AID officials, and Dr. Adams 
in particular, went out of their way to meet 
with scholars and others in an effort to explain 
what the project was doing. It must be said 
that, as those discussions proceeded, suspicion 
deepened. 

By the late autumn the AASC had begun 
to receive the first drafts of the various papers. 
The drafts on Namibia dealt with a variety of 
subjects, from politics and health through eco
nomic growth and education. The drafts on 
Zimbabwe covered a similar range of topics, but 
with much more attention to the details of eco
nomic organization. 

By November 15 the project had also 
produced two interim reports, one for each 
country, bringing together the preliminary find
ings of the AASC staff and its consultants. 
Taken together these drafts presented a "map" 
of the structure of society in each country. 

Context of the Report 

It is important to stress the fact that the 
AASC study was being drawn up in a particular . 
context. In the summer of 1976 guerrilla wars 
were spreading through Zimbabwe and Nami
bia. South Africa and the Smith regime spoke 
of "independence" for Namibia and of "ma
jority rule" in Zimbabwe. But, as events have 
proved, they were doing little more than trying 
to buy time. Neither South Africa nor the Rho
desian illegal iegime had any intention of sur
rendering power to the liberation movements. 
And Western governments, which were giving 
diplomatic al).d other kinds of support to both 
regimes, wer~.exceedingly worried about the 
possibility of the liberation movements coming 
to power tluough their own efforts by defeat
ing the South African and Rhodesian armed 
forces in the field. 32 Governments which 
achieved power through their own efforts 
would have no obligations to others, and cer
tainly not to the Western countries. Mr. 
Kissinger strongly suspected that governments 
which achieved power through armed struggle 
would be "radical,"33 and radical governments 
would threaten Western interests in the whole 
of southern Africa.34If Zimbabwe and Namibia 



slipped out of the Western sphere of influence 
(as had already happened in Mozambique and 
Angola), U.S . policymakers feared serious re
percussions, not only in South Africa but in 
other parts of Africa as well. The crucial issue 
in the second half of 1976 for the U.S. govern
ment was whether new political formations, as 
a result of majority rule in Zimbabwe and 
Namibia, would eventually lead to a break with 
the West and a shift in the international balance 
of power in Africa between the U.S. and the 
Soviet Union. Therefore, objectively, U.S. 
policy is opposed to the movement toward so
cialism in Africa. 

For the peoples of Zimbabwe and Nami
bia, however, the crucial issue was whether 
lIpartheid and colonialism in those countries 
could be ended. In fact, they saw the issue as 
far more difficult and complex than many 
Western observers. Western commentators often 
speak of the "problem" of colonialism in these 
countries as essentially one of eliminating "ra
cial discrimination."35 This is quite superficial; 
the singular emphasis on racial conflict to the 
exclusion of attention to economic exploitation 
and political subjugation is 'misleading. The 
whole structure of society in Zimbabwe and 
Namibia is based upon and organized around 
the exploitation of the majority by a settler 
minority. It is not possible to pass legislation, as 
may have been the case in the United States, 
and to end legal "racial discrimination" by de
segregation. The inequalities which are so 
marked in southern Africa are deeply rooted in 
the political economy of racism there. It is 
plain to any objective observer that an improve
ment in the conditions of life for Africans can 
come only through fundamental change in the 
social and economic systems. 

Yet that is precisely what many Western 
governments fear. It appears that AID was real
ly asking the AASC project to draw up plans 
which would help Western governments to find 
ways to block any kind of radical change in 
Zimbabwe and Namibia. These plans were in
direct rather than direct. 

Criticisms of the Report 

While the real issue was whether far
reaching economic and social changes were 
needed in Namibia and Zimbabwe, the AASC 
drafts simply avoided any discussion of such a 
controversial subject. They blandly assumed, 
implicitly, that change would take place more 
or less within the framework of existing institu
tions in Zimbabwe and Namibia. For instance, 
they avoided mentioning the possibility that 
the future governments of those countries 
might curtail the activities of transnational cor
porations since those corporations would be 
seen as the instruments by which Zimbabwe 
and Namibia had been forced into economic 
dependence upon the West. Majority rule gov
ernments may well come to the conclusion that 
real change can be realized in their countries 
only by dismantling the present form of eco
nomic organization there. 36 Certainly any fu
ture government of Zimbabwe or Namibia 
should be free to make such a decision. Yet 
that whole realm of possibilities is entirely ig
nored in the AASC project. 

There was a second marked bias in the 
draft and interim reports. The AASC research
ers did not look at Zimbabwe and Namibia as 
nations but as regions inhabited by antagonistic 
tribes who were unlikely to agree on common 
policies after independence. Indeed, it was 
str,ongly suggested that there was a real possibil
ity of civil war in both countries after inde
pendence. This is, of course, a traditional 
colonial view, and was used in the past against 
African and other peoples subjugated by the 
European powers. 

To take an example, we may cite 

Rotberg's initial draft on "Namibia: Politics, 
Ecology and Society."37 At a moment when it 
was clear that Namibians were increasingly 
strong and united as a nation, Rotberg stressed 
that "The historic rivals of the Ovambo are the 
Herero .... They will smart under Ovambo pre
eminence and find themselves in an essentially 
powerless position after independence."38It 
seemed that researchers were being asked to 
assess "the potential for ethnic strife" in order 
that outsiders might find the means of using 
one group against another for their own ends.39 

The circulation of the draft papers and 
the interim reports brought an intensification 
of the criticism which had previously been di
rected at the AASC. Project researchers did not 
openly say that the United States must find 
ways to increase its influence and weaken the 
liberation movements in order to hold change 
within "tolerable" limits. Their papers and re
ports, however, certainly pointed in that direc
tion. 

It must, be _ said ;in all fairness that this 
was not true of all the papers prepared by con
sultants. Some of the drafts were scholarly and 
sympathetic to the interests of the majority 
population. Some openly questioned the very 
idea of an active U.S. intervention in southern 
African affairs. 

However, senior AASC staff and re
searchers clearly imposed a political line in 
shaping the overall reports. A contract for an 
"Assessment of Programme Requirements" ex
cluded any consideration of the idea that an 
interventionist policy might be wrong and/or 
misguided. One consultant was told that a 
paper submitted, which questioned the basic 
line of the AASC project, was not "accept
able." 

In March 1977 the AASC issued its final 
report on the Zimbabwe-Namibia transition 
project. 40 The first two chapters of the final 
report summarized the information and analysis 
set out in the drafts and interim reports. They 
described the basic "facts" of the present situa
tion in Zimbabwe and Namibia as seen from the 
perspective of conventional social science in the 
Western countries. 

This perspective assumes that the status 
quo is in essence unchangeable and satisfactory. 
Changes within the framework of existing insti
tutions may be desirable, but they are limited 
changes. Thus the implicit assumption of the 
report was that the close relations between the 
Western countries and Zimbabwe and Namibia 
would somehow continue. 

The last two chapters of the report re
viewed the "problems" of transition and devel
opment in both countries and revealed the limi
tations of the whole approach used in the 
study. For, given the assumptions of the re
searchers, the only "problems" which could be 
perceived required no more than adjustments or 
reforms in the existing system of institutions. 

The final report did not discuss the kinds 
of problems which have become a familiar 
parJ of the international debate on the new 
world economic order. It ignored the problem 
of mobilizing to end poverty. It ignored the 
problem of eliminating the excessive privilege 
of the white community. It ignored the prob
lems connected with external dependency. In 
short, it gave little indication of any concern on 
the part of the authors for the forging of a new 
and free society in southern Africa. 

Among the "problems" to be remedied 
piecemeal, within the existing national struc
tures, were the following: how to ensure the 
flow of foreign capital; how to ensure some sta
bility in the administrative system; how to train 
an adequate number of African managers; how 
to prevent a necessary rise in African wages 
from disrupting the whole economy. (The latter 
was an insoluble dilemma as stated in the final 

report.) Other topics were: how to ensure the 
proper planning and development of "the" edu
cation system; and how to carry out land re
form without causing too large an efflux of 
white farmers and too great a loss of foreign 
exchange earnings (another insoluble dilemma). 

The last two s:hapters also contained 
specific suggestions for U.S. government assist
ance to Zimbabwe and Namibia during the pro
cess of transition. With respect to Zimbabwe, 
for instance, the report suggested the U.S. 
might render assistance by undertaking the 
following programs: 41 

Public administration - fund managerial 
and technical training programs; consult
ing services to temporarily staff technical 
positions; assistance in reparation (sic) of 
exiles and refugees. 

Transportation - regional transportation 
studies; provide funds to purchase rolling 
stock; roads to rural African areas to 
market agricultural products. 

Education - plan and structure develop
ment of Zimbabwean education; estab
lish teacher training institutes; continued 
student scholarship and leadership pro
grams; internship programs. 

Health - assistance on development of 
curative medicine and health education; 
assistance for development of water and 
waste disposal systems. 

Manpower - assistance in funding com
prehensive manpower surveys for high 
skilled and managerial personnel needs; 
development of selected manpower 
training programs (mining supervision, 
accountancy, etc.). 

Agricultural - land reform; surveys and 
assistance in planning agricultural devel
opment if technical skills are needed. 

Manufacturing - develop export markets 
through trade relations; creation of new 
jobs - studies and trade. 

Mining - technical and managerial train
ing. 

Commerce - small business assistance; 
establishment of credit facilities. 

The implementation of a significant 
number of such programs would obviously lead 
to extensive U.S. government involvement in 
Zimbabwean affairs at a crucial point in that 
country's history. A foreign government de
ploying large amounts of money and personnel 
in the institutions of another society, particu
larly a poor one, is bound to be able to exert a 
certain control over or restraint upon important 
decisions made in that society, especially at the 
government level. 

Conclusions 

What, then, did the final report of the 
AASC mean? 

Part of the answer may be found by 
clarifying a prior question, namely: did the 
AASC report recommend a particular policy for 
the United States in southern Africa? The 
authors of the report argued in the introduction 
that their position was a neutral one, and by 
implication an "objective" one. The report, 
they said, "does not aim to recommend United 
States southern Africa policy."42 However, the 
United States government, and other govern
ments, in the midst of wars raging in both Zim
babwe and Namibia, were insisting that ma
jority rule should come through "peaceful 
change" and were making every effort to ensure 
that it came that way. In such a context, the 
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report, which was sponsored and funded by the 
U.S. government, could scarcely be seen as an 
argument against U.S. involvement in Zim
babwe and Namibia. It was, in fact, merely an 
extension of the commitment of the U.S. gov
ernment to achieve one particular kind of "so
lution" in those countries, a gradualist "solu
tion" through "peaceful change." 

In the context of the debate going on at 
the time it is therefore impossible to construe 
the final report as anything but a manual on 
how to implement the policy of trying to im
pose that "solution," for it was clear that the 
actors in the southern African drama were not 
by themselves acting to ensure the peaceful 
transfer of power to the African majority. 

Finally, then, we may ask what the 
policy recommended by the AASC meant. Can 
it justifiably be claimed that the AASC report 
was part of an effort to block radical or far
reaching change in Zimbabwe and NaPlibia? 

We believe that that claim is justified. 
For, as has already been indicated, the whole 
analytical approach of the project was one
sided. The project moved from a set of unstated 
assumptions to a conclusion, while attempting 
to maintain an air of reasonableness and objec
tivity. The implicit premises of the project were 
the following: 

1. Zimbabwe and Namibia are already 
closely linked to the Western countries 
and to South Africa; 

2. the Western countries must maintain 
their dominance in the periphery of 
southern Africa in order to maintain it in 
South Africa itself; 

3. accelerated economic growth within the 
existing regional system will bring an end 
to the kinds of inequality created by 
colonialism and apartheid; 

4. there are no meaningful options for 
policy in Zimbabwe and Namibia except 
3 above; 

5. 3 above will lead not only to the end of, 
or significant reductions in, inequality, 
but also to "progress." 

Taken together these assumptions lead 
ineluctably to one conclusion: that the interests 
of the peoples of Zimbabwe and Namibia 
would be well served by the maintenance of 
existing links with South Africa and the 
Western countries and by the acceleration of 
economic growth within that framework of re
lationships. This conclusion is never explicitly 
stated in the final report, but economic growth 
within the framework of capitalism or a "mixed 
economy" is the only kind of growth and 
change talked about in the report. This type of 
economic climate, of course, is one in which 
investment and trade by U.s. transnational cor
porations would flourish. 

The report arrives at its conclusion by 
insinuation, not by asserting its rightness but by 
excluding any consideration of other arguments 
and options for Zimbabwe and Namibia. Such 
methods, of course, seek to lead a reader or 
listener to particular conclusions by manipula
tion rather than by reasoning. The fact that the 
AASC final report is manipUlative in this sense 
is clear comment on the faith which policy
makers have in their assumptions and argu
ments about southern Africa policy. Such 
methods are used because no one dares to ex
plain the real reasons for, and the real meaning 
of, the policy of "peaceful change" now being 
urged upon Africa by Western governments. 

3D 

NOT E S 

1. This was particularly true in the United Nations, where virtually every American ambassador to that 

~;e~lft~OX~~Y S~~~!;~na tsget1c~ J~c~~l~~iiSo~'~b'A0rre~tce 1°~l6~~'f~' ~~~ede~~{e ~~t'th~eu~~~ 
arms embargo against South Africa: UniteJ States Mission t~e United Nations, press release No. 4233. 
2 August. 1963. 

2. Policy is no longer made on the basis of a consideration of national interests alone. U.S. policy toward 
southern Africa, for instance, is based upon a consideration of the interests of the North Atlantic basin 
countries in that region. 

3. Zimbabwe - Namibia: Anticipation of Economic and Humanitarian Needs, Transition Problems of 
Developing Nations in Southern Africa, Final Report, The African~American Scholars Council, Washing~ 
ton, D.C ., 15 March 1977. 

;UP~~~s:l~hr: :~~kP~~~h:~r~je~e{ f~~~rthc: ~~:~~;ontract Number C~1254), and senior AID personnel 

5. The fonnal request for that review was contained in a letter from Henry Kissinger to the Secretaries of 
State and Defense and to the Director of Central Intelligence, dated 10 April 1969. His request was 
pursuant to a directive from President Nixon. 

~i~J'~:w~~~~':~:tc~hi~~ Th~dk i~sin~~~t~~~~y A ~?s~~t~e~~eJitj~~.te~a~rean~~'ifuf~dd C~, ~~~t~~~ 
Connecticut, 1976. 

7. The choice of "Option Two" was first discussed in an article by Terence Smith of The New York 

r~~~~~ lat~~h~9·?f~rS~~ba;s.? J:?j;~,Ubcar'~~J: t~0~~~n;~~~~~~~~?;~~s.q~~~~t~rC1~ber 1974, and 

8 . Real public discussion of the shift in policy did not begin until after the publication of the Szulc 
article and a series of articles by other journalists in the fall of 1974. 

im:;~:ne~et~11~ns~i t~~bu.~~A~,~eE::rba~/o~c~'ov~~~en~oP~N~:eo?ric::w~'in:t~~rB .C~~~~~~ on the 

l~~{;.C·J~ds~~tr::s~iiu~~,(1:o~o~~~~.:wu~~~~e,nJ'!:n~ 1~~!/dlnAt~:~S~n~{~~ci~insi~t~o~e~s to ;~~eth~ ~~ih~r 
says : "MPLA's effectiveness puts it at an advantage when and if elections come but couflte outplayed by 
a Roberto backed militarily by Mobutu's Zaire or by Dr. Savimbi with all his political sagacity, opportun~ 
ism, and a potential for benefitting from nationalist discord and internecine fighting." 

11. For an excellent summary, see "CIA's Secret War in Angola," Center for National Security Studies, 
Washington, 1975. 

12. See The New York Times. 10 March 1976. 

b~'toI~e~S r975.g~ce~~rli;:cfJn~wipt8a~oau~:!~\ge~~t~~!rif~/n~~~b~r~e~rS~~~hngAi~ec~sttr~~~~ i~ 
southeastern Angola from the early spring of that year. 

14. The Department of State made no public mention of any Soviet or Cuban involvement in the 
Angolan conflict until the third week of November. 

15. Statement of Robert Ellsworth, Deputy SecretarY of Defense, before the Subcommittee on Africa, 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. 3 February 1976, pp. 2·3. 

16. Roger Morris , "The Proxy War in Angola: Pathology of a Blunder," The New Republic. 31 January 
1976. 
17. This was in the logic of the original policy shift and of the commitment to support the FNLA·UNITA 
coalition in Angola. 

18. Henry Kissinger, "United States Policy on Southern Africa," Departmefll of State Bulletin. 31 May 
1976. 

19. Kissinger, Ioc. cit.. p.676. 

20. This fact is sometimes forgotten in the analysis of the speech. It is of considerable importance, 
however, as "accelerated growth" is often a term used for programs designed essentially to increase the 
U.S. presence in an area and to justify such a policy. 

21. Kissinger, Ioc. cit.. p. 676. 

22. Ibid .. p.677. 
23. Ibid. 

24. In his press conference on 11 September 1976. SecretarY K issinger said: "We are facing a situation 
now in which a so-called 'anned struggle' is already taking place in Rhodesia and is beginning in Namibia. 
The history of these struggles is that they lead to escalating violence, drawing in more and more countries, 
and have the danger of foreign intervention and the rrobabilit y of the radicalization of the whole 

~h~t~~f!:~t~~n~f~fc~~r ~~~~~e m::l~eb~t~o~i~e;':n~er~t!ndilm~~ed l~c~::d~~ ~evs:tft~~~b~~u\heCr~nAef~~~::eF~~ 
~h~~l:r~s~c~', ,~~:r:~~ ~f ~~obl\~e Aa(l:tir~~~~~natrt~t:~~;VSt!~~~Sarhi~~:oc~: '~'~l.~el ~eS:~~:~b~(r Sl~~6'. ~~e~~ 
25. The information is from a copy of the original contract, negotiated contract No. AID/afr-C-1254. 

26 . Information from private notes made available to the authors. 

27. See "AID Study Controversial Among Black Scholars," Africa News, 4 October 1976. 

28. Ibid. 

29. Academic anthropologists in the U.S., for instance, were shaken by the discovery that one of their 
societies had been used to facilitate contacts between government agencies and scholars for this purpose. 

30. It has been maintained by some official spokesmen for AID that such consultations were held. 
Liberation movement spokesmen, on the other hand, maintain that there was no real consultation at all. 

X~Sth:tal¥o;::ior~~::~h!~~.mT~~e d~~~~~~tw~~c~fe~ ~~ ~~~~~l:;ath~e~~f:~i;~e,:h~~hth,:a~r~j~~~l~e~o~~ 
detail. 

32. Again, the most illuminating document is the entire text of Secretary Kissinger's press conference of 
11 September 1976. 
33. See the Quote above from Secretary Kissinger's press conference of 11 September 1976. 

34. Secretary Kissinger stated that, "at issue is not only the future of two states in southern Africa but 
the potential evolution of all of Africa with its profound impact on Europe and on the Middle East." 
"The Secretary of State , Press Conference," 11 September 1976, p. 3. 

35. This has been ~articularly strikin~ under the Carter Administration. which has taken a much harsher 
line toward the whlte regimes but wh1ch clearly also believes that apartheid and the political economy of 
southern Africa are not inextricably linked. 

36. This is certainly the thrust of much of the discussion of development problems and uf the new world 

hCe~~lorr;l~e~rt~e~~~ ~~~~, i~77~r4e~e ~o~t.e oIX~inW~rJdoU:~:/su~~easf~h~~!~n~ed ~~~rn "1~ih'a:/~eg~~:i 
influence on thinking in many developing countries, in Africa and elsewhere. 

37 . This was the first of the series of occasional papers presented by the AASC in Namibia, an Interim 
Report. part II, Washington, November 1976. 
38. Robert Rotberg, "Namibia: Politics, Ecology and Society," P. 45. 

39. See "Scope of Technical Sezvices." p. 3. 

40. The reference is to the Final Report cited in note 3 above . 

41. Final Report. pp . 290·292. 

42. Ibid., p. 1. 
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