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The- mo:.'iern economy of Zirr.oabve (Southern Rhodes ia) has, from the ons_e~ ·of British 
colonial rule in 1890, depended substantially on inputs of . ~xterna.lly-de:rived 
capi t al i nvestment; I~deed , the colonizat ion of the territory by Cecil John Rhodes 
and his South Afri ca -based. Briti.sh South Afr ica Company was undertaken almost ex
clusivel y in light of economic and commer c;i.al considerations. Since thQse early 
days foreign investors have been attracted to Rhodesia to the point where, by the 
mid' 1960' s , t hd.er i nter ests accounted for more than 8C!f, of all. cap~~al:' .. investment 
i n t he terr i t ory . l · 

Foreign i nvestment has been dir ected mainly to the exploitation of mineral resources 
a nd of opportunities i n agr i culture and manufacturing. Much' of the foreign in
vestment funnelled to Rhodesia has come f rom Great Britain, South Africa., and -- on 
a somewhat smaller scal e -- the United States. As of 1965, for example, British 
private capital investmem; -was in the order of R. ·$400 inillion ($400 million Rhod
esian do.l.lars :--- or about u. s . $600 mill ion).2 At.',the same ttime American invest"" 
ment was in t~e or der of U.· s . $62 mil lion. 3 
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American corporations with subsidiaries in Rhodesia include: American Metal 
Climax, Inc.; American Potash and Chemical Corporationj I.T.T.; St. Regis Paper; 
Coca-cole; Union Carbide; Foote Mineral Company (whose Rhodesian holdings were 
previously owned by the American Vanadium Corporation). 

The greater portion of American capital invested in Rhodesia - some $56 million 
or about 90~~ of the total - is tied up in chrome mining operations. Practically 
all of Rhodesia's chrome output is mined and processed by subsidiaries of two 
American corporations , namely, Union Carbide and Foote Mineral Company. Union 
Carbide, whose Rhodesian involvement dates back to 1923. owns and operates the 
following subsidiaries in Rhodesia: Rhodesian Chron1e Mines, LtC..; African Chrome 
Minc.s , Ltd. ; Union Carbide Rhomet; and l.U. timba Estates. Foote l•1ineral Company, 
which owns and operates the Rhodesian Vanadium Corporation,has been in Rhodesia 
since 1932. 

When examined from the point of view of such aggregate measures of national economic 
activity as those relating to Gross Domestic Product (GDP), Rhodesian chromite 
production seems rather insignificant. In 1955, for example, the value4of chrome 
represented only about l"' of the GDP of R$706.80 million for that year. However, 
when one takes into account the fact that practically the entire chrome production 
is exported (mainly to the United States, except in the period between the imposi
tion of sanctions in 1967 and the passing of the Byrd Amendment in 1971), it be
comes clear that this industry is an important earner of foreign exchange. Such 
foreign exchange, needless to say, enables the Rhodesian regime to finance further 
purchases gf investible goods and essential imports, including imports of military 
equipment. Hence any breach in the U.N. sanctions wall erected selectively in 
1966 and mandatorily and comprehensively in 1968 - through the importation of 
Rhodesian chrome - would constitute an immeasur ..able boost to the economy of 
Rhodesia, to the repressive capability of the white-minority dictatorship as well 
as to the morale of the white settler followers of Ian Smith. Moreover, such 
breach can only set the stage for the gradual, if not precipitate, scuttling of 
the entire sanctions program by all. 

In this connection, the recent American decision to terminate chrome sanctions 
as well as sanctions on any 0th0r Rhodesian materials that the United States 
Government classifies as strategic,represents a flagrant and cynical disregard 
of international law and elementary political decency. 

II 

The United States decision to resume imports of Rhodesian chrome in clear viola
tion of U.N. mandatory sanctions and in contravention of former President Johnson's 
1967 Executive Order banning such imports, should be seen in perspective. The 
chrome decision is certainly not an is~lated event. It is not an aberrational 
departure from some other policy that has a different thrust. That decision, on 
the contrary, is part of an orchestrated official American or Western policy of 
collusion with the colonialist and racist regimes of southern Africa. It certainly 
fits in with such other American or \·lestern moves as: the 1971 Anglo-American 
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withdrawal from the U.N. Decolonization Committee; the 1972 U.S. decision 
at Azores to supply Portugal with over $400 million worth of aid; the 1971 
British resunption of arms sales to South Africa; the recent U.S. decision to sell 
so-::!alled "executive-type" jets to the Vorster regime; the U . 3 . renewal of the 
South African sugar quota, and similar other Hestern initiatives too numerous 
to list her~. 

Current American policy toivard lvhi te -ruled Rhodesia appears to spring from a 
variety of ideological, economic and political-strategic assumptions and impera
tives. 

On the most general level, U. S . policy starts from the ideological assumption 
that Southern Rhodesia is a full member of the so-called "free ·Horld". It is 
a member by virtue of its being non-communist, or rather, anti -communist . 
Moreover, as a non-cqmmunist country Rhodesia is far from threatening American 
interests, including the interests of American business. Indeed, far from consti
tuting an object of official Western or American hostility of any consequence, 
vlhite-ruled Rhodesia has been treated, and has been held as entitled to be treated, 
1-ri th great solicitude on the part of the leading members of the ''free world" 
confraternity. It was entirely in keeping with this perspective that Senator 
Harry F. Byrd, in piloting the Rhodesian chrome bill through the U.S. Senate, 
should have made a particular point of emphasizing the undesirability - as he 
saw it - of the Uniteg States continuing a sanctions policy directed against a 
"free world" country. The fact that in "free world" Rhodesia 95'/o of the people 
do not enjoy any freedom did not particularly bother the Senator from Virginia 
as he orated on the floor of ~he Senate; nor, it should be further noted, did 
that lack of freedom for the majority in Zimbabwe particularly perturb Richard 
M. Nixon as he put his signature on the offending legislation. 

Turning now to economic considerations, one merely notes that foreign capital 
invested in Rhodesia enjoys several advantages that favor a high level of profi
tability. Such advantages include , for example, lov1 tax rates and - what is 
even more significant - the availability of cheap and plentiful African labor. 
The exploitation of Africans i n Zimbab\ve may easily be tllustrated by reference 
to income a~ fferentials between blacks and whiies both nat :j,onally and within the 
mining industry which, as already pointed out above, has attracted most of the 
American capital invested in Rhodesia. 

A~ of 1967 the overall average income per capita for Africans was R$54 (or US$81) 
per .annum, compared to the white settler average annual income per capita of 
R$1,264 (or US$1,896).7 The disparity between the average income of Africans 
and that of the white settlers hardly narrO'I-TS to any extent even when one takes 
into account only wage-earning Africans, i . e. leaving out of the picture the 
great majority of Africans in Zimbabwe Hho eke out a subsistence standard of 
living through circumscribed agricultural pursuits. Africans in wage employment 
earn 15 times less than whites, or the equivalent of U.S.$144 as against U.S. 
$1,896 for whites.8 In the mining industry itself "average monthly wages in 
R."lodesia during 1970 vrere $520 for l·lhites and $39 for Africans. "9 Looking at 



Rhodesia .. 4 

the wage picture as a whole relative to the cost of living increases that have 
taken place in the last few years, one authority notes that the average African 
income has declined. Between 1964 and 1967 average African income remained 
static whilst the cost of living shot up by at least 7~. 10 

Thecoonomic exploitation of the people of Zimbabwe results, needless to say, in 
t=c~eased profits for corporations that thrive on Zimbabwean resources, including 
Union Carbide and Foote Mineral Company. The WTc:tched economic and social condi
tions under which Zimbabweans are forced to live l.ll the land of their birth are 
of no concern to those whose pursuit of' profit blinds them to ererything else. 
The attitude of U.S. corporations with interests in Rhodesia is reflected in a 
statement made before the House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Africa in 1969 by 
Mr. L.G. Bliss, Chairman and President of' Foote Mineral Company. Mr. Bliss ad
vised the legislators as follows: 

"As we (the U.S.) eXamine our future policy 
toward Rhodesia, it is to be hoped that 
we do not pit idealism against pragmatfim, 
but rather temper one with the other." 

This is to say simply that as tough-minded pragmatists, American business and 
governmental leaders cannot and should not be swayed by the type of "idealism" 
which might, for example insist on the observance of U.N. sanctions against 
Rhodesia until their purpose is accomplished. The call for majority rule in 
Zimbabwe, the call tor the disbandment of racist institutions and instrumentali
ties of oppression in that country - all such demands are regarded as the 
sheerest sentimentality or idealism by the likes of Mr. L.G. Bliss. For them 
only the logic of self-interest counts. To boycott Rhodesian chrome would be 
damaging to profits and~ght even threaten continued American control of the 
Rhodesian chrome mines. 

Thus during the VAY, 1972 Senate debate on a section of the State Department 
Authorization Act which would have repealed the Byrd Amendment and eliminated 
its breach of the U.N. sanctions embargo,"Senator Gale McGeee, a leading advocate 
of the trading ban, attacked 1 the powertul influence of two or three multinational 
corporations who have sought this favor. • He named Union Carbide Corp., New York, 
Foote Mineral Co., Exton, Pa., and Allegheny Ludlum Industries, Inc., Pittsburgh. 
After the vote (which failed to support ending the chrome imports ) , Sen. McGee 
blamed the outcome on the failure of the :·lhi te House to lobby actively for the 
chrome-import ban. He said he informed Hhite House aide John Ehrlichman that 
six Republican .Senators were willing to vote for the embargo only if they were 
requested by a lihite House representative. Sen. McGee said Mr. Ehrlichman had 
been noncommittal, but the Senator learned later that none of the six Republicans 
had been called." 13 

The pursuit of private interests by u.s. business groups operating in Rhodesia 
or anywhere else tor that matter cannot, of course, of itself be surprising or 
unusual. It is not the purpose of business to act the philanthropist or the 
social reformer. What is disturbing, in political terms especially, is that the 
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foreign policy of the United States vis-a-vis southern Africa appears increasingly 
shaped by conceptions of the "national interest" in which the interests of 
private business groups feature significantly. Up to 1970 American policy 
toward Rhodesia seemed to devolve around the notion that the primary responsibility 
for resolving the political crisis in that country belonged to Britain and that 
the United States could do no more than faithfully support British initiatives in 
dealing with the crisis. American policy · therefore tended to consist essentially 
of declarations and actions designed to lend support to the British-led effort 
to influence developments in Rhodesia through the sanctions program. President 
Johnson's Executive Ord·:r of 1967 was, of course, in line vtith this perspective. 
Indeed, even as recently as May 1970 ttr. David D. Ne~om, Mr. Nixon's Assistant 
Secretary of State for Africa, was able to assure the House Foreign Affairs 
Subcommittee on Africa a:; follovrs: 

"We have closed our consulate in Salisbury, 
Southern Rhodesia, and have reaffirmed our 
full support of the United Nations manda
tory economic sanctions against the 3rnith 
regime . " 14 

Just over a year after Mr. Newsom uttered these words, the U.S. was preparing 
to flout t he U.N. and its sanctions program. Today, as we know,the u.s. has 
pYactically abandoned the whole effort to induce political changes in Rhodesia 
through international economic pressure. Has this merely accidental? 

The U. S . seems finally to have abandoned the follow-my-leader (i.e. the follow
Britain) policy on Rhodesia. Hhat has now emerged is a policy which moves 
openly and frankly in the direction of a recognition, if not acceptance, of the 
assumed permanence of the political status quo in s outhern Africa. It is a 
policy that stems from a calculation of the economic advantages available to the 
U. S. in an unchanged southern Africa. Trepolicy also stems from what can only 
be called the present administrations impatience with, if not outright contempt 
for, the United :Nations and the OAU and their preoccupation 'vi th the moral and 
political issues of colonialism in Africa. Current American policy towards 
Rhodesia therefore co:-.1es out as the product of the calculations of "hard-nosed 
realists" w':..o look at the world, not in sentimental terms but, rather, in terms 
of power balances and est imations of a narrowly-defined national interest. l~ 

terms of thi s perspective t he United States will not allm·l itself to be treated 
as a "helpless giantu by the v1eak and impoverished states of Africa. Opposition 
to American policy from these and other quarters will consequently be regarded as 
so many irritating cobwebs to be swept aside. It is true, of course, that the 
U.S. vrill continue to go through the motions of routinely verbally conderwing 
minority rule and racialism in routhern Africa. In practice, hovrever, U.S. policy 
will fUlly align itself with t he economic and political status quo in southern 
Africa, including Rhodesia. 15 
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III 

It is clear from the foregoing that u. s. policy toward white-ruled Southern 
Rhodesia has the practical effect of bolstering the vrhi te minority regime in 
that country materially, politically, morally and even militarily. Official 
pronouncements about the evils of racialism notwithstanding, U.S. policy favors 
minority rule. In the words of David Ne,·rsom himself, "isolation {of the racist 
regimes in southitn Africa) can breed resistance to change. Open doors can 
accelerate it.'' 6 

The people of Zimbabwe thus find themselves ranged not only against the Smith 
r~gime but also against those governments that choose, as a matter of deliberate 
policy, to assist the oppressors of the African people. The U.S. government 
has now joined South Africa, Portugal, West Germany, Japan, Switzerland, etc. 
as another friend of white Rhodesia. The impact of the U.S . decidion is all 
the more significant , given the position of the United States as leader of 
the so-called "free world". 

Zimbabweans are of course appreciative of the efforts of many Americans to 
reverse their government's southern African policies. It nonetheless remains 
a keen disappointment to Zimbabweans and to other freedom-loving people that 
the country which has always claimed to be wedded to the defense of freedom 
all over the globe is now actively colluding with those who deny any semblance 
of freedom to millions of Africans in Zimbabwe and colonial southern Africa. 
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U.N., The United Nations and Southern Rhodesia, New York, 1969, p.66. 

International Defence and Aid Fund, Rhodesia: ~~ Minority Rule Survives 
(London: Christian Action Publications, 1969), p.37. 

Reed Kramer and Tami Hultman, "The Stake of the United States in Southern 
Rhodesia", unpublished paper prepared for the Corporate Information Center, 
National Council of Churches, Neu York; March 6, 1972, p .1. 

4 The figure of GDP ·is taken from George Kay, Rhodesia: A Human Geography 
(New York: Africana Publishing Corporation, 1970), p.l68. 

5 In 1971 the Rhodesian Airforce was able to obtain seven Al-60 aircraft, 
American Lockheed transports that are built by the Aermarchi company in Italy. 
See Soutern Africa (New York), Nov. 1971, p.7. 

6 The Byrd Amendment to the Military Procurement Bill of 1971 is to the effect 
that the President cannot prohibit imports of a strategic material from a 
"free world" country as long as importation of such material is permitted from 
a communist country. (It should be noted that the U.S. Treasury Dept. announced 
on January 24, 1972 its decision to authorize importation of all Rhodesian 
commodities that the United States defines as of strategic importance. Aside 
from chrome, Rhodesia produces 14 such commodities, asbestos being a notable 
example.) 

7 See Kay, op.cit., p. 172. 

8 ~·' p.l73. 

9 Kramer and Hultman, op.cit., p.6. 

10 Kay, op.cit., p. 172. 

11 L.G. Bliss, Statement Before House Subcommittee on Africa, mimeo., october 31, 
1969, p. 10. 

12 However, the view that loss of Rhodesian chrome would lead to u.s. dependence 
on chromite from the Soviet Union is untenable. The U.S. can obtain chromite 
from Turkey and many other producing countries. Moreover, the argument about 
dependence on Soviet supplies is untenable in the sense that U.S. imports of 
Soviet chrome were already high even before UDI. In 1963, for example, the 
U.S. obtained 4~ of its chrome imports for that year from the USSR. See ibid., 
p.l3. ----

13 Wall Street Journal, June 1, 1972. 

14 Congressional Quarterly Almanac, Vol26 (Hashington, D.C.: Congressional 
Quarterly, Inc., 1971), P·978. 

15 For an example of the kind of double talk that is so much a feature of current 
American policy on Africa, and especially on southern Africa, see the rather 
convoluted responses of Mr. David Ne:vsom to questinns addressed to him in an 
interview 1-lith Bruce Oudes in Africa Report, Vol. 17, No.3 (March 1972), pp.l2-17. 

16 The New York Times, April 2, 1972. 


	AA ACOA Utete 72 p1
	AA ACOA Utete 72 p2
	AA ACOA Utete 72 p3
	AA ACOA Utete 72 p4
	AA ACOA Utete 72 p5
	AA ACOA Utete 72 p6
	AA ACOA Utete 72 p7

