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The Shared Tactical Goals 
of South Africa and the Soviet Union 

What are the Soviets up to in southern Africa, and what 
should be done about it? South Africa justifies its massive 
military buildup of recent years, as well as its increasingly 
aggressive policing actions throughout the region, on the 
grounds that the Republic is the target of a Soviet-directed 
"total onslaught." The reality is that there is a symbiotic 
interaction between the growth of Soviet, East German, 
and Cuban presence and influence in southern Africa and 
South Africa's paranoid behavior toward its neighbors: 
each feeds on and amplifies the other. 

The basic Soviet interest in southern Africa as of 1983 is 
to encourage (1) the polarization of the region and (2) the 
genesis of a Soviet-African alliance "of socialist orientation" 
against the United States in particular and the West in 
general. To serve these ends, the Soviets know that they 
must provoke the United States into a closer association 
with South Africa. Thus, the great irony is that the Soviet 
Union and South Africa, because they share an overwhelm
ing interest in moving the United States into closer 
association with Pretoria, are tactical allies in the restruc
turing of southern Africa now under way. 

The Soviet Union has invested 65 years of policy and 
propaganda in the idea that the West is the natural enemy 
of Third World peoples, wanting only to dominate and 
exploit them in pursuit of profit. While Soviet assumptions 
and rhetoric have changed very little over two generations, 
the world has evolved out from underneath them. Asian 
and African nations increasingly control their own 
economies and natural resources, and now compete with
and sometimes make war on-each other. On the Horn of 
Africa, everyone understands that the Soviets sought to 
gain advantage by exploiting a quarrel among Africans. 
Being branded as imperialists-as in Afghanistan, Indo
china, and the Horn-undercuts the whole edifice and ra
tionale of Soviet policy. In southern Africa, however, 
Moscow could become the armorer and protector of a 
cause considered righteous by all Africans and much of the 
rest of the world. 

Southern Africa is not important to Soviet security in any 
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way, and thus is not worth much financial commitment or 
risk. Soviet policy has always put the security of the 
Motherland and of the contiguous empire first; only when 
that is assured can resources be spared for expansion, and 
then only in ways which do not risk "gains of socialism" 
already won. Africa has had its share of ill-fated Soviet 
adventures, notably Khrushchev's gamble in support of 
Patrice Lumumba in the Congo (Zaire) in 1960-61, and 
placement of all bets in Zimbabwe in the 1970s on Joshua 
Nimmo's ZAPU. And, contrary to the view from Pretoria, 
the Soviets have thus far spent very little in southern Africa. 
The cost of the 20,000 or so Cuban military personnel in 
Angola, of a few hundred Soviet bloc military advisors and 
technical assistance personnel, of equipping and training a 
few thousand SWAPO guerrillas and handfuls of African 
National Congress of South Africa (ANC) commandos has 
been minimal. Since Angola pays for the Cubans in hard 
cash earned from oil exports to the United States, the whole 
political-military operation in southern Africa probably costs 
Moscow less than two of the Soviet army's 180 divisions. As 
for risk, the Soviets thus far have maneuvered carefully to 
expose no trip-wires that might force intervention to save 
their reputation. When the South Africans invade Angola, 
the Cubans, with rare exceptions not of their choosing, stay 
well out of sight. 

Yet, if major risk and financial outlay can be avoided, 
southern Africa offers a unique opportunity for a skillfully 
played Soviet policy. Soviet strategists fully appreciate that 
(1) southern Africa is not important per se to the Soviet 
Union; (2) it is important to the West; (3) the United States 
is caught between moral opposition to apartheid and the 
economic and perceived strategic benefits of the status quo. 
At a time when the Soviet Union is on the military and 
economic defensive in Europe, the Middle East, and Asia, it 
has stepped up its diplomatic and propaganda offensive 
focused on the United States as "the bulwark of militarism 
and reaction." With appropriate U.S. cooperation, southern 
Africa could be a prime area of opportunity. 
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Soviet Policy: 1975 -1979 
The period of expansion of Soviet and allied influence in 
southern Africa lasted from the intervention in Angola in 
f975 until the Zimbabwe settlement at Lancaster House in 
December 1979. During this burst of activity, the Soviets 
transported Cuban soldiers and weapons to Angola; work
ed with the Cubans to train and equip 10,000 or more 
guerrillas of the ZAPU wing of the Patriotic Front for the 
war in Rhodesia; fostered East German and Cuban training 
of several thousand guerrillas of SWAPO's People's Libera
tion Army of Namibia (PlAN) to fight in Namibia; and 
after the Soweto violence of 1976 began training guerrillas 
of Umkhonto we Sizwe, the military arm of the ANC, in 
Angolan camps. 

This offensive military activity was only one side of the 
policy. The other was the effort to make real communists 
out of those southern African leaders who accepted Soviet 
and allied connections. An assessment of earlier failures of 
their economic, military, and diplomatic support to make 
permanent allies of countries such as Egypt, Algeria, 
Ghana, and Guinea led to an extension of the methods us
ed to cement Soviet relations with Cuba. Thus, in Angola 
and Mozambique, the Soviet involvement was not only in 
(1) technical assistance and military training, but also in (2) 
party-building, Marxist-Leninist indoctrination, and internal 
security, and (3) encouragement of reliance on Soviet 
"might" for protection against the nearby external enemy. 

Readjustments Since 1979 
In 1979 and 1980, Soviet policy received an unexpected 
blow. Developments in Zimbabwe proved-once again
that Soviet and allied military supplies and training do not 
create political puppets. In the Lancaster House negotia
tions leading to Zimbabwean independence, both Joshua 
Nkomo (whose ZIPRA forces had received the bulk of 
Soviet support) and ZANU's Robert Mugabe followed their 
own interests and excluded the Soviets from any effective 
indirect role. And, whereas the Soviet expectation had 
been that a Zimbabwe "of socialist orientation" would 
create an entire Soviet-linked zone across southern Africa, 
the Mugabe-led government that resulted from the 1980 
election held off for almost a year before establishing · 
diplomatic ties with Moscow and has demonstrated a clear 
preference for Western and Chinese political and economic 
links. (North Korea, selected to train the Zimbabwean ar
my's Fifth Brigade, follows a Third World policy indepen
dent of the Soviets and often closer to the Chinese.) 

The Zimbabwe setback coincided with the invasion of 
Afghanistan, increasing turmoil in Poland, Chinese-Ameri
can collaboration, the deepening crisis of the Soviet 
economy, and a period of U.S. military expansion. This 
chain of developments called for a shift from expansion to 
consolidation of Soviet gains in southern Africa, and a 
lowering of the area in the hierarchy of Soviet concerns. 
This is unlikely to change in the near future unless Soviet 
credibility and prestige are challenged in a way that cannot 
be ignored. 

We must keep in mind that Soviet power projection is not 
some constant, mindless force . Soviets are Clausewitzians 
with Leninist objectives. When expansion based on military 
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might reaches its limits, the course is to defend existing 
positions, to minimize risks, to build up power, and to con
centrate on hearts and minds while waiting for future 
opportunities. Much less is heard these days about Soviet 
"might" and "the changing correlation of forces," and much 
more about U.S. "militarism" and "aggression." In southern 
Africa the tasks now being accorded most importance are 
defense of socialism's gains in Angola and Mozambique, 
cultivation of the other Front-Line states, maintenance of 
Soviet and other allied influence with SWAPO, and estab
lishing that the United States is South Africa's patron and 
ally and therefore Africa's enemy. These aims are intercon
nected, and all of them depend on provoking the United 
States and the West to oppose African interests. 

The argument that Soviet involvement in southern Africa 
is aimed at undermining Western access to the area's 
strategic minerals isn't wrong, but it puts the cart before 
the horse. Soviet policy is fundamentally political, not 
military. Today's strategists are Leninists, not the heirs of 
Admiral Mahan. If political expansion should proVide the 
opportunities for naval or air or communications or in
telligence facilities, the Soviets would move through the 
open door. Certainly the Soviets would be happy to control 
the world's supply of chromite and platinum and much of 
the manganese, gold, and diamonds. But these possibilities 
are not their basic motivation. In the case of Zimbabwe, 
for example, the reason for providing weapons and training 
to the Patriotic Front was not Zimbabwe's chromite; the 
object was to implant Soviet influence and presence in a 
liberated Zimbabwe "of socialist orientation." The possible 
use of that influence at some future time to corner the 
world chromite market was an intriguing but peripheral 
consideration. 

The Limits of Soviet Influence 
In southern Africa, as throughout the continent, the ebb 
and flow of Soviet power depends on the extent to which 
this power is needed by Africans. The Soviets, Cubans, 
and East Germans have varying degrees of influence with 
the governments of Angola and Mozambique, and within 
SWAPO and the ANC. In Angola and Mozambique, they 
train the internal security police and have tried to create a 
disciplined army politically loyal to the central leadership. 
Other Front-Line states (notably Zambia, Tanzania, and 
now Botswana) have purchased Soviet arms and/ or air
craft, and Zimbabwe has some left over from the liberation 
war. 

What the Soviets and their allies have been neither able 
nor inclined to provide, even to Mozambique and Angola, 
is effective help in rebuilding and developing the region's 
war-ravaged economies. Angola's budget is heavily depen
dent on oil exports to the United States, and Mozambique's 
major source of revenue (from workers' remittances, rail
road and port user fees, and payments for electric power) 
is South Africa. The Soviets import almost nothing from 
southern Africa, and export very little to the region apart 
from arms. Cubans, East Germans, Soviets, and other 
East Europeans provide technical assistance, which is 
cheap (Cuba particularly has many trained and underem
ployed young people) but nowhere in the Soviet bloc under 
current conditions of economic stress and retrenchment is 
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for marginal clients. Mozambique, which has never received 
anything approximating the aid it has sought from the 
Soviet Union, was apparently turned down in 1981 for 
membership in CMEA (Comecon). The advantages of 
CMEA association are implicit in the commitment to "level 
up" each member to the standards of the richer countries. 
The overriding factor in Mozambique's failure to gain entry 
would seem to be that the "levelling up" of Cuba and Viet
nam is already more than the Soviet economy can afford. 

The situtation least favorable to growth of Soviet in
fluence in southern Africa is one in which the Front-Line 
states (including Angola, Mozambique, and an independent 
Namibia under majority rule) enjoy a period of peace and 
security which allows them to turn toward the tasks of 
economic development. In those circumstances, what the 
Soviet Union and its allies have to offer-weapons and 
military I security training-become largely irrelevant. 
American, European, and also Brazilian capital and tech
nology become overwhelmingly important. For economic 
development, the West is the natural ally. 

But, it is legitimate to ask, who can be sure that 
Western trade and investment would pull Angola and 
Mozambique away from the Soviet bloc, rather than just 
finance a more comfortable transition into it? The answer 
depends on how one assesses the internal political and 
power structure in Angola's MPIA and Mozambique's 
FREUMO. Do the Soviets and their allies have power 
within Angola or Mozambique to overthrow and replace any 
leadership that tries to escape the Soviet connection? How 
committed are the leaders of the two governing parties to 
the Soviet bloc (which is not the same as asking if they are 
committed Marxists, since Tito and Mao were certainly 
Marxists)? 

The Soviets and their allies are engaged in activities that 
deeply penetrate the political workings of Angola and Mo
zambique-party organization, ideological training, propa
ganda coordination, the internal security police. If the 
leadership can be rendered secure and committed, why not 
let Gulf Oil pay for Cuban troops, and let American tax
payers do for Mozambique what Herbert Hoover's American 
Relief Administration did for the hungry of Russia in Lenin's 
day? The catch is that ideological commitment is far less 
certain in Angola and Mozambique in 1983 than in the 
Russia of 1921. 

Angolan and Mozambican policies are more rather than 
less pragmatic and self-interested after nearly eight post
independence years of close association with the Soviet 
Union and its allies. Both countries actively seek European 
trade and investment, maintain close relations with non
Marxist Front-Line states, play key roles in the continental 
Organization of African Unity and the regional Southern 
African Development Coordination Conference (SADCC), 
have been receptive to the efforts of the United States and 
other members of the five-nation Western "Contact Group" 
coordinating Namibian independence negotiations, and have 
indicated that they will soon enter into formal negotiations 
regarding signature of the Lome Convention. Angola's recent 
meetings with South African officials in Cape Verde and its 
continuing pursuit of diplomatic relations with the United 

States, along with Mozambique's new arms and military 
training agreements with Portugal, provide further evidence 
that the governing groups in Luanda and Maputo do not 
blindly accept the Soviet view that the world is a dialectic 
struggle. 
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Have the Soviets, Cubans, and East Germans acquired 
the leverage to install new leaders in Angola and Mozambi
que if the current ones were to renege on their government's 
socialist orientation? Given the fluidity of factional politics in 
Africa, the Soviets and their allies are among those who do 
not know the answer to this crucial question, and thus they 
would have to play such a scenario by ear. The 20,000 or 
so Cubans and several hundred East German military per
sonnel in Angola certainly give more leverage than the ad
visors in Mozambique, but this does not change the fact 
that the long-term Soviet position in southern Africa rests 
on voluntary acceptance by Africans. To be seen as subver
sive manipulators, imperialists of a variety well-known in 
Africa, would defeat Soviet purposes. 

Chances of Soviet Military Intervention 
The Soviets have made no claims about the "irreversibility" 
of socialism in Angola or Mozambique, and have made no 
binding commitments to save the present governments 
against internal insurgents or South African attacks. The 
Cubans could not, and the East Germans would not, send 
troops to the region without Soviet approval, although the 
Cubans already in Angola could shift to a more active role. 
The Soviet Treaties of Friendship an<l Cooperation with 
Angola and Mozambique allow intervention if it is invited 
and if the Soviets agree to it. Angola and Mozambique 
have similar treaties with Cuba, East Germany, and each 
other. Moscow uses its friendship treaties-which have 
almost identical language-as it sees fit. Nothing was done 
for Syria and the PLO when Israel invaded Lebanon in 
June 1982, and Iraq has received no help in its war with 
Iran; on the other hand, the treaty with Afghanistan was 
cited as a pretext for invasion. When General A. A. 
Yepishev visited Mozambique in June 1982, one can only 
surmise whether his concern was more for the loyalty and 
cohesion of the Mozambican army opposing the South 
African-supported Movimento Nacional da Resistencia de 
Mocambique (MNR) or for the military agreement that 
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Mozambique had signed with Portugal in April. 
In southern Africa, the Soviets would like to scare off 

South Africa's hegemonic intrusions into neighboring states 
and take credit for it, but without making any commit
ments. In February 1981, following the South African raid 
on ANC facilities at Matola on the outskirts of Maputo, 
Soviet Ambassador to Mozambique Valentin Vdovin issued 
a warning, and two Soviet warships made a long-planned 
visit to Mozambique. These were costless gestures, but 
they also had no measurable effect on South African policy 
toward Mozambique. A Soviet decision to provide Mozam
bique with more sophisticated weapons and to take a more 
direct managerial role in the counterinsurgency campaign 
against the MNR would be seen (and meant to be seen) as 
a signal to Pretoria that the ante had been raised. 

Turning to this option would be a last resort of the 
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FRELIMO leadership. From the Soviet point of view as 
well, there is little inclination to risk direct involvement in 
efforts to suppress an insurgency known to be South 
African-supported. Mozambique's socialist orientation is 
welcome and useful, but the country is not sufficiently 
important in economic or military terms to warrant risk of 
direct confrontation between Soviet or allied military 
personnel and the South African Defense Force. 

In Angola, the Soviets may be justifiably worried that a 
South African invasion aimed specifically at engaging 
Cubans could force their hand. Given the sizeable Cuban 
military presence already in the country, a Soviet airlift 
could bring a formidable force into being in a relatively 
short time. Angola is the key to the Soviet position in 
southern Africa; it provides a sanctuary for Namibia's 
SWAPO and for ANC exiles from South Africa, and the 
Angolan MPIA has been pro-Soviet since it came into be
ing in the late 1950s. Despite the aversion to risk and 
"adventurism," intervention to "defend the gains of 
socialism" in Angola is conceivable. 

The Warsaw Pact Political Consultative Committee 
meeting in January 1983, the first attended by Yuri 
Andropov as Soviet Secretary General, cited southern 
Africa as a "dangerous situation" and a "seat of armed 
conflict," but in language which avoided mention of Soviet 
or Warsaw Pact defense. Blaming "the danger of local 
conflicts erupting on a worldwide scale" on "the spread of 
the sphere of activities of blocs to those countries," 
Andropov seemed to be saying to the West: "Please avoid 
escalation and don't force our hand." The communique left 
no doubt of the East Europeans' preference for avoiding 
any direct military intervention in southern Africa or 
expanded Cuban or Soviet involvement in the region. 

How Important is "Socialist Orientation?" 
The Soviets will do what they can to gain influence in 
Zimbabwe, Zambia, and Botswana, and within SWAPO 
and the ANC, but not in ways that would place any stress 
on present friends .or alienate Africans of whatever orienta
tion. No evidence exists, for example, that the Soviets con
sidered trying to destabilize Zimbabwe after the 1980 elec
toral defeat of Nkomo's Soviet-supp<;>rted ZAPU. Moscow's 
strategists judged rightly that destabilization of a liberated 
Zimbabwe would drastically hurt the image the Soviets 
seek to project in the region of a disinterested friend of 
African interests; that a ZAPU coup could provoke a 
ZANU -led insurgency among the majority Shona of the 
northeast; and that this new conflict could result in a 
ZAPU call for Soviet/ Cuban/ East German aid and protec
tion. The Soviets have no inclination to risk being drawn 
into another unwinnable counterinsurgency war, particularly 
in support of a minority government that would be seen as 
illegitimate by other Africans. In the scenario for Zimbabwe 
now preferred by the Soviets, (1) the West would fail to 
provide the anticipated level of economic assistance and 
investment, and (2) hegemonic meddling by South Africa 
would destabilize the Mugabe government and further 
weaken the economy, thus (3) pushing any Zimbabwean 
regime to turn to Moscow and its allies for assistance and 
political guidance. ' 

CSIS Africa Notes, April 26, 1983 

Moscow's Namibia Policy 
In the case of Namibia, Soviet policy has two objectives. 
For the present, the focus is on discrediting the U.S. role in 
the protracted independence negotiations; building the 
Soviet Union's credentials as the natural ally by association 
with the cause of liberation; and extending communist in
fluence within SWAPO. For the longer term, the preference 
is for a peaceful transfer of power to a Soviet -linked 
government "of socialist orientation." 

Soviet interest in a Namibian settlement is, however, 
conditional. Stalemate is preferable to a negotiated settle
ment that leaves the Soviets on the sidelines as in Zim
babwe. Moreover, prolongation of the war has the advan
tage of reinforcing the role of the East Germans who are 
training PIAN, SWAPO's military force, and increases the 
chances that SWAPO's leaders will become comfortable 
with the Soviet connection. Although a speech by SWAPO 
President Sam Nujoma was recently included in the CPSU 
journal Kommunist, indicating approval by the mandarins · 
of the Central Committee secretariafs ideological depart
ment, SWAPO is still identified as a "national -patriotic" 
movement rather than a socialist vanguard. 

The Soviets and their allies have learned from ex
perience, on the other hand, that they lack the power to 
call the tune at the negotiating table. During the 1979 
Lancaster House negotiations on Rhodesia/ Zimbabwe, they 
counseled their friends among the Patriotic Front delega
tion that true independence could only be won by military 
victory, and warned that the settlement was a British trick 
to send an occupation force and rig the elections. These 
arguments had no discernible effect on the Patriotic Front 
leaders, ~hose talk-fight strategy needed the Soviets only 
for the fight part. In Namibia, as in Zimbabwe, the Soviets 
may be discarded when their role as armorer is no longer 
relevant. In November 1981, SWAPO Secretary-General 
Moses Maroeb stated that Namibia under SWAPO would 
pattern itself on Zimbabwe, following a pragmatic 
economic policy and prohibiting the mounting of ANC 
guerrilla activities from its territory. This would be the best 
possible outcome for the United States, and the least 
satisfactory for the Soviets. Only South Africa has the 
ability to block a transfer of power in Namibia by elections, 
and here, as in other matters, the Soviets count on 
Pretoria to help their cause. 

How Moscow Sees South Africa 

Soviet policy regarding the internal situation in South 
Africa is still taking shape. South Africa is viewed as a 
developed country, part of the Western economic system, 
with a real proletariat. The South African Communist Par
ty was formed in 1921, joined the Comintern in 1926, and 
was banned by the Suppression of Communism Act of 
1950. When the African National Congress also went 
underground following the Sharpeville pass -book protest 
and police shootings of 1960, the SACP began to work 
within the ANC, although it maintains a separate identity 
and organization. It is traditional communist united front 
strategy to associate communists with the national cause 
and endeavor to make them the dominant force, or van-



guard, in the front. The communists within the ANC have 
counselled armed struggle as the only viable strategy and 
toward that end were instrumental in organizing guerrilla 
training for young South Africans in Angola after the 1976 
Soweto uprisings. 

What the Soviets want, and expect, from South Africa is 
repression of trade unions, of groups in the homelands, of 
intellectuals, and of other liberal reformist forces. Over 
time, they reason, all who reject minority rule will realize 
that the only solution is to join an organized and disciplin
ed revolutionary movement. Since South Africa, unlike 
other sub-Saharan African states, is perceived as having a 
proletariat, workers are seen as the primary recruiting 
ground. Meanwhile, the need for discipline and armed 
struggle should enable communists gradually to assume 
leadership within the ANC. Eventually, according to this 
scenario, an increasingly narrow and repressive white 
South African state will be confronted by a single con
solidated opposing force-a communist-led vanguard party 
increasingly able to sustain sabotage and guerrilla warfare. 
This view of the future, which follows traditional Soviet 
revolutionary theory, is outlined in a document entitled "For 
the Freedom, Independence, National Revival, and Social 
Progress of the Peoples of Tropical and Southern Africa," 
said to be authored by "a number of communist and 
workers' parties in Africa." 

Writing in the December 1982 World Marxist Review, 
SACP Chairman Yusuf Dadoo confidently asserts that the 
ANC's military wing, Umkhonto we Sizwe, is now well 
organized, able to operate "in the midst of the masses ... 
like fish in water," and increasing its operations against 
"military- industrial enterprises and strategic installations." 
He asserts that "anyone who fails to express solidarity with 
[the ANC] is bound to be treated with suspicion and con
tempt," and that the goals of the South African Commu
nist Party "go beyond" those of the ANC, although a 
political revolution establishing majority rule is the "im
mediate goal." In South Africa, "the material prerequisites 
for transition to a higher socio-economic formation have 
already taken shape." In other words, it is the hope of the 
communist faction within the ANC that the transition to 
communist leadership may be carried through as a single 
process when the predicted revolution gets under way. 

The real threat to this Soviet strategy is not repression, 
which serves its purposes. Repression intensifies polariza
tion, creates more hard-line enemies of the regime, and 
also gets rid of leaders such as Steve Biko, who are useful 
to Soviet strategy only as martyrs. As Dadoo 
acknowledges, the real threats are reforms and liberaliza
tion that facilitate the growth of a prosperous African 
middle class and a labor movement with a stake in the 
economic system. The Soviets and the SACP are counting 
on the National Party to deepen the polarization required 
to make their strategy viable. 

Implications for U.S. Policy 
The United States has three important and legitimate in
terests in southern Africa-a South Africa in which race 
does not determine social and political status; continued 
access to the region's mineral resources and mutually 
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beneficial trade and investment; and limitation or reduction 
of Soviet influence. The last is a legitimate rather than a 
knee-jerk interest, because the Soviets are indifferent to 
human rights, because they could conceivably block access 
to resources, and most of all because they have designed 
their southern Africa policies to weaken and injure the 
United States. 

Soviet influence is clearly tied to the degree of dissension 
between Africans and the West. Without polarization and 
continuing armed conflict in the region, the Soviet Union's 
political appeal and utility as an arms supplier and protec
tor wither away. Soviet operatives can take advantage of 
African disenchantment with the West, but cannot force 
the pace. They count on "the imperialists" to dig their own 
graves. 

Buoyed by the perceived tilt toward South Africa in the 
Reagan administration's policy of "constructive engage
ment," and by the slowed pace of the Western Contact 
Group's progress toward achievement of a Namibian settle
ment, Soviet and other communist statements are now 
once again becoming more confident in tone and content. 
South African occupation of territory in southern Angola 
has provided new justification for the continued presence in 
that country of Cuban troops. SWAPO survives and draws 
recruits to fight another day, or year. Nigeria is being 
cultivated as a potentially important "friend" on the pattern 
of India, in part by playing on Nigeria's doubts about U.S. 
policy in southern Africa. Since 1980 the Soviets have 
engaged in a worldwide campaign to dispel the impression 
that they are the militarist and imperialist superpower and 
to pin that onus on the United States. Despite Afghanistan, 
this campaign has been increasingly successful in Europe 
and Africa. 

The United States could, of course, decide to ignore the 
larger political implications and encourage South Africa to 
dominate the entire southern African region by threats, 
subversion, economic pressures, and selective occupation. 
This kind of realpolitik would verify Soviet claims about the 
malign imperialist nature of the United States and would 
make natural enemies of all Africa and much of the rest of 
the world besides. Soviet credibility would sharply escalate, 
and the chances of direct Soviet military intervention would 
increase. No serious argument can be made for such a 
risky, immoral, and foolish policy. 

The alternative, and the proper course, is to become 
gradually but consistently "constructively engaged" with the 
Front-Line states; to speak out against South Africa's mili
tary buildup and its persistent involvement in the political/ 
security affairs of its neighbors; but to avoid promising to 
deliver South Africa, which Washington cannot. The focus 
should be elsewhere-on economic aid, trade, and invest
ment, in concert with the Europeans, who are far more 
important to and involved with the economies of southern 
Africa than is the United States. Angola should be accord
ed the diplomatic recognition that Washington is almost 
alone in withholding, and trade with that nation should be 
expanded. Food aid to Mozambique, now resumed, should 
be increased. The United States should contribute its 
share, and encourage others (including the Soviets, who 
resist) to contribute theirs, to the regional infrastructure 
projects of SADCC (see "SADCC: A Progress Report," 
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by Bryan Silbermann in CSIS Africa Notes, No. 11, April 
5, 1983). Angola and Mozambique should be encouraged 
in their inclination to become signatories of the next Lome 
Convention (which complements their actual European
and Western-oriented patterns of trade and finance) and to 
join the International Monetary Fund. Above all, the 
reintegration and development of Zimbabwe should be 
furthered by both economic and security assistance, most 
effectively from Britain and perhaps China rather than the 
United States. In contrast to the Soviet policy of dividing 
states "of socialist orientation" from the others, cooperation 
should be encouraged among all the states of southern 
Africa. Western and African interests alike will best be 
served by a shared recognition that what is needed is a 
period of peace and development that would allow the 
situation in South Africa to ripen, in whatever direction. 

Such a policy does not speak directly to the area's on
going political and military issues and conflicts, but it does 
provide a different basis from which they may be ap
proached. The Contact Group should continue its efforts 
toward internationally supervised elections leading to inde
pendence in Namibia, with an understood premise that the 
new government would not invite a major internal Soviet 
or East German or Cuban presence, and that Namibia 
would not become a base for cross-border ANC guerrilla 
operations into South Africa. The Front-Line states, 
Marxist and non-Marxist, would favor these caveats. 

The UNITA insurgency in Angola will not go away 
either, as long as South Africa supplies it. But the policy 
framework proposed here, including emphasis on economic 
development to restore Angola's agriculture and coffee ex
ports, should increase incentives for both UNIT A and the 

MPLA to achieve some reconciliation. The other Front
Line states would favor such reconciliation-particularly 
Zambia, which needs secure transport over the Benguela 
railway now disrupted by UNITA attacks. Soviet influence 
in Namibia is a far more important issue than the Cubans 
in Angola, who would become largely superfluous. 

ANC guerrilla operations and South African reprisals are 
a destabilization cycle that both South Africans and 
Soviets promote. Zimbabwe has banned ANC use of its 
territory, as has Botswana. Mozambique would be more 
inclined to follow suit if South Africa ended its destabiliza
tion via the MNR insurgency. 

In sum, the United States and other Western nations 
should promote by whatever means possible conditions of 
peace and stability which allow the Front-Line states (and 
an independent Namibia) to tum to their economic devel
opment needs. The United States must avoid the trap of 
being provoked into support for an aggressively hegemonic 
South African regional policy that furthers the Soviet goal 
of being perceived as the primary ally and protector of 
African interests. 

Seth Singleton, currently professor of politics 
and government at Ripon College in Wisconsin, 
is a specialist in Soviet foreign policy. He was a 
Fellow at the Harvard Russian Research Center 
in the summer of 1982, and will return to the 
Center for a longer stay in September 1983. He 
taught in East Africa under a Rockefeller Foun
dation grant in 1969-70. 
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