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How British Policy Toward Africa 
Is Shaped and Executed 

by Roger Martin 

There are four fundamental differences between the way policy toward 
Africa is formulated in the United States and Britain: (1) Since no 
separation of executive and legislative powers exists in the British 
parliamentary system, conflict comparable to that between the 
administration and Congress in Washington is unknown. British policy 
is thus generally homogeneous. (2) In practice, British policy is largely 
made by permanent (career) officials rather than by temporary 
politicians. (3) British policymakers do not see their prime function as 
shaping events in Africa, but as defending British interests as they relate 
to the continent. (4) British policy is generally pragmatic rather than 
ideological (e.g., marginal significance is attached to the label 
"Marxist"). 

The Policy-Making Machinery 
British policy is formulated initially by permanent officials of the 
diplomatic service, on home posting in the Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office (equivalent to the Department of State). The only political 
appointees in the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) are a 
half-dozen ministers, all elected members of the House of Commons 
with the exception of one from the nonelected House of Lords. These 
ministers are directly accountable to Parliament. They answer members' 
questions every week, and open and close every parliamentary debate 
on foreign affairs. Under the ministers, the senior. career officials in 
charge of Africa are a single permanent under-secretary, a deputy 
secretary for Africa and Asia, an under-secretary for sub-Saharan Africa, 
and four geographical departments for West, East, Central, and 
Southern Africa. 

Most policy initiatives originate in these geographical departments, 
and then move up to the ministerial level for approval, which is usually 
routine. All contact with Parliament is handled by ministers. Since most 
of Africa is a low-priority area, relatively few submissions are passed by 
a junior minister to the secretary of state, and very few to the prime 
minister's office (a small private office containing no equivalent 
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of the White House or National Security Council 
machinery). Southern Africa, notably the sanctions 
issue, is the only significant exception. 

Where "policy" entails only attitudes, messages, 
visits, etc. rather than concrete action, this straight-line 
hierarchy generally has exclusive responsibility. The 
career officials who draft the statements and the 
ministers who approve them are expected to take into 
account parliamentary, press, and foreign opinion. In 
addition, the European Economic Community's political 
cooperation machinery (linked telex and regular 
specialist meetings) serves the increasingly useful 
purpose of generating joint rather than individual 
statements of position and thus provides Britain with an 
EEC "cover" that avoids isolation. But where "policy" 
entails money or troops, dearly more domestic 
coordination is needed. 

Policy on Aid to Africa 
One of the House of Commons ministers heads the 
FCO's aid wing, the Overseas Development Administra
tion (ODA). A rolling five-year aid "framework" figure 
is negotiated annually between the aid and diplomatic 
wings of the FCO for each aid recipient within an overall 
budget from the Treasury. The recipient, however, is told 
only the next year's figure. Some flexibility is provided 
by an unallocated reserve for emergencies and by 
unexpected under-spends. A decision by the prime 
minister is required to extract additional funds at short 
notice from the Treasury's national contingency reserve, 
a rare event in the case of Africa. Tension in framework 
negotiations is between the diplomatic wing's stress on 
political factors and the ODA's emphasis on strict 
development criteria. 

In practice, the "framework" figure for any recipient is 
remarkably stable, rising or falling only gently over 
several years. One reason is inertia. A second is that 
the occasional proposals to cut aid in response to some 
provocative statement or gesture by an African leader 
are generally blocked by on-the-ground British diplomats 
who in most cases advise that actions speak louder than 
words, that anti-British action is very rare, and that the 
existence of an aid program gives access and some 
influence that would be lost ifthere were a cutoff. In sum, 
the sudden cut in U.S. aid to Zimbabwe in 1986 would 
be unlikely in a British context. 

Parliamentary influence over the aid program is slight. 
The annual Finance Bill (the national budget), like most 
other legislation, goes through Parliament virtually 
unamended, as a function of majority party discipline. 
Since the senior members of the majority party are the 
government's ministers, bound by the discipline of 
collective cabinet responsibility for all government 
actions, public criticism of government by junior "back 
bench" MPs from the ruling party is rare. Although 
popular pressure moved Parliament to legislate an 
unexpected increase in overall aid in response to the 
Ethiopian famine in 1984, aid lobbies are generally small, 
comprising mostly private voluntary agencies that 

cannot afford to risk their relationship with the ODA. 
Parliamentary questions and private approaches from 
individual MPs on particular aid programs are frequent, 
but rarely result in allocation changes. 

Military Links 
The deployment of British forces in any role in Africa 
with combat potential has become increasingly rare 
(none since participation in the Commonwealth force 
that monitored Rhodesia's transition to independence in 
1980) and requires a decision of the cabinet, on the 
recommendation of that body's Overseas and Defense 
(OD) subcommittee, which is chaired by the prime 
minister. Unusual deployments on training exercises are 
rubber-stamped by the OD subcommittee, and ship visits 
by the FCO and Ministry of Defense (MOD) ministers. 

Training and military aid proposals originate in the 
FCO. Training teams, notably the two current programs 
in Zimbabwe (for Zimbabwean and Mozambican troops 
respectively) and one in Uganda, are closely supervised 
by the OD subcommittee. The standard tension is 
between the FCO and military chiefs on one hand (the 
latter welcoming diversity of experience for their men, 
provided the former pays) and Treasury and the prime 
minister (both anxious to avoid any open-ended 
commitments). Thus all training programs have a 
notional time-scale within which the team is meant to 
work itself out of a job. 

The FCO plays an annual zero-sum game with the 
small budget available for the UK Military Training and 
Assistance Scheme (UKMTAS ). Since applications from 
African governments always exceed available funds, 
officials are constantly juggling to avoid excessive or 
open-ended concentration of scarce resources on any one 
country. Thus the inertia factor cited in the civil aid 
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framework is much reduced in the area of military aid. 
Parliamentary influence on the process is minimal, 
although ministers are highly sensitive to allegations of 
human rights abuses made against forces receiving 
British training. 

Cash aid is never given to foreign armed forces. Gifts 
of used equipment such as radios and vehicles are rare 
(e.g., £1.5 million to Mozambique in 1987) and more 
symbolic than significant. Since there is no budget for 
such assistance and FCO ministers cannot normally 
extract resources from the Ministry of Defense, these gifts 
require creative accounting, normally with the prime 
minister's approval. The Defense Sales Organization of 
the Ministry of Defense has no budget for providing soft 
credit. When export promotion of the MOD's "own" 
commercial interests is at stake, however, offers of used 
equipment or training are occasionally made to lubricate 
a sale, using creative accounting within the MOD budget. 

Many British diplomats argue that £1 of military 
assistance gives political influence equivalent to £10 of 
civil aid (especially in Africa) and urge that the UKMT AS 
budget (currently £12.5 million) should be greatly 
increased, if necessary at the expense of the ODA budget 
(currently £1.6 billion). Butthis has never been pressed 
to decision. 

Political Continuity 
Since the initiation of policy - whether aid, military, or 
purely political - lies with permanent officials whose 
rotation over three or four years is staggered, each 
department as well as every embassy or high commission 
(embassy equivalent in member states of the Common
wealth) maintains a high degree of continuity of policy. 
Exceptions occur when ( 1) a new minister spontaneously 
orders some radical change (and cannot be argued out 
of it) or (2) some drastic development in Africa forces a 
radical response (e.g., ldi Amin's expulsion of the 
Ugandan Asians in 1972). 

The stage prior to policy determination - the 
definition of "British interests" in a particular country -
demonstrates the same continuity. The rough order of 
priority is trade, investment, the resident British 
community, strategic mineral supply, debt, an aid 
program (paradoxically both a creator and a product of 
a "British interest"), strategic links or significance (if 
any), friendliness and stability of government, 
desirability of economic policies, and so on. These 
interests remain much the same irrespective of changes 
of African governments and/or changes in governments' 
rhetoric. 

The Decline of British Interests 
While there is a high degree of continuity in the basic 
list and priorities of British interests cited above, most 
of these interests have tended to decline slowly in 
importance over the quarter century since the end of 
colonialism. 
• Trade has declined, as Britain has joined the EEC and 

lost its "colonial" market share, and foreign exchange 

3 I CSIS AFRICA NOTES 

shortages have become endemic. (Nigeria, because of 
size and oil, is a significant exception.) 

• Investment looms less large, as colonial investments 
have long since more than paid for themselves, the flow 
of dividend remittances is interrupted, and new 
investments are rare. 

• British communities have by now stabilized at lower 
levels everywhere except in Zimbabwe and South 
Africa. 

• Strategic minerals are concentrated in southern Africa, 
an exception for other reasons (see page 5). 

• Debt has clearly increased. The relatively high British 
exposure was a major factor in Chancellor of the 
Exchequer Nigel Lawson's 1987 initiative on softening 
repayment terms ("accepting harsh reality in an 
orderly fashion"). The British initiative was a 
contributing factor to the agreement reached at the 
1988 Toronto economic summit on remedial actions 
"consistent with national budgetary and legal 
constraints." 

• Aid has also increased to a plateau. As with debt, the 
accumulation generates over time psychological 
pressure to keep committing resources rather than see 
past aid wasted. 

• The perception ofthe "strategic importance" of Africa 
has declined steadily, both as the "Cape Sea routes" 
argument has yielded to hard thinking about the 
modern strategic balance, and as British diplomats 
have found it increasingly hard to visualize major 
threats to Western interests, even in the unlikely event 
ofthe entire continent going notionally "communist." 
"Notionally" is an appropriate modifier, because most 
diplomats with African experience see the continent's 
inherent "African\less" as transcending any ideological 
label. 

• Remaining a reliable friend to consistently friendly 
governments such as Kenya, Malawi, and Botswana is 
the rule, but such governments decline in number as 
the African commitment to nonalignment increases. 
And should such a government fall, a modus vivendi 
based on continuing mutual interests is normally soon 
established with its successor, whatever the new 
government's rhetoric. 

• Economic policies are the only new "ideological" 
criterion in assessing British interests, introduced by 
the Thatcher government as a means of reinforcing the 
continent-wide tide now flowing strongly against 
previous excessive centralization (e.g., in Ghana), 
irrespective of any other consideration. 

Institutional Memory Slippage 
A quarter century ago, the then Commonwealth Office 
(integrated with the Foreign Office in the late 1960s) 
recruited many former colonial service officers as African 
specialists. Most of these have now retired, however, and 
Africa is not considered an area of specialization. Indeed, 
most British diplomats are generalists, except for those 
with large investments in hard languages or the EEC. 
Only two of the four African department heads in the 
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office as of 1988 have had 
previous postings in Africa. 

As the time since the end of the colonial era lengthens, 
the problem of institutional memory increases. In theory, 
it is tackled in various ways. The Research Department 
in the FCO is staffed by permanently home-based 
noncareer diplomat-academics with long-term regional 
specializations, whose perspective when tapped is good, 
but who are in practice underutilized. Country or regional 
desk officers are expected (theoretically) to read the main 
books relevant to their area in their spare time and 
encouraged to maintain contact with experts outside 
government (academics, journalists, Chatham House, 
etc.), but in practice only some bother to do so. In short, 
the once-renowned institutional memory of the British 
system has undergone considerable slippage. 

Emphasis on Policy Coherence 
Consistency of policy over time is regarded as less 
important than coherence at any one time. The British 
civil service intellectual tradition is deeply averse to 
actual conflict between the principles invoked 
simultaneously in different cases. This tradition is 
reinforced by frequent parliamentary questioning of 
ministers, who are particularly sensitive to questions of 
the " ... but you said the opposite about Y (another) 
country last week" genre. Given the centralized linear 
process of policy-making, it is relatively easy to impose 
consistency. 

Diplomats, however, are generally better than 
politicians (especially those, such as Prime Minister 
Thatcher, with strong instincts) at devising intellectually 
consistent approaches to difficult issues. (For example: 
Are the South African ANC, the Angolan UNITA, the 
Mozambican MNR, the Nicaraguan contras, or the 
Afghan Mujaheddin "terrorists"? How do they differ from 
each other, and/or from the Irish IRA?) Another is 
economic sanctions (What is their precise goal? Is it 
achievable? In what sense, if any, do sanctions "work"?) 
Another is aid to "Marxist" governments (Will the aid 
help them decentralize, e.g., in Mozambique, or merely 
reinforce centralization?) 

How British and U.S. Expectations Differ 
As noted earlier, most British diplomats do not believe 
it is possible, and hence do not in practice try, to 
determine events in Africa. A dramatic decline of 
confidence in the ability of any outsiders to influence 
decisively African behavior took place in the years just 
before and after the dissolution of Britain's African 
empire. It had been difficult enough, by the end, to do so 
when the British themselves constituted the colonial 
governments and armed forces; to do so was perceived 
as quite impossible after independence. Sovereign states 
are indeed seen as sovereign, no matter how unstable or 
impoverished. 

African politicians turned out to be, after all, not merely 
Europeans with black skins. Regardless of rhetoric or 
labels, they had their own African reasons for pursuing 

their own African interests in their own African ways. 
British-model institutions, notably multiparty parliamen
tary democracy, hastily grafted on shortly before 
independence, proved unworkable. Aid and training could 
be accepted, but friendly advice could be either accepted 
or rejected (and either way often resented). 

The nadir of perceived impotence was Rhodesian UD I 
in 1965. If the British could not even influence the British 
rulers of a British colony, what hope was there of 
influencing black sovereign states? Without guns, such 
other levers of influence as words and money did not 
confer power. During the same period, the British 
intelligence services largely abandoned pretensions to an 
interventionist role, and have since confined themselves 
to intelligence-gathering. 

Thus at precisely the time that President Kennedy's 
New Frontier concepts were giving the United States a 
new confidence in the U.S. ability to shape events in the 
Third World, British diplomats were moving rapidly to 
the opposite conclusion - that the only people who 
would in fact determine these events were the people of 
the Third World themselves. The Washington policy 
community's assumption that the United States has the 
right, the duty, and above all the ability to determine 
how events must move in selected "relevant" areas ofthe 
Third World is still seen as wildly exaggerated. The same 
applies to past Soviet pretensions. Indeed, the word 
"superpower" is viewed as grossly misleading. 

Only now, as the Rhodesian trauma of the 1970s and 
African postindependence euphoria recede, is a new 
perspective emerging tentatively in the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office on the nature and extent of British 
(or Western) "influence" in Africa. The British assumption 
of total impotence was a pendulum that had swung too 
far. Even if the levers of influence, money, and friendly 
advice are very limited and will never ultimately 
determine events, they are still real levers which, used 
intelligently, can sometimes influence events, at least at 
the margin. This is not so much a change of policy as a 
tentative change of attitude, to be manifested in 
thousands of small pragmatic ways in individual contacts 
between British officials and Africans. 

A secondary difference between British and U.S. policy 
approaches is that, while both governments naturally like 
to be liked, the British do not expect to be liked. They 
are attuned to a uniquely intimate love-hate relationship 
with their former colonies, a political Oedipus complex 
that will take some generations to clear away. Diplomats 
(if not Mrs. Thatcher) shrug off most of the hostile 
rhetoric of African politicians and even empathize with 
the African view of the United States - a force to be 
respected, feared, used, to some extent placated, but 
also resented. 

Ambivalence on the Commonwealth 
The Commonwealth last proved itself of real value when 
it played a critical role in the negotiations that led to 
Zimbabwean independence, significantly helping Britain 
off its last African colonial hook. Although the 48-nation 



organization has elicited little enthusiasm among British 
officials in the 1980s, there remains consensus that, 
irritating and time-consuming as the Commonwealth 
may be, it is still on balance worth the modest costs of 
its upkeep. But the prognosis is not encouraging. The 
African members' preoccupation with apartheid is seen 
as at best futile and at worst damaging to Britain. Each 
new sanctions-dominated conference increases the 
minority of officials who would shrug off British 
departure from the Commonwealth with mild relief. 

The Special Case of Southern Africa 
The preceding generalizations apply broadly across the 
northern two-thirds of the continent, where British policy 
is largely noncontroversial and domestic political interest 
(including prime ministerial interest) is low. But southern 
Africa is special, for two reasons: (1) A quarter century 
of global emotional rhetoric about apartheid has forced 
on British governments, as on all others, a wide gap 
between reality and required rhetoric. (2) This is the one 
area ofthe continent where some significant differences 
of view exist (or threaten to emerge) between the prime 
minister and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. 

In the case of the Front-Line states, there is no 
rhetoric-reality gap, and no serious disagreement within 
the British government. The extent of the FLS transport 
dependence on South Africa, and Pretoria's use of 
destabilization tactics to impose its perception of 
"stability," are (unlike apartheid) seen as genuinely 
international problems warranting help from the 
international community. Britain is doing as much as 
others economically, and more than others militarily. 

Mozambique is seen as the geographical key to the 
region (because of its transport routes) and Zimbabwe 
the political key (because of its political, economic, and 
military preeminence). British officials have watched 
with alarm the right-wing pressures in Washington for 
U.S. aid to the MNR, a group without any historical 
claim to legitimacy as a liberation movement. Mrs. 
Thatcher's personal commitment to Mozambique 
remains very strong, for both political and personal 
reasons. It is no secret that her verbal and written 
communications with President Reagan contributed 
significantly to the positive chemistry that characterized 
his meetings with the late President Samora Machel in 
1985 and with President Chissano in 1987. 

In contrast to the effect that Zimbabwe's irritating 
political style has had on Washington and some other 
Western capitals, British officials do not believe mere 
irritation is a basis for policy. In another contrast to U.S. 
policy, Britain recognized the MPLA government in 
Angola in 1976 and established diplomatic relations in 
1977; British officials cannot see that any Western 
interests are served by supporting Jonas Savimbi's efforts 
to unseat that government. 

It is very difficult to say what most British diplomats 
"really" think about the policy they loyally proclaim on 
South Africa. On the whole, most officials in the British 
hierarchy are culturally averse (unlike, say, their French 
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counterparts) to verbalizing such maxims as "X is true; 
but it is expedient to pretend to believe Y; so let us do 
so, but keep the distinction clear to ourselves." Such 
frankness is especially unlikely in the presence of 
ministers, who are indeed more likely than officials to 
believe their own rhetoric. What follows is an informed 
best guess about the views of the more able and rigorous 
officials in the FCO, and their generally less bland and 
more hardheaded counterparts in the intelligence 
services: 
• The now-popular theme of ending apartheid "through 

negotiation" lacks credibility among those officials 
who know South Africa. Surrendering political power 
is as unacceptable to the Afrikaner volk as, for instance, 
submerging the Zionist state into an Arab-majority 
Palestine is to the Israelis. It will not be accepted until 
there is no other choice. At that stage, negotiation 
about the modalities of the transfer of power (minority 
guarantees, etc.) would be in order. Before then, there 
can be no serious negotiation about the principle. Black 
and white objectives are mutually exclusive, at least as 
long as either side insists that South Africa remain a 
unitary state. The Rhodesian parallel is close. 
Nonetheless, talks between the South African 
government and the ANC would be a step forward, and 
could do no harm. 

• "Ending repression" is another maxim regarded as 
desirable but not credible. The only way in which a 
minority can continue to rule a majority without its 
consent is by repressing that majority enough to 
prevent the majority from taking power. The end of 
repression would mean the end of white rule. 
Repression will therefore continue and, as black 
resistance mounts, intensify. 

• On the other side of the racial divide, the phrase 
"deploring violence" fails to take sufficiently into 
account the fact that black nationalists have at their 
disposal a limited range of means - political (mass 
organization, etc.), economic (strikes, boycotts, 
industrial sabotage), and violent -to carry forward 
their struggle for power. All are still very weak, and 
many years of effort will be required before black power 
seriously rivals white. The FCO accepts that it is 
unrealistic to expect blacks to abandon unilaterally any 
one of their limited means. 

• In this connection, careerists in the FCO were relieved 
when, in January 1986, Mrs. Thatcher authorized 
contact with the African National Congress, bringing 
Britain into line with the rest of Europe. No obvious 
British interest was served by not talking, and rejection 
of contacts further damaged Britain's standing in black 
Africa. Conversely, they were dismayed when the 
prime minister referred to the ANC as "terrorists" at 
the October 1987 Commonwealth summit in 
Vancouver. 

• The FCO view of the ANC is characteristically 
pragmatic. If a terrorist organization is defined as one 
that kills civilians illegally for political ends, the ANC 
is in part "terrorist." On the other hand, if the effect 
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of saying so is to be seen as siding with the Third World's 
most hated government while deriving no political 
benefit from doing so, the costs clearly outweigh the 
benefits. A third consideration is that banned 
organizations such as the ANC are struggling, in the 
only ways available, for a legitimate cause (democracy) 
and are likely to win in the end. 

The significant but not dominant role of the South 
African Communist Party within the ANC does not 
particularly worry FCO careerists. Their reading is 
that Marxist ideology is changing faster than the black 
struggle in South Africa is progressing and that any 
eventual black government will face such immense 
practical problems that its ideological stance at an 
early stage of the struggle will be (as in Zimbabwe) 
totally irrelevant. What is certain is that a postaparttheid 
South Africa will need foreign exchange, and that the 
country's minerals, assuming there is no breakdown 
of production, will continue to be sold to whoever offers 
the best price. 

• As for the argument that it is the international 
community's responsibility to end apartheid, the FCO 
does not believe that solidly-based governments, 
however repugnant their policies, can in practice be 
overthrown by foreigners by any means short of 
invasion, an undertaking for which there are no 
existing or prospective candidates in the case of South 
Africa. Tyrants can be assassinated and civilian 
regimes toppled by military coups, but neither ofthese 
alternatives is relevant to the South African power 
structure. The only other levers available to outsiders 
are words, sanctions, and aid to the internal 
opposition. All Western governments already apply 
words, some sanctions, and financial aid. None yet 
give military aid, and the ANC in any case already has 
far more arms outside South Africa than it can use, 
given the unresolved problems of getting the arms in 
and organizing to use them. 

Putting all these factors together, the career officials 
of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office broadly 
accept that the process leading to ultimate black rule 
will be long, messy, unpredictable, and very largely 
internal, with various groups of blacks using an ad hoc 
mixture of economics, politics, and violence in a series 
of rising waves, with all external factors secondary. 

• FCO officials are concerned by the almost total lack 
of interest shown by the international community in the 
actual evidence about the effects of comprehensive, 
mandatory sanctions - evidence that is freely 
available in the 14-year history of such sanctions 
against Rhodesia. This was a British problem, and the 
British consider themselves well qualified to assess the 
results of that experiment. The FCO sees no reason to 
believe the results would be any different against South 
Africa. 

The key points: ( 1) Regardless of laws, trade in fact 
continues, albeit with a "sanctions premium." (2) The 
sanctions premium does reduce foreign-exchange 
earnings and thus damage the economy, but this 
damage is modest. (3) The premium does not just 

include the actual costs of sanctions-busting. Indeed, 
it consists largely of a margin of profit for the foreign 
sanctions-busters. (4) As the premium rises above, 
say, 10 percent, the financial incentive to foreign 
businessmen to cooperate ever more ingeniously in 
sanctions-busting also rises. (5) Foreign governments 
in practice have little political incentive to apply ever 
greater efforts to preventing sanctions-busting, 
especially when they know the only practical 
consequences of success would be to prevent their own 
businessmen making money, thereby benefiting less 
scrupulous third-country competitors. (6) Should the 
international community ever actually apply 
comprehensive and mandatory sanctions, it would 
have nothing left to threaten. The last external leverage 
to deter Pretoria from even greater ruthlessness toward 
black South Africans or the neighboring countries 
would have been used up. 

• There is little disagreement within the FCO on the. 
content of Mrs. Thatcher's policy- i.e., to resist any 
further economic sanctions, and buy de facto 
acquiescence from black Africa by taking the lead on 
economic and military aid to the Front-Line states to 
reduce South Africa's power of blockade. Her tone, 
however, is viewed as often needlessly provocative. Her 
instincts on the ANC are viewed as wrong, and her 
apparent view that white rule would end sooner with 
more trade and investment is seen as irrelevant to the 
now-central question of political power in So~th Africa. 

As an exceptionally strong prime minister, Mrs. Thatcher 
almost invariably wins on policy disagreements, and her 
officials will continue to proclaim her views as their own. 
But they will continue to resist strongly any tendency (in 
reaction to symbolic African rhetoric about sanctions, 
bad personal chemistry at Commonwealth meetings, or 
right-wing influence in Washington) to identify more 
closely with white South Africa, withdraw sanctions 
already in place, actively oppose the ANC, reduce 
economic or military aid to the Front-Line states, identify 
more closely with U.S. policy on UNIT A and "linkage," 
or shift position on Mozambique to one of support for the 
MNR. They are resigned to the prospect that southern 
Africa will be a difficult area for Britain for many years 
to come. 
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founder member and colonial administrator in 1959, and 
served in the Rhodesia Department of the Commonwealth 
Office from 1964 to 1966, a period that coincided with 
Rhodesia's 1965 Unilateral Declaration of Independence. 
He was involved in the Pearce Commission (which tested 
public opinion in Rhodesia in 1972 on behalf of the British 
government) and attended the Geneva conference on 
Rhodesia in 1976. He returned to independent Zimbabwe 
in 1983 as the UK's deputy high commissioner, serving 
in that post until his resignation from the Diplomatic 
Service in 1986. He now writes, lectures, and broadcasts 
on southern African issues. 


