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In the last six months, substantial progress has been made toward 
settlement of two of Africa's most intractable political-military 
problems - the interrelated wars in Angola and Namibia. While 
resolution is still far from assured, all of the half-dozen parties involved 
now have unprecedentedly clear incentives to seek peace. Even if the 
on-again, off-again talks ultimately fail, a careful examination of the 
recent sequence of events provides lessons of lasting importance on the 
opportunities, pitfalls, and challenges of regional conflict resolution in 
the Third World. 

Background 
Some of the roots of the double conflict reach back to 1915, when the 
German colony of South West Africa (Namibia) fell to South African 
forces in World War I. Five years later, the League of Nations assigned 
the territory to South Africa as a "Class C mandate," to be administered 
as an integral part of South Africa, subject to pledges to protect the 
interests of the indigenous population. In 1946, alone among the 
"mandatory" states, South Africa refused to sign a trusteeship 
agreement with the United Nations on the grounds that the latter was 
not a direct successor to the League. In 1966, the UN General Assembly 
altered the territory's status under international law by voting to 
terminate the mandate and bring the region under direct UN 
supervision, but Pretoria rejected the resolution. In the same year, a 
political group known as the South West Africa People's Organization 
(SWAPO) announced the launching of a guerrilla war to liberate 
Namibia. 

In 1977, five Western members of the UN Security Council- the 
United States, Canada, Britain, France, and West Germany - formed a 
"joint Contact Group" and undertook a diplomatic initiative aimed at 
resolution of the impasse. In September 1978, the Security Council 
adopted Resolution 435, thereby approving a plan formulated by the 
Contact Group and the UN secretary-general that called for a cease-fire, 
the withdrawal of South African troops, and elections monitored by a 
mixed civilian-military UN Transitional Assistance Group (UNTAG) 
leading to internationally recognized independence for Namibia. 

By this time, however, the Namibia situation had been complicated by 
the traumatic transition to independent statehood of its northern 
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neighbor, the Portuguese colony of Angola. (See 
"Angola: A Quarter Century of War"· by John A. 
Marcum, CSIS Africa. Notes no. 37, December 21, 
1984.) In 1974, after 13 years of armed insurrection in 
Portuguese-ruled Africa, an Armed Forces Movement 
led by war-weary officers overthrew the colonialist 
regime in Lisbon and undertook to wind down the 
Portuguese presence on the continent. Early in 1975, the 
new government in Lisbon signed an agreement with the 
three main Angolan guerrilla movements - the Uniao 
Nacional para a lndependencia Total de Angola 
(UNITA), the Frente Nacional de Libertac;ao de Angola 
(FNLA), and the Movimento Popular de Libertac;ao de 
Angola (MPLA) - providing for a transitional coalition 
government of the three and an independence date in 
November. The coalition was riven by intermovement 
rivalry from the start, and Angola was in a tihree-cor
nered war as independence approached, with various 
levels and types of aid being funneled by the United 
States to the FNLA and UNITA, and by the Soviet 
Union and Cuba to the MPLA. Then South Africa 
(which was already providing training support to UNITA 
and the FNLA) decided to step in, launching "Operation 
Zulu" in October 1975. A South African-led thousand
man motorized force, including Bushmen, FNLA-aligned 
Angolans, Portuguese, and Rhodesians, moved into 
Angola from a staging base in Namibia. Additional 
UNITA and FNLA units followed closely behind the 
main "Zulu" force. 

Although the attack was eventually driven back by 
Cuban-assisted Angolan forces, Pretoria's incursion 
triggered - and legitimized 1n the eyes of the 
Orgapization of African Unity (OAU) - a massive 
increase in Eastern bloc aid and hastened diplomatic 
recognition by most of the international community of 
the MPLA government proclaimed at independence in 
November 1975. The United States, unlike other 
Western governments, did not extend diplomatic 
recognition to the Luanda government, on the grounds 
that it was an externally imposed regime. In 1976, 
Congress enacted legislation (the so-called "Clark 
Amendment") that prohibited any further security 
assistance to groups in Angola without express 
congressional authorization. 

The FNLA soon ceased to be a factor of importance; 
some of its top leaders were absorbed into the Luanda 
government's civil service. UNITA also fell on hard 
times, although its leaders regrouped and mounted an 
antigovernment insurgency from remote areas of the 
southeast. Meanwhile, the Namibian guerrilla war was 
spilling over into Angola. Beginning in 1978, the South 
African Defense Force (SADF) made increasingly 
destructive incursions into Angolan territory, ostensibly 
in order to pursue SWAPO fighters and eliminate their 
training installations. South Africa also massively 
increased aid to UNITA, partly to punish Angola for 
aiding SWAPO, partly because UNITA's activities in 
southern Angola hindered SWAPO infiltration into 
Namibia, and partly to challenge Cuba's military 

presence in Angola. The direct South African attacks, 
together with those of a generously-supplied UNITA, 
helped turn what was initially intended to be a 
temporary Cuban presence in Angola into a long-term 
affair. (See "Cuba and Angola" by Gillian Gunn, CSIS 
Africa Notes no. 70, March 31, 1987.) 

The Angolan and Namibian imbroglios became even 
more tightly interwoven in the early 1980s, when the 
incoming Reagan administration introduced the idea of 
linking Resolution 435 to the withdrawal of Cuban 
troops from Angola, on the grounds that an independent 
Namibia unprotected by the SADF would be threatened 
by the Cuban presence. Pretoria seized upon "linkage" 
as an excuse for further foot-dragging. (See "Namibia's 
Independence: A Political and Diplomatic Impasse?" by 
Robert I. Rotberg, CSIS Africa Notes no. 13, May 5, 
1983.) Frustrated by the seemingly endless deadlock 
and U.S. linkage policy, France withdrew from the 
Contact Group in 1983; this marked the effective 
collapse of the joint effort. 

In February 1984, the Angolan and South African 
governments signed the U.S.-brokered "Lusaka 
Agreement," which provided for South African 
withdrawal from Angola and some Angolan restrictions 
on SWAPO activities. Cuba apparently was only 
informed of the deal at the last minute and was annoyed 
at this lack of consultation. The Lusaka Agreement soon 
unraveled amid mutual recrimination. 

Then, in September 1984, Angola, with Cuban 
approval, presented a "platform" to the United States, 
with the intention that it be conveyed to South Africa. 
This called for a three-year withdrawal of Cubans based 
in southern (but not northern) Angola in return for 
South African troop withdrawal from Angola, cessation 
of South African aggression, an end to South African 
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aid to UNITA, and implementation of Resolution 435. 
Washington was cautiously receptive to the proposal, 
but South Africa demanded total Cuban withdrawal 
over three months. 

Washington-Luanda negotiations were cooled by a 
1985 congressional decision to repeal the Clark 
Amendment (see "United States Options in Angola" by 
John A. Marcum, CSIS Africa Notes no. 52, December 
20, 1985), and were halted for a time in the wake of 
UNITA leader Jonas Savimbi's 1986 visit to the United 
States and the revelation that the Reagan administra
tion had resumed military aid to UNITA. 

From Stalemate to Table Talk 
(January 1987-February 1988) 
The diplomatic situation began to improve in 1987, and 
by early 1988 the policies of several key actors were 
approaching congruence. Each party had a different 
motivation for shifting its position. 

The Angolan Government. In this period, the 
Angolan government not only returned to the 
negotiating table but became increasingly flexible on 
the issue of Cuban troop withdrawal. Several factors 
were responsible. First, military developments made the 
government sufficiently pessimistic about the war's 
long-term prospects to desire a negotiated solution, but 
not so pessimistic about its short-term prospects as to 
believe that it would have no clout at the negotiating 
table. Second, Angola came to realize that flexibility in 
negotiations would help win Western financial support 
for its IMF-style reform program and debt-rescheduling 
efforts; appease key allies, particularly the USSR and 
some African friends, who were gently urging a 
negotiated settlement to the war; and be easier to 
implement now that government reshuffles had 
reduced, though not eliminated, the influence of some 
individuals previously uneasy with the negotiations. 

The military developments took several twists and 
turns before arriving at a balance conducive to 
negotiations. First, at the beginning of 1987, the 
Angolan government decided to launch a major 
conventional offensive against UNITA. This decision 
was motivated primarily by the Angolan perception, 
endorsed by the Soviets, that South Africa was less 
likely than previously to intervene vigorously on behalf 
of UNIT A. The SADF was believed to fear losing aircraft 
that were becoming harder to replace as enforcement of 
the UN arms embargo against Pretoria became more 
rigorous. Cuba disagreed with this judgment, warned 
that a complex Soviet-style offensive was inappropriate, 
and pointedly disassociated itself from the strategy. 

In mid-September 1987, Luanda's Forc;as Armadas 
Populares de Libertac;ao de Angola (FAPLA) learned the 
hard way that the Cuban assessment was correct. When 
FAPLA troops began to cross the Lomba river 
separating them from the key UNITA outpost of 
Mavinga, South African Mirage III aircraft quickly came 
to UNITA's defense and inflicted severe damage. South 
Africa had already positioned 3,000 to 5,000 men within 
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southern Angola, including Namibian-based black and 
mixed-race units and regular SADF units, which 
immediately began to bombard FAPLA with long-range 
G-5 artillery. FAPLA made another attempt at Mavinga 
in early October, only to be turned back again by a 
mixed UNITA-South African force. Realizing the 
strength of South African resolve to protect UNITA, 
FAPLA began an orderly retreat toward its base at Cuito 
Cuanavale. South African and UNITA forces followed 
close behind, and staged a punishing siege of that town. 

Angola's President Jose Eduardo dos Santos 
responded to the military emergency by meeting with 
Cuba's Fidel Castro on November 7. The two apparently 
decided upon a new strategy. Additional Cubans would 
be sent to Angola. They would be experienced, mature 
troops rather than the garrison forces normally 
supplied, and they would take a role in front-line combat 
rather than being restricted to logistical support 
operations as previously. In December 1987, for the first 
time since the mid-1970s, large numbers of Cuban 
troops moved into southern Angola. One unit went to 
relieve Cuito Cuanavale, while another continued south 
toward the Namibian border. 

In early January 1988, Cuba revealed that it had 
40,000 troops in Angola, 3,000 more than the highest 
publicly available U.S. government estimate at the time. 
In mid-January, Cuban-piloted aircraft hit South 
African forces south of Cuito Cuanavale, and Cuban 
reconnaissance units skirmished with South Africans in 
Cunene province. Soviet-supplied radar systems 
installed over the preceding two years helped the FAPLA 
and Cuban forces to down a number of South African 
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aircraft and slowly gain advantage in the air war. 
European sources report that South Africa lost 
approximately 25 aircraft, but U.S. estimates are far 
lower. South Africa admitted that white casualties rose 
to about 40 by the end of January, and the actual toll 
may have been higher. 

Meanwhile, diplomatic negotiations had resumed 
early the previous year. The first round of talks took 
place in Brazzaville (Congo), in April 1987. After a 
second round of inconclusive discussion in July, which 
prompted U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for African 
Affairs Chester Crocker to declare the talks a "waste of 
time," Angola came forward with a new proposal. On 
August 5, 1987, Luanda offered to have the Cubans 
based in the south withdraw over a two-year period 
rather than the three years envisaged in the 1984 
"platform." The offer was still contingent upon the 
conditions detailed in the 1984 proposal - cessation of 
South African aggression, withdrawal of 'South African 
troops from Angola, cessation of South African aid to 
UNITA, and implementation of Resolution 435 - and 
included two new demands: (1) that U.S. aid to UNITA 
be cut prior to the withdrawal of Cuban troops, and 
(2) that Cuba be permitted to participate directly in the 
talks with the Americans. No deadline was indicated for 
withdrawal of Cuban troops in northern Angola. 

In September 1987, Assistant Secretary Crocker twice 
met with Angolan officials to clarify the offer. Crocker 
asked that the time period for southern withdrawal be 
shortened and that Angola provide a firm deadline for 
northern withdrawal. He informed Luanda that U.S. aid 
to UNITA could not be bargained away as part of the 
Cuban withdrawal-Namibian independence negotia
tions. The implication was that only "national 
reconciliation" between the MPLA and UNITA, or a 
cessation of Soviet aid to the MPLA, would prompt the 
United States to cut UNITA aid. 

The slow but steady progress in U.S.-Angolan 
negotiations on Cuban troop withdrawal was then 
temporarily interrupted by the October 1987 rout of 
FAPLA at Mavinga and the subsequent siege of Cuito 
Cuanavale by South African-UNITA forces. The 
unnerved Luanda regime twice delayed talks with 
Crocker initially scheduled for December 1987. In 
January 1988, as Cuban reinforcements arrived in large 
numbers, the siege of Cuito Cuanavale was brought 
under control, and the Angolan government (apparently 
urged on by Moscow) let the United States know it was 
ready to return to the negotiating table. 

Gradual progress at the negotiating table was 
accompanied by a softening in the Angolan govern
ment's attitude toward the UNITA rank and file. In his 
New Year's message on December 31, 1987, President 
dos Santos said: "History cannot blame them [UNITA 
members] for the war situation ... Savimbi and a few of 
his closest collaborators are the main culprits we have 
to reject ... " Clearly Luanda was hoping to encourage 
a split between the leadership and the rank and file, and 
then do a deal with the latter while cutting out the 

former. This would permit exclusion of Savimbi, who the 
Angolan government firmly believes was an agent of the 
Portuguese security police prior to independence. 

Cuba. Cuba's position also shifted during 1987, 
facilitating prospects for a negotiated solution. 
Relations with the USSR, relations with the Third World 
as a whole, and the military situation on the ground in 
Angola all contributed to a more pronegotiations policy. 

One of the prime motivations for Cuban involvement 
in Angola since 1975 has been Castro's desire to 
promote Cuba's and his personal prestige in the Third 
World. When the Reagan administration began to 
pressure Luanda to send the Cuban troops home, 
Havana became alarmed that their departure would 
lead to the Angolan government's fall, making Cuba's 
13-year investment appear futile; would occur in a 
context that made it appear the MPLA had "turned" on 
its ally; or would occur in circumstances that implied 
the Cuban troops had been defeated by South Africa, 
UNITA, or U.S. diplomacy. 

Through the early and middle 1980s, the Angolan 
government apparently exacerbated the Cuban concern 
by failing to inform Havana of important diplomatic 
maneuvers that would affect the military situation (for 
example, the 1984 "Lusaka Agreement") until just 
before the deals were announced. Thus the Cubans 
distrusted the various negotiations in which Luanda 
took part and occasionally maneuvered behind the 
scenes to limit these talks. 

The difference between the Angolan and Cuban 
positions was highlighted in September 1986 when 
Castro told the Harare summit of the Nonaligned 
Movement that Cuban troops might have to stay in 
Angola until apartheid was overthrown in South Africa, 
for only then would Angola be safe. At the same 
meeting, President dos Santos adopted a more flexible 
position. (See "The Nonaligned Summit: Behind the 
Rhetoric" by Gillian Gunn, CSIS Africa Notes no. 63, 
October 25, 1986.) The particularly poor state of 
U.S.-Cuban relations during the early and middle 
Reagan years may have reinforced Cuban wariness of 
the talks, as did the fact that Cuba's ongoing presence 
in Angola gave Havana some extra leverage in its 
economic and political dealings with Moscow. 

Most of the above factors changed during 1987 and 
the first month of 1988, and some new factors entered 
the picture: 

• The prestige issue was addressed. By early 1988, 
Washington had reluctantly accepted Cuban participa
tion in the negotiations, and Havana became more 
confident that it would be able to monitor the impact of 
talks on Cuban prestige. In addition, the simple fact of 
being at the negotiating table at all was a diplomatic 
triumph of sorts, for the United States would be forced 
to treat Cuban diplomats as equals. Cuba's prestige was 
also enhanced by its ability to extricate FAPLA from the 
Cuito Cuanavale crisis. 

• The Soviet relationship with the United States 
improved during 1987, making Moscow more amenable 



to a negotiated withdrawal of Cuban troops from 
Angola. Although Moscow was not in a position to order 
the Cubans out, the Cuban presence was no longer 
effective as a lever to gain consideration for Havana's 
concerns in bilateral Soviet-Cuban economic and 
diplomatic talks. 

• U.S.-Cuban relations began to improve ever-so
gradually during 1987, and, as the campaign for the 
1988 presidential race gathered momentum, Havana 
began to position itself to try to benefit from the 
upcoming change of administration. Tweaking the 
eagle's tail via Angola was therefore becoming 
counterproductive. 

• A number of African countries had criticized 
Castro's "no-withdrawal-until-the-overthrow-of-apart
heid" stance at the 1986 Nonaligned Movement 
summit. By taking a more conciliatory approach to the 
negotiations, Cuba responded to this African concern. 

• Though only a relatively small number of Cuban 
soldiers returned from Angola infected with AIDS, 
Havana was sufficiently worried about the disease to 
test all returning personnel. 

• Financial considerations may have played a role. It 
is unclear if Cuba ever received payments from the 
Angolan government for its military services in Angola, 
but any such payments would have almost certainly 
decreased as Angola's financial crisis worsened 
following the 1986 collapse in the world oil price. Oil 
exports provide over 90 percent of Angola's foreign 
exchange earnings. In addition, Cuba bore much of the 
cost for the 1987-1988 increase in the size and firepower 
of its force in Angola, and Castro wanted to reduce 
those expenditures if possible. 

The Soviet Union. The Soviet Union's interest in a 
diplomatic solution to the Angola conflict rose 
dramatically during 1987, again for a combination of 
internal and external reasons. 

Gorbachev's top priority is restructuring of the 
domestic economic system. Providing arms to Third 
World countries that are unable to pay their bills and 
are not good markets for Soviet nonmilitary goods can 
only impede that restructuring. Thus, negotiated 
solutions to Third World conflicts that do not seriously 
damage Soviet interests are now more attractive to 
important segments of the leadership in Moscow. At the 
same time, there remains a significant element that 
favors military solutions and is uneasy with the 
compromises inherent in diplomatic solutions. 

In Angola, the cost-benefit balance works out as 
follows: (1) While the Soviets are not currently receiving 
payments from the MPLA for arms shipments, and the 
involvement in Angola is therefore a financial drain, the 
amount of accrued debt involved is relatively small, 
about $2.6 billion as of early 1988. (2) Soviet military 
personnel are not dying in Angola, and thus the war is 
not a domestic political issue. (3) A precipitous pullout 
from Angola might be viewed in the Third World as 
abandonment of an African country in the face of South 
African aggression. (4) Abandonment of Angola without 
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an appropriate quid pro quo would leave a key ally, 
Cuba, in an exposed position. 

Given all these considerations, Moscow adopted the 
position that it would respond positively if a negotiated 
solution were offered that did not damage Soviet 
prestige too much, did not disrupt relations with Cuba 
severely, and permitted the USSR to disentangle itself 
gracefully. The USSR conveyed this position to the 
United States and to the Angolan government through 
various channels in 1987, and on several occasions 
encouraged President dos Santos to keep his representa
tives at the negotiating table. 

South Africa. Two developments during 1987 and 
early 1988 facilitated Pretoria's receptiveness to 
meaningful negotiations: the human and financial costs 
of the military setback in Angola, and the adroitness 
with which the new leadership in the Department of 
Foreign Affairs used that sobering experience to 
strengthen its hand against antinegotiation forces in 
other branches of government. Balancing these 
developments, however, were the increased influence of 
the Conservative Party and other groups to the right of 
the governing National Party, the failure of Pretoria's 
efforts to restructure the internal Namibian political 
landscape into something likely to retain after 
independence a shape acceptable to South African 
conservatives, and the continued opposition to 
negotiations among elements in the military. 

An important domestic factor in the military setbacks 
was the psychological impact of white casualties. As 
one South African told this writer, "The parents of our 
soldiers can accept that their sons' lives must be put on 
the line to protect South Africa and Namibia. But they 
do not see why their sons should die for Savimbi." 
Newspapers in South Africa began to reflect this 
concern. The Star (Johannesburg) wanied that 
involvement in Angola was "entering a new and 
dangerous dimension," and Business Day noted that 
"Once again our forces are engaged in a conflict about 
which South Africans themselves know virtually 
nothing." The subsequent revelation that South African 
forces brought a virulent form of malaria back from 
Angola exacerbated public apprehension. 

In addition, South African government economists 
became concerned about the financial cost of the 
Angola operation. Pretoria was having to trim spending 
in order to make debt payments that foreign banks had 
refused to reschedule. At the same time, Pretoria 
wanted to increase expenditures on various urban 
projects designed to reduce unrest by convincing 
nonwhites that they were getting their fair share of the 
economic pie. The military was absorbing about 20 
percent of South Africa's imports, and a large portion of 
the goods was destined for the Angola-Namibia 
conflicts. A negotiated solution to the wars could permit 
a larger proportion of the shrinking finances available 
for imports to go to the "hearts and minds" campaign. 

Another propitious development in 1987 was the 
appointment of former Ambassador to West Germany 
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Neil Van Heerden to the highest career post in the 
Department of Foreign Affairs - the position of 
director-general. A "diplomat's diplomat," Van Heerden 
brought to the bargaining table a personality very 
different from that of the department's bombastic chief, 
Foreign Minister Roelof ("Pik") Botha; a long-term 
interest in black Africa and recent experience as head of 
the DFA section responsible for relations with the 
continent; and (perhaps most important) good relations 
with key figures in the South African military. When the 
tide of battle turned against the SADF in Angola, the 
DFA, strengthened by Van Heerden's skills and relationships, 
was positioned to propose a diplomatic alternative to 
continued war casualties and equipment losses. 

These developments facilitating negotiations were 
accompanied, however, by five other developments that 
cast doubt on South Africa's long-term commitment to 
the negotiations option: 

(1) The results of the May 1987 elections to the 
(white) House of Assembly (see "Observations on the 
South African Elections" by Heribert Adam, CSIS 
Africa Notes no. 73, June 4, 1987) showed that the right 
wing was gaining influence. While willing to support 
diplomatic strategies in promising instances, South 
Africa's right is instinctively inclined to meet external 
challenges with military responses. In addition, 
members of the Conservative Party feel a strong affinity 
for Namibia's approximately 35,000 Afrikaans-speaking 
whites and would view implementation of Resolution 
435 as betrayal of "kith and kin." 

(2) Pretoria's dream of building a "moderate" black 
political force in Namibia that would both be more 
sympathetic to South African concerns and credible 
enough to erode the SWAPO vote in any UN-supervised 
election was clearly faltering. The Transitional 
Government of National Unity (TGNU) installed in 1985 
had failed to produce a draft constitution both 
acceptable to blacks and offering sufficient protection of 
"group rights" (white privilege) to appease Pretoria. 
This impasse made Pretoria uneasy about implementing 
Resolution 435, because even a weakened SWAPO 
would still be the probable winner of a fair election. 

(3) Pretoria became concerned about the message a 
SWAPO victory in an independence election would 
convey to South Africa's black population. 

(4) A group of high-ranking South African military 
analysts argued ever more vocally that Namibian 
independence would quickly lead to a "Communist" 
government in Windhoek as well as the "fall" of 
Botswana to a left-leaning group. This chain of events, 
the analysts contended, would invite African National 
Congress (ANC) infiltration across the borders of both 
Namibia and Botswana. The least expensive option, 
they insisted, was for South Africa to continue to fight 
an offensive war on the Namibian border. A defensive 
war on South Africa's border, they argued, would require 
far more manpower and equipment and could cripple 
the South African economy. 

(5) Sectors of South Africa's military remained 

reluctant to abandon UNITA, whose support would be 
hampered if supply points in northern Namibia were no 
longer available. Though tension between South Africa 
and UNITA was a reality, some senior SADF officers still 
dreamed of a UNITA-dominated government in Luanda, 
which they believed would be a superb security buffer 
for South Africa's western flank. 

UNITA. Developments within UNITA over the same 
period pushed the organization to adopt a more flexible 
stance on a number of issues. When interviewed in 
Lisbon in 1984, a senior UNITA official insisted that 
Cuban troops would have to leave Angola and the 
Angolan government would have to promise to hold 
immediate elections before UNITA would begin formal 
talks with the government or lay down its arms. By 
early 1988, the organization's senior representative in 
Washington was saying that immediate elections might 
not be necessary if UNITA were permitted an "appro
priate role" in an interim government, and that formal 
talks with the MPLA could begin while the Cubans were 
still present. 

What caused the shift? One explanation is a possible 
change in the psychology of rank-and-file UNITA 
fighters. Whereas in the 1960s and 1970s UNITA 
loyalists had stoically accepted that they might not see 
peace in their own lifetimes, by 1988 the average foot 
soldier wanted tangible results for his sacrifice. The level 
of UNITA casualties in the 1987 battles increased the 
yearning for peace. By softening terms for negotiation, 
Savimbi could partially assuage the frustration. 

Another factor behind Savimbi's new stance may 
have been pressure from colleagues to distance UNITA 
from South Africa. Elements within UNIT A have always 
been uneasy about the collaboration with Pretoria. 
Reports in late 1987 that UNITA was shifting much of 
its activity to northern Angola, and establishing 
(allegedly with U.S. assistance) new supply and 
infiltration routes from Zaire, reflected in part the 
organization's attempt to limit its dependence on 
Pretoria. A mid-November 1987 pronouncement by 
South Africa that it had "saved" UNITA, issued on the 
very day Savimbi was telling Western journalists at the 
organization's headquarters in Jamba that UNITA had 
turned back FAPLA unaided, strengthened the 
anti-South African sentiment. A negotiated settlement 
that reduced UNITA dependence on South Africa would 
address this long-standing problem. 

Finally, Savimbi grew fascinated during 1987 with the 
prospect of a diplomatic breakthrough with members of 
the Organization of African Unity. UNITA had long 
enjoyed the quiet respect of several African govern
ments, and he hoped to encourage them to "come out 
of the closet." By softening his demands, Savimbi could 
give UNITA's African contacts greater reason to 
intercede on his behalf. 

The United States. U.S. interest in a negotiated 
settlement, always vigorous, increased to a new high in 
1987 for two reasons. First, the Reagan administration 
became acutely aware that time was running out. If a 



breakthrough were to occur during the Reagan watch, 
events would have to move fast. Thus, U.S. diplomats 
began to shuttle between capitals and strongly urged 
the various parties to consider new approaches. 

Second, the improvement in U.S. relations with the 
Soviet Union inclined Washington toward greater 
optimism about the possibility of a breakthrough. 
Previously many analysts had believed, perhaps not 
entirely correctly, that the Soviets opposed Cuban 
withdrawal and would sabotage any attempt by the 
Angolan government to meet U.S. concerns. As bilateral 
U.S.-Soviet consultations on "regional conflicts" 
occurred with more frequency, this concern lessened. 

As in the South African case, however, there were 
other developments that militated against the 
negotiations. U.S. congressional support for aid to 
UNITA was initially based more on the desire of 
"moderates" to "prove" their anti-Communist 
credentials. As time went by, elements in both the 
Republican and Democratic parties became personally 
committed to Savimbi, and grew alarmed that the 
administration might cut aid to UNITA in return for an 
Angolan agreement on Cuban troop withdrawal. U.S. 
conservatives began a vigorous lobbying campaign, 
which reportedly led the White House to instruct 
Assistant Secretary Crocker not to bargain away U.S. 
aid to UNITA as part of the Angola-Namibia negotia
tions. The implication was that the United States would 
only cut aid to UNITA once that organization was 
accommodated in the Angolan government, or once 
Soviet aid to the MPLA ceased. 

Other Actors. European and African countries also 
played a role in the Angola drama of 1987. 

European influence was mainly a product of business 
dealings with Angola. Angola currently owes $1 billion 
to Western banks, most of them located in Europe. 
When Angola sought to reschedule its debt, the banks 
offered relatively unfavorable terms, but noted that 
terms could be improved if Angola were to become a 
member of the IME Meanwhile, the United States was 
delaying processing of Angola's IMF application, 
possibly in order to nudge Luanda toward greater 
flexibility in the negotiations. In sum, the European 
stance had the perhaps unintended effect of strengthen
ing the incentive for Angola to negotiate. 

African governments played an even more significant 
role. In 1987 a growing number of African diplomats 
urged Angola to expedite negotiations on Cuban troop 
withdrawal, and some even recommended negotiations 
with UNITA. Morocco, Cote d'lvoire, Zaire, Mozam
bique, Zambia, Kenya, Nigeria, and Congo were the 
most active. 

Two Steps Forward 
(January-May 1988) 
In early 1988 the internal and external forces pushing all 
parties toward more flexible stances reached a critical 
threshold, and the negotiations began to gain 
momentum. The progress occurred in four phases 
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before slowing in late May. 
Phase 1: Agreement to Discuss Cuban Withdrawal. 

The first breakthrough occurred in late January 1988 
when Assistant Secretary Crocker and a team of State 
Department experts met with Angolan officials in 
Luanda. The United States accepted the presence of 
Cuban representatives as part of the Angolan 
delegation. Politburo member Jorge Risquet led the 
Cuban team and reportedly was "not obstructionist." 

Angola took the position that it would agree to a 
schedule for the withdrawal of all Cuban troops from its 
territory if its previously stated conditions (cessation of 
South African and U.S. aid for UNITA, implementation 
of Resolution 435, withdrawal of South African troops 
from Angola, guarantees for Angola's security) were 
met. This was a subtle but significant shift from the 
position adopted in August 1987, when the Angolan 
government said that the principle of eventual Cuban 
troop withdrawal from the north was acceptable but 
that their departure should not be a formal part of the 
negotiations. Angola did not, however, propose a 
timetable for this total withdrawal, and the United 
States asked that it prepare one in the near future. 

For his part, Crocker was not prepared to give any 
undertaking on when U.S. aid for UNITA would be 
suspended. The Reagan administration and elements in 
Congress were unwilling to sacrifice UNIT A as part of a 
Namibia-Cuban troop withdrawal deal. 

The South Africans, whose forces were still 
(unsuccessfully) besieging Cuito Cuanavale at the time, 
responded skeptically to the Angolan government's new 
position, and appeared convinced that the United States 
was not fully briefing Pretoria on the details of the talks. 
Given the growing number of white casualties and 
increasing evidence that South African forces would not 
be able to take Cuito Cuanavale, however, elements in 
Pretoria were still interested in some sort of diplomatic 
solution and soon set to work on two schemes, one 
public and one secret. 

In early February, Foreign Minister Botha publicly 
proposed that South Africa sit down with the MPLA, 
SWAPO, UNITA, and Namibia's TGNU to discuss the 
situation. In a thinly disguised snub at Washington, he 
said that this should occur "without superpower 
interference." Angola responded that it would not meet 
with the "puppet band" (i.e., UNITA) but left open the 
possibility of direct talks with South Africa. 

The Angolan government's response foreshadowed 
other, more discreet, South African initiatives. For a 
number of months, the Department of Foreign Affairs 
had been working on a scheme to establish direct 
bilateral talks with Angolan officials. Such talks, it was 
believed, could serve four purposes: (1) DFA officials 
suspected that the Americans were misrepresenting the 
Angolan position, and wanted to hear it direct from 
Angolan government representatives. (2) It was hoped 
that Luanda could be enticed into a separate peace deal 
on Angola only, leaving aside the question of Namibia. 
(3) The incentive of direct talks with the Angolan 
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government could serve as a lever to open up diplomatic 
opportunities in other parts of Africa, especially if 
African governments were to host bilateral Angolan
South African talks. (4) DFA officials hoped to use the 
occasion of bilateral talks in an African capital to set up 
a summit meeting between P.W. Botha and an African 
head of state. The prospect of such a summit, DFA 
officials hoped, would lead the state president to 
become more committed to a negotiated solution and 
counterbalance his tendency to be most receptive to his 
military advisers' views. The target site for the talks was 
Brazzaville, the capital of Congo, Angola's northern 
neighbor - a nominally Marxist-Leninist state on 
cordial terms with Luanda. 

Phase 2: South Africa's Soviet Gambit. In March 
1988, South Africa attempted to do an "end run" around 
the U.S. and Angolan negotiators by proposing a 
separate Angola deal direct with the Soviet Union, 
bypassing both the United States and the issue of 
Namibian independence. Early that month, Minister of 
Defense Magnus Malan noted Gorbachev's proposals for 
a "free, nonaligned, and neutral Afghanistan" and said 
South Africa was prepared to accept a similar 
arrangement in Angola as long as it included a 
settlement between the MPLA government and UNITA. 

Why would Malan, long considered one of the South 
African leaders most convinced of Soviet "total 
onslaught" intentions, suddenly propose a deal with 
Moscow? Several explanations for Malan's Soviet ploy 
are plausible. 

Under Gorbachev, the Soviet Union had begun to 
consider the possibility that South Africa might not be 
ripe for violent revolution and that a negotiated 
settlement to the nation's internal conflict might be 
more realistic. (See "A 1988 Update on Soviet Relations 
with Pretoria, the ANC, and the SACP" by Winrich 
Kuhne, CSJS Africa Notes no. 89, September 1, 1988.) 
Reports of this "new thinking" piqued the interest of 
analysts at the Department of Foreign Affairs. The DFA 
soon reestablished a Soviet desk, and in February 1988 
helped organize a conference to explore the possibility 
that the Soviets could be trusted in negotiations. 

Malan's move may have been aimed at embarrassing 
the United States, hijacking the Soviet issue away from 
the Department of Foreign Affairs, or killing the 
possibility of real talks (because Malan knew that the 
Soviets would have to decline once the issue was 
publicly raised) . As it turned out, the motivation 
question became moot because Moscow dismissed the 
Malan overture. 

Phase 3 : March 1988 Parallel Talks. Despite the 
South African maneuver, the United States continued to 
pursue its regional initiative, and in mid-March 1988 
held parallel talks first with Angolan and Cuban officials 
and then with Pik Botha. 

The most positive development occurred in the talks 
in Luanda with the Angolans and Cubans. A delegation 
of U.S. experts received a remarkably warm reception in 
Luanda from their Cuban and Angolan counterparts, 

who presented a new working paper on Cuban troop 
. withdrawal. The document, couched in cool legalistic 
language, suggested that all Cuban troops leave Angola 
over a four-year period and included provisions for 
phased redeployment of Cuban troops toward the north 
during the withdrawal process. The offer was still 
conditioned on cessation of U.S. and South African aid 
to UNITA, withdrawal of South African troops from 
Angola, and implementation of Resolution 435. 

The U.S. negotiators viewed the proposal as an 
encouraging development but rejected the drawn-out 
timetable and declined to give an un'i:lertaking regarding 
a cut in U.S. aid to UNITA. According to Luanda radio, 
the U.S. and Cuban-Angolan delegations also 
"approved a proposal to hold a [U.S.-mediated] 
minisummit with South Africa's participation." The 
Angolans did not give any indication of willingness to 
negotiate with UNITA, even though the Soviet Union 
was reportedly gently encouraging dos Santos to 
consider such an option. 

The U.S. talks with South Africa in Geneva, 
conducted on March 14, three days after the Angolan 
government made its new offer, were acrimonious. Pik 
Botha criticized the Angolan offer as lacking "numbers, 
figures, and timetables" and upon his return to South 
Africa characterized the U.S. position on cross-border 
raids as hypocritical. "We are very far from any 
agreement on Angola," he said. 

While the Geneva dialogue was in progress, South 
Africa's desire to decouple the Angolan and Namibian 
issues was further reflected in a statement by President 
P.W. Botha in an interview with The Washington Times 
published on March 14: "We are staying [in Angola] 
until the Cubans leave." This phrasing seemed to link 
Cuban troop withdrawal to South African withdrawal 
from Angola, rather than to independence of Namibia. 
The negative comments of the two Bothas on the 
negotiations may have been indirectly related to the 
outcome of 1988 by-elections in which several 
Conservative Party successes signaled that the right 
would be a significant force in the nationwide municipal 
elections scheduled for October 1988. 

Outside observers were also concerned by President 
Botha's early April visit to Namibia and his award of 
additional powers to the South African-appointed 
administrator-general, including the power to call for 
"second tier" (i.e. , ethnic) elections, to veto the TGNU's 
abolition of existing ethnic authorities, and to impose 
new restrictions on political organizations and the press. 

Between mid-March and mip-April, however, P.W. 
Botha apparently began to reevaluate his position on 
the Angola-Namibia talks. The financial costs of the war 
were still high, casualties were continuing to mount, and 
his military advisers warned that victory was not in 
sight. At the same time, he was particularly eager to 
increase spending on the "co-optation" campaign 
during the period before the planned October municipal 
elections, in the hope that this would encourage blacks 
to vote and thereby legitimize his policies. Any money 



saved on the military budget could be put toward the 
"co-optation" effort. Thus, he encouraged the DFA to 
pursue with greater vigor a negotiated solution to both 
conflicts, with the caveat that only a "neutralized" 
independent Namibia (i.e., one that posed no threat to 
South Africa) would be acceptable. 

During the ensuing months, Pretoria frequently 
wavered from this approach, partly as a bargaining 
tactic, partly because many key National Party leaders 
remained unconvinced that negotiations were wise, and 
partly because the government had difficulty coming to 
terms with the hard choices the negotiations presented. 
But South Africa did not abandon the talks. 

Phase 4: The May 1988 Quadripartite Talks. 
President Botha's new approach soon became evident. 
In mid-April, DFA Director-General Van Heerden came 
to Washington and accepted the suggestion that the 
U.S., South African, and Angolan-Cuban delegations 
meet face to face. Angola and Cuba had already agreed 
to this proposal during the March consultations in 
Luanda. 

When the talks were held in London in early May, 
they went surprisingly well. Van Heerden pledged that 
South Africa would implement Resolution 435 once the 
Cuban troop issue was resolved; the presence of 
representatives from hard-line elements of the South 
African military implied, though did not guarantee, that 
he was now speaking on their behalf. 

Angola repeated its March offer on Cuban troop 
withdrawal, and all four delegations discussed in 
hypothetical terms the necessary elements for a 
settlement. Neither the United States nor South Africa 
made any concession on UNITA aid. Although the 
Angolan delegation held to its position that all aid to 
UNITA would have to cease in association with Cuban 
troop withdrawal, the rhetoric concerning U.S. aid was 
muted. At a plenary meeting, a Cuban representative 
proposed that September 29, 1988 be set as a deadline 
for agreement on Namibian independence, as it would 
mark the tenth anniversary of Resolution 435. 

In an intriguing side-meeting, General Jannie 
Geldenhuys, chief of the SADF, talked privately for 90 
minutes with General Ulises Rosales de Toro, chief of 
staff of the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Cuba. When 
Geldenhuys told his Cuban counterpart that a four-year 
withdrawal was too long, the reported response was 
that Cuba was open to offers. This exchange may 
account for a subsequent South African Press 
Association reference to the "apparent genuineness" of 
the Cuban offer to withdraw from Angola. 

While most of the discussions occurred in the 
quadripartite context, the Angolan government did meet 
separately with the South Africans in an encounter 
apparently set up by Angola's ambassador to Britain, 
Elisio de Figueredo. The South Africans used the 
opportunity to finalize plans for the long-sought 
bilateral meeting, which would exclude both the Cubans 
and the Americans. 

At the end of the quadripartite London talks, the four 
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parties agreed to meet again at ministerial level in the 
near future in an African capital, possibly Brazzaville. 
Even a skirmish between Cuban and South African 
troops 30 miles inside Angola while the talks were under 
way did not appear to affect significantly the positive 
atmosphere. 

One Step Backward 
(May-June 1988) 
The negotiations were then sidetracked by several 
squabbles, reflecting both the various parties' 
reluctance to come to terms with the difficult choices 
confronting them and their preoccupation with military 
developments on the ground. The growing cooperation 
between the United States and the Soviet Union was a 
significant factor in saving the talks from total collapse. 

The Brazzaville Trojan Horse. In mid-May, shortly 
after the London meeting, the South Africans and the 
Angolans (much to the discomfort of the Americans and 
Cubans) met in Brazzaville. South Africa's delegation, 
led by Foreign Minister Botha and Defense Minister 
Malan, reportedly demanded that Luanda halt the 
Cuban buildup on the Namibian border; castigated 
Angola for harboring ANC military cadres; emphasized 
that any deal would have to include "national 
reconciliation" between UNITA and the MPLA; and 
asked for an undertaking that FAPLA or Cuban troops 
would not attack the Calueque dam in southern Angola 
near the Namibian border (the dam, originally a joint 
Portuguese-South African project, was cited as essential 
to ensure electricity and water supplies to farmers in 
northern Namibia). fhe Angolan delegation, led by 
Minister of Justice Fernando Jose Franc;a Van-Dfmem, 
responded that the Angolan government had a right to 
deploy troops anywhere within its borders, but promised 
to convey the various messages to Luanda. 

South Africa's motivation for arranging the 
Brazzaville exchange was not only to discuss matters 
privately with the Angolan government, but also to take 
advantage of the opportunity to be received in a black 
African capital. The delegation from Pretoria was 
received by President Denis Sassou-Nguesso, met with 
a group of Congolese businessmen, and extended its 
visit for an extra day. 

The South Africans tipped their hand when Pik Both a 
suggested that "maybe it would be a good idea to meet 
them [the Angolans] in every African capital." The 
Angolan government gradually began to realize that it 
had been used as a "Trojan horse" to help open the 
gates of black Africa for Pretoria, and became annoyed 
with the Congolese willingness to play along. The 
Cubans, furious at their exclusion from the talks, 
reinforced Angolan irritation. Pretoria's switch to 
hard-line rhetoric immediately after Brazzaville, 
possibly to placate domestic conservatives, caused 
further concern in Luanda. 

The Search for a Venue. In the wake of the 
Brazzaville experience, Angola became uneasy about 
the prospect of holding the n?,:xt round of quadripartite 
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talks in Africa. Doubts were heightened when senior 
officials of several countries attending the annual 
Organization of African Unity summit, held in Addis 
Ababa at the end of May, argued in favor of an OAU 
statement calling for negotiations between the MPLA 
and UNITA. Angola's foreign minister angrily criticized 
the draft statement's "fallacious theory" and eventually 
convinced his colleagues not to include the statement in 
the final OAU report. 

The Brazzaville experience, combined with the OAU 
problem, led Angola to conclude that a European site 
would be preferable for the next talks. South Africa, on 
the other hand, attached high importance to meeting in 
Brazzaville, in part because this would provide 
diplomatic cover for finalizing plans for a meeting 
between President Sassou-Nguesso and President 
Botha. Pretoria requested that the United States 
reassure the Congolese president that his agreement to 
meet with Botha would not be viewed askance by 
Washington, and Secretary of State George Shultz 
reportedly obliged. 

So began an interlude of bargaining over the next 
venue. Washington proposed a number of cities 
worldwide, each in turn rebuffed by one principal or 
another. Then the State Department, in a burst of 
creative thinking, suggested Cairo. Egypt could be 
considered part of Africa by Pretoria and part of the 
Middle East by Luanda, permitting both to save face. 
The proposal was accepted. 

The argument over locale was probably heightened 
by a shift in the military balance, as the FAPLA-Cuban 
forces acquitted themselves respectably in a number of 
skirmishes near the Namibian border. The prospect of a 
military victory over South Africa may have appeared 
plausible to some elements in Luanda, reducing the 
impetus for talks. The South African military, on the 
other hand, may have wanted to reassert its authority in 
southern Angola before continuing with negotiations. In 
mid-June, the SADF announced it was calling up army 
reserves because Cuban troops had moved to within 12 
miles of the Namibian border. SADF concern was 
increased by reports that SWAPO guerrillas had been 
integrated into FAPLA-Cuban units on the border. Such 
a development would raise the possibility that SWAPO 
could more easily infiltrate into Namibia from behind a 
Cuban shield. 

Pretoria also may have been concerned by events 
inside Namibia. Black students in the north were 
boycotting classes to P.rotest the establishment of 
military bases near their schools. SWAPO-affiliated 
trade unions, whose membership has been growing, 
called a surprisingly effective general strike in mid-June 
to protest security force policies. These developments 
made it seem even more likely that independence 
elections in Namibia could result in a SWAPO victory. 

Superpower Condominium. While Luanda and 
Pretoria were squabbling, Moscow and Washington 
became more committed to continuation of the talks, as 
illustrated by the positive comments of Assistant 

Secretary Crocker and Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister 
Anatoly L. Adamishin after a private mid-May meeting 
in Lisbon to prepare the Africa agenda for the 
Reagan-Gorbachev summit in Moscow later in the 
month. 

The Moscow summit further clarified the areas of 
agreement between the superpowers. The Cuban 
suggestion that September 29 be set as a target date for 
signing of a Namibia-Angola accord was jointly 
endorsed, and it was agreed that any deal should 
include complete withdrawal of foreign forces from 
Angola and implementation of Resolution 435. 
Gorbachev repeatedly stressed his interest in a 
negotiated settlement for regional conflicts. The Soviet 
Union responded ambiguously to a U.S. suggestion that 
it put pressure on the MPLA to negotiate with UNITA, 
though there is evidence that Moscow began more 
vigorously to encourage dos Santos to consider 
negotiations. 

Two Missions to Washington. The negotiating 
process was also affected by the overlapping visits of 
two high-profile Angolan delegations to Washington in 
mid-June 1988 - a government delegation led by 
Minister of State for the Productive Sector Pedro de 
Castro dos Santos Van-Dfmem and a UN ITA delegation 
led by Dr. Savimbi. Although the two delegations never 
met, their paths through Congress, the executive 
branch, think tanks, meetings with the media, and 
pressure groups often intersected. 

In their appearances, the government spokesmen 
took the position that all outside aid to UNITA would 
have to cease before a Cuban troop withdrawal plan 
could be implemented, but there was no demand that 
U.S. aid to UNITA be addressed in the upcoming 
quadripartite talks. This lent credibility to the notion 
held by some in Washington that the MPLA was willing 
to leave this issue until a Cuban troop withdrawal 
schedule was established, in the hope that agreement 
on withdrawal would change the political dynamics in 
Washington. 

There was no give, however, in the long-held Angolan 
government position that it would not deal directly with 
Savimbi. The desertion of six UNITA partisans in April 
1988, and their criticism of Savimbi's "dictatorial 
leadership style," may have encouraged the view that 
UNITA was fissionable. While expressing hope that 
reconciliation could occur with the UNIT A rank and file 
once "external interference" in Angola's affairs ceased, 
the delegation said that this would be done on an 
"individual" basis, not with UNITA as an organization. 

Savimbi came to Washington with an eye on both the 
negotiations and the upcoming U.S. elections. He was 
concerned that a Reagan administration whose time 
was running out might be tempted to "sell out" UNITA 
in return for a Namibia settlement and withdrawal of 
Cuban troops from Angola, and wanted to encourage 
his supporters within Republican ranks to lobby against 
such a choice. Savimbi was also well aware that 
Michael Dukakis, about to become the Democratic 



Party's presidential candidate, had pledged to cut aid to 
UNITA and recognize the Luanda government. Savimbi 
hoped to build on his modest support in parts of the 
Democratic Party and thereby dissuade a Dukakis 
presidency from pursuing this course. 

Savimbi's trip was a limited success. He met a 
lukewarm reception in the South, where he sought to 
rebuild the preindependence links with blacks that had 
weakened after he turned to South Africa for assistance. 
The hectic schedule of public appearances and 
interviews took their toll, and his legendary charisma 
was at low ebb by the end of his fortnight-long visit. He 
was well received in Republican circles, enjoyed a 
respectful hearing among some conservative Demo
crats, and presented President Reagan with a four-point 
peace plan. 

In an hour-long on-the-record interview with this 
writer on July 1, Dr. Savimbi expanded upon the peace 
plan he had presented to President Reagan. He laid out 
the following step-by-step process: 

(1) The MPLA and UNITA would meet and publicly 
acknowledge that they were engaged in peace talks. On 
that date, a cease-fire would be implemented. African 
countries, but not the UN, would be acceptable 
cease-fire observers. 

(2) For a period of two to three months, the two 
delegations would discuss the MPLA's "program," 
making various adjustments to accommodate UNITA's 
concerns. 

(3) Once agreement was reached on the new 
"program," the MPLA, UNITA, and the FNLA would 
form an interim government. Inclusion of the FNLA's 
Holden Roberto would be necessary as he "still 
represents the aspirations of a significant portion of the 
Angolan population." Cuban troops would "have to be 
out of the Luanda area" by the time the interim 
government took office. 

(4) The interim government would govern for three to 
four years. In this period, it would prepare the country 
for elections, integrate the MPLA and UNITA armies, 
and supervise the departure of the remainder of the 
Cuban troops. A two-year timetable might be 
acceptable. 

(5) During the mandate of the interim government, 
Jonas Savimbi would be a "private Angolan citizen," 
and would not necessarily have a role in the government. 
He would, however, prepare to run as a presidential 
candidate in the eventual elections. 

(6) During the mandate of the interim government, 
Soviet and Cuban aid to the MPLA would have to cease. 
When that occurred, UNITA would simultaneously 
decline any further South African or U.S. aid. 

(7) The interim government would remove ANC 
training facilities from Angola, because such camps 
"invite South African attack." Angola would, however, 
increase other forms of support for the ANC, including 
provision of funds. 

(8) If Resolution 435 were implemented, there would 
be no need for SWAPO camps in Angola. 
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(9) UNITA would accept teams from other African 
states as observers during the election process, but not 
the UN. 

Name-Calling in Cairo. The Cairo quadripartite 
meeting held June 23-25 accomplished relatively little. 
The South African delegation, headed by Foreign 
Minister Botha and Defense Minister Malan, arrived 
highly exercised about the new buildup of Cuban troops 
on the Namibian border, annoyed about the collapse of 
the campaign to have the talks held in Brazzaville, and 
concerned by recent political developments in Namibia. 
They placed on the table demands that Cuban 
withdrawal be completed over seven months (presuma
bly because this is the time allotted for South African 
withdrawal from Namibia under Resolution 435) and 
that Savimbi be brought into a coalition government 
within six weeks of the Cairo meeting. The Angolan
Cuban delegation categorically rejected the proposals. 
The Cuban and South African representatives then 
engaged in verbal combat, both seemingly intent on 
provoking the other to walk out. 

"Parallel action" by U.S. and Soviet officials subdued 
the rhetoric, however. The parties did concretely discuss 
"general principles" to govern the shape of an eventual 
accord and agreed to Clarify those "principles" further. 

The Calueque Dam Episode. Within days after the 
Cairo meeting, a series of military clashes in southern 
Angola threatened to disrupt the talks and prompted 
speculation that the Cuban forces might be operating 
independently of Angolan orders. 

On June 26, long-range South African artillery 
engaged an Angolan-Cuban unit positioned to advance 
toward the Calueque dam (see map). Whether this was 
to block the unit's forward movement or was ordered by 
Pretoria in response to Cuban taunts in Cairo about the 
SADF being a "spent force" is not clear. Havana claims 
it reported the incident to the USSR and the United 
States on the day it occurred. 

On June 27, the FAPLA-Cuban force responded with 
a strong ground movement and an air strike against 
South African troops around the Calueque dam. When 
the losses were totaled up, South Africa said 12 of its 
military personnel had been killed and the dam had 
been damaged. The FAPLA-Cuban ground forces also 
took significant casualties, but probably less than the 
300 alleged by South Africa. Pretoria charged that the 
attack on the dam was unprovoked; claimed Angolan 
officials had promised at Brazzaville that Calueque 
would not be hit; implied the Cubans were disobeying 
Luanda's orders; and threatened to pull out of the 
negotiations. 

Washington avoided placing blame, and a State 
Department spokesman said that "it is for the parties to 
decide whether they wish to bring the negotiations to a 
successful conclusion or whether they wish to pursue 
illusory military solutions." In the incident's aftermath 
there was some doubt as to whether Angolan officials 
promised at Brazzaville not to attack Calueque, and 
whether, if such a promise were made, it was ever 
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communicated to the commanders in southern Angola. 
All parties concerned braced for a massive South 

African counterattack against the FAPLA-Cuban forces. 
It never materialized and South Africa subsequently 
agreed, after receiving as yet undisclosed messages 
from Luanda and Washington, to participate in talks in 
New York, scheduled for July 11. 

What explains the uncharacteristic South African 
caution? The answer lies mainly in the new balance of 
force in southern Angola. The Angolan-Cuban forces 
now had a significant edge in the air war and could give 
the SADF a good run for its money on the ground. If 
South Africa had retaliated, it would have lost more 
planes and men than President P.W. Botha was willing 
to accept. The shift in the military balance was reflected 
in Foreign Minister Pik Botha's comment shortly after 
the Calueque incident: "I am personally of the opinion 
that, if the enemy is dug in over a broad front and is 
equipped with a deadly arsenal, you must think twice 
before you simply allow hundreds of your sons to be 
killed ... . You surely are in a more favorable 
position ... if you can wait for the enemy to cross the 
border .. . . " 

While the military action at Calueque could have 
touched off a major escalation in the war, in the end it 
appears to have been a sufficiently sobering experience 
for both sides to send them back to the bargaining 
table. The Cubans were reminded that the SADF was 
not anywhere near a "spent force." The South African 
military was forced to face the reality that it could no 
longer treat southern Angola as its own private shooting 
gallery, and that offensives would exact a high price in 
men and equipment. Thus, much, but not all, of the 
military came to accept P.W. Botha's earlier decision 
that the talks should be pursued, and the state 
president's own faith in that choice was strengthened. 
While not yet so desperate that it would accept any 
negotiated solution, South Africa was willing to explore 
what might be offered. 

New Momentum in New York and Geneva 
Historians of the future may well look back at Calueque 
as the crucial turning point in the negotiations. 

New York. Sobered by the Calueque confrontation, 
the Angolan, Cuban, and South African delegations met 
on Governors Island in New York harbor in mid-July for 
talks mediated by Assistant Secretary Crocker. In a 
small breakthrough, they initialed a set of "principles 
for a peaceful settlement in Southwestern Africa" 
subsequently approved and announced by their 
respective governments and agreed to meet in early 
August to continue discussions. 

The 14 principles drawn up in New York are important 
because they represented the first general guidelines for 
a "comprehensive settlement" that Cuba, Angola, and 
South Africa had accepted. The principles also clarified 
some substantive issues. But the hypothetical and 
vague language, as well as the failure to address the 
central issues (notably a date for implementation of 

Resolution 435, the question of aid to UNITA, timing of 
Cuban troop withdrawal, termination of the conflict 
between UNITA and the MPLA), rendered the document 
no more than a collection of nonbinding political 
statements. The principles were designed to create 
negotiating momentum, and to form the basis for a 
more specific future agreement, but they provided little 
new substance. Their ambiguity could also create 
opportunities for future accusations of bad faith . 

Points A and B stated little more than a hypothetical 
willingness to implement Resolution 435. Point C was 
more positive, for it implied that Angola and Cuba were 
willing to accept UN Security Council monitoring of 

Principles for a Peaceful Settlement 
in Southwestern Africa 

The following agreement was initialed by the delegations from 
Angola/Cuba and South Africa in New York City on July 13, 1988; 
subsequently approved by their respective governments; and made 
public by mutual agreement on July 20, 1988. 
The Governments of the People's Republic of Angola, The Republic of 
Cuba, and the Republic of South Africa have reached agreement on a 
set of essential principles to establish the basis for peace in the 
southwestern region of Africa. They recognize that each of these 
principles is indispensable to a comprehensive settlement. 

A. Implementation of Resolution 435/78 of the Security Council of 
the United Nations. The parties shall agree upon and recommend to 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations a date for the 
commencement of implementation of UNSCR 435/78. 

B. The Governments of the People's Republic of Angola and of the 
Republic of South Africa shall, in conformity with the dispositions of 
Resolution 435/78 of the Security Council of the United Nations, 
cooperate with the Secretary-General with a view towards ensuring 
the independence of Namibia through free and fair elections, 
abstaining from any action that could prevent the execution of said 
Resolution. 

C. Redeployment toward the North and the staged and total 
withdrawal of Cuban troops from the territory of the People's Republic 
of Angola on the basis of an agreement between the People's Republic 
of Angola and the Republic of Cuba and the decision of both states to 
solicit the on-site verification of that withdrawal by the Security 
Council of the United Nations. 

D. Respect for the sovereignty, sovereign equality, and independence 
of states and for territorial integrity and inviolability of borders. 

E. Non-interference in the internal affairs of states. 
F. Abstention from the threat and utilization of force against the 

territorial integrity and independence of states. 
G. The acceptance of the responsibility of states not to allow their 

territory to be used for acts of war, aggression, or violence against 
other states. 

H. Reaffirmation of the right of the peoples of the southwestern 
region of Africa to self-determination, independence, and equality of 
rights. 

I. Verification and monitoring of compliance with the obligations 
resulting from the agreements that may be established. 

J . Commitment to comply in good faith with the obligations 
undertaken in the agreements that may be established and to resolve 
the differences via negotiations. 

K. Recognition of the role of the Permanent Members of the Security 
Council of the United Nations as guarantors for the implementation of 
agreements that may be established. 

L. The right of each state to peace, development, and social progress. 
M. African and international cooperation for the settlement of the 

problems of the development of the southwestern region of Africa. 
N. Recognition of the mediating role of the Government of the 

United States of America. 



Cuban troop withdrawal. The Angolan government 
clearly viewed the language in points D through G to 
mean cessation of South African aid to UNITA. South 
African officials, however, said the language only 
prohibited acts of "war, aggression, or violence" 
launched directly from the signatories' territories. Thus, 
they argued, the principles would permit South Africa to 
a id UNITA via Namibia or other states, but ANC and 
SWAPO facilities in Angola would have to be 
dismantled. Angola, in turn, insisted that points D 
through G did not affect its relations with "liberation 
movements." Point N clearly set the United States apart 
from the principles. It indicates that, even if the 
principles were to become binding, Washington would 
not be obligated to cease aid to UNITA. 

One observer pointed out that the ambiguity of the 
principles was helpful in the sense that the vagueness 
gave each negotiating team "wiggle room" to assure 
domestic critics that their key concerns were not 
sacrificed. Military representatives in the South African 
delegation in New York were reportedly very uneasy 
with the principles, and went along only after strenuous 
persuasion from Van Heerden. Without the ambiguity, 
the military might have rejected the document. 

The "principles" were not the only positive result of 
the New York talks. The delegations also had extensive 
discussions on ways to avoid future "Calueques." While 
no formal agreement emerged, it seemed likely that 
improved communication could avoid a repeat. U.S. 
experts presented ideas on step-by-step disengagement 
of military forces; how these would mesh with the 
Resolution 435 process; and how these steps could be 
verified. 

Cuban Posturing. Shortly after the New York talks, 
two events occurred that indicated Havana might be 
preparing the Cuban public for a withdrawal. 

First, Cuban television and newspapers began to 
cover the Angolan war in considerable detail, in marked 
contrast to the previous official silence on the conflict. 
Then, in his annual July 26 speech, Castro made several 
intriguing points. He implicitly blamed the Soviets for 
FAPLA's 1987 near-disaster: "One day history will reveal 
everything, what were the errors, why they were 
committed . . .. I limit myself to this: Cuba had no 
responsibility for these errors .... " He went on to 
outline the circumstances that required the increase in 
Cuban troop levels, describe the battle for Cuito 
Cuanavale, and triumphantly claim that the South 
Africans had "smashed themselves against the 
Angolan-Cuban resistance," thus totally changing the 
military situation. Even so, he emphasized, Cuba was 
not looking for a military solution but instead sought a 
"just political solution" to the conflict and was prepared 
to "proceed with the gradual and total withdrawal of the 
Cuban internationalist forces from Angola" if the 
principles outlined in New York were implemented and 
an accord signed. 

Castro's speech was also notable for what it left out. 
He did not once refer to South African "racism" or to 

CSIS AFRICA NOTES I 13 

"apartheid," words usually liberally sprinkled 
throughout his references to southern Africa. This 
omission, together with his insistence that Cuba was 
not seeking to impose a "humiliating and destructive 
defeat" on South Africa, suggested a recognition that 
any negotiated solution would have to permit South 
Africa too to save face. 

Geneva. After a rocky start, the August 2-5 talks in 
Geneva went remarkably well, resulting in a de facto 
cessation of hostilities and the beginning of South 
African withdrawal from Angola. 

The key to the success of this round lay partially in 
the preparation. On July 22 and 23, military representa
tives of Angola, Cuba, South Africa, and the United 
States met in Cape Verde to discuss possible means of 
lowering the intensity of the conflict in southern Angola. 
Then, for two days immediately preceding the Geneva 
talks, Crocker met with Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister 
Adamishin and apparently convinced him that the 
USSR should vigorously encourage Cuba and Angola to 
be more flexible on the issues of negotiations with 
UNITA and the timing of Cuban troop withdrawal. 

South African actions then threatened to derail the 
talks. On August 2, minutes after the presentation of a 
new South African proposal by Van Heerden in Geneva, 
Foreign Minister Botha told the South African press its 
contents, thereby violating the participants' agreement 
on confidentiality. He claimed that the announcement 
was designed to clarify leaks that had already occurred 
in Geneva, but the Angolans and Cubans believed it was 
designed to make South Africa appear to be the 
"flexible" party. 

The South African offer, as outlined by Botha, 
proposed: (1) implementation of Resolution 435 
beginning November 1, 1988 (leading to elections in 
Namibia seven months later, on June 1, 1989); (2) total 
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola by June 1, 
1989; (3) cessation of hostilities on August 10, 1988; 
(4) commencement of South African withdrawal from 
Angola by August 10, 1988 and completion of 
withdrawal by September 1, 1988; and (5) establishment 
of monitoring mechanisms inside southern Angola by 
August 20. 

Botha added that South Africa wanted the UN to 
clarify three points - who would pay for the considera
ble costs of implementing Resolution 435, which he 
estimated at $750 to $800 million; whether South 
Africa's contribution to the Namibian budget would be 
replaced by other parties; and who would take over 
South Africa's guarantees for Namibia's external loans. 

He also implied that the South African offer was tied 
to an immediate redeployment of Cuban troops toward 
the north; insisted that seven specifically named ANC 
facilities in Angola be closed as part of a Namibia
Angola deal; and said that if the UN Security Council 
and secretary-general did not "display objective, strict, 
neutral impartiality then of course everything again 
comes to a standstill." (This was a reference to the May 
1978 UN General Assembly declaration describing 
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SWAPO as the "sole and authentic representative" of 
the Namibian people. Although Security Council 
Resolution 435, adopted later the same year, did not use 
this terminology, South Africa has continued to view the 
UN as biased toward SWAPO.) The offer contained no 
reference to cessation of support for UNITA. 

The Cubans and Angolans said the South African 
offer was "unacceptable" and accused Pretoria of 
"breaching the ethical standards" of the Geneva 
conference. In reference to the demand that ANC 
training facilities be closed, Angola's Deputy Foreign 
Minister Venancio de Moura stated that "we will not 
betray the liberation movements." But the talks did not 
break down. The Angolan-Cuban team presented an as 
yet undisclosed counterproposal on Cuban troop 
withdrawal, and the delegations agreed to meet again 
during the week of August 22. 

On August 8, three days after the Geneva meeting, 
the governments of Angola, Cuba, and South Africa 
simultaneously released a "joint statement" in which 
they (1) agreed to recommend to the UN secretary-gen
eral that implementation of Resolution 435 begin on 
November 1, 1988; (2) revealed that the negotiating 
teams at Geneva had agreed, subject to the approval of 
their respective governments, on "the text of a tripartite 
agreement that embodies, in binding treaty form, the 
[New York] principles"; (3) set September 1, 1988 as a 
target date for reaching agreement on Cuban troop 
withdrawal timing; (4) announced the approval of a 
"comprehensive series of practical steps" designed to 
reduce the chance of military confrontation; and 
(5) declared a de facto cessation of hostilities effective 
immediately. 

At the time the joint statement was released, Pretoria 
proposed that the UN secretary-general visit South 
Africa in the "near future" to discuss Resolution 435 and 
"the decisive importance of impartiality." South Africa 
also made it clear that the November 1 target date for 
implementation of 435 was "linked very clearly and 
categorically" to presentation of an acceptable Cuban 
troop withdrawal plan. 

Within a few days it became apparent that the "de 
facto cessation of hostilities" included a restriction of 
SWAPO activities in Angola (no activities south of the 
sixteenth parallel), a Cuban pledge not to move nearer 
either the Namibian border or UNITA's Jamba 
headquarters, and a South African undertaking not to 
participate in "joint action" with UNITA. When UNITA 
overran an Angolan town the day following the joint 
statement, Pretoria went out of its way to inform the 
United States that South Africa had neither assisted nor 
encouraged the attack. 

The Cubans, Angolans, and South Africans also 
quickly set about establishing a mechanism to monitor 
the situation in southern Angola. On August 15 and 16, 
representatives met on the Namibian border, formed a 
Joint Military Monitoring Commission, and agreed upon 
11 monitoring posts in the border region. U.S. officials 
accepted an invitation to observe weekly meetings of 

the commission as required and mediate JMMC 
disputes. 

The Geneva talks were clearly a major step forward in 
the Angola-Namibia negotiations. They left a number of 
issues unresolved, however, and introduced several 
mechanisms for possible future delays: 

• While the issue of "joint action" by South Africa 
and UNITA was resolved, the question of South 
African aid to UNITA was left in limbo. 
• The issue of U.S. aid to UNITA remained open. 
Shortly after the Geneva talks, Assistant Secretary 
Crocker said that "in the context in which there is no 
internal political reconciliation and in which the 
Soviets have themselves not offered to act with 
restraint, vis-a-vis their own arms supplies .... it 
would be unrealistic to expect us ... to terminate any 
kind of relationship with UNITA." 
• No mutually acceptable time frame for Cuban 
withdrawal was established. 
• The issue of ANC training facilities in Angola was 
not formally addressed. 
• South Africa left open the possibility that it would 
accuse the UN of bias and thus stall the whole 
process. 
In addition, four events occurred around the same 

time that made Pretoria's negotiating partners uneasy. 
(1) South Africa began large-scale naval exercises at 
Namibia's only deep-water port, Walvis Bay, which 
Pretoria has long claimed as an integral part of the 
Republic of South Africa with no historical links to the 
mandate territory. This aroused concern that equipment 
was being positioned for future military operations. 
(2) Pretoria announced plans to go ahead with racially 
based "second-tier" elections in Namibia, interpreted by 
many observers as an indication that South Africa was 
not really planning to implement Resolution 435. 
(3) South Africa's administrator-general for Namibia 
insisted that a constitution protective of "democracy, 
private enterprise, and the First World community" in 
the territory be drawn up prior to implementation of 
Resolution 435. This contradicts the UN plan, under 
which UN-supervised elections would result in a 
constituent assembly that would determine Namibia's 
constitution by a two-thirds vote. (4) The growing 
antinegotiations chorus from right-wing elements, 
exemplified by Conservative Party leader Andries 
Treurnicht's warning that the UN plan would lead to 
"Communist" control of Namibia, suggested that South 
Africa's ability to compromise might be limited by 
domestic factors. 

Balancing these antinegotiations developments 
within South Africa were two events that could facilitate 
the process. (1) An August 3 announcement by 143 
white South Africans that they would not serve in the 
SADF, and indications of the growing strength of the 
End Conscription Campaign, may have given military 
strategists pause. (2) Some key elements of the 
government appeared to have launched a public 
relations program designed to counter pressures from 



the right and prepare the white electorate for 
acceptance of Namibian independence. 

Brazzaville II 
A second round of talks held in Brazzaville from August 
24-26 broke new ground. For the first time in the history 
of the 1987-1988 negotiations, the parties got down to 
hard bargaining on one of the central questions - the 
timing of Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola. 

The Angolan government made a major concession at 
the outset by dropping its objection to an African venue. 
The Angolan and Cuban delegations also made the first 
move in the negotiating room, reportedly offering to 
withdraw Cuban troops over three years rather than 
four, and implying a willingness to concede further. 

The South Africans, in the words of Van Heerden, 
"advanced a countersuggestion without taking a final 
position." Although the exact content is not known as 
this chronology goes to press, the proposal apparently 
only slightly narrowed the gap between the South 
African and Angolan-Cuban positions. South Africa did, 
however, intimate that it might accept some "residual" 
Cuban force remaining in Angola after Namibian 
independence. 

Next came a detailed discussion of the degree to 
which the Cuban withdrawal would be "front loaded." 
South Africa continued to argue the case for withdrawal 
of a large proportion of the Cuban troops early in the 
scheduled time period, while the Angolan delegation 
resisted. Another subject that absorbed the negotiators' 
time was the question of what geographic restrictions 
should be placed upon the remaining Cuban troops in 
Angola while the withdrawal process is under way, and 
how rapidly they would be redeployed away from the 
Angolan-Namibian border. 

The need for negotiators to check back with their 
home capitals before responding to proposals became 
more pronounced at Brazzaville II. Now that crucial 
security issues were at stake, all negotiators were on 
"shorter leashes." Of all the parties at the table, the 
South Africans appeared to have the least independent 
negotiating authority. 

Despite the progress made at this round, the talks 
were inconclusive, producing only an agreement to 
recess and continue discussions at the same site during 
the week of September 5. This decision to recess meant 
that the September 1 deadline for agreement on Cuban 
troop withdrawal contained in the Angolan-Cuban
South African joint statement after the Geneva round 
would not be met, and that the November 1 target date 
for implementation of Resolution 435 would have to be 
moved back if agreement were not reached by 
September 20. 

While Brazzaville II was in progress, some 
noteworthy developments occurred in the positions of 
SWAPO, UNITA, the Soviet Union, Cuba, and South 
Africa: 

(1) SWAPO President Sam Nujoma was quoted by 
The New York Times on August 19 as having indicated 
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that nationalizations of Namibia's mines and secondary 
industries by a future SWAPO government would be 
limited and accompanied by "adequate compensation." 
He also implied that SWAPO would not host ANC 
facilities in an independent Namibia ("We are not 
fighting to liberate ourselves to have other people's 
bases in our country"). 

(2) Although UNITA continued to push military 
operations against FAPLA, it also sent a message to 
Luanda via Mali's President Moussa Traore, the current 
OAU chairman, confirming that Savimbi was willing to 
recognize dos Santos as the president of all of Angola 
pending a national election. Savimbi further stated that 
he would not necessarily be part of the delegation that 
UNITA would send to any meeting with the MPLA. 

(3) Soviet policy also crystallized further. At an 
August 11 press briefing in Moscow, Deputy Foreign 
Minister Adamishin was reported to have called for 
talks between the MPLA and UNITA and to have 
suggested that Savimbi be brought into the dialogue. 
The Soviet press agency TASS subsequently denied the 
reported version of the briefing, but U.S. academics who 
visited Moscow in July said it was their impression that 
the Soviets had come to believe that a settlement would 
be facilitated by MPLA-UNITA dialogue. 

(4) Cuba's position also appeared to undergo an 
adjustment. In late August, U.S. principals concluded 
that Havana was urging the MPLA to compromise 
further on the withdrawal schedule, and there were 
reports of a shift in Cuba's policy regarding UNITA. 
Havana had earlier established communication with 
UNITA via a third party in an attempt to negotiate the 
release of two Cuban pilots. In the course of these 
contacts, UNITA sources claim, the Cubans came to 
regard MPLA-UNITA talks as a good idea. While this 
assertion has to be taken with a grain of salt, UNITA's 
release of the pilots during the Brazzaville II talks (and 
a notable absence of the customary anti-Cuban 
language in recent UNITA rhetoric) seems to imply a 
new fluidity in the relationship. A reported meeting 
between Cuban and UNITA representatives in Cote 
d'Ivoire during the last weekend in August is viewed as 
an indicator that Havana may have decided that an 
Afghanistan-style spectacle of rebels taking over towns 
as "internationalist" forces leave could be avoided if 
there were serious movement toward an internal 
reconciliation as the Cuban withdrawal begins. 

Some Variables to be Monitored 
From early 1987 through Brazzaville II, negotiations 
have progressed from stalemate through diversionary 
tactics and massive military escalations to a willingness 
to sit down and calmly discuss the real issues. But these 
issues were still well short of resolution as plans were 
announced for a recess before Brazzaville III. 

Factors pushing South Africa toward implementation 
of Resolution 435 include: (1) the need to reduce 
military expenditures to augment funding for the 
internal co-optation campaign; (2) the growing 
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reluctance of the white population to accept high levels 
of white casualties, especially in a distant land; (3) the 
fact that Namibia's economy is so interwoven with 
South Africa's that enormous leverage will continue 
even if the territory becomes independent; ( 4) a 
recognition that the U.S. role as a mediator is 
unpredictable beyond the presidential elections of 
November 1988. 

Factors militating against South African acquiescence 
to Namibian independence are still formidable, 
however. Parties to the right of the National Party are 
threatening to make the Namibia issue a rallying point 
in the October 1988 municipal elections, and could be 
expected to do so as well in the event President Botha 
opts for early parliamentary elections. If Botha 
concludes that implementation of Resolution 435 could 
lead to the National Party's loss of power, he will be 
faced with a difficult choice. Sectors of the military are 
still arguing that Namibian independence would provide 
the ANC with a new base from which to operate (thus 
increasing rather than decreasing military costs), and 
there is also uneasiness within the military over the 
inevitable reduction of support for UNITA that 
Namibian independence would entail. The message a 
SWAPO-ruled Namibia would send to South Africa's 
blacks is another concern. Taking these points into 
account, skeptics speculate that the whole current 
negotiations exercise was entered into by Pretoria to 
permit a graceful disengagement from Angola, but that 
South Africa had and has no intention of agreeing to 
independence for Namibia. South Africa has established 
a number of escape routes should it decide to avoid 
implementation of Resolution 435. 

If South Africa should end up by stalling on 
implementation of Resolution 435, Cuba and Angola 
could be expected to declare the cessation of hostilities 
no longer valid, on the grounds that the cease-fire was 
designed as an interim step leading to Namibian 
independence. Cuba could resume its military buildup 
on the Angolan border, assist SWAPO infiltration, and 
perhaps even launch long-range artillery barrages from 
new bases in southern Angola into South African bases 
in Namibia. If South Africa is perceived to be 
responsible for a breakdown in negotiations, the United 
States is unlikely to take strong action to prevent such a 
Cuban strategy, and might even privately applaud it. 

The next few months will clearly be a difficult time for 
the Botha government. All options have high costs. The 
encouraging element from an analytical perspective is 
that whereas the National Party's self-interest previously 
lay in blocking Namibian independence, one can now 
see that same self-interest served by the reverse policy. 
There is no guarantee yet that Botha is willing to pay 
the domestic political price that Namibian independence 
would entail, but it is surely an option he is considering. 

Even if all the arguments in favor of Namibian 
independence posed above are accepted by the Botha 

government, South Africa will still require from the 
Angolan government a dramatically speeded-up Cuban 
troop withdrawal schedule. The Angolans, in turn, are 
concerned about their ability to defend themselves 
without the Cuban military presence. As of late August, 
the word from Luanda was that the government might 
be considering dropping its demand for a full cutoff of 
South African and U.S. aid to UNITA, but would need 
some assurances about when and how that aid would be 
limited before giving a significantly improved Cuban 
withdrawal offer. It also appeared that Havana was 
urging the dos Santos government to offer a faster 
withdrawal schedule. 

Once agreement is reached on a Cuban withdrawal 
schedule, the peace process will still be vulnerable, for 
there is always the danger that the Cubans and/or 
Angolans might fail to comply with its terms. If UNITA 
takes over territory at an accelerating pace as the 
Cubans withdraw, or if Angola perceives new security 
threats, the withdrawal schedule might be unilaterally 
revised. 

If the Angolan government should enter into a 
negotiated settlement with UNITA, both South African 
and U.S. aid to Dr. Savimbi's movement would become 
moot, and the Cuban troop withdrawal issue would 
become far less difficult. The Angolan government is 
under increasing pressure from some African countries 
(though not as many as UNITA would have us believe) 
to negotiate with UNITA, and, as previously noted, there 
is evidence that Moscow and perhaps now even Havana 
are urging such a course of action. As of late August, 
however, Luanda still seemed to hope that a split 
between Savimbi and his rank and file was possible and 
that a deal with the latter only was a feasible option. 

The one issue that will probably fall into place as soon 
as the others are resolved is the removal of ANC 
training facilities from Angola. If the Angolan 
government is offered an acceptable settlement, the 
ANC will probably be told that it must "adapt to the new 
reality" and move its training facilities elsewhere. 
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