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Keeping Namibian Independence 
on Track: The Cuban Factor 

by Gillian Gunn 

Since the implementation of the United Nations' independence plan for 
Namibia began on April1, 1989, two crises have temporarily threatened to 
derail the process. Although Cuba had both the means and the opportunity to 
exacerbate each of these situations, it refrained from doing so, and in one case 
worked in parallel with the United States to repair the damage . Havana 
followed this course because keeping the transition timetable on track serves its 
national interest. As the Namibian independence process moves forward , and 
Angolan national reconciliation negotiations continue to seesaw, more crises 
are inevitable . An examination of the motivations behind past Cuban 
responses may help observers and policymakers anticipate Havana's reaction 
to future hiccups. 

Background 
Analysis of the crises in implementation of Resolution 435 requires an 
understanding of the historical background. "South West Africa" was a 
German colony from 1884 until1915, when it fell to South African forces in the 
course of 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, 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 voted 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. 

SWAPO's guerrilla actions were ineffectual until neighboring Portuguese
ruled Angola became independent in 1975. The MPLA government that took 
power in Angola with support from Cuba and the USSR provided SWAPO with 
bases from which to launch cross-border operations, and the organization 
became more active. South Africa retaliated with a series of destructive military 
incursions into Angola and stepped-up support for Jonas Savimbi's anti-MPLA 
movement, UNIT A. Cuban troops originally came to Angola prior to 
independence to support the MPLA (then one of the players in a three
cornered conflict among the factions nominally joined together in a transitional 
coalition government) . Although only a temporary presence had been planned, 
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the Cuban troops stayed on, in part to help Angola cope 
with the threat posed by South Africa. Cuba also supported 
SWAPO politically and militarily. 

From Resolution 435 to 1987 
In September 1978 the UN Security Council adopted . 
Resolution 435, which approved a report by the UN 
secretary-general describing the plan for internationally 
recognized Namibian independence that eventually became 
the basis for the process now under way. The proposed 
independence sequence included a cease-fire, the 
withdrawal of South African troops, and elections monitored 
by a mixed civilian-military UN Transition Assistance Group 
(UNT AG) . Discussions over the next few years between 
South Africa and a five-nation Western "Contact Group" 
seeking to end the long impasse were marked by debate 
about the geographical areas in which SWAPO guerrillas 
present in Namibia would be confined to base during the 
preindependence period. SWAPO wanted the confinement 
to take place in northern Namibia, presumably because a 
visible presence could enhance the organization's ability to 
present itself to the local population as a victorious guerrilla 
force worthy of their support at the polls. South Africa, on 
the other hand, wanted SWAPO to be confined to bases in 
Angola. This issue was left dangling. 

A new complication was added shortly after the Reagan 
administration took office in January 1981. The United 
States introduced the concept of linking implementation of 
Resolution 435, and the related withdrawal of South African 
troops from Angola and Namibia, to the withdrawal of 
Cuban troops from Angola. The justification was that an 
independent Namibia would be threatened by a continued 
Cuban presence. Cuba and Angola argued that Namibian 
independence and the presence of Cuban troops in Angola 
were separate issues, while South Africa seized upon the 
"linkage" concept as an excuse for further delaying the 
independence negotiations. Talks between the United 
States and the Angolan government on Cuban troop 
withdrawal continued inconclusively for a number of years. 
The negotiations became frostier in the wake of a 1985 
decision by the U.S. Congress to repeal the so-called Clark 
Amendment of 1976 (which had prohibited assistance to 
groups in Angola without express congressional 
authorization). Subsequently, after a high-profile 1986 
Savimbi visit to the United States and the revelation that the 
Reagan administration had resumed military aid to UNIT A, 
the Luanda government suspended the talks. 

Contacts resumed in April 1987 and by midyear most of 
the external actors involved in the Angola-Namibia dispute 
had begun to consider the possibility that a settlement 
would better suit their interests than continued war: 

(1) The Soviet Union under Gorbachev wanted to 
reduce its spending on arms supplies for the Angolan 
government and improve relations with the United 
States. It therefore urged its Cuban, Angolan, and 
SWAPO allies to be flexible in negotiations. 

(2) The Reagan administration was anxious to 
achieve a foreign policy success before the end of its final 
term. 

(3) South Africa was concerned about the cost of 
subsidizing the Namibian economy and security 
operations and feared additional Western sanctions if it 
continued to reject Resolution 435. 

· ( 4) Cuba was becoming frustrated with the 
stalemated military situation, was concerned about the 

·· ·ongoing financial and human cost of the war, and was 
more anxious than ever to improve relations with the 
United States, in part because of an anticipated 
reduction of subsidies from the Soviet Union. 

Final agreement remained elusive, however, because some 
elements in the South African government still believed a 
military solution was possible and because Havana was 
concerned that withdrawal from Angola might be perceived 
abroad as a defeat. 

The December 1988 Accords 
A series of military confrontations between Cuban and 
South African forces over the winter of 1987-1988 broke 
the logjam. (See "A Guide to the Intricacies of the Angola
Namibia Negotiations" by Gillian Gunn, CSIS Africa Notes 
no. 90, September 8, 1988.) In mid-1987, Angolan 
government forces launched an offensive against UNIT A. 
In September; South Africa intervened to assist UNIT A, and 
South African-UNIT A forces then pursued the retreating 
Angolan units, eventually laying siege to the government
controlled town of Cuito Cuanavale in the southeast. Cuba 
swiftly sent new troops and equipment to Angola, 
reinforced Cuito Cuanavale, and, in an unexpected and 
unprecedented step, dispatched a mechanized force into 
southwestern Angola, near the Namibian border. 

South African forces were stalemated at Cuito 
Cuanavale and suffered significant white casualties and 
material losses in the southwest. Pretoria was already 
concerned by the financial and political costs of its 
involvement in the Angolan and Namibian conflicts, and 
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when the white South African electorate expressed alarm 
about the new casualties, Pretoria decided to back down. 
Havana was relieved because it too did not relish further 
confrontation. 

These developments removed two important obstacles to 
the negotiations. Even the more hawkish elements in South 
Africa became convinced that victory was not possible 
without politically unacceptable white losses. At the same 
time, Cuba could claim that it had "won" against South 
Africa, thereby protecting itself against allegations that a 
withdrawal from Angola was "defeat." 

These hurdles overcome, the negotiations moved into 
high gear, with the United States continuing its crucial 
mediating role . 

A protocol signed by Angola, Cuba, and South Africa at 
Geneva on August 5 , 1988 included an agreement that 
"Angola and Cuba shall use their good offices so that, once 
the total withdrawal of South African troops from Angola is 
completed, and within the context also of the cessation of 
hostilities in Namibia, SWAPO' s forces will be deployed to 
the north of the 16th parallel [in Angola] ." This point 
addressed South African fears that the Namibian election 
process might be disrupted by guerrilla activity . SWAPO 
was not a signatory to this protocol, but was fully consulted 
by the Angolan delegation, and all parties were under the 
impression that it had agreed to such a restriction. 

The Geneva protocol also contained a pledge by Cuba 
not to "take part in offensive operations" in UNIT A's 
southeastern heartland after South African troops left 
Angola, "provided that [Cuban troops] are not subject to 
harassment. " Subsequent press reports suggested that 
Cuba had informally promised not to attack UNIT A 
elsewhere in the country. In return , UNIT A reportedly 
agreed not to attack the withdrawing Cuban troops. 

On December 22, 1988, years of negotiations culminated 
in the signature in New York of a tripartite agreement by 
Angola, Cuba, and South Africa, as well as a bilateral 
agreement between Angola and Cuba. These agreements 
provided, among other things, for the withdrawal of Cuban 
troops from Angola over a 27 -month period and 
implementation of Resolution 435 beginning on April 1, 
1989. Previously, in a December 13 "Protocol of 
Brazzaville" committing the parties to signature of the New 
York agreements, the three countries had agreed to 
establish a Joint Commission to supervise implementation 
of the accords; the United States and the Soviet Union were 
invited to participate as observers. 

At no point in the 1988 negotiations was the unresolved 
issue of SWAPO's confinement to base in northern Namibia 
readdressed. This was logical because South Africa's 
military operations in the late 1980s had virtually eliminated 
SWAPO's military presence in Namibia. None of the 
signatories to the agreement (Cuba, Angola, and South 
Africa) wanted to reopen the subject, as it would cause 
more delay and seemed unnecessary. 

The Rocky Road to Implementation 
Resolution 435 envisaged that the UNTAG forces would be 
fully deployed in Namibia by the April1 , 1989 start-up 
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date. Deployment was delayed, however, when the United 
States, the Soviet Union, and other countries due to pay 
the bulk of the UN's expenses in Namibia sought to 
convince the Security Council to decrease the size of 
UNTAG and so reduce the cost of the operation. SWAPO, 
Angola, Cuba, and many Third World countries opposed 
reduction of the UNT AG force, believing a large contingent 
was necessary to ensure that South Africa did not violate 
the agreement. The superpowers eventually convinced the 
UN to reduce the UNT AG force. 

The First Crisis. The first crisis occurred shortly after 
the official commencement of Resolution 435 
implementation and the related SWAPO-South Africa 
cease-fire. Early on April1, 1989, skirmishes broke out in 
northern Namibia between heavily armed SWAPO 
guerrillas and units of the South West Africa Police 
(SWAPOL) . 

SWAPO claimed that its guerrillas had been present in 
northern Namibia for some time and were simply trying to 
find United Nations forces to whom they believed they 
were supposed to hand over their weapons prior to 
confinement to bases within Namibia. SW APO further 
argued that negotiated additions to Resolution 435 in the 
early 1980s gave it the right to such bases. Finally, 
SWAPO pointed out that it was not a signatory of the 
December 22 agreements or the Protocol of Geneva and 
thus was not bound to restrict its guerrillas north of the 16th 
parallel in Angola. 

South Africa countered that SWAPO had not been 
present in northern Namibia before the implementation of 
Resolution 435 was set in motion; that 600 to 800 
guerrillas had infiltrated across the border from Angola 
within minutes of the official initiation of the Namibian 
independence process; and that SWAPO was therefore in 
violation of the agreement. On the basis of these 
considerations, Pretoria requested permission to release 
South African forces from the bases to which they had 
been confined prior to April 1 in compliance with 
Resolution 435, for the purp·ose of restoring order. The 
UN, having only 100 of its own military personnel in 
northern Namibia due to an UNTAG deployment delay, 
was powerless to control the SWAPO-SWAPOL fighting 
and reluctantly granted South Africa's request. The South 
African forces went after SWAPO, more SWAPO guerrillas 
materialized, the fighting intensified, and South Africa 
"temporarily suspended" implementation of Resolution 
435. 

Casualties mounted, and so did U.S. concern as the 
delicately balanced peace process Washington had worked 
so long to nurture appeared to disintegrate. Washington 
feared , with justification, that South African forces might 
cross into Angola in pursuit of the SWAPO units . If that 
occurred, Cuba almost certainly would halt its withdrawal 
and engage the South African forces . Pretoria would then 
probably delay or call off implementation of Resolution 
435. 

Turnaround at Mount Etjo. An emergency Joint 
Commission meeting was called for April 8 and 9 at Mount 
Etjo in northern Namibia to try to resolve the crisis. All 
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sides prepared for the encounter. 
On April6, SWAPO representatives attended a summit 

of the Front-Line states in Luanda and convinced the 
assembled heads of state to support the SWAPO argument 
that its forces should be confined to bases inside Namibia. 
South Africa presented itself as the aggrieved party and 
steadfastly insisted that the SWAPO forces be rounded up, 
transported to Angola, and confined to bases north of the 
16th parallel. The United States endorsed South Africa's 
position and said that it was hard to believe that SWAPO 
could have planned its April actions without the knowledge 
of the Angolan and Cuban governments. Cuba slowed 
withdrawal of its troops from Angola and bitterly criticized 
the UN's decision to permit South Africa's troops to leave 
their bases. This posture led many observers to conclude 
that Havana would support the SWAPO position. Cuba 
had been considerably ahead of schedule on the troop 
withdrawals, so the slowdown (although upsetting to 
Pretoria and Washington) did not place Havana in 
violation of the December 22 accords. 

The atmosphere was tense when the various delegations 
arrived at Mount Etjo. During the preliminary discussions, 
the Soviet participants emphasized that any agreement 
should permit SWAPO to save face . The heads of the 
Cuban, Angolan, and South African delegations then met 
behind closed doors, leaving the U.S. and Soviet observer 
delegations outside. Angola, which had earlier expressed 
some unease with SWAPO's position, now argued that 
SWAPO was entitled to confinement bases inside Namibia. 
As expected, South Africa demanded that all SWAPO 
combatants be confined to bases in Angola. 

Carlos Aldana, the head of the Cuban delegation, then 
surprised the South Africans by proposing that both 
SWAPO guerrillas inside Namibia and those south of the 
16th parallel in Angola be transported to Angolan bases 
north of the 16th parallel. The Cuban representatives 
showed little patience with Angola's protestation that it 
could not control SWAPO and implicitly agreed with South 
Africa's version of events (that SWAPO had crossed the 
border early on April 1 and had not had a significant 
guerrilla presence in northern Namibia prior to that date) . 
The Cuban delegation insisted that Havana had not been 
informed of SWAPO's intentions, but admitted that in 
retrospect there had been telltale signs of SWAPO's plans 
and that Cuba should have anticipated what happened. 
Pretoria did not escape Cuban criticism, however; Aldana 
complained about the "brutality" of South Africa's 
counterinsurgency operation in northern Namibia. 

The Cuban negotiators were described by others present 
at Mount Etjo as somewhat disrespectful of the sentiments 
of the Angolan representatives. In the words of one (non
Cuban) official, "The Cubans were furious , they were in 
the mood to kick some ass. " It later emerged that, on the 
way to Mount Eljo, the Cuban delegation had stopped off 
in Luanda and given the SWAPO representatives in the 
Angolan capital a stern lecture. 

The meeting ended with the Angolan participants 
accepting the Cuban position. An agreement was worked 
out on procedures for transporting the SWAPO guerrillas in 

Namibia back to Angola and confining them to bases north 
of the 16th parallel. Angola also promised to arrange for 
the removal of the remaining SWAPO forces poised on the 
Angolan side of the Namibian border and their 
confinement in the same camps. In sum, on several key 
issues Cuba sided with the United States and South Africa, 
and against its longtime allies, SWAPO, Angola, and the 
Soviet Union. 

Cuba's Motives. Why did Cuba adopt this position? 
The answer is straightforward: its allies were jeopardizing 
Cuba's national interest. Cuba (like the United States) 
feared that SWAPO's action would be used by South 
Africa as a pretext for calling off implementation of 
Resolution 435 and reinvading Angola. If Pretoria took 
those actions, Cuba would no longer be able to claim that 
it was withdrawing its troops because it had "defeated" the 
South African military and "forced" Pretoria to implement 
Resolution 435. (All of these claims were exaggerated but 
contained a grain of truth.) 

In order to protect its prestige, Cuba would have to halt 
its withdrawal and reengage the South African forces. It 
was reluctant to do so for the very reasons it had agreed to 
the withdrawal in the first place. Cuba wanted to reduce 
the human and material cost of the war; was not optimistic 
about a military solution to the Angolan government's 
conflicts with UNIT A and South Africa; was under pressure 
from the USSR to help resolve regional conflicts that 
drained Moscow's resources; and hoped to parlay the 
withdrawal from Angola into discussions with the United 
States regarding other issues. Withdrawal from Angola 
served all these ends. SWAPO's actions threatened to 
unravel the prestige-protecting element that permitted the 
withdrawal to occur and thus was against Cuba's interests. 
Consequently, Cuba helped force SWAPO into line. 

Getting Back on Track. The vigor with which the 
Cuban delegation must have expressed its view to SWAPO 
in the pre-Mount Etjo encounter in Luanda was evident in 
the rapid reversal of SWAPO's position. On AprilS, 
SWAPO President Sam Nujoma said that his guerrillas in 
Namibia were "not going to leave for anywhere." Yet, 
when the Mount Etjo agreement was announced just four 
days later, SWAPO endorsed it. The spokesman for the 
Cuban delegation, Alcibiades Hidalgo, tactfully said in a 
formal statement that the plan "had been worked out with 
the help of the SWAPO leadership." 

Mount Eljo did not completely resolve the problem, 
however, because SWAPO guerrillas were slow to turn 
themselves in at the designated UN assembly points. This 
was due in part to the high-profile South African military 
presence near the assembly points and the inaccurate claim 
by a South African official that the Mount Etjo agreement 
gave the South African forces the right to question SWAPO 
guerrillas who gave themselves up to the UN. Instead of 
reporting to the UN assembly points, most SWAPO 
guerrillas infiltrated back across the border into Angola, 
hampering efforts to count and transport the combatants. 

A second Joint Commission meeting held in Cape Town 
at the end of April resolved some of these difficulties. By 
late May, most SWAPO guerrillas from northern Namibia 



and southern Angola had been confined to bases north of 
the 16th parallel in Angola, and the Cuban troop 
withdrawals were proceeding on schedule. 

The Second Crisis. The second crisis in which the 
Cubans played a role began on August 14, when six 
Cubans were killed by UNIT A forces in Angola. Havana 
claimed that the Cubans had been gathering firewood, that 
the UNIT A unit involved knew the targets were Cubans 
rather than members of the Angolan army, and that the 
killings were intentional. UNIT A took the position that the 
Cubans had been part of an Angolan army convoy and 
were indistinguishable from Angolan combatants. If the 
Cuban version of events were accurate, the UNIT A action 
would be in violation of the unwritten rules concerning the 
guerrillas' relationship with withdrawing Cuban forces. 

A month earlier, at a Joint Commission meeting in 
Luanda, the Cuban delegation had informed the U.S. and 
South African representatives that it had intelligence 
suggesting that UNIT A might target Cuban troops in 
military attacks. The Joint Commission was warned that 
such casualties would cause Havana domestic difficulties, 
and the Cuban delegation asked that Washington and 
Pretoria convey to UNIT A's Savimbi the seriousness with 
which Havana would view such an action. 

According to a highly placed Soviet source , President 
Fidel Castro at first considered launching a swift retaliatory 
raid against UNIT A in response to the August killings. This 
would have violated Cuba's commitment not to attack 
UNIT A, but Castro apparently believed that the action 
would be justified because, in his view, UNIT A had 
violated the agreements first. Before acting, Castro 
consulted his own advisers, and a fierce debate reportedly 
ensued. Elements in the military supported the Cuban 
president's initial hard-line instincts. Those arguing for a 
more cautious reaction also got a hearing, however, and 
Castro eventually changed his mind. 

Instead of retaliating militarily, he wrote a strongly 
worded letter to UN Secretary-General Perez de Cuellar: 
"Cuba will act in such a way as to guarantee the safety of 
its internationalist combatants in Angola under any 
circumstances. In fulfilling the agreements, no one should 
have any doubts that we will tolerate attacks or hostile acts 
against our troops; consequently we reserve the right to 
respond to these provocations with all our strength as 
necessary." Castro concluded with a warning that the 
incident "could adversely influence the compliance with the 
timetable of withdrawal of the Cuban troops" from Angola. 

"No More Cubans Can Die." Both the United States 
and South Africa expressed their concern to UNIT A about 
the Cuban deaths. South African Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Roelof ("Pik") Botha publicly said that "any incidents that 
could jeopardize the implementation of various agreements 
to establish peace in southwestern Africa affect the interests 
of all the countries in the region." The U.S. message was 
conveyed through more discreet channels. In response to 
this pressure, Savimbi publicly announced on August 17: 
"However difficult it may be to distinguish between Cuba 
and FAPLA [Angolan government] columns, I hereby 
categorically order that no Cuban forces be attacked." 
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The Cubans were still not satisfied, however, and 
brought the subject up again when the Joint Commission 
met in Havana from September 13 to 15. The Cuban 
representatives warned the South African and U.S. 
delegations that "no more Cubans can die , period." Cuba 
promised to continue complying with the troop withdrawal 
schedule, but said that equipment withdrawal would be 
"reconfigured" to ensure an instant retaliatory response if 
UNIT A attacked again. It was hinted that retaliation could 
go as far south as UNIT A's headquarters at Jamba. Some 
observers believe that the Cubans were already planning to 
defer withdrawal of their long-range armaments until the 
last stages of the troop pullout, in case South Africa 
reinvaded, and that Havana elected to present this in a 
hard-line manner at the Havana Joint Commission 
meeting. 

Cuba's Rationale. Why did the Cubans decide to 
respond only with threats instead of retaliating? As was the 
case in the April 1 crisis, part of the answer can be found in 
Cuba's perception of its long-term interests. Cuba did not 
want to get pulled into a shooting war with UNIT A, 
because that would hinder its ability to complete a 
withdrawal it had come to view as desirable for the reasons 
noted earlier. Another element of the prestige question, 
not evident in the April 1 incident, was also involved. In 
order to avoid being accused of interfering in the internal 
affairs of another country, Cuba had long claimed that it 
was in Angola solely to protect it against South African 
aggression and not to participate in the war with UNIT A. 

These considerations ruled out a retaliatory attack. For 
two reasons, however, Cuba could not just "turn the other 
cheek" and pretend that the UNIT A incident had not 
occurred: (1) Havana feared that such a response would 
be interpreted as weakness by its enemies, a perception 
that would lead to a different but equally real prestige 
problem. Cuba did not want its soldiers to look like a 
defeated army being harassed by UNIT A as they withdrew. 
(2) The Cuban population 's willingness to accept casualties 
in Angola seems to have declined drastically since the 
peace accords were signed. Although the Cuban people 
cannot express their concerns in the same way that anti
Vietnam War activists did in the United States, the 
government is aware of their sentiment and could not 
appear to accept the new deaths as inconsequential. The 
tough-rhetoric-no-retaliation policy Cuba adopted served 
all of Havana's interests, both domestic and international. 

Other Items on the Havana Agenda. At the Joint 
Commission meeting in September, there were some 
interesting differences between the Cuban delegation's 
public and private positions on South Africa's 
implementation of Resolution 435. A public statement 
accused Pretoria of sanctioning a "campaign of 
intimidation"; called the "electoral project" of the South 
African administrator-general in Namibia "one fit for 
grammar school" ; and objected to plans for centralized 
vote counting. 

In private, however, Cuba's position was less 
confrontational. Asked about a recent statement issued by 
the Nonaligned Movement that SWAPO's support in 
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Namibia was such that an electoral loss would strongly 
suggest that the elections had not been fair , Cuban 
representatives pointed out that their government had not 
signed this particular Nonaligned document. One Cuban 
diplomat reportedly told a Western journalist that he 
expected SWAPO to get no more than 45 percent of the 
vote even in a fair election. 

These two positions on the implementation of 
Resolution 435-the hard-line public stance and the less 
confrontational private posture-appear contradictory, but 
actually are complementary. Cuba is concerned that the 
South Africans might fix the elections and artificially reduce 
SWAPO's share of the vote. In these circumstances; 
SWAPO might resume guerrilla operations from Angolan 
bases. Cuba would find it difficult to pressure SWAPO to 
cease such operations, for such pressure would appear to 
be betrayal of the black nationalist cause if the elections 
were blatantly rigged. A Namibian government organized 
under Pretoria's aegis might then sanction the launching of 
South African military actions in southern Angola from 
Namibian bases, which in turn would jeopardize the Cuban 
withdrawal from Angola. 

In sum, Cuba wants South Africa and the UN to carry 
out the elections as fairly as possible so that if SWAPO 
does not do well (a development the Cuban government 
apparently thinks is a distinct possibility) , Havana would 
not appear to be abetting a South African attempt to steal 
the election if it discouraged SWAPO from recommencing 
guerrilla operations. 

Looking Ahead 
In light of the history of Cuban decision making to date, 
how might Havana respond to future crises in 
implementation of Resolution 435? 

If South Africa and the UN run a reasonably fair 
election, and SWAPO does not win the two-thirds majority 
required to dominate the constituent assembly that will 
write the constitution of the new country, it seems probable 
that Cuba would not join SWAPO's "we were robbed" 
chorus. Cuba has a realistic view of SWAPO's political 
base and is somewhat exasperated with this ally. Havana 
would not hesitate to take a tough line in response to 
SWAPO actions that endanger the Cuban troop withdrawal 
from Angola, as long as it can do so without damaging its 
international image as the "friend of the oppressed." 

If the UN and South Africa run the elections in a manner 
judged "unfair" by the various international observers who 
will witness the balloting but SWAPO does not resume 
guerrilla activity from Angola and so avoids provoking a 
new South African attack on Angola, the Cubans would 

severely criticize Pretoria and express solidarity with 
SWAPO, but would not necessarily slow the withdrawal 
from Angola. Only if the election results and ensuing 
events should lead to South Africa's reinvasion of Angola, 
which would be a virtual repudiation of the entire New 
York agreement, could one envisage that Cuba would stay 
and fight in Angola for reasons of national prestige. 

If UNIT A again attacks the departing Cuban troops, 
Havana would this time probably authorize a vigorous but 
brief retaliation. Castro could be expected to conclude that 
Cuban prestige and the safety of the remaining Cuban 
troops would not be served by further verbal threats alone. 
With its logistics now organized to facilitate withdrawal 
rather than offensive action, however, Cuba would find it 
difficult to sustain a prolonged battle . In addition, a drawn
out military action against UNIT A would result in casualties 
that would have negative repercussions in Cuban domestic 
politics; would contradict Cuba's claim that it had remained 
in Angola only to protect that country against South African 
aggression; would increase tensions in the Namibian 
independence process; and could result in South African 
intervention, thus hindering Cuba's ability to resume 
withdrawal. After any requirement for a military display of 
force , therefore, Havana would probably try to resolve the 
problem through diplomacy and continue its own 
withdrawal as soon as possible. 

In sum, the priority Cuba gives to enhancing its 
international prestige while simultaneously withdrawing 
from Angola can be helpful to other parties with interests in 
the region. If the United States and South Africa want 
Cuban cooperation rather than obstructionism, they will 
structure the proposed solution to any future Namibian 
transition crisis so as to preserve Havana's ability to 
withdraw "honorably" and with its prestige intact. This 
involves a careful understanding of Cuban interests in a 
given situation, rather than a reflexive assumption that 
Cuba will always adopt a confrontational posture. 
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