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THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF IMPERIALISM
AND DEPENDENT DEVELOPMENT IN SOUTHERN AFRICA

by
Agrippah T. Mugomba

Often, it is easy to cloud the fact that
colonialism which balkanized Africa also
deliberately insured the dependency of
vast regions of the continent on those
few areas with large white settlements.
Nowhere else are the problems inherent
in such a situation more manifest than
in the Southern African region.l

When the diplomacy of "detente" was first unwveiled in
Southern Africa towards the end of 1974, observers were quick
to characterize that development as merely the latest of many
attenpts by South Africa to expand its political, military and
economic influence and domination throughout the region. A
closer examination of the many patterns of this diplomacy re-
veals, however, that this is more than just a continuation of
the thrust of South African expansionism initially character-
ized by the 'outward' movement of the late 1960s and the ‘'dia-
logue' of the early 1970s.2 The multiplicity of the state and
non-state actors ranging from the southern tip of the subconti-
nent to the Equator and from the Indian Ocean in the East to
the Atlantic Ocean in the West, as well as the active participa-
tion of the dominant world powers and even middle-ranking ones,
bears testimony to the wide diversity of the interests of the
principal actors and the heavy stakes involved. The camplex
picture emerging suggests that a fascinating diplomatic and
military game of chess (or perhaps cehicken) is underway, one
which is not only totally unique in the turbulent history of
decolonization in the subregion but also exceedingly difficult
to predict the final outcome as well as the long-term implica-
tions of that outcome. The complex nature of the issues that
are at the core of this multinational diplomatic exercise also
suggests the need for an analytical framework that goes well
beyond merely providing an explanation of both a most conven-—
tional process in regional decolonization and an accommodation
of the competing as well as conflicting positions of the prin-
cipal regional actors.

Not long ago a distinguished observer of the continen-
tal African scene argued that contemporary political develop—
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ments in Africa could be explained by either of two approaches,
depending on the particular persuasion of the individual ob-
server: a theory of decolonization and all that it entails, or
a theory of dependency explaining the contemporary character
of the post-colonial state in Africa.3 These theoretical ex-
planations, which focus on the twin concepts of continuity and
change, represent two parallel schools of thought which, in
recent years, have predominated in the analysis of the interma-
tional politics of the so-called "new states" of the "grey
areas" of the international system. In this context, then, it
has been postulated that to some scholars, the successor of
colonialism is neocolonialism and dependency; for others, what
is going on in these societies is a transient phase involving
gradual disengagement and the multilateralization of ties to
the metropolitan nations.

An elaboration of decolonization theory posits that

Euro-African (and other) North-South
relationships are caught up in an evo-
lutionary process, as varitous forms of
bilateral, metropolitan influences are
replaced with multilateral relations.

In the process, political independence

is only the 'first' step, and the 'last'
step of complete independence is prob-
ably not attainable in an increasingly
interdependent world...each layer of
colonial influence is supported by the
others, and as each 18 removed, it uncovers
and exposes the next underlying one,
rendering it not only vulnerable but also
untenable. Thus, there is a natural pro-
gression to the removal of colonial in-
fluence: its speed can be varied by
policy and effort, but the dirvection

and evolution are inherent in the pro-
cess and become extremely difficult to
reverse. 4

In short, the process of political decolonization fo-
cuses on the achievement of autonomous development within a
broad framework of continuing dependence and underdevelopment.
Dependency theory, on the other hand, postulates that the re-
covery of political independence tends to both mask and distort
the reality of continuing dependence on global and regional
econamic structures and the constraining impact which external
political and economic structures have on the achievement of
genuine political independence and autoncmous economic develop—
ment. Basically, the theory is that the
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metropolitan countries block African
development by co-opting African leaders
into an international social structure
that serves the world capitalist econo-
my. By training and conditioning the
upper layer of African soctety into
Western habits of consumption, reading,
vacation, style, and other European val-
ues, the dominant politico-economic sys-
tem removes the need for direct interven-
tion and indirect colonial rule; the more
the new elites 'develop,' the more their
expectations rise, the more they become
programmed to look North, to think West-
ern, and to alienate themselves from
their national society, which is locked
into its underdevelopment. Since mass
development is such a monumental task

in the best conditions, and since it is
even more difficult against the wishes
of the dominant capitalists, these alien-
ated, Westernized elites are motivated
to repress the spread of developient in
their soctety and thus to maintain them-
selves in power as a political class.

The end result is that national develop-
ment is impossible: foreign predominance
18 maintained by the co-opted elites,

a neocolonial pact as firm as its colo-
nial predecessor was in its time.>

The two approaches are not, of course, mutually exclu-
sive. In many respects, they represent two sides of the same
coin and the weight assigned to each very much depends on one's
perception and interpretation of reality. In particular, the
decolonization approach draws heavily on dependency theory in
analyzing how certain post-colonial relationships have actually
operated. But the differences should not be ignored either:
for its part, dependency takes a much narrower view of the pro-
cess of political decolonization and economic disengagement by
maintaining that a vicious circle operates and produces both
continuities and discontinuities which are a reflection of al-
tering patterns of dependence (e.g. from predominantly bilater-
al forms of colonial dependence to multilateral post-colonial
ones). On the other hand, the decolonization process is as-—
sumed to have its own internal logic,"wherein each step creates
pressures for the next and reduces the possibilities of counter-
action by retreating post-colonial forces."6

A more realistic analytical approach would accept both
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theories as valid explanations of continuing decolonization
within a framework of dependence and underdevelopment in Africa.
No clear contradiction or logical inconsistency is readily ap—
parent in adopting such a perspective. Indeed, multilateriza-
tion of forms and patterns of dependence is a common feature

of both the post-colonial state in Africa and those others
which are still going through the painful motions of a retarded
process of decolonization.

This essay attempts very modestly to shed some light
on the political economy of neo—-colonialism in Southern Africa,
with particular reference to the liberation of Zimbabwe and the
implications for the region. The thrust of the analysis is on
the multinational diplomacy, in which the African actors appear
to be active collaborators, aiming at the entrenchment of de-
pendence and underdevelopment in Southern Africa via a process
of proliferating the number of neo-colonial statcs in the re-
gion. This issue appears to be the central aspect of the con-
stantly changing coalition formations (among both the Zimba-
bwean political factions and the independent African states
supporting them as well as their outside allies), and the in-
tense diplomatic double-dealings which have been underway for
the past several years in that part of the African continent.
More importantly, it seeks to explain the long-term implications
of "solutions" promoting intensified regional 'interdependence'
in an area historically characterized by lopsided dependent
relationships extending beyond the regional environment itself
into the global arena.

DETENTE AND SOUTH AFRICAN SUBIMPERIALSIM

The diplomatic initiatives formally unveiled in Octo—
ber, 1974 were largely instigated by South Africa with the ac—
tive support of its Western allies and have formed the core
element of what has inyariably been described as a policy of
"detente" or "deluge,"7 which purportedly aims at easing ten-
sions and establishing a lasting understanding among the South-
ern African states. South Africa was quick to realize that
with the collapse of the most important leg of the triple "un—
holy" alliance with Rhodesia and Portugal, indefinite white
control of the area was no longer possible militarily, nor in-
deed was it feasible politically, unless of course such strate-
gically located states as newly independent Angola and Mozam-
bique could be reduced to the dependent status of client states
on the pattern of Malawi, Botswana, Lesotho and Swaziland. But
even more important was the rapid realization that the new sit-
uation did not signal imminent disaster but actually opened up
new opportunities; it is this new element in the regional ba-
lance of power which has been a focal point in South Africa's
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recent diplomatic strategy. Indeed, over the past decade South
African government and business circles have been trying to
promote, with little tangible results, the idea of a Southern
African economic commmity. Not too long ago, the Johannes-—
burg Financial Mail, the "enlightened" and "progressive" busi-
nessman's paper, wrote that:

Rhodesia and Zambia need Beira and
Lourengo Marques if their mineral
wealth is to be sold to best advan-
tage to a resource-hungry world; South
Africa needs men from Malawi and Mozam-
bique if it is to unlock its gold from
the tight grip of quartzite; that metal
in turn can help pay for the capital
goods Samora Machel will need if he is
to make his newly freed peoples pros-
perous as well as soctalist; and Zam-
bian mine workers need the more compe-
titive equipment and greater know-how
of the white Africans of the South if
their copper is to be extracted at the
lowest cost and their living standards
secured. 8

What one is confronted with here is the basic fact that
over the past 20 years or so, the South African economy has
been transformed from being essentially a colonial one to the
position whereby South Africa is now very much a coloniser.

The country's wealth originally consisted of raw materials
(primarily gold and diamonds) and foodstuffs. But over time,
profits from these have been reinvested in all forms of manu-
facturing industry, creating new capital which--in the absence
of an expanding domestic market owing to starvation wage poli-
cies, themselves the producers of the largest portion of that
wealth--is now seeking new outlets. Massive investment by
transnational corporations in an ocean of massive underdevelop—
ment. The search for regional markets has thus become crucial
in order to sustain the pace of this overdevelcpment. The
area being colonized is the rest of Southern and Central Africa,
and the pattern of domination is increasingly similar to that
which has long existed between the United States and South
America. This is the situation that has invariably been des-
cribed as the development of underdevelopment in Southern Afri-
ca or the 'South Africanization' of the subregion, with a very
real prospect of extending this to most of sub-Saharan Africa.?

The rationale for the economic links is of course the
notion of regional "inter—dependence" or "co-prosperity" and
the expected "benefits" are (not difficult to detect) econcmic
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hegemony and vastly increased profits for South Africa. The
other less privileged states in the region are expected to
benefit from the "spill-over" effects of South Africa's over-
development and that country's rapid ascendance to the status
of a subimperial power capable of playing the role of hand-
maiden in promoting global imperialist interests.l0 The justi-
fication for inter-dependence is quite simply that the penetra-
tion of the economies of South Africa's neighbours is already
very extensive:

...roughly half of Rhodesian industry

18 South African-owned; in Mozambique,
South African firms hold large mineral
concessions in Tete and a substantial
stake in manufacturing and property else-
where. It is the same in Angola--mining
concessions, shares in_manufacturing,
transport and banking.

One is inclined to raise the question why South Africa
has apparently reconciled itself to the prospect of black ma-
jority rule in all the surrounding countries——even to the ex-
tent of helping it to come about more quickly. The immediate
answer is that if South Africa can retain or even extend its
economic clutches on these countries, their aspirations towards
genuine political independence can be curtailed, and progress
being made towards the establishment of egalitarian societies
through socialist ideology can be arrested. Similarly, the
legitimate struggle of black South Africans towards freedom and
the establishment of a nonracial society can also be contained
for an indefinite period. This is what "detente" is largely
all about. By attempting to achieve a modus vivendi with Ango-
la, Mozambique and Zambia, and by seeking a "non-violent" con-
stitutional settlement in Zimbabwe, South Africa hopes to safe-
guard its economic and military power and to enhance its poli-
tical prestige in Africa as well as in its relations with
Western governments. Moreover, it should also be recognized that
Western capitalism has a heavy stake in South Africa and there-
fore has an equal, if not greater, interest in the success of
these developments. If the various difficulties (which tend
to be seen as temporary) can be resolved "peacefully," the whole
region would be ripe for very fruitful exploitation. It cannot
be denied, then, that detente in its various manifestations is
essentially a policy of deceit, precisely because its overall
objective is the creation of a regional international order
founded on neocolonial interracial relationships.

Both the South African government and business communi-

ty have long entertained an inspiring "vision" of a future
characterized by economic "co-prosperity" and political "co-
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security" for all the Southern African states, the apparent
assumption (an incorrect one, though) being that South Africa's
neighbours envy its immense wealth and prosperity and, as a
result, harbour very hostile feelings towards it because they
are less well-off.

However, it is also increasingly recognized and ac-
cepted that this exciting future is likely to remain very much
a cherished dream unless another ingredient is added, and one
that appears to lie at the root of the whole issue of regional
economic co-operation. This is said to be:

the lack of internal economic detente
between South Africans themselves; the
massive inequalities and race barriers
that prevent a proper sharing of the
abundant riches of this land. Until
there is a more equitable sharing--
and this touches our entire social
fabric, from job and educational op-
portunities to political rights--our
credentials for Southern African leader-
ship will always be suspect. And...
(the) excitini dream, alas, may remain
Just a dream.12

This opinion is undoubtedly shared by some of the po-
tential partners in this proposed joint venture. Indeed,
while visiting the United States in May 1975, Zambia's President
Kenneth Kaunda, who has always been temperamentally inclined
to negotiate settlements, reportedly said: "If Mr. Vorster
should change from the policy of apartheid into a genuine non-
racialistic society, I would be the first to co-operate with
him."13 The essence of the matter, however, is that acceptance
of South African leadership--a necessarychange in traditional
African policy towards South Africa--presupposes the existence,
or possibly the creation, of a community of interests among the
parties involved. Indeed, the wide acceptance of the principle
of regional economic (and indirectly political) co-operation,
the substantial modification of South Africa's race policy, and
a revision of independent Africa's attitude—in the sense of
accepting South Africa as an independent country rather than
treating it as essentially a colonial state--would appear to
constitute the necessary preconditions for the transformation
of conflict and confrontation into accomodation and co-operation
as the future modus operandi between and among states in South-
ern Africa. Most of the "10 countries" have long been tied to
the South African economic labyrinth, and independent Africa
made a major concession, a regrettable one perhaps, in the 1969
Lusaka Manifesto which recognized South Africa's independent
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status; this erroneous position was reaffirmed in the April
1975 Dar es Salaam Declaration on Southern Africa.l4 From the
African perspective, then, the onus is upon the South African
government to demonstrate its genuine commitment to detente if
it is to enhance its claim to a leadership role. That is pre-
cisely what South Africa has been trying to do since the early
1970s.

A number of pertinent questions must be raised at this
point. Can a genuine commmity of interests be created through
such an expedient arrangement? Can economic co-operation re-—
duce or erode completely the friction that has always centered
on the cardinal issue of political emancipation for the black
majority in South Africa? Unless these questions can be an-
swered satisfactorily, the prospects for mutually beneficial
regional economic co—-operation are very limited and the whole
detente exercise may very well be meaningless, if not actually
futile, in the long run. Yet, it may be a long :ime before
some of these questions can be answered at all.

The validity of the theory of political independence
and economic interdependence as a basis for co-existence be-
tween states is accepted almost wholesale among a large section
of the white population in South Africa and little meaningful
attenpts are ever made to scrutinize the elements of this di-
chotomy to uncover the possible existence of serious contradic-
tions or to discover the extent to which such prognostications
are a delusion. Yet, the theory as such is not internally con-
sistent--in fact, it has a built-in contradiction, particularly
in its application to the domestic scene as distinguished from
the external sector.

The initial argument being advanced here is that de-
tente is no more than "cosmetic politics," for such a posture
at the foreign policy level is really a cover for regional im-
perialism and neo-colonialism. Similarly, any notion of domes-
tic detente can only be an attempt to legitimize the insidious
internal colonialism practised by the white minority against
the black majority. It is crystal clear that the South African
regime has no interest whatsoever, either in a pronounced or
a putative form, in abdicating its position of economic
privilege and surrendering political power to, or even sharing
it with, the black majority. It is just not in the nature of
things that a privileged minority will give up power voluntar-
ily; it can only do so under extreme conditions of coercion.
The South African government has made it amply clear that it
will not, under any circumstances, give up supreme authority;
what it is doing, instead, is to implement, forcefully, a poli-
cy aiming at the deliberate tribalization of the black popula-
tion while continuing to foster, on a parallel basis, which
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would enable them to retain control over the ethnically divided
blacks individually grouped into nominally independent states
with little prospects of genuine economic viability or even
territorial consolidation. The stage-managed "independence"
of the Transkei in October 1976 and that of Bophuthatswana in
December 1977 fits into that grand scheme of promoting neo-co-
lonial dependence and underdevelopment. And through regional
detente, independent African nations are being persuaded by
way of economic bribery and threats of sanctions to accept this
carefully controlled reorganization of the internal structure
of the South African state. The South African government both
believes and hopes that its economic power and military pre-
ponderance in the subcontinent will ultimately prove to be too
strong for the neighbouring states to continue to offer resis-
tance to the opportunities which detente appears to promise to
all of them.

WESTERN IMPERTALISM AND DETENTE IN SOUI'HERN AFRICA

By shoring up the present South African government
militarily, economically and diplomatically, and by encouraging
peaceful evolution and co—existence in Southern Africa, the
major Western powers have shown decisively that they have no
stomach for genuine independence anywhere else in the area. In
recent years, the broad policy position of the Western powers
regarding an accomodation between South Africa and other inde-
pendent African states has been built around the once secret
National Security Study Memorandum 39 (NSSM 39) produced in late
1969 for the American government and recommended to former
President Richard M. Nixon in February 1970 by former Secretary
of State Henry A. Kissinger for adoption as official United
States policy towards Southern Africa.l> This policy, which
has since been modified to accomodate the recent changes in the
region, centered on the use of economic bribes to encourage
policies of "moderation" and accomodation on the part of inde-
pendent African states, diplomatic support for the remaining
white regimes and in particular the South African one, including
vetoing toughly worded Afro-Asian resolutions against South
Africa at the United Nations, particularly those related to the
sensitive issues of arms sale and economic sanctions and en-
couraging some "modifications" in the colonial and racist poli-
cies pursued by those minority regimes.

This policy has already been seen in operation in re—
cent times. For example, it was the unprecedented triple-veto
cast in November 1974 by the three Western permanent members
of the Security Council which saved South Africa from being
ousted from the United Nations. Since then, similar actions
have been taken at various times to drive the point home.
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Indeed, Kissinger's "shuttle diplomacy" in Southern Africa in
the latter part of 1976 and the more subtle pronouncements and
movements in Africa by emissaries of the Carter Administration
have been aimed at gaining acceptance of modified versions of
this basic policy. And to show its gratitude to its foremost
Supporters, the South African gocvernment has repeatedly pro-
mised to introduce "major changes" in its apartheid policies.16
It is not entirely unlikely alsc that some of the African states
which from time to time have appeared to be positively in fa-
vour of detente may have actually received or been promised
substantial economic rewards for helping to promote Western in-
terestlzg, whether or not these are also their own national inter-
ests.

While it is undoubtedly true that the "Kissinger For-
mula" with regard to Zimbabwe has since been overtaken by events
and, for the moment, detente is faltering, almost all the major
participants agree that its success or failure is dependent
upon not whether, but how, the decolonization of Zimbabwe is
brought about and, even more significantly, what type of govern-—
ment will inherit the mantle of power. A "leftist" regime
would probably sound the death knell to that movement; on the
other hand, a "moderate" one or some other combination, may
offer the opportunity for actively reviving the spirit, if not
the actual substance, of detente.

Apart from its purely political aspects, the American
policy clearly envisages, as stated already, the use of economic
instruments in the form of foreign aid and greater investments
in seeking to entice thcse states with shaky and therefore
vulnerable economic foundations into accepting a rapprochement
as a less costly alternative to continuing confrontation. The
ultimate purpose remains one of both perpetuating a state of
dependence and indebtedness to South Africa (and through it to
the Western nations) and to enable these states to span the
bridge of friendship and co-operation for that racist regime
to cross and meet the rest of Africa. The economic argument
has been laboured upon the South African Prime Minister and
the country's "big business" establishment to emphasize the
value of detente. Indeed, the existence since the 1960s of a
special "foreign aid" fund (not to be confused with the contro-
versial Economic Development Bank for Southern Africa esta-—
blished in 1972) operated by the South African Department of
Foreign Affairs and clearly preserved for any interested Afri-
can state, has been no secret at all. The size of the fund
has grown each year,18 stimulated in part by the apparent
widening of the circle of independent states interested in
tapping South African resources in order to diversify their
sources of external assistance. The South African government
has stressed over and over that it would like to contribute
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to the rapid economic development of other, "less fortunate"
African states, and especially those located in Southern Afri-
ca. Thus, it is up to these states to take advantage of what
South Africa is able to offer, all in the spirit of regional
co-operation for collective and accelerated development.

It seems rather obvious that if detente is to be re-
garded as having temporarily succeeded in achieving the minimal
objectives of halting the drift towards general confrontation
throughout the region and creating conditions for attempting
to resolve the root causes of conflict cn an itemized basis,
then principal credit must go to the United States and not to
South Africa. The fact of the matter is that quite apart from
advancing itsown national interests, which however do not di-
verge from but actually converge upon the broad Western poli-
tical, economic and military interests, South Africa had be-
come the main instrument through which the imperialist objec-
tives of the Western countries are being pursued in Southern
Africa and the African hinterland under the pretext of promot-
ing regional accommodation. If the scheme represents a con-—
certed attempt to lure the African states into a trap and per-
suade them to abandon the objectives of genuine liberation, then
it may well become impossible for some of them to spit out the
bait once they have already swallowed it. The apparent belief
that South Africa genuinely wishes to play a positive role in
settling the region's long-standing problems rather than having
the primary interest of securing its own future using the Afri-
can states and actively supported by the full diplomatic weight
of the Western powers, could well turn out to be disastrous
diplomatic miscalculation on the part of some of those inde-
pendent states which have demonstrated a readiness to go along
with this policy in the belief that it will advance African
goals.

ZIMBABWE, DETENTE AND THE STRATEGY OF DECEPTION

It is precisely because so much is at stake in Zimbabwe
politically and economically, and strategically in a regional
context, that the outcome cf that: conflict situation is now
very much a question of both educated and not-so—educated
guesswork. Two immediate considerations are, however, clearly
discernible from the constantly shifting patterns of alignments
and realignments. First, it is clear enough that if a "peace-
ful" resolution of the problem eludes those who are striving
for one, the larger issue of a regional reconciliation will be
in serious trouble. Indeed, all hopes may be dashed permanent-
ly. The pace towards a military confrontation over the future
of South Africa is likely to be enhanced by the emergence of
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a militantly leftist regime in Zimbabwe. Secondly, it is
equally clear that despiteall the appearances of serious differ-
ences in the approaches pursued by the Anglo-American govern-—
ments and the present South African and Rhodesian regimes, they
are all working towards the realization of a common objective,
namely the installation of an administration that protects and

promotes rather than undermines the established commmity of
interests within the country and, equally important, contri-
butes decisively to the preservation of a regional order which
emphasizes neo-colonial dependence and underdevelopment.

Thus, the emergence of a moderate regime in Zimbabwe
is crucial to the success of political detente, because only a
regime that does not threaten to "rock the boat" could advance
the competing but convergent political and economic objectives
of the "extermal," imperialist forces and, one might add, those
of the African neo-colcnies in the region. On the other hand,
a radical regime assuming power in that country would strengthen
the positions of other Marxist-inclined regimes such as the
ones now in control of Mozambique and Angola, thereby encourag-
ing more open resistance to the apartheid regime of South Afri-
ca (quite apart from opening up a new and potentially more
velatile front for the South African Liberation Movement).
Furthermore, it could become one more dangerous example likely
to pose a threat to or compromise the continued existence of a
moderate leadership in a country such as Zambia which South Afri-
ca views as being strategically important in its calculations
regarding the political and economic goals of regional detente.
Thus, a respectable group of moderate regimes in the area would
have a strong restraining influence on potentially hostile ones,
such as the avowedly Marxist Angolan and Mozambican governments.
To be more realistic, however, what is being looked for is a
conservative regime that pays only lip service to liberation
but because of dependence on Scuth Africa economically (and,
potentially, militarily as well) and on other neighbouring neo-
colenial states for political and diplomatic support, at least
during its initial years in power, would be unwilling to adopt
radical economic and political policies for fear of risking its
own survival. An acceptable alternative would be a coalition
government (reminiscent of the unsuccessful Angolan precedent)
which, because of its weak foundation, would for a considerable
length of time be preoccupied more with the essentially domes-
tic issue of making the marriage of convenience workable and
much less with regional matters 19

Since September 1976, when the Smith regime capitulated
to Henry Kissinger's "strong arm" tactics and conceded the
principle of African majority rule in Zimbalbwe, one principle
concern has been central to the various proposals put forward
as the basis for either the "external settlement" stage-managed




69

by the British and American governments or the "internal solu-
tion" spear-headed by Ian Smith. This has been the delicate
matter of working cut and marketing a formula which, while
stripping the white commmity cf both visible and effective -
political power, would gusrantee its privileged economic posi-
tion, thereby perpetuating the existence of an island of afflu-
ence in a vast ocean of poverty and underdevelopment. This, of
course, is the well-trodden transitional path from classical
colonial dependence to the emergence of the post-independence
neo—-colonial state in Africa.

Western encouragement of and active support for region-
al accomodation and the constitutional road tc the decoloniza-
tion of Zimbabwe thus rests primarily on geo-political and econo-
mic considerations; other considerations, such as the strategic
concerns mentioned earlier, are of secondary importance and
serve to reinforce the primary motivating force. Surely, it
is obvicus that if the Western powers together with the minori-
ty regimes did not visualize any tangible benefits accruing
to them from a shift away from combat to necotiations, they
would not support, encourage or even accept such developments.
Indeed there is every reascn tec believe that they would main-
tain their long-standing opposition tc violent solutions. For,
it goes without saying that any liberation strategies that at-
tract support from the target countries themselves and their ‘
principal supporters in the West cannot have as their real aim
the establishment of genuinely independent states.

If there is anything that most of independent Africa
has learned the hard way after the initial excitement over the |
recovery of independence hac passed, it is the painful reali-
zation that political change alone does not alter inherited ’
patterns of dependent economic relaticnships. Underlying the
contemporary issue of political control in Africa is the larger \
and more complex problem of eccriomic sovereignty.20  Formal
constitutional independence in Africa has not been accompanied |
by economic independence Or autonomy; most African states re-
main victims of the international capitalist strait-jacket.
More important, however, is the fact that moderate, "reason-
able" regimes have never been known to indulge in policies aimed
at an equitable redistribution of national wealth; neither do
they chanpion the cause for a socio—economic revolution. In-
deed, their principal source of strength derives from active
cellaboration with foreign economic interests. In the Southern
African context, the existing interdependent pattern of econo-
mic relationships is fertile ground for the proliferation of
mocerate regimes. The Western powers and South Africa have
learned their lessons well in recent years and they also real-
ize only too well that any further delay in the detente exer-
cise will increase the likelihood of more radical regimes com—
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ing to power. Support by neighbouring independent states for
detente and relatively peaceful decolonization is similarly
governed by their own national interests, but it should be
noted in passing that neo-colonies almost always support nec-
colonial solutions.?21

LINKAGES BETWEEN NATICNALIST STRUGGLE
AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEO-COLONIALISM

The formula that is being worked out for Zimbabwe is
a continuation of nec-colonizl arrangements established almost
throughout the continent on the eve of independence.22 The
co—-existence between nominal political independence and econo-
mic dependence is uncdoubtedly one of the most profound contra-
dictions characterizing the post-colonial state in Africa. It
goes without saying that those who control the economic empire
are also in a positicn tc control the political aspirations
of the managers of the political kingdom and, furthermore, are
able to introduce n=w forms of dependency. In short, depen-—
dency klunts economic nationalism which in turn renders mili-
tant political ideology both impotent and rhetorical.

Towards the end cf his post-independence administration
in Ghana,the late Kwane Mkrumeh accurately described neo—colon-—
ialism as a condition whereby a state possesses all the out-
ward trappings of international sovereignty, but in reality
its economy-—and, consequently, its political policies--are con-—
trolled by external capitalist forces working in close colla-
boration with internal elites, especially those in control of
the state apparatus. But what Nkrumah did not say (for rather
obvious reasons), is that the development of neo-colonialism
as a more viable alternative tc classical colonialism is close—
ly linked to the deeply-rooted colonial mind of contemporary
African pclitical elites, a mentality--most noticeable among
the "founding fathers"—moulded by complex forces including
the impact of formal colonial education (or, more appropriate-
ly, miseducation) and pclitical socialization processes that
took place before as well as during the struggle for indepen-
dence (e.g. the mellowing influences of long periods of incar-
ceration in colenial jails). When the struggle for freedom
began in earnest after World War II and intensified in the
1950s, a neo-colonial solution was seen by the embattled colo-
nial powers as the answer to the growth of nationalist demands
in Africa. Althouch the policy may not have been so conscious-
ly designed, neo—-colonialism became a credible alternative to
continuing imperial control as a result of some flaws notice-
able in the thrust of African nationalist political thought:

a) African nationalist leaders tended to emphasize what they
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conceived to be the strategic need to capture the political
kingdom. The change in the strategy of the European im-
perial powers, from formal political control to entrenching
economic domination, seemed not to worry the emergent Afri-
can elites. In fact, the colonial powers never intended to
leave Africa at all; what they did, with apparent African
oollaboration, was to give a facial up-lift to the tarnished
image of colonization by placing Africans in positions of
power while continuing to keep them on a leash: thus, out-
siders played the tune to which the Africans danced merrily
(albeit with muted grumbles).

Having formally captured political power, the new African
leaders spent several years consolidating their weak domes-
tic power bases while paying lip-service to the inherited
problems of underdevelopment and dependency. Mearwhile, ex-
ternal forces used this breathing space to consolidate their
already entrenched economic position, a powerful position
from which they could not be easily dislodged. It can also
be argued that the two sides needed each other, albeit for
very different reasons: that 'muted dependence' created a
pact or marriage of convenience as firm as direct colonial
control itself.

At the formal constitutional negotiations for the transfer
of power, the overriding desire displayed by African leaders
to assume political power at whatever cost left unattended
the various new relationships that were worked out by the
'departing' colonial powers aimed at either perpetuating or
strengthening the dependency positions of these successor
elites. Where the situation being inherited was fully re-
cognized by the African leaders, it was apparently either
believed or simply assumed (wrongly as events were later to
demonstrate) that the control mechanisms could be tampered
with and eliminated fairly easily, e.g. remaining in the
franc or sterling currency zones, agreements providing for
subsidies to balance national budgets as well as those aimed
at encouraging economic investments (under politically safe
climates) and setting up 'partnerships' in economic ventures
with foreign governments and private enterprise, defense
pacts allowing the retention of military bases and foreign
troops within the independent states, etc.

African nationalist leaders responded encouragingly to West-
ern attempts at creating privileged elites that would take
over political power, and whose ultimate survival, because
of their "embourgeoisement," depended on active collabora-
tion with external forces, e.g. large secret accounts were
established for some in foreign banks as 'security' or 'in-
surance' in case leaders were toppled from power before they
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had salted away enough funds to live comfortably thereafter;
in the majority of cases locals were recruited and co-opted
into the exclusive network of foreign enterprises as board-
room directors with no real power; yet in others the new
leaders accepted economic donations (i.e. bribes) as token
gestures indicating support for (i.e. approval of) the
policies they were pursuing.

e) The supposedly novel idea of state involvement in the local
operations of multinational corporations was warmly re—
ceived by these MNC's and their home governments once the
implications were realized: such developments eliminated
entrepreneurial as well as political risks, while profits
continued to flow out in the form of royalties, fees for
'technical services' (such as consultancy and provision of
managerial skills), use of patents and brand names, and
through guaranteed sales and servicing of equipment. Indeed,
some corporations offered to be partially nationalized,
realizing that they would never go bankrupt once the local
government was in partnership with them-—nor would they have
to worry about trade union strikes, since this would be seen
as a challenge to the local government (which by repressing
its own workers would be protecting those corporations!).

Admittedly, an analysis of this kind amounts to a fron-
tal attack and an indictment of the "pioneer" generation of
African leadership for its partial responsibility in creating
conditions leading to.the development of neo—colonialism in
the continent. However, one cannot overlook the fact that
there are more than enough illustrative examples to justify the
adoption of such a position. The argument being advanced here
is that nationalist perceptions of what decolonization meant
and the consequences to flow from that process have been re-
sponsible, at least in part, for the entrenchment of interna-
tional capitalism which has reinforced the almost total depen-—
dency position of the continent.

ZIMBABWE NATIONALIST LEADERSHIP
AND THE DRIFT TO ANOTHER NEO-COLONIAL STATE

It is the considered opinion of this writer that much
urwarranted emphasis has been placed on the "personality out-
looks" and the "ideological orientations" of the top names
within the bitterly divided nationalist leadership in Zimbabwe;
such actions have been motivated in part by the natural human
inclination to predict as accurately as possible who is or are
likely to inherit power and whether the new regime would be
either "militant" or "moderate." Yet one must question, in
light of the foregoing analysis, the degree of resolution which
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the current leaders 1ight display in promoting the kind of
liberation and reveluticn: vEichk would represent a significant
Geparture from the contemporary performemce of other post-
colcriial leaderships in the region and, inceed, beycnd. It is
perfectly in order to submit the view that thus far cne has
not found anything in the track records of the "Big Fcour" thet
cshows convincingly that any one of them has the pctentizl of
becoming a genuinely revoluticnary leader in the serse cf
beinc both able (psychologically) and willing (emcticnally) to
commit oneself to the execution of policies deliberately
designed to initiate or lead to profound changes in the exist-
ing political, economic and social structures in Zimbabwe. In
their own different ways these individuals have exhibited some
of the qualities characteristic of so many other African
leaders before them who have proceeded to perform admirably as
"benevelent dictators" once in office: susceptibility to both
external and internal manipulation; uncertainty or haziness
about the directions they would move in fclluwing accession to
power; acute sensitivity to and heavy-handecness in dealing
with critics and opponents; ideclogical militancy cr modera-
tion measured by proximity tc or alienation from the centers
of effective decision-making that cculd pzve the way for getting
intc power; and some very cbvious tendencies towards imperial
styles of the presidency within their respective movements. 23
Frcm another perspective, each lezder has demonstrated a read-
iness to make very far-reaching conpromises in the style of
Negotiation in crder to maximise the chances of getting into
power. The Anglo-American proposals for a settlement,“* which
cdiffer only in a cosmetic sense from Smith's own "intemmel
sclution," read very much like the Kenyan Constitution which
for its Egrt was modelled on the Southern Fhodesia Constituticn
of 1961. These constitutional proposals are acceptabie in
principle to all the parties involved in the Zinbabwear diplo—
matic exercise; their intended purpose of rortcacing the coun—
try to international capitalism is sc readily spparent; and
yet they are the basis upon which all the Zinhalwean leaders
have agreed to negotiate. If there were any real or signifi-
cant differences among these leaders, it is unlikely that
each and all of themn would be supported so actively by the
British and, much less, the Zmerican govermnents. Clearly,
the inplication is that it does not really matter as to which
ore gets into power, because they are likely to behave in
pretty much the same manner anyway. The point here is that
the short lisitery of the post-colonial state in Africa amply
shows that, ir. ihe overwhelming majority of cases, the pre-
independence militant rhetcric often characterized by "fire-
eating" declarations quickly gave way to ‘pragmatism' or
realpolitik once leaders were in power and began to enjoy

the feeling of being powerful. Zinbabwe's leaders show no
signs of being influenced by the war of naticnal liberation
which has been going on for rore then @ decade end which some
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of them claim to be prosecuting. All previous attempts to
create an alternative leadership from within the guerrilla
ranks have been systematically destroyed, often with the col-
laboration of the governments of host states: there is little
doubt that the eclipse of the old-guard leaders who are too
rooted into the politics of constitutional reform as the tradi-
tional route to State House, would represent a most significant
revolutionary achievement in itself.

The strategic significance of Zimbabwe for the pur-
suit of detente, the perpetuation of dependence, and the devel-
opment of underdevelopment in Southern Africa, is basically
two—-fold: first, Zimbabwe's economy is the second most sophis-—
ticated after South Africa's, and secondly, the country lies,
geographically, along a path that spans a bridge with South
Africa, Zambia and Kenya, all of which now occupy subimperial
positions in their respective subregions. An economic link-
up of these four states would represent a double-edged sword
with South Africa as the base, Zimbabwe and Zambia the sharp
blades, and Kenya the piercing end. The long-term economic and
political implications for "unco-operative" states located on
either side of the "blades" are enormous: there is also little
doubt that a grand scheme such as this one, which if carried
out would have a tremendous impact throughout the region extend-
ing northwards to the Equator, looms very high in the calcu-
lations of South Africa, the Western powers and the global
corporations that help to promote interdependence and accommo-
dation in Southern Africa.

It is appropriate to conclude this analysis of the
political economy of dependence and underdevelopment in South-
ern Africa by alluding to an apparent catch in the neo-colonial
formula now being worked out for the future state of Zimbabwe,
one that for the time being remains a matter of both specula-
tion and conjecture. For if Zimbabwe is guided gingerly along
the path of neo-colonial dependence and "lumpen" development
which has been experimented with so successfully elsewhere in
Africa, it may not be long before a similar type of arrangement
is put forward as a credible solution to the more troublesome
South African problem. After all, neo-colonial solutions to
historical problems left behind as the glaringly embarrassing
by-products and legacies of European imperialism and colonial-
ism in Africa thrive best under conditions in which the issue
of racism is subordinated to the overriding corporate and geo-
political interests of international imperialism and capitalism.
There is nothing imaginable that would prevent the established
African nationalist leadership in South Africa from opting for
a neo-colonial compromise as a viable alternative option to
permanent exclusion from political and economic power. Admit-—
tedly, a far more complex deal would have to be worked out to
satisfy the most basic demands of African nationalism there.
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Apartheid obviously makes the South African situation both less
flexible and less amenable to an intermal transformation that
does not destroy the essence of the existing structures. Never-
theless, the Zimbabwean neo-colonial experiment may provide
insights into how a seemingly rigid internal colonial model
could be redesigned in order to safeguard the more important
residual interests of the capitalist-dominated global power
structure. Because of South Africa's own external dependency,
in spite of attempts to reduce it, its interests will always
remain subordinate to those of the dominant systems in the
existing global stratification of power and wealth. The obser—
vation being made here is that the contradiction of vicious
racism and internal colonialism in South Africa tends to under-
mine and even jeopardize the long-term interests of proponents
of a system of informal empire based on economic (and hence
political) rather than direct colonial control of dependent
client states. Thus, it is plausible to argue that the indef-
inite survival of white political power in South Africa is not
in the best interests of the capitalist power centers of the
contemporary international order. If anything, a neo-colonial
regime in South Africa that would recognize the reality of
where power lies in the global jungle of world politics would
deserve and even expect to attract active external support.
Therefore, in the long run it can be submitted that the prolif-
eration of neo-colonial states in Southern Africa does not
augur well for South Africa's continued existence as a white-
ruled state; if anything, this accelerating development may
spell doom for apartheid and minority rule. It is conceivable,
then, that the Zimbabwean arrangement could turn out to be

the Achilles heel in resolving the South African quagmire. It
is not entirely unlikely that such thinking, far-fetched and
unrealistic as it may appear currently, may be a central con-
sideration in the contrived calculations of power by the forces,
both on the African continent and outside, now seeking to enlist
Zimbabwe among the growing collection of neo-colonial, sub-
imperial states in Africa.
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