








ASIDE FROM SEVERAL organizations specializing in
African affairs, a few groups of university students,
and schools of African studies at about 50 universi-
ties and colleges, few people have demonstrated any
concern for the black masses of southern Africa who
are still brutally dominated by a stubborn white
minority. ,

This public unawareness of conditions there may
well be a major reason why the United States has
been able to avoid establishing a practical southern
Africa policy, let alone a reasonable policy for Africa
as a whole. It may also be a reason why public indig-
nation over southern Africa has not yet arisen here.

That public response is needed is unquestionable.
But response in behalf of black Africa will not come
about until the news media regard Africa as a major
news source on a par with Europe, Asia and Latin
America, and people acquaint themselves with the
issues.

Southern Africa: A Time For Change is an effort
on the part of the church to emphasize the deepening
plight of southern Africa, the background of the cur-
rent crisis and its future. It attempts to help bridge
the communications gap between two vital areas of
the world.

FOREWORD

Africa was once almost totally owned by others. As
late as 1953 only five countries (Liberia, Libya, Egypt,
Ethiopia and South Africa) were considered free.
Britain had 14 colonies and protectorates, and French
Africa covered almost a third of the continent. Por-
tugal, Belgium and Italy had the rest. -

Now, with most of Africa free, it is the southern tip
where white rule has proved reluctant to change, to
read the signs of the time. It is there that a cata-
clysmic clash between whites and blacks, the haves
and have-nots, is menacingly near. It is there that a
great mass of people live an existence of misery and
degradation.

The church is deeply concerned about the problems
of Africa. Historically, its involvement came from a
preoccupation with preaching the Gospel: its primary
goal was to convert and to civilize. However, its
teachings often fell upon deaf ears because for Afri-
cans, it was the flesh that suffered from inhuman
treatment, the stomach that ached from hunger and
the mind that thirsted for knowledge.

‘Gradually the church realized that it could not min-
ister to the soul of the African without consideration
for his health, education and social welfare. So it
built and staffed hospitals, schools, social centers and












A GRAVE cRisIS FACES the world in the five states
of southern Africa, where some 36 million people are
denied the right to participate in making the laws
by which they are governed and are segregated and
classified on a purely racial basis. Trouble is brewing
in this area, for, as the white minority governments
have become more repressive, numerous well-organ-
ized liberation groups have turned to violence to se-
cure the rights of the majority.

It behooves every American to acquaint h1mself
with the trends and conditions in this vital region.
All five of the political divisions in the area are ruled
- in one form or another by white minority govern-
ments. The history of each is a story in itself.

South Africa has followed a policy of segregation
for generations, with the restrictions on the black
majority becoming more severe in direct proportion
to the achievement of independence in other parts
of the continent and to the anticipated possibility of
political and economic demands from within.

South West Africa became a trusteeship territory
of South Africa under a League of Nations mandate.
It is now, for all practical purposes, a colony of South
Africa, despite a series of United Nations resolutions
terminating the area’s mandate status and contemplat-
ing establishment of an independent government.

South Africa’s contempt for democratic principles
is matched by the harsh practices of the breakaway
regime in Rhodesia, where British and United Nations
sanctions have proven too mild and too easily cir-
cumvented to be effective.

In Angola and Mozambique, where half a million
whites dominate a black population of more than 12
million, African liberation groups and some 100,000
Portuguese troops have been engaged in armed con-
flict for several years.

Taken as a whole, there are 36 million nonwhites
in these five areas who are ruled by a white minority
of four and a half million. They have been suppressed
for generations. They have been denied political and

economic rights. They have been exploited, segre-
—

Edward W. Brooke (R., Mass.) is the first Negro senator
elected by popular vote since Reconstruction. This article is
condensed from the speech he delivered on the floor of the
Senate after his fact-finding trip to Africa in 1968.
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gated, ‘terrorized and killed. Their best leaders, who
dared to speak out against the governments, have paid
for their ideals with their lives.

There are significant white populations in these five
territories, to be sure. For many of these white people,
Africa is the only home they have even known. They
do not want to leave, yet they are afraid to stay if
majority rule ever becomes a reality. In their fear they
ignore the commendable experiences of Zambia and
Kenya, and are instead seeking strength in military
suppression. It will not work.

The leaders of the African liberation movements in-
creasingly have come to believe that they will achieve
their objectives only. by violence. When one considers
that they are denied the opportunity for peaceful
demonstrations, rallies and petitions, that political or-
ganization is forbidden, that 99 percent of the popu-
lation is not even allowed to vote in most of these
areas, their desperation is understandable.

With positions hardening on both sides, the con-
flict seems destined to grow and to involve not only
the peoples of southern Africa but also neighboring
African states and an increasing number of nations
throughout the world.

The other independent nations of Africa have cast
their lot with the freedom fighters. At the September
(1967) meeting of the Organization for African Unity
in Kinshasa, the 38 members of the Organization of
African Unity voted to give $2 million of their $3.1
million budget to the various liberation groups.

In these circumstances, with a long and bitter
struggle looming ahead, the choices for United States
policy are as difficult as they are urgent. To be sure,
we have often expressed our ideological position and
our hostility to both colonialism and the anﬁdemo-
cratic systems in southern Africa.

The United States has long made clear its oppo-
sition to the apartheid policies of South Africa. Our

government has joined in economic sanctions against

Rhodesia. It supported the creation of an ad hoc
United Nations committee to study the problem of
South West Africa. It deplored the trial in Pretoria of
the South West African freedom fighters. And the
United States has tried to exact guarantees from its
NATO ally, Portugal, that military equipment pro-































outside world’s hostility is an economic disadvantage
to South Africa as well as an inconvenience and an
embarrassment, and the government wishes to min-
imize it. To do so, and to help silence domestic opposi-
tion as well, the government has devised an elaborate
structure of theory and logic with which to rationalize
its policy. It has even ceased to use the word “apart-
heid,” preferring to call the policy “separate develop-

ment” of whites and nonwhites in their “respective

areas.”

The centerpiece of this structure of rationalization
is the plan to establish the eight “Bantustans,” or black-
ruled states, three of which have already been set up
as of 1968, Here black Africans will theoretically pos-
sess the rights of which they have been deprived in
white areas: the right to elect their own rulers, to run
their own economy, to own property, to choose where
they will live and work.

The Bantustans are to comprise roughly the 264
present tribal areas or reserves, plus a little additional
land, a total of about 13 percent of the country. Each
Bantustan will embrace the “homeland” of a tribe or
group of tribes (a “nation”). Africans of that tribal
origin who are not presently living in the Bantustan
but instead are “temporarily sojourning” in white
areas will be allowed to exercise civil and political
rights in absentia. Government literature promises that
ultimately the Bantustans will take their place within
a “Commonwealth of South Africa” in which “the
white state and the black states can cooperate to-
gether, without being joined in a federation, and
.therefore without being under a central government,
_ but cooperating as separate and independent states.”

On paper this ingenious plan accounts for much.
Black Africans living in “white” areas can be said to
be away from their home “state.” Like aliens in a
strange country, they cannot expect to take part in the
government of the state of residence. They can rea-
sonably be required to carry passports; they can be
deported at will by the local authorities; the terms
of their employment can be arbitrarily determined.
They can even be forbidden to own land, though few
countries treat aliens this severely. Being legally mi-
grant, they are not to be regarded as a regular and
permanent part of the community, even if they and
their forebears have in fact lived there for genera-
tions. Having thus conjured away the majority of the
population, the minority becomes a majority, the area
becomes “white” and white men can exercise “con-
trol, supremacy.”

The South African government has invested a great
deal of time and money, domestically and abroad, in
promoting “understanding” of the Bantustan scheme.
It is clearly intended to be the capstone of the apart-
heid edifice, the ultimate realization of “separate de-
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velopment.” Known as “grand apartheid,” by contrast
with the “petty apartheid” of separate taxi stands or
job reservation, it clothes government policy in wise
and beneficient garb, giving the government a useful
vehicle for both domestic politics and foreign propa-
ganda.

In fact, the Bantustan scheme as outlined on paper
and as tested in the Transkei, a coastal area below
Durban, falls so far short of the theoretical optimum
as to raise serious doubts about the government’s real
motivés. There are gaping holes both in the theory
and in the practice.

Rural Africans in the reserves, numbering perhaps
four million, will be separate, but they will certainly
not be equal. They will face these handicaps:

1. The allocation of land between “black” and
“white” areas is not equitable. Africans constitute 68
percent of the population of the country; those now
in the reserves, roughly 27 percent of it. This many
people clearly cannot be accommodated properly on 13
percent of the land (even if that area represents a
greater percentage of South Africa’s arable land). The
“black” area includes none of the country’s rich gold
or diamond mines, none of its principal ports, none of
the manufacturing centers—in short, little except un-
derdeveloped agriculture and forestry on which to
build an economy. And much of the agricultural area
is suited primarily for grazing.

2. No adequate effort is being made or proposed to
render the African areas viable. Africans, most of
whom are at or below subsistence level, have virtually
no savings to invest in development projects. White
capital, without which there can be no real develop-
ment on a significant scale, has been authorized only
under strictly controlled conditions (on the curious
theory that otherwise it would preempt black oppor-
tunities ).

White men are being permitted and, indeed, en-
couraged and assisted to build industries outside the
borders of the reserves, the workers commuting across
the frontier to their jobs. However, fewer than 250
factories, employing only 44,000 black men in all,
were built or expanded between 1960, when the pro-
gram began, and mid-1966. Moreover, these totals
are arrived at, in government reports, by an extra-
ordinarily broad definition of the word “border.”

Some factories are included which are located scores
of miles from the African reserve which they presum-
ably adjoin. And the program is running out of steam.
Except where the government has made special con-
cessions such as tax rebates and authorization to pay
unusually low wages, these industries rarely have
been striking financial successes, and the government
is having a hard time persuading investors to estab-
lish more of them.






























military supplies to South Africa could be expanded
to include any heavy equipment such as trucks or
truck parts which could conceivably be converted to
military use.

Trade and investment in South Africa could be
decreased with a minimum  of inconvenience to the
United States. American investments there are only
one percent of our total foreign investments. Trade

with South Africa amounts to only 1.1 percent of our

total foreign trade.

A lessening of American trade and investment in
South Africa would have a much more serious effect
on South Africa itself. The United States, as has been
shown above, provides almost one-fifth of th
Africa’s import and takes a little less than a tenth of

its exports. It is not claimed that unilateral disengage-
ment by the United States would bring down the
South African regime. However, it would cause some
dislocations within the South African economy and
hopefully demonstrate to the South Africans the un-
reality of the course they have set for themselves.

The effect of a possible disengagement policy by
the United States cannot be minimized. Condemna-
tion of South Africa’s apartheid policies in the United
Nations has been almost unanimous. Only Portugal
has openly backed South Africa. If the U.S. were to
adopt an uncompromising policy towards South Af-
rica, it would cause it to find alternative markets. It
would be possible to devise a world strategy to aid
those “countries which are most dependent on trade
with or investment in South Africa, such as Great
Britain, so that they, too, could adopt a policy of dis-
engagement. The whole world climate might well be
reversed if a powerful country such as the U.S. took
the lead in disengagement.

American policy towards South Africa is looked
upon by the rest of the world as the measure of the
United States’ sincerity in espousing freedom and
‘equality for all men. The policy will be found wanting
as long as American capital supports and profits from
apartheid. Disengaging from South Africa would aid
the U.S. in helping to mitigate the increasing racial
polarization in the world.

THE MORAL IMPERATIVE for disengagement from
South Africa is very compelling. Apartheid is racism.
It denies the basic ethic of the Judaeo-Christian re-
ligion that all men are children of God and made in
his image. A recent statement of the South Africa
Council of Churches has put it this way: “The policy
of separate development is based on the domination
of one group over all others. It depends on the main-
tenance of white supremacy; thus it is rooted in and
dependent on a policy of sin.”
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Final questions

1. Can business be expected to adopt a disengage-
ment policy if the government has not?

Since business acts primarily to make a profit, it is
unlikely that it will voluntarily change its practices.
However, business interacts with government. And
government, having a wider perspective than any one
segment of society (such as business), encourages all
institutions to come into line with its policies. Thus
pressure for economic disengagement must be brought
to bear on both the United States government and
business.

2. If a disengagement policy were successful, would
it hurt the nonwhites more than the whitds? Many
African leaders are urging economic disengagement.
If the South African economy were hurt by with-
drawal of capital, naturally this would affect the South
African people. However, it would have less effect on
the nonwhites than on the whites because they already,
occupy the lowest rung on the South African economic
ladder. Their per capita income is less than one-tenth
that of the whites. A large part of the African popula-
tion subsists on agriculture.

3. What about other countries whose policies we do
not particularly like? Why do we pick on South Africa?

First, as the British foreign minister has pointed out,
dictatorships based on race are infinitely more danger-
ous to world peace than any other. In today’s world,
with its imperative for racial equality, support fox the
unique brand of legalized racism which apartheid rep-
resents only fans the flames of world conflagration.

Furthermore, apartheid is a policy about which it
should be possible to take effective international ac-
tion. South Africa increasingly stands alone. It has,
at best, only Portugal and the illegal regime of Rho-
desia as its overt allies.

A policy of disengagement towards the government
of South Africa should make it possible to become
more actively engaged in aiding those opponents of
apartheid who are currently its economic or political
victims. More significant support, for example, could
be given to the Republic of Zambia as it attempts to
break its trade ties with South Africa. A more vigorous
American scholarship program, whether in Africa or
the United States, should become a reality, particularly
for nonwhites who are in exile from South Africa. A
positive policy of political asylum for opponents of the
regime should go into effect in the U.S. without delay.
More could also be done to aid Botswana, Lesotho and
Swaziland, cwrrently held in economic hostage to

‘South Africa.

With a new policy, the United States would be in a
position to give real leadership to those forces which
can challenge the repressiveness and the inequalities
of apartheid. .




























































Portuguese assumptions that Methodists, also, are ob-
jectively dangerous.

A recent autobiography by a Brethren teacher
Angola Beloved? ascribes Portuguese beatings and
torture of African Protestants in the interior region of
Songo to the mere suspicion of “nationalistic lean-
ings.” It also points out how Christian communities
among the Lwena and Chokwe of the east are now
caught between the Portuguese army and African
guerrillas, both of whom demand support or else. And
meanwhile, the protective or supportive presence of
missionaries dwindles as Lisbon refuses to grant visas
for replacements or for those wishing to return from
furlough.

The Rev. Dr. Carl R. Dille of the United Church
of Christ, principal of the Emanuel Theological Semi-
nary at Dondi, also charged in the Washington Afro-
American, October 10, 1967, that Portuguese authori-
ties were torturing and murdering African Protestants
because of suspected sympathy or complicity with
nationalist guerrilla activity. Perhaps most damning
in Portuguese eyes was his assessment that, though
legally proscribed, racial discrimination was still wide-
'spread and the official goal of a multiracial society
increasingly distant. Africans, he said, are being
pushed to the point where they have “only one re-
course, violence.”

Because few missionaries who leave on furlough
are allowed back, Dr. Dille may have felt no inhibi-
tions about speaking out critically. But should mis-
sionaries have spoken out about injustice even when
this-would have meant being forced out of the coun-
try? Dr. Sid Gilchrist of the United Church of Canada
has raised searching questions about this issue in his
impressively and disturbingly honest Angola Awake?.
Dr. Gilchrist says that it is amazing to him that “an
overwhelming majority of missionaries have managed
to keep their noses clean,” to see naked brutality
habitually used against Africans all around them and
yet to muzzle themselves and never say ‘a mumblin’
word’ against the oppressor.”

In an indictment of Protestant practice that could
also be read as a refutation of Portuguese criticisms,
- the Canadian physician, who served the Ovimbundu
community of central Angola for most of his profes-
sional life, has concluded that: We have “taught what
the Portuguese safd to teach.” We have produced
graduates “far more fluent in the Portuguese lan-
guage than the products of mission schools in ex-
British colonies are in English.” We have “tried des-

1Cry Angola, Len Addicott. London: SCM Press, 1962.
2 Angola Beloved, Ernest Wilson, Neptune, N.J.: Loizeaux Bros. 1967.
3 Angola Awake, Sid Gilchrist. Toronto: The Ryerson Press, 1968.

46

perately to convince the youth of Angola that they
are ‘Portuguese’ even when only a very few could
ever hope to attain the pseudo-Portuguese citizenship
open to a small elite. On matters of politics, human
rights, economics, higher education and social justice
our silence has been complete, cold and granite!”

Now “retired” and working among Angolan refugees
in the Congo, Dr. Gilchrist has also pointed out that
at, another level the problem is less that of the Prot-
estant teacher or doctor who feels it important to con-
tinue his creative work under duress and in silence
than that of the governments of Western states that
have lined the Western world in support of Portuguese
colonial policy. '

The symbol of this Western complicity with colonial-
ism is NATO. Writing of Portugal’s suppression of
the 1961 uprising, Dr. Gilchrist has said: . . . I doubt
that there is one educated African in Angola who is
not convinced that the Portuguese fought with NATO
arms.” There is also a widespread awareness of Amer-
ican financial (coffee sales, bank loans), military
(Azores bases) and diplomatic (voting at the United
Nations) support for Portugal’s overall capacity to
maintain its rule over Angola.

In June 1962, Len Addicott predicted that: “Only
if the United States, the leading nation of NATO, and
England, the traditional defender of Portugal, can
force Dr. Salazar to change his policy, will they not
be seen by the Africans as the accomplices of Por-
tugal.” As “accomplices,” Western governments are in
truth viewed with a combination of hostility and fear
by Angolan liberation movements. Many Africans be-
lieve that American support for an arms embargo

‘against Portugal in 1962 would have meant an inde-

pendent Angola in 1968. Fated, instead, to the pro-
longed agony of a guerrilla war, they enjoy sympathy
and support from both African and Communist
powers—a little of the first and none of the second
from the West.

Politically conscious Angolans are thus growing in-
creasingly negative about everything—Protestantism
included. Some even fear that the United States might
someday intervene actively on the side of Portugal to
prevent what Washington would perceive as a “Com-
munist take-over” of a key area of industrial- and
mineral-rich southern Africa. Such an adventure—
with incalculable results for a racially divided U.S.—
might be the result of a drifting American policy
unless a Vietnam-chastened U.S. is prepared to accom-
modate to the presence of overtly hostile governments
in southern Africa. Or unless—and how Washington
carresses this unless!-Marcello Caetano should prove
wise and strong enough to smash the chain of violence
and redirect the course of history. e
























Steel Company, have publicly declared that Rho-
desian mining operations are stagnating under sanc-
tions. Thus, those who are closest to the industrial,
economic, and commercial life of the country are
deeply concerned with current conditions and future
prospects.

The Smith regime has pledged itself to a policy of
separate development which is very similar to that of
apartheid in South Africa. The vast African com-

munity is to remain in an inferior position, subject -

to the wishes of the minority white group.

Even the Asians and those of mixed blood are feel-
ing the bite of discriminatory legislation such as that
contained in the Property Owners’ Bill, which removes
nonwhites from white residential areas if their pres-
ence there is considered undesirable by the white
residents. Rather than build up an inclusive national
community with common interests and common goals,
the Rhodesian Front policy is that of “divide and
rule,” irrespective of the long-range damage which
this may do to the nation. Suspicion, distrust, resent-
ment and hatred will be the harvest from the seeds
of misunderstanding and injustice currently being
sown.

In the process of implementing the regime’s policy
of separate development, the responsibility for educa-
tion is increasingly being placed on the local com-
munities. This means that, with their limited resources,
the African communities are not going to be able to
maintain even the present standard or amount of edu-
cation. The national government is spending about
one-tenth as much per pupil on blacks as on whites.

Since UDI, the situation has even further deterio-
rated because of the great difficulty which both school
drop-outs and graduates of secondary schools have in
finding jobs. Whereas in most independent countries
to the north graduates are offered positions in in-
dustry or government service, their counterparts in
Rhodesia often are excluded. Before UDI it was profit-
able to sacrifice in order to give on€’s children an edu-
cation; this is no longer true, and a retrogression in
education is setting in, contrasting greatly with the
expanding opportunities in adjacent independent
countries.

The greatest tragedy of an authoritarian and ex-
clusive regime is the effect it has on the people it
governs. To remain in control, such a regime often
disregards the human potential of its subjects. When
that regime is also racially biased and repressive in
discriminatory legislation and social practices, there is
little opportunity for the development of creative per-
sonalities. Thus, as national and world figures emerge,
in independent African countries, those of equal po-
tential in Rhodesia and other dominated areas of
southern Africa burn up their energy in frustrations
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or in open opposition to the repressive regimes.

This leads to a second tragedy of Rhodesia as repre-
sentative of dominated countries: the danger its polit-
ical situation poses for world peace. Within and with-
out Rhodesia the Zimbabweans (“Zimbabwe” is the
name chosen by Africans for Rhodesia when they can
govern it) are not going to sit idly by and wait for
the minority white group to offer them the spoils of
cooperative subjection. The African no longer accepts
an inferior position.

When he is humiliated, as all Africans in Rhodesia
presently are, he inwardly rises up in resentment and
waits for a time of retaliation. He is like human beings
everywhere, abundantly capable of forg1veness and
equally capable of vengeance.

The independent nations of Africa have shown abil-
ity to forget the hurt of colonial domination as they
now burst forth in new cooperative activity, But even
as these nations rejoice in their new-found liberty, they
do not forget their brothers in southern Africa who
are still smarting under repressive laws and psycho-
logical intimidation. The stage is set for what might
easily become a major world conflict, with the initial
spark of conflagrations springing from the racial clash
in Rhodesia.

THE UNITED STATES is far from Rhodesia geo-

graphically. The “A” in America begins the alphabet
and the “Z” in Zimbabwe ends it. But they are both
part of that alphabet. Realizing this oneness, Ameri-
cans can help bring about an equitable and peaceful
solution to the Rhodesian situation.,

They should continue to support the United Nations
in its attempts to end the present illegal regime in
Rhodesia. There can be no peace in southern Africa
until black and white sit down at a conference table
and jointly hammer out legislation that will be mu-
tually acceptable. Sanctions, if widely applied and
strictly enforced, may well bring Ian Smith, or his
successor, to the conference table with black leaders
in Rhodesia.

Americans can let their senators and representatives
in Washington know that they support peaceful settle-
ments to world problems. This does not mean a con-
tinuation of the status quo. It means a sincere and dili-
gent search for fair solutions to all problems, whether
national or world-wide in scope.

If something is not done to change the direction of

events in Rhodesia to make possible African advance-

ment and social justice, the world will pay in blood
for its indifference. If courageous, long-range plan-
ning were undertaken, Rhodesia could once again be
a country of promise rather than of tragedy and
potential conflagration, .












on Kariba power, the disruption of the railway line
and an embargo upon Rhodesian coal from Wankie
(used to smelt Zambia’s copper) would disrupt her
economy within weeks.

lN OCTOBER 1964, to the sound of fireworks and
cheering crowds, the Republic of Zambia was born.
In spite of her exposed position as black Africa’s front
line, the new nation seemed heaven-blessed. Her free-
dom struggle had been almost bloodless, so there were
no bitter wounds to heal. Her nationalist movement
had in Kenneth Kaunda a dynamic and honest leader.
It also commanded support from nearly all Zambia’s
tribes. There were none of the serious tribal cleavages
which have destroyed the unity of other young Afri-
can states. The British had left behind a sound admin-
istrative structure and an honest judiciary backed by
one of the best-trained police forces in Africa. Then
there was the $700 million-a-year copper revenue to
ensure that Zambia need not start her life in grind-
ing poverty.

The Zambia government was able to take over from
Christian missions the responsibility for secondary
education and health. Hospitals and schools bur-
geoned in the remotest areas and new roads opened
up hitherto impassable tracts of country. The Univer-
sity of Zambia, at first a handful of staff in borrowed
buildings, began to train the initial intake of Zambian
undergraduates. In government, industry, police and
army, Zambians started to replace white expatriates.
National morale was high and race relations were
good. The Zambian people were willing to let bygones
be bygones. Few nations in Africa seemed to have a
brighter future. -

About one thing the pacifist president of Zambia
was adamant. He was not prepared to squander Zam-
bia’s precious substance on the costly ironmongery
of modern war. There were to be no supersonic jet
fighters, ground-to-air missiles, extensive armor—all
impressive on National Day parades but useless for
bush-fire ground wars in dense Zambian bush. The
butterfly made no attempt to grow a lethal sting. A
handful of light planes and the workman-like little

. army the British had left behind them were Zambia’s
only defense.

Zambia’s halcyon days lasted just a little over a
year. On November 11, 1965, the Rhodesian prime
minister, Ian Smith, unilaterally declared his country
independent from Britain (UDI). And Kaunda, the
man of peace, found himself in the ironic position of

urging upon the British prime minister, Harold Wil- -

son, the use of force to put down the rebelhon His
grounds were that quick and decisive action might
prevent the slow but certain extension of internal
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ZAMBIA

Government: Independent republic

Population: 4.1 million. Africans: 97.7 percent (4 mil-

.lion); whites: 2 percent (80 000); Asians: 0.3 per-

cent (13,000).

Langudges: English, African languages
C;apital: Lusaka

Major exports: copper

violence within Rhodesia to the proportions of a civil,
racial war. Wilson decided instead on a policy of
economic sanctions coupled with a process of tortuous
diplomacy which consisted of dispatching to Salis-
bury elaborately worded schemes for Smith to reject.

Kaunda and other African leaders wanted to know
why Wilson had used force in the Arabian state of
Aden to contain a nationalist rebellion but contented
himself with bombarding the Rhodesian traitors with

‘honeyed words. The answer, they concluded, lay in

skin pigmentation. The Aden rebels were black Arabs;
the Rhodesian rebels were white gentlemen. The
imputation that Britain, as hub of a multi-racial com-
monwealth, was pursuing frankly racist diplomatic
policies created a bitter split between Kaunda and
Wilson that has been slow in healing. In the battle-
line-drawn across southern Africa, it looked as though
Britain, for all her war-like growls against Rhodesia,
had taken up a posmon on the white side of the
barricade.

Zambia’s perilous economic situation became appar-
ent. So tightly had the two Rhodesias been tied to-
gether that the British sanctions which caused Rho-
desia some discomfort were in danger of throttling

‘Zambia to death. When Britain set up a sea blockade

to prevent petroleum from being shipped into Rho-
desia, Tan Smith retaliated by preventing fuel destined
for Zambia from being transported by road and rail
through Rhodesia.

Rhodesia suffered little since South Africa was will-
ing and able to send in as much fuel as she required.
Zambia, on the other hand, had to mount an extremely
costly operation to bring in petroleum by tanker from
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