
The new “initiative” in Africa may 
have locked America into opposing 
“African destiny” 

Africa After Kissinger 
Daniel I. Fine 

enry Kissinger’s main contribution in  H Southern Africa appears to have been 
more in the realm of technique than of principle. Critics 
of the Kissinger era of American foreign policy will find 
little reason in Africa to stop theircriticism. This is not to . 

say there was no achievement. Perhaps that technique, 
which was refined in the Middle East before its export to 
Africa, will eventually prepare the way for principle in 
the Carter Administration. And perhaps not. Much 
depends on whether Kissinger’s fast-moving diplomacy 
somehow preempted policy based on principle. That 
may be the price he had to pay South Africa’s Vorster for 
making the “Kissinger Agreement” an immediate real- 
ity. 

I t  would be unjust, however, to accuse the former 
Secretary of State or his technique of triviality. Indeed, 
the United States did more in six months to bring a 
Rhodesia settlement than the British were able to do in 
eleven years. That Ian Smith, the “rebel” leader of 
white minority rule, has accepted majority rule in princi- 
ple is beyond doubt. Since September every faction of 
the African nationalists repudiated the “Kissinger 
Agreement” or the “ Anglo-American Proposals” as 
envisaged by Mr. Smith. Yet Kissinger’s real objective 
of organizing a negotiating conference was achieved. As 
he declared in his Lusaka speech last April, America 
wanted “a rapid negotiated settlement leading to major- 
ity rule.” Thus i t  was the agreement to negotiate that was 
essential rather than preconference unanimity on an 
agenda. I t  was predictable, moreover, that the ensuing 
difficulty would be centered on who negotiates, whar is 
to be negotiated, and how fast is “rapid.” 

The “Anglo-American Proposals” or “Pretoria 
Agreement” can hardly be said to be original. I t  was in 
fact a composite of some earlier proposals put forward by 
the British Prime Minister James Callaghan when, as 
Foreign Secretary, he responded last March to the 
intransigence of Ian Smith, which had led to the collapse 
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of the talks with Joshua Nkomo. For Britain the 
“Rhodesia Question” has been its most bitter post- 
Empire African experience. Because Britain refused to 
use military force to suppress the white settler rebellion 
against the Crown in 1965, the year Smith and the 
Rhodesian Front declared “unilateral” independence, 
no fewer than nine independent African states broke off 
diplomatic relations with Whitehall. Angry Africans 
perceived this as an example of a “double standard”- 
force against black but not against white. Callaghan’s 
proposals in 1976 therefore contained an all-important 
proviso, the price of British peace with Africa: no 
constitutional recognition of Rhodesian independence 
without prior acceptance in principle of majority rule. 

To the white Rhodesian minority last March this 
condition meant a return to square one. They had not 
survived years of British and United Nations economic 
sanctions to find themselves with nothing, fought Afri- 
can guerrilla forces intermittently since 1972 only to 
surrender at a conference table. Ian Smith retorted 
characteristically that black government in Rhodesia 
was inconceivable in  his lifetime. The white settler 
minority chose to go on fighting. And to make matters 
worse for the British, President Nyerere of Tanzania, the 
cohesive and moral force behind African liberation 
politics, pointedly told Whitehall to stay out of it: “We 
[Africans] will deliver Smith to London.” Britain 
needed little more persuasion to close the Rhodesian file, 
at least temporarily. 

This situation alarmed Henry Kissinger, who believed 
that any extension of the scale of African armed struggle 
in Rhodesia was's certain invitation to Soviet or Cuban 
intervention. The mood of Africa had changed since the 
Lusaka Manifesto in 1969 declaring that peaceful 
methods in the struggle for majority rule were preferable 
to violence. Smith’s attitude after the Nkomo talks, and 
the humiliating disappointment with the “dialogue” 
between Vorster and Smith a year earlier on the Victoria 
Falls bridge, had turned even pacifist-humanist Kenneth 
Kaunda, President of Zambia, into an advocate of armed 
struggle. The Liberation Committee of the Organization 
of African Unity, consisting of no fewer than eighteen 
independent African states, had meanwhile closed ranks 
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in support of a national liberation war in Rhodesia. The 
Committee began to coordinate an arms supply build-up 
from the Eastern bloc and China. Kissinger saw to his 
dismay that black Africa not only intended to “deliver 
Smith to Londoi” but to do so through armed struggle. 
Since the United States was committed to peaceful 
change in Southern Africa, Kissinger realized it had 
become necessary to deliver Smith to London before the 
guerrillas did, or worse, before the Cubans, Russians, 
and the guerrillas together. Above all, Kissinger under- 
stood, Rhodesia must not become “another Angola.” 

To accomplish this Kissinger required from Britain a 
resolve that was no longer there. Apart from its sensitiv- 
ity to the opinion of African states, Britain’s bargaining 
power in Rhodesia had been exhausted through imposi- 
tion of economic sanctions. The “rebel” regime had 
survived the sanctions with the help of South African 
trade and capital flows. Britain was also reluctant on 
constitutional grounds, for the 1923 Rhodesian Conven- 
tion, which had recognized Salisbury as self-governing 
except for certain reserved powers, gave legal legiti- 
macy to the.proposition that “the territory was never 
directly administered by Britain nor were British troops 
stationed there.” But as both the British and the world 
know, nothing about colonialism has ever been “strictly 
by the book.” Perhaps the best explanation of Britain’s 
impotence was that given by an old white settler in 
Kenya: “Only you Americans could sort i t  out because 
Britain is without a feather to f ly  with.” 

t some point between his first African A safari in April and the first meeting with 
Vorster in Bavaria in  late June it  seems Kissinger 
concluded it would require an American Secretary of 
State to discharge with honor Britain’s last imperial 
responsibility in Africa. The most fortunate thing for 
Kissinger was that this assignment was tactical; i t  did not 
call for the explication of principles or the elaboration of 
a new direction. In short, it was tailor-made for the 
master of technique. The goal was to link together an 
African majority and a white minority within a 
framework of British constitutionalism. He found his 
approach to the  African side when, in Dares Salaam, he 
announced that his role was that of “interlocutor.” 
Although the analogy is not exact, Henry Kissinger also 
appeared i n  African eyes very like a surrogate 
Governor-General, a functionary who historically made 
an appearance in the British decolonization process to 
preside over protocol after the issue of independence had 
been decided. 

By the time Kissinger reached Lusaka last May to 
declare American intentions in Southern Africa i t  was 
evident that he was, in his own words, anxious “to lay 
the foundations for a new era of United States policy in 
Africa.” On that occasion he appqaled to Africans to 
forget the past for which he was largely responsible: 
“There i s  nothing to be gained in a debate about whether 
in the past America has neglected Africa or has been 
insufficiently committed to African goals.. .no good can 
come of mutual recriminations ... .” But to Africans that 
past was not a matter of mere neglect but o f  active 
American support, directly or indirectly, for the status 

quo in Southern Africa. Until  that moment at Lusaka, 
American foreign policy toward Southern Africa was 
based upon the assumptions of a National Security 
Council study, coordinated by Dr. Kissinger in late 
1969, and approved by President Nixon in early 1970. 

The most in)portant of these NSC assumptions vis& 
vis Rhodesia states that “we would be more flexible in 
our attitude towards the Smith regime.. . we would take 
diplomatic steps to convince the black States of the area 
that their current liberation and majority rule aspirations 
in the South are not attainable by violence and that their 
only hope for a peaceful and prosperous future lies in 
closer relations with white-dominated states (“Text of 
Option 2 of NSSM 39,” African Contemporary Recorti: 
Annrial Survey and Documents 1974-75 [London, 19751, 
pp. A99- 100). In other words, the “white-dominated 
states’’ were assumed to be permanent realities in South- 
ern Africa. The assumption was that the armed struggles 
of Mozambique, Angola, Namibia. and Zimbabwe 

. (Rhodesia) would fail and that a “peaceful and prosper- 
ous future” without majority rule would be acceptable to 
black Africa. Opposition movements and guerrilla 
forces within the white-dominated states would gradu- 
ally decompose without external assistance. South Afri- 
can (and presumably American) capital and technology 
would be diffused throughout what was then conceived 
as the “Third Africa.” If Rhodesia,removed the cruder 
forms of racial segregation, the United States would 
consider “eventual recognition” of !he Smith regime. 
Such was the character of the past that Dr. Kissinger was 
asking Africans that afternoon in Lusaka to forget, and 
perhaps forgive, 

enry Kissinger leaves to his successor H inescapably hard choices of both princi- 
ple and strategy. There is now far less opportunity for 
trouble-shooting and technique. The most explosive 
question is whether the United States has committed 
itself to majority rule in Africa as a universal principle or 
as a solution for just one country-Rhodesia. Although 
Secretary Kissinger carefully avoided the subject of 
majority rule in South Africa itself, and although there is 
considerable suspicion among Africans that this is the 
price Vorster exacted for his part in “converting” 
Smith, the moral position of majority rule in black Africa 
is viewed by Africans as absolute. Where ever strangers 
or foreign rulers have dominated, majority rule has been 
the essence of African nationalism. It is doubtful that 
more than one or two of the forty-nine independent 
African states would make an exception, and then only 
conditionally, to this rule. 

Somewhat vaguely, American policy anticipates a 
multiracial formula as the answer in South Africa. Yet if 
multiracialism implies weighted voting to give any racial 

. group disproportionate control ovei political institu- 
tions, Africa will most certainly reject it. Kissinger 
roundly condemned apartheid at the United Nations last 
fall, but at the same time characterized the white minor- 
ity as an “African people.” Secretary Cyrus Vance will 
soon have to go beyond Kissinger’s adroit balancing, 
which supported a political system of majority rule in 
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South Africa intensified internal measures against the 
African nationalists and decided to develop the “sepa- 
rate homelands,” or Bantustans. 

These were the circumstances when the first African 
national liberation movements emerged. Not unt i l  the 
1970’s did these movements come to power as the first 
national liberation states. Unlike the first generation of 
independent states, these states call for the transfomia- 
tion of traditional African life. The national liberation 
front becomes the single ruling party; the economy 
becomes centrally planned, with a mixture of parastatals 
and cooperatives. African national liberation states do 
not demobilize after independence, but follow the ideol- 
ogy of continuous liberation. They are undisguised 
critics of first-generation states for having obtained 
nominal or “flag independence” while remaining de- 
pendent upon former colonial powers or the United 
States. Just what influences these new states will exert 
on the rest of Africa is uncertain. There is some evidence 
they will be disruptive of the delicate balances between 
some African states. They will be militant and ideologi- 
cal in asserting the need for a New International Eco- 
nomic Order, and they will certainly be decisive in 
Southern African affairs. I t  would be unrealistic for the 
U.S. to suppose that with the Rhodesian and Namibian 
questions within negotiable frameworks, these new 
states have no further role in  Africa. 

Rhodesia while remaining ctitical only of the social 
system of South Africa. 

Will i t  be expediency-global strategy dictating to 
policy toward the C a p e - o r  the morality of majority rule 
for black Africa? If i t  is strategy without majority rule, 
much more than “side payments” and technique will be 
needed to put this across to the “front-line” African 
states and the indigenous black African majority. On the 

.other hand, white South Africa views its boundaries 
much as Israel views hers. To the South African Gov- 
ernment, Rhodesia and Namibia are very much like the 
Sinai and Golan are to Israel. As external territories they 
can be negotiated away if a lasting and secure peace 
settlement is obtained. But now that South Africa is 
beginning to negotiate them away, and thus loses i ts .  
“defensible borders,” what precisely does the white 
minority have by way of a permanent settlement with 
Africa? The answer depends in part on American policy: 
Is the Ca e to become the Gibraltar of Africa? Or is i t  yet 

security of the Cape? 
I t  may have been inevitable that concentrating on 

technique would obscure the changing nature of African 
nationalism itself. The need to understand its com- 
plexities will not disappear as the result of an interim 
government in Rhodesia. African nationalism, like ev- 
erything else, has radically changed since the “first 
generation” of independent states between 1957 and 
1964. Portugal, unlike Britain and France, decided to 
protect its African empire with a colonial army. 
Rhodesia preempted the  normal evolution of its African 
nationalists by declaring minority white independence. 

. 

possible P o strike a balance between majority rule and the 

outhem Africa’s political future depends S especially on  the direction taken by one 
such national liberation state, Mozambique. Liberated 
by armed struggle and the collapse of imperial Lisbon in 



AFRICA AFTER KlSSlNGER I 25 

1974, Mozambique has embarked on Socialist develop- 
ment and cultural revolution with little more than theory 
to guide i t .  Gi,ven an almost nonexistent economy, the 
Heritage of Portuguese colonial ru l e ,  Mozambique 
closed its borders with Rhodesiaearlier this year, despite 
the modern sector trade advantages i t  lost. Although this 
put Mozambique within the framework of the United 
Nations sanctions against Rhodesia, i t  received only 
token international assistance. Recognizing this as a 
tactical opportunity, Kissinger promised $12.5 million 
to Mozambique at Lusaka; yet this item was niissing 
when the recent Foreign Aid bill passed into law. 

I t  may not be quite fair to blame Kissinger for the 
failure to live up to his Lusaka pledge to Mozambique, 
but the cost in terms of the Rhodesian settlement is now 
beyond question. During his address at the United 
Nations last fall, Foreign Minister Chissano of Mozam- 
bique bitterly noted the contrast between the interna- 
tional assistance given his country and the proposed 
international trust fund for the white minority in 
Rhodesia, an amount believed to be in the billions of 
dollars. How much leverage the United States might 
have had with Mozambique on Rhodesian affairs i f  such 
assistance had been given can only be surmised. But 
Maputo ismot yet a closed society, as its membership in 
the European Economic Community-Association of 
Caribbean and Pacific States (EEC-ACP) Lome Con- 
vention shows. 

So long as Mozambique is the primary base and source 
of logistical support for the guerrilla forces fighting 
Smith, i t  is quite impossible to ignore its influence upon 
the entire process of Rhodesian negotiations, from the 
initial talks at Geneva to the enprcement of the interim 
government policy. No one knows whether American 
assistance to Mozambique would have changed the 
outcome at Geneva. Probably not. Yet i t  would have 
established a direct l ink with Mozambique, perhaps 
lessening the one-sided “nonalignment” of another 
Third World country. American policy has not fully 
understood the most central rule of the OAU: No African 
independent state is to be oittside Africa in alignment or 
influence. 

etween Joshua Nkomo and the Zimbabwe B Peoples Army (ZIPA) is the difference 
between the last old-fashioned nationalist without a 
statehouse address and the first national liberation army 
in English-speaking Africa. The problem of Rhodesia 
during and after the transition to Zimbabwean indepen- 
dence will be the connection between the two. To talk of 
an international trust fund to encourage the white minor- 
iiy to remain in Rhodesia as transitional managers of the 
economy is to forget the fact that the African majority 
may yet battle against itself to determine the shape of its 
rule. Although Nkomo is conciliatory to the white 
minority, has been built up by Zambian President 
Kaunda, and is accorded wide international recognition 
as a first-generation nationalist, he is no match against 
the organizational weapons of the second generation. 

Nkomo made some revealing mistakes, from which he 
has partially recovered by sacrificing his  independence 
for the sake of the uni ty  of the “Patriotic Front” with 

ZIPA. To have been seen with Kissinger during the 
“shuttle” created an unfavorable popular image among 
the volatile African masses of Bulawayo and Salisbury 
of being too close to the foreigner. Nkomo seemed 
hardly aware that the day of the “traveling nationalist” 
was finished when the centralized and disciplined or- 
ganizations of national liberation appeared on the scene 
and displaced the historically loose-ended excitement 
and leader-oriented political parties of the 1950’s. When 
Nkomo flew into Salisbury and out again in less than four 
hourson his “return” after the “Kissinger Agreement.” 
n o  more than fifteen hundred Africans turned out to see 
him. Bishop Muzorewa’s African National Council, the 
ideological center-right of the nationalists, was at least 
better organized, though independent of ZIPA. In the 
all-important numbers game of leadership-followership, 
Muzorewa clearly won when between fi f ty  and a 
hundred thousand turned out to offer him homage as their 
leader. 

Joshua Nkomo’s style reveals his post-Geneva weak- 
ness. Like the early nationalists. he believes i t  is neces- 
sary only to produce mass excitement around a 
“leader,” who then is progressively integrated in the 
constitutional transfer of power. Thus i t  is important to 
mobilize large numbers of unorganized people so as to 
persuade the ruling authority that the majority will has 
found its leader. In Africa, Britain has always insisted on 
obtaining the majority will as embodied in a leader 
before independence. 

In contrast to the practice of the early nationalists, 
ZlPA reacted to the “Pretoria Agreement” with a 
characteristic announcement that i t  had established 
“semi-liberated zones” inside Rhodesia. In  a rare mo- 
ment in ZlPA history, a name was attached to the 
communique. I t  had been the practice to suppress indi- 
vidual identities and thus prevent the recurrence of 
personality politics, which had split other nationalist 
organizations in the past. Deputy Political Commissar 
Dzinashe Machiagura, unknown even in  Africa, elabo- 
rated further that ZlPA was taking care to liberate 
Rhodesia from inside the country as opposed to negotiat- 
ing a settlement on the outside (London or Geneva). 

Such close adherence to both theory and practice is 
new to African nationalism and clearly reveals the gulf 
between Nkomo and his  comrades in the “Patriotic 
Front.” The latter exhibit a marked distrust of politi- 
cians without guns. ZIPA itself was formed as a “Third 
Force” from military cadres of both ZANl (Sithole- 
Mugabe) and ZAPU (Nkomo) early last year. Its 
emergence was encouraged by the “front-line” presi- 
dents as an alternative to the failure of first-generation 
Rhodesian African nationalism. President Nyerere, who 
became its ardent supporter, believed that as a military 
organization ZIPA would eventually establish the basis 
of nationalist unity as the result of the “hardening” 
experience of liberation war. 

et another superficial aspeci ot’ Dr. Kis- Y singer’s understanding of Africa was his 
notion, if only implicit, that Salisbury could become 
another ‘Nairobi, Rhodesia another Kenya. I f  indeed 
American policy is based on this assumption, there is a 
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perhaps fatal misreading of African history by the U.S. 
State Department. Kenya is not now a multiracial state in 
the sense that Smith and perhaps Kissinger projected for 
Rhodesia, if a multiracial state means disproportionate 
white minority control over the political institutions of 
an independent African:state. And it is hardly conceiva- 
ble that blacks in Zimbabwe will settle for less in 1977 
than the Kenyans did in 1963. Most observers doubt 
Kenya is even a multiracial socie’ry, for President 
Kenyatta is clearly dedicated to Kenyanization (Af- 
ricanization) of the economy, as soon as indigenous 
management reserves are available. 

There are four major reasons why Salisbury is not 
Nairobi. First, Kenya became independent ufier its local 
guerrilla war (Mau Mau) had been defeated and con- 
stitutionalist African political leadership assumed con- 
trol of the decolonization process. In  Rhodesia the 
national liberation army, ZIPA, is far from defeated and 
is in fact conscious that it-can win-a fact confirmed by 
the three-month survival scenario Kissinger presented to 
Smith. Second, a significant portion of the Kenya 
nationalist movement consisted of leadership drawn 
from African agricultural smallholders. For example, 
there were many Africans who had become politicized 
because of restrictions placed on the number of coffee 
trees they could cultivate in order that white growers 
could monopolize the cash crop. This black leadership 
group always accepted the market economy and, indeed, 
regarded i t  as a mechanism for individual advancement 
and prosperity. Such a group is almost nonexistent in 
Rhodesia. Moreover, Zimbabwe comes into existence 
within the framework of expectations of a new interna- 
tional economic order with “collective self-reliance” 
outside established trade and capital markets. 

A third difference is that the white settler agricul- 
turalist in Kenya was compensated to sell out and leave 
the land rather than remain, in contrast to the compensa- 
tory scheme proposed for Rhodesia. If Zimbabwe follows 
Zambia’s example (as a moderate contrast to Angola and 
Mozambique) and nationalizes industry, provides land 
for the landless, and chooses a “cooperative” society, 
there is little reason to expect that the original Rhodesian 
whites will have or want a place in such a system. Apart 
from the Asians, it is the post-settler “expatriate” 
technical and managerial community that now provides 
the multiracial coloration of the social system in Kenya. 
But this community is highly sensitive to investment 
climate and stability signals. 

Finally, the nature of society under majority rule was 
not a source of ideological conflict in Kenya before 
independence, as i t  now is in Rhodesia. Only afterithitru 
did the famous Sessional Paper Number IO spell out 
Kenya’s social and developmental policy. By then the 
Mau Mau holdouts had emerged voluntarily from the 
forests, and the regionalist constitution (as opposed to a 
strong centralized state) had been reversed. 

’ In Rhodesia, however, even if an interim government 
is established in which Africans are in a slightly better 
position than Smith, there is the chance of intra-African 
conflict. Joshua Nkomo’s close association with the 
Ndebele, which are the backbone (60 per cent) of the 
armed forces fighting on the side of Smith, could well be 

used against t h e  forces of ZIPA. Perhaps this prospect 
explains African anxiety over Smith’s version of the 
“Kissinger Agreement,” in which the white minority was 
to maintain control of the defense and security forces. 
Since Nkomo has practically no support among the 
Shona, while ZANU, ZIPA, and Muzorewa do, there are 
explosive ingredients for a post-Geneva civil war with 
tribalist undercurrents. 

t is not clear what American policy would be I in such a situation. Yet civil war surely 
creates what Kissinger wanted most of all to prevent- 
“another Angola.” ZIPA would have the advantage of 
Mozambique as a supply base and sanctuary. Soviet and 
Chinese arms could reach ZIPA directly by sea and land 
transport. If the Carter Administration supports Kissin- 
ger’s position of last spring that America has the option 
of supporting one side in a Rhodesian “Angola,” this 
would leave the United States alone with South Africa as 
the supply and communications corridor to Rhodesia. 
Perhaps this was in the minds of Smith and Vorster all 
along: concede just enough to encourage a struggle for 
power between rival African nationalists that civil war 
begins and opens the way for Soviet or Cuban interven- 
tion. Then at last the West will see Southern Africaas the 
“free world” and intervene against the advance of 
“world communism.” 

To some observers it has been American policy, or at 
least Kissinger’s, to assume that Zaire or Kenya (perhaps 
both) could be to American interest in Africa what West 
Germany is to Europe. With the “shuttle” and agenda- 
formation in full operation last fall, just such an as- 
sumption may explain the startling appearance of still 
another force in Southern African affairs. Late in Au- 
gust, after the Rhodesian army attacked a refugee camp 
well inside Mozambique, it was not only the Cubans but 
also the Somalis the State Department had cause to worry 
about. Frustrated and isolated on the “Horn,” Somalia 
was clearly the object of the American show of naval 
force on Kenya’s East Indian coast after the Israeli raid at 
Entebbe. Soma!ia was thus warned that i t  would risk 
American, Ethiopian, and Kenyan reprisals if  i t  assisted 
Uganda militarily against Kenya. In a surprising coun- 
termove Somalia bypassed Kenya and extended its influ- 
ence southward. Scarcely noticed, a series of significant 
meetings took place between Barre of Somalia, Nyerere 
of Tanzania, and Machel of Mozambique in which a 
regional Indian Ocean strategy was established as a 
response to an anticipated American military build-up of 
Kenya and to the apparent extension of the Rhodesian 
war into Mozambique. 

American policy viewed Somalia as a base through 
which the Soviet Union could influence the Suez and 
Indian Ocean balance of power. Because of its an- 
tagonism to both Kenya and Ethiopia over territorial 
claims, Somalia has been an unstable force in East 
Africah politics. American military support to Ethiopia 
and, to a lesser extent, Kenya has been in line with the 
national interests of both countries to defend themselves 
against Somalia. In July, after Entebbe, Kissinger could 
conclude with satisfaction that Somalia had been con- 
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tained and was still confined to a n  African periphery. In 
August all this had changed; Somalia suddenly entered 
Southern African strategy calculations. 

At  the very moment Secretary Kissinger was begin- 
ning to find an acceptable approach to the Rhodesia 
Question, Somalia announced i t  was prepared to use its 
military forces under the auspices of the OAU to support 
the African nationalists. The United States faced a 
Somali threat, which, i f  i t  had materialized, would 
introduce Soviet power and, influence into Southern 
Africa through "inside" (i.e., African) intervention. No 
African leader or state could equate Somalia with Cuba 
as "outside" intervention. Even short of intervention. 
Somalia was now legitimized and integrated as an 
African power in the Southern African crisis. Perhaps 
the success of the Somalia breakout from isolation is 
partly due to Kissinger's fragmented African approach in 
which he tended to exagge,rate vastly Kenya's ability to 
influence East African regional politics (to see Nairobi 
as the Bonn of East Africa). 

Unti l  recently no African country or bloc could be 
regarded as capable of Pan-African military interven- 
tion. But as the struggle in South Africa itself deepens, 
Somalia, Angola, and Mozambique are in one category 
of potentiality and Tanzania and Nigeria in a second. 
This is another example of Kissinger's lack of a unifying 
conception about Africa. The capability of African 
countries to organize operational striking power in 
transnational blocs is developing rapidly. I t  is unrealistic 
to expect that Zaire, an American-backed regional power 
in West Central Africa. can effectively influence coun- 
tries such as Angola. 

nother major American policy disadvan- A tage in African affairs has been its failure 
to integrate political objectives with economic issues. A 
notable example of this was Kissinger's proposal of an 
International Resources Bank (IRB), the American an- 
swer to the "Group of 77" program at UNCTAD IV in 
Nairobi. The proposal was not linked to his .Southern 
African mission that took place at the same time. 
By strictly separating diplomacy from development. 

Kissinger deprived the American bargaining efforts at 
UNCTAD I V  of an external dimension of support needed 
to convince the numerous African group that the 
IRB was at least a reasonable initiative. Even the manner 
in which the IRB was proposed rankled many Africans in 
the "Group of 77." To these delegates the Americans 
seemed to brush aside the African achievement of pre- 
UNCTAD negotiation and planning within the larger 
"Group of 77." The IRB seemed to them to have been 
presented or imposed without first responding to the 
Third World program set out in the "Manila Declara- 
tion." American policy had badly underestimated the 
emergence of African "common-front" bargaining 
against the EEC and its continuous cohesion in the 
framework of the proposed New International Economic 
Order. African insistence on an Integrated Commodity 
approach, the Common Fund, and price stabilization at 
the global level were concessions this "common front" 
had won from Europe just months earlier. I t  was predict- 
able that Africa would be decisive on'the IRB proposal. 
In a close vote-33 against and 3 1 for-no fewer than 14 
African countries voted no, I8 abstained, and none voted 
yes. Even America's traditional supporters-Zaire. 
Kenya, Liberia, and Malawi-abstained in deference lo 
African economic uni ty  in the dialogue for a New 
International Economic Order. 

In  perspective the Kissinger legacy in Africa seems no 
more than what George Ball has described as an 
"episode [in which] we have tried to gloss over inher- 
ently unstable situations in order to show immediate 
results'' ("The Disenchantment With Kissinger," 
Sarirrduy Review, June 12. 1976). To "convert" Ian 
Smith speedily. Kissinger has elevated Vorster-much 
worse, he may have made secret commitments, as in 
South Vietnam. I f  Ian Smith is on his way to obscurity. 
Vorster and Pretoria clearly are not. I f  the Cape is now 
part of global strategic planning as an "enclave" excep- 
tion to African history since 1956, the Carter Adminis- 
tration, and possibly the next after that, will have little 
room to maneuver in confronting the "armed" morality 
of an Africa that insists on majority rule and continental 
mastery as inevitable; as a niatter of destiny. 


