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POGRUND: Do you agree that Rhodesia’s primary needs 
are an end to the war, international recognition, and a 
lifting of sanctions? I f  you agree, how do you hope to. 
achieve these? 
SMITH: I do agree that those are the main objectives. 

The way to achieve these is to come to an arrangement 
with the leading countries of the free world. A settle- 
ment, in other words. Exactly what we have been trying 
to do for a long, long while. We thought we had 
succeeded in September, 1976, when I came to the 
agreement with Henry Kissinger in Pretoria, the so- 
called “Anglo-American Agreement.’’ That was the 
occasion when we made this traumatic decision to accept 
majority rule. Against our better judgment. But it was 
made clear to us that if  we wanted to continue to be part 
of the free world, we would have to accept that. And that 
was when we came to the conclusion that we had no 
option. So we accepted that. But i t  was part of a package 
deal. And we’re still waiting for the  other side-the 
Anglo-Americans-to comply with their part of the 
deal. Had that worked, well, we would have solved our 
problem, I think. But i t  didn’t work. 

And you say you wanted them to comply with their part 
of the package deal? That’s to accept basically what 
you’re doing at the moment. 

No, their part of the package deal was that i f  we 
accepted majority rule, they would recognize us and 
remove sanctions, and bring the war to an end. 

You have previously said that American influence was 
needed to help resolve Rhodesia’s problems. What exact- 
ly do you want America to do? 

What we agreed to within the Kissinger, the Anglo- 
American, agreement. 

I’m interested in trying to find out as of now what you 
would want America to do to help Rhodesia in its present 
situation. P 
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The answer is the same. That was what we expected 
them to do at that time. We have ever since been led to 
believe that conditions still prevail, and that if we got on 
and complied with the conditions they laid down, they 
would recognize us. But in the end we have got to that 
stage by bringing ourselves together with the blacks. 
Because they failed to do it outside we did this inter- 
nally. 

We found on our visit to the U.S. in October last year 
that the people over there had been misled into believing 
that the United States and British governments were 
trying to call an all-party conference to solve our prob- 
lem and bring back peace, and that we, the Rhodesian 
Government, were standing in the way. And when I gave 
this information to people such as senators and congress- 
men in the United States, they were taken aback. I think 
one of them used the word, they were “flabbergasted.” 
Not only did we tell them we could substantiate the 
point we were making by producing the minutes of 
many meetings that had been held, we made i t  absolute- 
ly clear that we were prepared to go. to an all-party 
conference. As a result of that we had a second meeting 

With the State Department at the insistence of people 
such as senators and congressmen. And at that meeting 
the decks were cleared; if I may use the expression, we 
called their bluff. We decided that we would then get on 
immediately and call the all-party conference. We 
agreed to the five main points on which the conference 
would be based. And they told us they would be contact- 
ing us in a matter of days. Well, we’re still waiting for 
them to contact us, because the position now is exactly 
what it was before we went to the States. They were not 
calling an all-party conference because the Patriotic 
Front were opposed to it. No other reason. And the 
Patriotic Front are opposed to it because they know if 
there’s an all-party conference, democracy will have to 
come out of that, otherwise the U.S. and Britain 
couldn’t be part of it. And if democracy prevails, they 
know they’ll lose out. They can’t win through the ballot 
box. 

Well, then, how do you overcome this situation? I’m 
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interested in trying to pursue the practical aspects of 
this. How do you actually meet the situation, and what 
can you possibly do? 

By the United States and British governments doing 
what they told us they would do. We anticipated this 
situation and said to them: “Will you continue to 
appease the Patriotic Front and the more militant 
members of the OAU?” And they looked at us in horror 
and said, “Of course we won’t. We will give nobody the 
right of veto over the conference. We will call the 
conference, and if  certain parties decide not to come, we 
will go on without them.” 

We know that is not true. We knew it  wasn’t true 
before; we disbelieved them when they told us that; we 
have now proved that they are not prepared to do that. 

What do you think lies behind the behavior of America 
and Britain? 

This is appeasement of the more militant members of 
the OAU, who are backing the Patriotic Front. The 
United States evidently can’t fathom the fact that they 
are, by adopting this attitude, supporting the Commu- 
nists. They’re getting behind the Russians and the 
Cubans in Africa. One would have thought that from 
past experience they would have awakened to that one. 
For example, Angola. I t  seems to take a lot to bring 
these people to their senses. 

Your transitional government [and the April elections] 
have already been largely rejected outside Rhodesia; are 
there any specific ways in which you can try to persuade 
the world to change its stance? 

I don’t th ink  I would go along with your statement 
that they have been largely rejected. They have been 
rejected by the United States and British administra- 
tions. We come into contact with representatives of 
many other governments in this world, governments in 
Europe, who tell us that they would be very happy to go 
along with what we are doing. Their problem, of course, 
is to work in defiance of their old friend-Britain. And 
now the United States. As they’ve said to us: “You can’t 
expect us to really tell Britain we are not going to 
support them in what they claim is their responsibility 
and in violation of their resolution which they’ve 
managed to pass through the United Nations.” But 
we’ve got very strong support today, I’m happy to tell 
you, in  places such as the U.S. Senate and Congress. 
This is where the decisions will really be made. I refer 
you to the Case-Javits Amendment, which was passed 
last year, and recent indications we’ve had from the 
United States to the effect that the senators and 
congressmen there are just as determined as they were 
before; and, if anything, are a little stronger .... 

Isn’t the whole basis of the anxiety of America and Brit- 
ain that they feel it essential that the Patriotic Front and 
its various wings must take part in whatever happens in 
this country-that the Patriotic Front are simply too big 
and too important to be left out? Isn’t that what is caus- 
ing them to hold.back? 

I think you are right. But that’s not what they tell us. 
That is what bedevils this whole operation: We can’t 

really get the truth, the facts, from them. They assured 
us that that was not the position, and-as I told you in 
reply to one of your earlier questions-they were going 
to call a conference and get on with it whether the 
Patriotic Front liked it or not. But they haven’t matched 
their words with deeds. I don’t think it  is because they 
are so impressed with the Patriotic Front as such; it  is 
the fact that the more militant members of the OAU 
support the Patriotic Front. This is what is influencing 
them-the British Foreign Office and the State Depart- 
ment of the United States. 

Do you believe that a round table conference with full 
Patriotic Front participation is essential for peace? 

I don’t think that it  has anything to do with bringing 
peace here. What is essential for peace here is for the 
United States and British governments to get on and do 
what they have undertaken to do. That will bring peace 
here. In  fact, I am now repeating to you what they have 
told me on a number of occasions-that they are very 
powerful entities in this world and that if they go on a 
particular line, they will take the rest of the free world 
along with them. They believe that under those circum- 
stances nobody can stand in their way and that if  they do 
that, then sanctions will be removed, we will be recog- 
nized, and the war will come to an end. 

But from your own point of view, don’t you believe it to 
be vital to sit down with the Patriotic Front and try and 
hammer out something ... ? 

No, I don’t believe it’s of any consequence at all, 
because I don’t believe they have support in Rhodesia. If  
they had support, I would say yes. But we are satisfied 
that their support is minimal. Well, perhaps that’s a bit 
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of an overstatement. They have got some support, I 
think,  from people who support them from the heart. 
But the mass of their support today is support because 
they have guns. It’s through intimidation. We are satis- 
fied they are of very little consequence. Their main 
support today comes from the fact that they are being 
supported by the United States and British govern- 
ments. Not only the Russians and Cubans. We get this 
regularly from terrorists. You know we capture terror- 
ists every day (I don’t have to tell you that) who would 
say to us: “The people on the other side have told us we 
would be fools to come across here because not only 
have they got the support of the Russians and the 
Cubans, but they also have the support of the United 
States and British governments.” 

Under those circumstances, how can the people in 
Rhodesia ever win? 

I get varying estimates of Patriotic Front support. At 
one extreme, for example, people at  the Catholic Com- 
mission for Peace and Justice in Salisbury give estimates 
of perhaps 60 to 85 per cent of blacks who would be 
against the Transitional Government and, by implica- 
tion, for the Patriotic Front people. 

I’m not surprised you get that from them. I would pay 
less attention to them than I pay even to a person like 
[British Foreign Minister] David Owen. And I don’t say 
that facetiously; I say this because of serious reports 
which I get. So I would discount them completely. 
They’re an absolutely discredited organization. 

All the evidence I seem to see around here points to  a 
steady decline in your security situation and to your 
agricultural and really your mining sectors bending 
under the strains. Would you like to comment on that? 

The security situation has been deteriorating and still 
is. But  when one says deteriorating, one has to quantify 
that. It’s deteriorating in that more terrorists are coming 
in, and it is a fact through sheer intimidation they are 
getting into other areas and subjugating people. But we 
can still hold the security situation, and we can still go 
on holding it for years if  need be. This isn’t only my 
assessment; the security chiefs will give you the same 
assessment. But it is not improving. 

However, we think there is a chance of it improving 
once we implement our plan of bringing in majority-rule 
government. Not only are we getting more and more 
auxiliaries, more and more terrorists are coming across 
to us. We are told there will be a big increase in this once 
the black government [is firmly established]. Clearly, it 
is then far more difficult for people outside, like terror- 
ists, to go on fighting against what they are supposed to 
be fighting for. 

So we have assessments. And because of past experi- 
ence, I want to wait and see the results. I’m always 
cautious. It does seem as though there is substance in 
these assessments. We’re then going to have a much 
larger number coming across. I t  would be far more diffi- 
cult for them to go on fighting, far more difficult for 
countries from outside to go on fighting against us. And 
as we get more and more of these people, we believe we 
can then reverse the trend. That the security situation 

will improve. Moreover, we are training the Africans at 
a very large pace. We for a long time have had more 
African volunteers for our army than we can cope with. 
This is increasing in quite a dramatic fashion. 

Isn’t that because of unemployment, basically? 
No, it’s because they’re fed up with the terrorists- 

people who have been subjugated in their areas and 
pushed around by terrorists, and having food stolen 
from them and their women stolen from them. This is 
the sort of thing that motivates people. We ask people 
when they come in to join. Why? For a long time we’ve 
had more than we can cope with, and the majority of 
them say “We’ve had enough of this business.” You 
think it comes from the heart and therefore they are 
good soldiers. 

AS far as agriculture is concerned and the industrial 
economy, I don’t think the position is quite as you’ve 
said. Our agricultural industry is highly efficient and 
motivated; they’re far more efficient than we were 
before sanctions came in; we’ve had to be efficient. We 
are still producing vast quantities of surplus food; and 
it’s an embarrassment to us, because in some cases we 
can’t even get rid of it-although we’re beginning to get 
rid of some of it now. So our agricultural industry is 
highly efficient and motivated; there’s no danger of that 
falling apart. Our industry is also very efficient. But 
sanctions do have a depressing effect. What is worrying 
us more than anything else has been over the last year or 
so the depression in the world economy. This on top of 
sanctions has set us back, and of course the fact that so 
many of our white Rhodesians have been leaving. We 
hope that these things are going to come right. 

It is asserted that Rhodesia has majority rule; despite 
this, your insurgents continue to fight. Why do you think 
this is  so? What is motivating them in going on like 
this? 

In the main it is because [Joshua] Nkomo and 
[Robert] Mugabe know that they cannot win under our 
system, which is the decision through the ballot box. 
They have to try to go on getting a decision through the 
barrel of a gun. Under those circumstances there is a 
chance of them being the next government. So clearly, 
they’re not interested in a system under which they 
know they will lose. The other point I make is that there 
are a large number of terrorists sitting on the fence, 
waiting [to see what] majority rule [means]. They are 
being told the whole thing is a gigantic hoax. This is part 
of the psychological war that the Communists are using, 
not only in things that I have referred to which affect 
Nkomo and Mugabe in their personal ambitions, but 
they’re continually trying to bluff these people away 
from accepting what they have been fighting for. 

Are you worried that in building in safeguards for wbites 
to  the extent that it has been done, mass black credibility 
in the planned new Zimbabwe/Rhodesia has in fact been 
undermined? 

No, I accept that it was a delicate operation, and there 
was always a chance that we might have gone too far, but 
equally a chance that we might not have gone far 
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enough. I think we’ve struck just about the right line. 
Because 1 don’t th ink  anything can be more important 
than retaining the confidence of the white man and 
getting them to stay. Without that Rhodesia just 
becomes a jungle, mere chaos, the same as many other 
countries around us. I honestly believe we have struck 
just about the correct bargain. I can tell you there are 
many black people who have come to me since that 
agreement, and more and more now that we are getting 
nearer the crunch, who tell me that they don’t think we 
have gone far enough. That they shudder to think of a 
Rhodesia without the white man with his maturity, his 
experience, with his skills and his know-how. 

Working on the basis that probably about a third of  
available agricultural land in Rhodesia is in white owner- 
ship, d o  you think any steps are necessary toward some 
redistribution of land so as to  meet possible black resent- 
ments-in other words, land hunger? 

I believe we have catered for that. Because we have 
removed the racial barrier from white land. That was a 
resentment before. That there were large tracts of white 
land, which were lying, not being fully used, and I think 
we’ve got to admit in  some cases, where there were 
absentee landlords, where it was hardly being used at all. 
I can understand this causing resentment, not only 
because of population pressures in the TTLs [tribal trust 
lands], but simply because, in principle, it’s a bad thing. 
Well, we’ve removed that, and there are black farmers 
who now own farms and land in what were previously 
white areas. 

What we’ve got to be careful of is to make clear to 
people that land isn’t just there for the picking up; that it 
is an asset and it has to be correctly used. If not, it won’t 
be there for our children. I think the majority of the 
blacks understand this. We have a growing and very 
intelligent, I suppose I could say, group of blacks, who 
all along have been owning more and more land, but i t  
used to be in “African purchased areas.” Some of these 
farmers are farming on a very high level now. Approach- 
ing the level of their white counterparts. They under- 
stand the problems associated with land use, and I th ink  
they are spreading the gospel. The blacks mustn’t 

believe that land is there simply for the taking, and that 
you can abuse i t  and when you ruin land you just move 
on to new land. Those days have gone. I think I’m not 
going to run into the kind of problem that you envisage 
in the question. 

South Africa is Rhodesia’s supplier o f  oil. How con- 
cerned are you about the problems faced by South Africa 
in obtaining regular oil ‘supplies at  rational price levels? 

Well, I th ink  only an idiot could not be concerned 
about the supply of oil to South Africa and to Southern 
Africa generally. But beyond that I’m reluctant to talk 
about how one overcomes this sort of problem. It’s a 
security problem and obviously a tactical problem. 

To what extent are you concerned about the world using 
oil, through South Africa, as a means of  strangling you, 
to  get you to  comply with whatever they want you to 
do? 

I have no direct information, but I wouldn’t be 
surprised if there is truth in one or two reports I have 
heard and read recently that certain countries, and 
what’s more free world countries, are trying to use oil in 
order to blackmail South Africa into cutting our supply 
line. This could be a problem. I t  seems unbelievable that 
members of the free world would resort to this kind of 
despicable tactic, but knowing them as I do, I wouldn’t 
be surprised if they were. 

And to  what extent through arms and/or through money 
and loans is South Africa supporting you? 

I won’t touch that one. 
I 

Do you contemplate asking South Africa to  provide 
police or any military troops to support you in the 
war? 

Once again that isn’t one. that I’m prepared to discuss 
in public. We have had dealings with South Africa in 
this regard over many years-certain of the things you 
are aware of, for example, that South Africa had the 
police here and they withdrew them. But I would be 
ill-advised to discuss this in public. 
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Do you believe that you have a role to play in the new 
Zimbabwe/Rhodesia, or should you retire from politics 
a s  a break from the past? I might mention, for example, 
in previous interviews I’ve done on this trip Bishop 
Muzorewa, for example, said to me that you had said 
you wanted to  retire, but he didn’t seem unduly worried 
about it one way or the other. Whereas Mr. Sithole 
spoke very frankly about his belief that he felt you should 
retire. I think the idea is basically that both you and the 
Rhodesian Front carry a certain white supremicist image 
from the past and that this could be undesirable for the 
future. 

My position is clear and constant, I believe. I wish to 
retire from politics. I think I’ve had enough. I’ve been in 
for over thirty years now, and about half of that time as 
prime minister. I th ink  that’s enough for any normal 
person. So I’d be happy to retire. Moreover, I know I 
have been a controversial figure. For that reason i t  may 
be that it would assist the scene if I was to retire. 
However, I do know that my main opponents, political 
opponents in  this world, are trying to get me out of the 
way. I believe it is the simple reason that they believe 
they’ll be able to handle Rhodesia easier if I’m out of the 
way. Maybe that’s a very good reason for me deciding 
that I won’t go. I think it’s a very general rule that if 
your opponents advise you to do a certain thing, you can 
be pretty sure that the best thing to do is to do the 
opposite to what they advise you. 

My stand has been that I would be happy and ready to 
retire, providing we can complete our agreement, our 
bargain. That was the original bargain that we made 
under the Anglo-American agreement. I thought then I 
was going to be able to pull out. I’ve thought on a 
number of occasions subsequently, when we’ve got near 
to this, that I’d be able to pull out. I thought after our 
last meeting in Washington I was heading for a pullout, 
because they were going to call their conference, which I 
think would have solved our problem. Whether the 
Patriotic Front attended or not. And once we’ve solved 
our problem and got recognition I will pull out. 

But the other side of the coin is I was amazed at the 
number of Rhodesians during the recent referendum 
campaign who said to me, “We hope you will not pull 
out; and in the middle.of the exercise we recall you 
saying that once you have settled that problem and we 
have got recognition that you will pull out, we hope you 
won’t leave us in the lurch.” I am surprised at the 
number of black Rhodesians who say the same to me, 
who say to me even now. One did last week, a prominent 
black Rhodesian in a meeting he had with me. So clear- 
ly, there are two sides to this. But my stand is consistent, 
as I did indicate. 

Do you have any regrets about the road Rhodesia has 
followed since UDI in 1965? Specifically, do  you believe 
that had the new constitution and the ending of racial 
discrimination been undertaken ten or even five years 
ago, Rhodesia would have been in a different and better 
situation today? 

I would think that the whole basis on which you make 
your question is false. In the first place I and those who 
have been associated in this exercise with me have no 

regrets. We believe this was the best thing that could 
ever have happened to Rhodesia, that had it not been for 
this, we would have put ourselves in the position, five or 
ten years ago, that I believe you find other countries in 
Africa around us in. Where the countries are now bank- 
rupt, not only economically but as far as morality is 
concerned, and law and order and conditions of chaos- 
the very things we have always tried to avoid. So far we 
have avoided them, and I believe that we have a chance 
of continuing to avoid these under our new constitution. 
As to the point you make that shouldn’t we have done 
this five years or so ago: We couldn’t have done it then, 
because we can  only do what we’ve now done by coming 
to an agreement with blacks. This is what people are 
inclined to overlook. The blacks weren’t prepared to 
come to that sort of agreement at that time. You know 
they rejected the 1961 agreement that Edgar Whitehead 
made with them, not only myself. They have told me 
that they would never have accepted any of the agree- 
ments that Britain tried to make with them. They 
rejected the agreement that Alec Douglas-Home made 
with them. They have told me they would only have 
accepted an agreement that they made with the whites 
in Rhodesia. So it is fallacious to say, “Shouldn’t you 
have done it five or ten years ago?” We could not have 
done it. It was impossible. The only way you can do this 
is by bringing blacks and whites together. And I have 
realized this for a long time. I didn’t succeed because 
Britain kept on dangling in front of them a more attrac- 
tive carrot than the one I was offering. So obviously they 
veered away from me. It was only when they became 
disenchanted with the behavior of this present British 
government that they finally turned their backs on them 
and told me that they thought they could trust me and 
the white Rhodesians more than they could trust the 
present British government. And so they got together 
with me and my colleagues and we formed this agree- 
ment. 

So I think that’s a point that, not only you (with due 
respect), but so many people overlook. They seem to 
think that we could have just made an agreement. We 
couldn’t have made an agreement. They weren’t inter- 
ested. And had we made that agreement on their condi- 
tions ten or five years ago, I believe Rhodesia would 
have ended up in a disastrous position. Because they 
didn’t know what they were about. The same as these 
other countries around us-Rhodesia would have been 
bankrupt, we would have had a lot of power-hungry 
politicians who knew nothing about the facts of life in 
control of Rhodesia. That would have brought ruination 
to our country. Whereas now we have black politicans 
who have seen what has happened in these countries 
around us and who have now said: “We want to t ry  to 
ensure that those conditions do not repeat themselves in 
Rhodesia; we learn from experience. We pray that God 
will never bring to our country what we see in those 
countries.” And in fact they’ve gone so far as to say to 
me openly and loudly: “When we see what rampant 
black majority rule has done for countries around us, we 
hang our heads in shame.” These are the advantages that 
we have now gained and which we would have lost in any 
previous agreement. 


