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In the past few years Southern Africa has undergone 

dramatic changes. Now Namibia is independent, and the 

CUban troops are no more stationed in Angola as a supp

ortive element to the Comrrunist government of Angola. 

As far as Namibian independence is concerned, it came 

only after decades of popular militancy and a complex 

proeess of international negotiations. Prior to its 

independence on 21 March 1990, Namibia had been the sub

ject of international contention. It had been on the 

agenda of the United Nations virtually since the organi

sation's inception. From 1946 to 1989, south Africa, 

which administered Namibia, had managed to defy at least 

six rulings of International Court of Justice and several 

UN General ~ssembly and Security Council resolutions. 

South Africa, which was earlier dr~gged into negoti

ations in the face of a hostile world cornnuni ty, had to 

yield ultimately in a changing regional and global po-wer 

configuration~, thereby ushering in the independence of 

Namibia. 

Although, the Namibian Accord of 22 December 1988 

had its origin in contacts bet-ween the parties earlier 

in the 1980s, it was chiefly the product of ten rounds 

of publicly announced negotiations, which began in May 1988. 
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SUch multi-round negotiations which culminated in Namibia 1 s 

independence were of considerable importance, because these 

negotiations remained too obvious a complex process that 

warranted an academic pursuit • The present work at tempts 

to study the whole lot of these complexities involved in 

the mediation and seeks to analyse both traditional and 

non~traditional application of negotiating methods. 

The Namibian negotiation was complex, for it tried 

to sort out separate as well as related issues through 

a process of alinkage". Theoretically, "linkagea suggests 

that negotiators deal simultaneously with two or more 

notionally separate issues within a close time-Span in 

order that each side can trade concessions. 

Despite profound juridical differen.ces, the issues 

of south Africa 1 s withdrawal from Namibia and the Cuban 

withdrawal from Angola were bargained through linkage. 

Although, linkage makes negotiations maDQ flexible, it 

invariably makes negotiations more complex and often 

generates resentments • 

Besides, there was deviation from the traditional 

assumption that successful mediation requires impartiality. 

Here, the case of US as the mediator casts doubt on its 
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impartial status owing to its alleged involvement vJi th 

UNITA, the armed insurgents of Angola. Similarly, the 

choice of Brazzaville for negotiations, instead of any 

traditional diplomatic sites outside Africa, provokes 

academic inqui r:y as to how the reluctant parties were 

accol'Tlrnodated on the matter. 

However, there can be little doubt that the skilful 

employment of the diplomatic procedures made a major 

contribution to the success of Namibian talks in December 

1988. Just how great this contribution was, and of '.-:hich 

of the procedures themselves were most important, have 

been diScussed with greater clarity and understanding in 

the preSent research work. 

since, Namibian question brings in a whole lot of 

related issues, an attempt has bern made to deal them 

with utmost sincerity. For tre purpose of an orderly 

preSentation as well as cvrctprehensive analysis of the 

Namibian negotiation, the present study has been divided 

into four chapters. 

As theoretical framework is an essential pre-condition 

for any genuine research work, the Namibian negotiations 
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have been dealt in such a spirit in the first chapter. 

Evecy event has got an historical precedence or 

factoral antecedents. With regard to Namibian negoti

ations, although the last ten rounds of negotiations in 

the year 1988 finally rendered independence to Namibia, 

the entire process started much before. The second 

chapter, therefore, is a background work of Nanibian 

iSsue and the accompanying diplomatic efforts till 1988 

to resolve the crisis. 

Irmnediate situational environment has always been 

a factor either for escalation or for ultimate resolution 

of any crisis. Second-half of 1980S saw changes in global 

power configurations, from confrontations to co-operution. 

such changes had their peripheral effect on Southern 

Africa. As a result, the Namibian negotiations in the 

year 1988 compromised the regional intransigents, thereby 

signalling the independence of Namibia. The last two 

chapters have not only discussed the 1988 Namibian 

negotiations within a global power scenario, but also 

dealt with specifics of these negotiations. 

In the ultimate analysis, i.e., the conclusion, 

an appraisal of the negotiating techniques of Namibian 
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negotiations have been attempted. 

The method used in this dissertation is descriptive, 

comparative and analytical. In writing this dissertation, 

I have mostly relied on secondary sources. However, 

primary sources have been used Wherever necessary. 
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ANC 

CPSU 

DI'A 

DAC 

FAPLA 

ENLA 

ICJ 

MPLA 

N.AM 

NNC 

NNF 

O.AU 

PLAN 

PRA 

SADF 

SvlA 

S\-1.\NU.... 

SWM>O 

S\'IA'I' F 

UN or UNO 

UNIN 

vi 

: African National Congress. 

; Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union. 

: Danocratic Tumhalle Alliance 

: Damara Advisory Council. 

: Popular Armed Forces for 
Liberation of Angola. 

: National Front for the Liberation 
of Angola. 

: International Court of Justice. 

: Popular Movement for the Liberation 
of .Angola. 

: Non-Aligned Movement. 

: Namibia National Convention. 

: Namibia National Front. 

: Organisation of .African Unity. 

: People• s Liberation Army of 
Namibia. 

: People 1 s Republic of Angola. 

: South African Defence Force. 

: South west Africa. 

: South West .Africa National 
Union. 

: sooth West Africa People• s 
Organisation. 

: South West Africa Territory Force. 

: United Nations Organisation. 

: United Nations Institute for 
Namibia. 
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; National Union for the Total 
Independence of Angola. 

; United Nations Transitional 
Assistance Group. 

; United States of America 

; Union of SOviet Socialist 
Republics. 



01APT ER - I 

INTFRNATIONAL NECDTIATIONS AND 'IHE INDEPENDFlJCE 
OF NAt·'liBIA. 
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"International negotiations" an age old concept -

is a configuration of strategies, methods and tactics to 

resolve different kinds of disputes and to accomodate 

conflicting interests of two or more countries. It is 

the means by which such nations manage their relations 

and try to accomodate conflicting intereSts, while each 

of them tries to obtain the maximum benefits with minimum 

of costs, generally without the use of violence and with 

minimum of friction and resentment. The relevance of 

negotiations as an important aspect of diplomacy has 

gained currency particularly after the post - war period 

sine e the pressures to negotiate solutions to disputes 

and situations are much more pervasive and broad based 

than they were before. tAnd with the rapid strides of 

scientific advancement in the technology of communications, 

many negotiations now proceed in a large multilateral 

forums with many participants, instant press coverage and 

a keen sensitivity to public opinion. Not only this, 

~ost diplomacy is concluded less disc~tely and more 

under the surveillance of domestic interests than was the 

. ,. 1 
c llSe prev1.ously • 

It can probably be said that bargaining through 

, 
Gilbert R. Winham, ''Negotiation as a Management Process", 
Worl~olitics (Princeton), vol. 30, uctober 1977, p. 88. 
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negotiations is a basic process in the practice of 

international relations. A cursory glance at the 

general international scene testifies that hardly 

any day passes when the great powers or other states 

do not make some direct or indirect efforts to nego-

ti ate various problems and crises which keep on cropp-

ing up in one or the other corner of the world. The 

attempts may be towards bilateral negotiations, may 

involve the super powers or may be confined only to 

the developing countries of the 'WOrld, they are 

almost constantly in progress. "The increased comple-

xity of the international system has resulted in an 

interwining of political and technical issues that are 

often discussed in multi1ateral forums where the compe

ting interests of many nations must be reconciled.M 2 

The style of diplomacy has now been considerably changed 

by multilateral conferences and activities of interna-

tional organisations. Both the operations of domestic 

groups and the incidence of multilateral negotiations 

enormously complicate the task of the diplomat. But 

still most of the negotiations take place for setting or 

avoiding disputes or steering the world through the 

dangerous situations. To call this era as an 11 era of 

2 
Daniel Druckman and Robert Mahoney, "Process and Conse
quences of International Negotiations'', Journal Of 
social Issu~ (California), vol.33 (1977), P• 61. 
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negotiations'' will not be an exaggeration. 

II 

Negotiations and the agreanents they lead to are 

part of the sharp political struggle going on at inter-

national and national level between advocates and oppo

nents of co operation. This underlines the relevance 

of the problem and the need to study it carefully. Like 

other concept in international relations, it is a much 

debated and discussed subject. The scholars hardly seem 

to agree in one explanation or definition. 

Fred c. Ikle defines negotiations "as a process in 

which explicit proposals are put forward ostensibly for 

the purpose of reaching agreement on an exchange or the 

realization of a common interest where conflicting intere

sts are present ~ 3 Plano and 0 lton have described negotia-

tions as "diplomatic technique for the peaceful settlement 

of differences and the advancement of national interests ••• 

4 accomplished by compromises and accommodations". But 

perhaps international negotiations can best be described 

in Arthur Lall' s words as the ~receSs of consideration 

of an international dispute or situation by peaceful means; 

3 
Fred c. Ikle, How Nations Negoti2,i~ (New York, 1964), p.4. 

4 
J.c. Plano and R. Olton, The International Relations 
Dictionary (New York, 1969), P• 218. 
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other than judicial or arbitral processess, with a view 

to promoting or reaching among the parties concerned or 

interested some understanding, amelioration, adjustment 

or settlement of the dispute or situation".5 

All of these features are important and can be seen 

as part of the larger context within which international 

negotiations occur. 

What is needed, however, primarily to make talks more 

effective is undoubtedly political will, for it enables 

the parties to negotiate more or less successfully, with 

the reSult that the agreements signed by them become 

milestones on the road to closer co-operation. There have 

to be bold political decisions at top level stimulating 

current and future negotiations and offering them a 

programme. SUch decisions understandably play a role as 

highly important components of the process of normali~ng 

international relations including negotiations. 

It is becoming more and more evident, however, that 

along with political will, a Qpolitical climate'' and other 

components of the negotiating process, a conceptual theore-

tical background is needed to make talks effective and 

-------
5 
Arthur Lall, Modern International Negotiatione_ (New York, 
1966), P• 9. 
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lend them the character of a durable everyday process of 

intercourse between states. 

III 

There have been several attempts to develop what can 

be termed as a atheory of negotiations" i.e. "a set of 
I 

general interralated casual statements \J"lich eXplain how 

and Which outcomes are chosen".6 In the field of negoti

ations certain theories have been put forward like the 

game theory models and experimental designs based on 

bargaining theory, which are, though based on relevant 

and identifiable variables prove to be inadequate as far· 

as their operationalization and utility in explaining the 

1 . t' d 7 rea s1tua 1ons are concerne • Of late, some scholars 

have tried to suggest some other frame works and methode-

logies for analysing behaviour of various parties in 

negotiations. SUch approaches· and models range from 0 dispute 

settlanent", "crisis solution", "cybernetics deciSion -

making"8 to cognitive, influence and system approaches. 

But, there is still no generalised and harmonious 

6 
William Zartman, "Negotiations : Theory and Reality", 
Journal of International Affai~ {Columbia), vol.29{1975),p.70. 

7 
For details see, Druckman and Mahoney, n.2, P• 61. 

8 
For details see, 
International Ne 
of Internutional 
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. 
theory of international negotiations even though the 

scholars have been studying the problem for a long time. 

The absence of such a theory was long compensated for 

by the vast experience gained in diplomatic talks over 

the centuries. This spontaneous empirical approaches 
9 

had the following characteristics among others: negoti-

ations were a special foreign policy process performing 
b 

an auxiliary function with regard~ the aims and interests 

of the negotiating state; they were a covert form of 

struggle in which each participant strove primarily for 

"victory", to be achieved either by signing an agreement 

on his terms or by demonstrating that the opponent • s 

stance was 0 uncompromi sing 0 and "unreasonable" : negoti-

ations were directly condi tiona:l by the balance of power 

between the partners and were, therefore, considered 

worthwhile, only if the balance was suit.abl~, otherwise 

they were to be avoided. furthermore, the parties to 

political negotiations took account primarily of the 

balance of military power. 

Negotiations were seen as something of a supplement 

to unilateral steps to obtain one's own external objectives. 

They were therefore entrusted solely to people enjoying , ) 

----------------------
9 
Victor Kremenyuk, "International Negotiations need a 
Scientific Approach'', !_nternational AffaiF_;:; {MosCow), 
vol. 6, June 1989, p. 100. 
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special confidence thanks to years of exemplary service 

and proficiency in the art of diplomacy. Accordingly, 

an unwieldy bureaucratic system was set up to ensure the 

conduct of negotiations and to hold as well as to control 

them. This mechanism whose operation in the inner poli

tical sphere was based on a bureaucratic interdepartmental 

compromise, spent the greater part the working day and 

resourceS on internal co-ordination and clearance instead 

of actually carrying on talks. 

Various attempts have, therefore, been undertaken to 

substantiate the international negotiating process in 

terms of theory and in tre light of new thinking. New 

political thinking implies an entirely different approach 

and recognition of the role of negotiations as virtually 

the only mechanism of ,settling international disputes, a 

mechanism operating on the principles of equal benefit, 

reciprocal regard to the legitimate interests of the other 

side and openness. In the new situation, negotiations 

must establish a balance of interests, for without it no 

equitable and lasting agreement can be reached. 10 

IV 

Keeping in view of the above approaches and methods 

10 
Kremenyuk, n. 9, pp. 101 -2 • 
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an attempt is now made to delineate tha dynamic process 

of negotiations by integrating some of the above discussed 

efforts. To put it more Sharply, the attempt is to answer 

the following questions: 

a) What are the goals of negotiation, or why do nations 

negotiate; 

b) How do negotiating parties arrive at their initial 

positions or the factors which determine the position 

taken by various parties; 

c) What factors facilitate or impede the process of 

negotiating differences in these posi ti ens; and 

d) What are the consequences of negotiations or outcome 

for the future relationship between the parties. 

The decision to enter negotiation is by no means an 

easy one, particularly Where the parties to the conflict 

pursue basically incompatible objectiveS. The decision to 

negotiate, therefore, is generally taken when both sides 

perceive a greater probability of achieving some gains 

through negotiations, as oppoSed to obtaining no more 

gains by holding out or continuing the stat us quo. Arthur 

Lall tenns them as "irreducible minimum objectives••. 11 

on '!nhich parties must agree before negotiations can proceed. 

-----------------------------
11 
Lall, no.5, p. 46. 
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Fred Charles Ikle identifies four types of issues 

or problems that figure in international negotiations and 

four corresponding purposes; 12 

a) It can be the extension of an existing agreement, 

with or without modifications. 

b) The normalization of a relationship or situation,e.g. 

establishing or restoring diplomatic relationships. 

c) Redistribution, that is, W'len one side demands change 

requiring sacrifice by the other. 

d) Innovation - when one or more parties seek change 

that is, allegedly in the common interest; conflicting 

interests are mostly secondary, and may or may not be 

talked about. 

But there are certain conditions which must be fulfilled 

before the two parties enter into negotiations. First, 

there must be something to negotiate about 'an identifiable 

dispute or any other situation which in their opini~n might 

work as a source of potential friction. Alongwith this, 

parties must admit that such a dispute or situation exists, 

or in vther words they must desire an agreement. 

Second, the major parties to a dispute or situation 

must accept same form of negotiation as way, though not 

12 
For details see, Ikle, n.3. 
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necessarily unconditionally or as the only way - and not 

necessarily accompanied by renunciation of the use of force 

of arriving at understanding, amelioration, adjustment or 

settlement of the dispute or situation.1 3 

So, in many cases, negotiations would be of little 

value as some of the essential conditions would not be 

present. There can be several "non-agreement•• reasons 

which might motivate a nation to enter the negotiating 

process. 14 "Negotiations often do not occur simply to 

resolve specific points of dispute between the parties 

although disputes are certain to be embedded in the fabric 

of any negotiations". 15 

A nation may enter the negotiations simply to gain 

time realising that the agreement in and of itself will not 

really solve the problem, but it may help reaching a 

stage of temporary resolution - a kind of .2i§.tus guo 

which gives time for chalking out the further strategy. 

And at other times nations enter into agreements in 

13 
L all, no. 5, p. 46. 

14 
For details see, Ikle, n. 3, and also, Robert L. ',·iendzal, 
!!l.t.ernational Relations - A Policy Maker Fo~ (New York, 
1977) • 

15 
Winham, no.1, p. 94. 
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order to deceive and hide their real stand. 

Another reason which may prompt a nation to engage 

in negotiations is to be on record as having exhausted 

every means of peaceful redress so that when the situation 

reaches a stage of open collusion, the nation in question 

could say - she had no chOice left but to take particular 

step other than the negotiations. In other words 1 nations 

sometimes embark on negotiations realising that no agree-
but 

ment can be reached,jdoing so only in an attempt to provide 

themselves with an excuse to undertake other recourses 

When the negotiations fail. 

Sometimes, the purpose is reaching an agreement, 

Which may not in itself be a final solution, but may be 

used as a stepping stone towards a final settlement. 

In sum, one sees that many a times signing of an 

agreement means nothing more than that an agreement has 

been signed. The reasons, the aspirations, the objectives, 

which prompt the two or more nations to negotiate resulting 

in an agreement or otherwise are very important. 

The way in which nations arrive at their positions 

and postureS - the factors which determine them, have been 

inviting attention of many scholars recently. This is so 



because the "communication which takes place prior to 

bargaining may be more important than that which takes 

place during bargaining, especially if the opposing 

parties attempt to explore a range of fair proposals". 16 

Then comes the most crucial aspect of the negotiation, 

i.e., the actualS negotiating process, which involves 

distinct steps: (a} preparatory meetings which define the 

iS sues and arrange the conditions under which the negoti-

ations take place; (b) tactics employed by the negotiating 

parties to reach an agreement which iS acceptable to both 

the ~ides, and (c) factors which influence the process 

ihduced by both internal and external environment. 

Caning to the first part of the process, prior to this 

crucial stage of negotiations, both parties· must perceive 

some degree of common interest in order to hav8 a stake in 

maintaining the relationship. If no component of common 

interest is perceived, negotiations cannot proceed. The 

cdecision is based on the belief by both the parties that 

they have more to gain than to loose by interacting ~th 

each other~. And once the parties have decided to join at 

the negotinting table they must agree on a "normative 

16 
Krans and Deutsch, "Communication in International 
Bargaining 11

, Journal of Personality and SociaLPsycholo2X 
(Washington n.c.), 1966, no.4,pp. 572-7. 
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frameworkQ, within which the deliberations will be 

conducted. This stage includes drawing up an agendc 

that identifies the issues and the order in which they 

will be discussed. 

Further, the negotiating parties should accept 

certain rules of conduct. ~herence to such rules help 

in sustaining the mutual relationship. Then there are 

other rules and norms which generally emerged during the 

negotiations to regulate the conflict. These norms ensure 

that power remains equally distributed among the parties -

which sanetimes is a necessary pre-condition for effective 

bargaining. ~d generally these rules function effectively 

when bargainers have power that is both higher and relatively 

equal. 

Moreover the precise identification of issues to be 

discussed has very important implications for the course 

of the negotiations. For example, smaller issues are 

likely to be easier to resolve and they subsequently help 

resolve larger issues. Moreover, 0 whenever possible, 

intangible issues should be recast in concrete dimensions, 

fraetioned into their tangible components, and negotiated 

in operational terms''. 17 

17 
RUbin and Brown, The Social Psychology of Bargaining 
and Negotiation (New York, 197 5), p • 155. 
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Preliminary procedural conferences also serve the 

function of providing a chance to obtain information 

about each other • s intentions and goals v1hich can be 

helpful in formin:g positions when actual deliberations 

start • 

.As noted earlier, int-e:r:national negotiations do not 

involve the sort of offer-counter-offer bargaining that 

is conceptualized by game theory or bargaining theory 

models. _The negotiator is often put in the position of 

a "boundary role" when he must try to achieve an agreem

ent that coincides with the expectations of his own side 

and of his opposite side. In other words, he must mediate 

the differences in order to ensure that the agreement 

reached, is acceptable to both parties. 

The tactics which are generally used at the negotiating 

table include threats, promises, comDitment tactics and 

concession making strategies while the choice depends upon 

the degree of incompatibility between the parties• objec

tives and inten~~ts, threats emphasize the negative 

consequences for not g::..ling along (i.e. the costs that 

would put them in a worse position than the status quo). 

Promises or offers stress the positive inducement for 

going along (i.e. the benefits that would accrue, putting 

them in a better position than the status quo). Fisher, 

however, claimed in his work that ''the process of exerting 
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influence through offers (promises) is for more conducive 

to international peace than the process of exerting infl

uence through threats". 18 

Coming to the bilateral negotiations, it is found 

that the commitment tactics and concession making strate-

gies are used more often as colll!pared to promises ·and threats. 

A negotiator is said to be adopting comnitment tactics when 

he effectively influences an opponent by communicating and 

demonstrating that he is irretrievably committed to a 

position because of domestic, ideological or other kind of 

constraints and that he cannot concede beyond a clearly 

defined po.int. 19 And ~if a negotiator is successful in 

convincing his opponent that the commitment is binding, 

the burden of concession - making to reach agreanent is 

shifted to the opponent"· 20 Unless effectively exe.cuted, 

bilateral use of commitment tactics often lend to dead-

locked negotiations. 

To sum up, the effective art of negotiation consists 

of trying to convince an opponent that one is committed to 

-------------------
18 
See, Negotiation Journal, vol.2, no.3, 1986, pp.233-6. 

(NewYork, N.Y.) 
19 
Thomas c. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (New York, 
1963) I PP• 34. 

20 
Druckman, n. 8, P• 33. 
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a particular position while timing his concessions,so 

as not to lead the opponent to believe that he has for

feited the original commitment. 21 

Apart from these, there are other factors which 

impede the deliberations. These have been referred to 

as "the self aggravating aspects of nego'tiations that 

are relatively independent of the substantive questions 

involved and that can impede or facilitate negotiations 

about any is sue". 22 

CUltural differences between the negotiating parties 

is one of the factors ,,ich may directly or indirectly 

influence the course of negotiations. ''Even on issues in which 

only national interests are involved: broad differences 

between parties on ideology, language and cognitive 

. i tt23 structure may influence the outcome of negotiat ons~ 

~d the influence is all the more,if incompatible goals 

are interwined with contrasting styles. 

21 
For details see Thomas C. Schelling, n. 19. 

22 
Cited in Druckman and Mahoney, n.2, p. 74, from Frank, 
Sanity and surviYS.!.. (New York, 1968), P• 192. 

23 
Druckman, n. 8, P• 60. 



~gain, the personality of a negotiator(s) plays a 

very important role so as to affect negotiations in a 

subtle manner. And rightly so,as it is the person who 

in the roles of negotiators, communicate positions, make 

demands and concessions, respond to changing signals, and 

. t 24 arr1ve a outcomes. 

Whereas sometimesJit is the individual personality 

of the negotiator, which affects the negotiating process 

and outcomes, at other times it may be the personality 

compatibility among negotiators representing opposing 

parties. A negotiator's perceptions and expectations of 

the opponent, his strength and weaknesses, his intentions 

and goals, and his commitments to positions and persuasive 

mechanism employed by him to modify the bargaining positions 

and values of the opponent to achieve a more favourable 

convergence of interests play a crucial role at the 

bargaining table. 

These "self - aggravating" aspects of negotiations 

also include the diplomatic style of nations at the bar-

gaining table as Mnations differ considerably in their 

general approach to diplomatic bargaining and the value 

orientations Which their bargaining behaviour expresses". 25 

---------------------------
24 
For details see, Bertram I, Spector, ••Negotiations as a 
Psychologi~l Process", ~urnal of Conflict Resolution 
(Beverly Hills), vol.21, Decanber 1987. 

25 
ibid, n. 24, P• 609. 
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The diplomatic style of a particular country is best 

revealed by personal diplomatic memoirs, historical case 

studies and academic analyses. But the point which 

should be taken note of at the very outset is that nego

tiations are dynamic process wherein the choice of methods 

or styles does not remain static, but is subject to 

important forces of change. 

The last phase of the process, that is, the outcome, 

can be generally conceived of as emerging out a process 

of continuous assessment by negotiators of their three-

fold choice - reach agreement, abandon negotiations, continue 

b 
. . 26 arga1n1ng. If the first option is chosen, that is, if 

a treaty or "understanding'' is reached between the negoti-

ating partners than the terms on which such an agreement 

haS been reached,must be clearly spelled out - or at least 

they can estimate all such terms. 

The second possible outcome can be defined as ''to 

choose no agreement" (to borrow Ikle's term). ThiS 

usually results, when one of the parties try to induce the 

opponent to soften his term or it wants tc gain time 

resume negotiations under better conditions. At other 
if 

to 

time, a party may choose such an outcome,/it feels no 

26 
Ikle, n.3, P• 61. 
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purpose would be served by continuing the negotiation. 

The last option, i.e., to engage in further bargaining 

iS chosen, when it becomes obvious to any of the negotiating 

parties that it cannot afford to reach a Situation of no 

agreement, while it is not getting incentives from the 

opponent to reach an agreement. So the choice may be a 

postpon61'1ent of negotiating efforts to make additional efforts 

for improving the available tenns or a postponenent in .the 

hope that · 0 extraneous new developments might help to change 

the opponent 1 s mind". 27 

v 

The negotiations for Namibia's independence reflects 

a queer mixture of techniques and modalities, both tradit

ional and modern. The protracted process of negotiating 

an agreement on UN Resolution 435 and struggling for its 

implementation has confirmed evidently the fundamental 

importance of negotiations in the settlement of international 

as well as regional disputes. 

To begin with, the negotiation with the parties 

involved in Namibian problem, initiated in 1977 by the 

f h . c '1 28 k then five western members o t e Secur1ty ounc1 nown 

27 
ibid, po 62 o 

28 
The five western members of the UN Security Council in 1977 
wereJ USA, UK France (Pennanent manners) and Canada and 
Federal Repubiic of Gennany (non _ pennanent members) 6 
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as "Contact Group", in conjunction with the frontline 

states, took many years to mature and involved the chan

ging patterns, procedures, techniques and strategies of 

present day negotiations. 

The question of Namibian independence had been on the 

international agenda for a number of years and various 

attempts at different levels were made to resolve it. 

Complex diplomatic negotiations involving the United Nations, 

super-powers and other regional powers, were conducted 

to achieve an agreeable solution to the problem. Although 

the concerned parties were of vastly different decision 

making styles and capabilities with varying degrees of 

domestic compulsions and interests, yet the political will 

of the respective leaders and the changing global scenario 

cleared the path for a negotiated settlement. 

While co-operation between washington and Moscow as 

a result of Super-power detente in late 1980s provided 

an impetus to the negotiation process, a number of economic 

and military factors forced South Africa back to the 

negotiating table for a peaceful solution. The cost of 

fighting the war in Namibia against the SOuth West African 

People Organisation • s (SHAPO) guerrillas, the reversals 

suffered by the south African Defence Forces (SAuF) in 

Angola, the high number of White casualties in the war 
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and the heavy burden on SOuth African economy resulting 
lastly, 

from Namibia's administration and/econamic sanctions of 

International communities compelled SOuth Africa to go 

in for a settlement. Similarly, in the case of Angola and 

CUba, the econanic and social collapse brought about by 

the fourteen year old civil war, the adverse domestic 

public opinion and the pressure from the Soviet Union, 

their ally,for a peaceful settlement made their stance more 

flexible and adjustive at the negotiating table. 

Again, the diplomatic scheme, like other negotiations, 

was based on a realistic appraisal of the ultimate interests 

of the parties. While, by setting the Namibian question, 
I 

/....L_ south Africa would be able to reduce the pressure of 
I........__ 

economic sanctions and avert the threat of fresh ones, 

Angola would gain the security from external threats and 

much-desired peace in the region and CUba would be credited 

with having compelled South Africa to yield the independence 

it ~uld otherwise not grant to Namibia. Both the Super 

powers ~uld gain a reduction in East-West tensions, relief 

from the expense of financing an endless war in an area 

not of vital interest to them and one more credit to their 

role as the guarantor of peace in the ~rld. 

In the present day negotiations, there are atleast 

two basic app~aches to an apparently 
DISS 

341.52 
P2783 Ne 
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intractable problem: 

~~~\ ', .,., ._) \ -~ ~ · n~ - :j l , 
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piece -meal approach and linkage approach. The linkage 

theory has gained considerable importance in the present 

circumstances in which one can link the problem to issues 

that open the possibility of trade--offs between an expa

nded 1 i st of parties • 29 The acceptance of this '' 1 ink age 

approach~ became inevitable in the settlement of Namibian 

question as the issues linking independence of Namibia 

with the withdrawal of CUban troops from Angola were vital 

to the success of these negotiations~0 

~gain, as in the case of all negotiations and sett-

lements, the military force remains an important bargain-

ing tool in Namibian settlement which forced the concerned 

parties to give leading roles to military commanders and 

intelligence chiefs in the negotiations •. south Africa's 

team regularly included Genera 1 Jannie Geldenhuys, Chief 

of staff of the SADF and also Lukas Neil Barnard, the Director 

of National Intelligence Service where as the joint 

Cuban-Angolan delegation was normally headed by General 

France. Ndalu, Chief of Staff of the Angolan armed forces 

29 
The "concept of linkage 11 was populnrised by Henry Kissinger, 
See, Henry Kissinger, The White House Y~ (London, 
Weiden feld and NicolsorlJMichael Joseph, 1979), P• 129. 

30 
For details see, Geoffrey Berridge, •Diplomacy and the 
Angola,INamibia ACcordS", Int~ational Affair~, (London.), 65 { 3), 
Summer 1989{London), p. 471. 
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{FAPLA) and also Deputy Minister of Defence. 31 

The accord on Namibia also demonstrates the mediation 

efforts by a third party, {United States), Which has become 

an important negotiating strategy in the present situation. 

The Namibian accords was chiefly the product of eight 

years of American _mediation efforts and the man behind 

this was Chester Crocker, the US Assistant Secreta.ry of 

state for African Affairs, in the role of official American 

mediator. 

Thus, almost all the negotiating techniques and stra-

tegies were vividly demonstrated in the process of negoti-

at ion for Namibia • s independence. The skilful employment 

of these diplomatic procedures contributed in a major way 

to the success of negotiating efforts in December, 1988 

and eventually, the independence of Namibia. 

31 
ibid, P• 471. 



CliAPT ER - I I 

THE HISTORICAL BACKffiOUND AND DIPLOMJ(l'IC EFFORTS 
TILL 1988. 



24 

For an objective appreciation of any dispute of 

problem in all its dimensions, a study of its historical 

background is absolutely unavoidable. Thus, a brief 

history of Namibia, till recently known as South west 

Africa 1, merits some attention, in order to follow the 

process of decolonization in perspective. 

The occupation of Namibia at the end of the 19th 

century took place at the threshold of a new epoch in the 

hiStory of modem imperialism. It was the Gennan military 

conquest \J'lich robbed Namibians control of their own hi story. 

The Gennans who found the territory as the most suited for 

the \J1ite settlements gave it the name of ''Gennan South 

west Africa". The Gennan rule which lasted over three 

decades from 1883 to 1915 brought enonnous sufferings 

1 
Namibia was earlier knoW1 as "south-West Africa" as 
named by the Swedish explorer C.J. Anderson in 1840s. 
The terri tory became knm.Jn as "Ge nnan SQ.l th-West 
Africa" in 1884 after German colonization. Under the 
Treaty of Versailles, it once again became simply the 
"South -west Africa". The SWAPO started calling the 
country "Namibia" after tha Namlbib desert as early as 
the 1950s. But the fonnal re christening c erE:Inony of 
south -Hest Africa took place in 1968 when the United 
Nations General Assembly, vide Resolution 2372 (XXII) 
of 12 June, 1968 gave it the name of "Namibia" at the 
request of the people of territory. The name was, 
however, banned in South .Africa until 1977. 
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to the natives. The abominable system of "apartheida 

was first intnoduced into the territory by the Germans. 2 

The brutality corrrni tted by the Germans upon the people 

of South.West Africa remains unsurpassed to this day. 

The out break of first world war in Europe in 1914 

between the major imperialist pmvers brought Namibia under 

new colonial domination. Acting as allies of the British, 

South African forces seized the territory from the Germans 

and then collaborated with the Portugese forces in 1915 

to colonialize the South-West Africa in toto. But imper-

ielist rivalry prevented South Africa from gaining complete 

sovereignty over its conquest. The United States, which 

did not have much of a cc:>lonial empire, objected to those 

who did adding to their territories from the German ex 

colonies. Thus, at the Versailles Peace Conference in 1919, 

the spoils of war were allotted to their conquerors as 

Mandates in three classes, subject to the supervision of 

the newly constituted League of Nations. Namibia or 

South-West Africa was duly awarded to south Africa as a 

ace class Mandate, to be administered as an integral part 

of the metropolitan area, subject only to the obligation 

"to promote to the utmost the material and moral well-being 

2 
s.c. Saxena, Namibia : Challenge to the United Nations, 
(Delhi, Sandeep Prakashan, 19'18), P• 4. 
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1'1 3 
and the social progress of the inhabitants of the territory~ 

Thus, south Africa was expected, under the terms of the 

mandate to administer Namibia as a "sacred trust of civili

zation~4 

But South Africa not only failed to promote the 

"material .and moral well being" and ''social progress n of 

the people of Namibia it actively set about moulding them 

into servants of white society. 5 South-west Africa had, 

thus, been made into a colony of apartheid. The system 

of race rule, which has been condemned by the whole ~rld, 

firmly entrenched itself in south-west Africa. From the 

day, the south African troops landed in South West Africa, 

it had been the constant endeavour of South African gover

nment to incorporate South-West Africa into the Union of 

South Africa as its "fifth" province. 

I:Uring the existence of the League of Nations, the 

South African Government made several attempts to incorporate 

South-West Africa into her territory in a clandestine 

manner, However, the League of Nations was extremely 

3 
Department of Information and Publicity, SWAPO of Namibia, 
To Be Born A Nation: The Lib~on Struggle for Namibia 
(London. Zed, 1981), P• 15. 

4 
Peter H. Katjavivi, A History of Resistance in Namibia 
(Lon don, James Currey, 1988) , p. 13. 

5 
Robert Leroy Bradford, ''Blacks to the Wall'', in Ronald 
Segal and Ruth First, ed., South west Africas Travesty 
of Trust (London, Andre Deutsch, 1§61}, p. 93. -
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watchful of such attempts and took fairly strong stand 

on all such occasions. Despite all these attempts, the 

South .African government had never made a formal request 

for the incorporation of South west Africa into the Union 

and the League had never called upon that Government to 

grant freedom to the territory. 

The United Nations which came into existence in 1946 

after the end of the Second world \'lar, sought to revoke 

the mandate but South Africa refused to comply. It 

rejected proposals for a trusteeship for Namibia despite 

a number of resolutions to this effect by the United Nations. 

All these years the racist regime in Pretoria had defied 

v.orld opinion and violated the UN Resolutions asking it to 

withdruw its administration from that territory. In the 

words of Ronald Segal, " it derides the intentions of the 

charter, mocks the authority of the UN. There has never 

been an International responsibility so clearly and widely 

acY:nowledged and so flagrantly, so contemptuously defied". 6 

south Africa's arrogant and lawless behaviour had embittered 

the Namibians to such an extE!It thut they began to hit 

back. The guerilla movement led by South west African 

People's Organisation (S1iAPO), established in April, 1960 

6 
ibid, preface. 
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and which aims at "the realization of genuine and total 

independence of Namibia in the spheres of politics, eco

nomy, defence, social and cultural affairs"7 received 

impetus due to the delay in Namibian peace settlement and 

the introduction of apartheid policies by South Africa. 

Finally in 1966, the UN General AsSembly expressed its 

conviction that South Africa had conducted its administration 

of the terri tory in a manner contrary to the Mandate, the 

Charter of the United Nations and Declaration on the Granting 

of Independence to colonial countries and People's contained 

in the General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 

1960. subsequently, the General Assembly decided to terminate 

South Africa • s tvlandate unilaterally and to place the territory 

under the direct responsibility of the United Nations.8 The 

Council for Namibia was set up in 1967 to give effect to 

the UN claim to administer the territory until independence. 

International pressures continued through the United Nations 

and other organizations to persuade South Africa to accede 

to the legitimate demands of the Namibian people. On 21 June 

1971, the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in its 

7 
Political Prooram of the South west Africa People's 
Organisa~ (SWAPO, Lusaka, 1976), pp. 5-6. 

8 
V.K.H. Jambholkar, "The Path of Protracted Negotiations", 
in Vijay Gupta, ed., Independent Namibia; Problem~nd 
Prospe~ (Delhi, Konark, 1990), P• 67. 
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Advisory Opinion declared~ 

•• ••• that the continued presence of South Africa in 

Namibia being illegal, Scuth Africa is under an obligation 

to withdraw its administration from Namibia immediately and 

thus put an end to its occupation of the terri tory ••• 9 

All these diplomatic attempts to compel South Africa 

to withdraw from Namibia proved useless, as the permanent 

western members of the ill~ Security Council had consistently 

blocked several moves initiated by the United Nations, 

non-aligned countries and other organisations. The right 

to veto was misused on many occasions by the western 

countries, with the selfish motive of safeguarding their 

economic interests in the region. Besides~ they wanted 

to avoid a "radicalisation of south Africa 111 through a 

long-drawn-out armed liberation struggle, that might 

jeopardise their long term economic and strategic interests 

in the region. 10 

The Southern African scenario took a ne,oJ form after 

1974 coup in Portugal in which the 500-year- <;>ld Portuguese 

colonial- empire collapsed. The · es~tablishment of danocratic 

9 
International Court of Justice, "N am.illi Opio ion ( 197 1) • a 

(The Hague), p. 58. 

10 
Jambholkar, n. 8, P• 68. 
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government in Portugal after April 1974 gave impetus to 

various liberation movements in southern Africa. 11 The 

independence of Angola in December 1975 had a direct be-

aring on the Namibian war of liberation. Following a 

civil war in Angola~ South Africa faced a disastrous fail-

ure of its milita.ry gamble after it invaded Angola. This 

brought in cuban troops at the invitation of the Government 

of Angola to fight the SQ.lth African invaders. SWAPO 

established its headquarters in Luanda, the capital of 

Angola, with bases in Southern Angola, giving a new 

strategic dimension to the Namibian guerilla war. 

Meanwhile, in September 1974, the Executive Committee 

of the National Party of South .. west Africa first propoSed, 

talkS between the whites and the representatives of the 

other population groups of Namibia on the future pattern 

of its co~stitutional development. The Legislative Assembly 

approv•d the proposal for a conference but gave emphasis 

on separateness of the other "population groups" in Namibia. 

The Assembly, also, denied the participation of non white 

politic;Jl parties at the conference and stressed that each 

non-white "population groups a \'K)U} d be separately represented1 2 

ll 
ibid, p. 71. 

12 
Saxena, n. 2, p. 2 3 3. 
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Both SWAPO and the Namibia National Convention (NNC) were 

excluded from sending representativeS to the talks. 

Constitutional Conferences and its various phasea: 

The first phase of the constitutional conference atten

ded by 156 delegates representing all the "other population 

.groups'' in the territory as well as whites, was held in 

closed sessions at Windhoek from 1st to 12th September,1975 

under the Chairmanship of Dirk l1udge, the present leader 

of Democrct ic Tuml:lalle Alliance Party. Although the 

declaration did not postulate sovereign independence for 

each of the so called population groups, it did in essence 

envisage the attainment of independence by Namibia as a 

loose confederation of ethnic states with whites retaining 

the most valuable land areas. 

The second phase of the COnstitutio~al conf~rence 

resumed on 10th November which excluded the authentic 

representatives of Namibian people. The United Nations 

urged the international community to frustrate the South 

African manoeuver and to exercise pressure on the SOUth 

African racist regime in order to compel it to withdraw 

from Nar1ibia. SWAPO has consistently condemned the 

conference as a device by south Africu to entrench 

"bantustanization'' in the territory1
3 

SHAPO warned 

13 
ibid., P• 235. 
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South Africa that unleSs "meaningful•• talks were held the 
I 

struggle for National Liberation ~uld continue and grow. 

Even NNC disregarded to any settlement as the organisation 

was represented by a minority of the population of Namibia. 

The Damara Advisory Council and other opponents of the 

conference met at Q1cahandia, knov.n as the 01<ahandia Summit 

to issue a statement officially dissociating themselves from 

the conference and e:xpressing their intention to strive 

for a unitary state based on a universal declaration of 

human rights • 1 4 

Previously in 1974, there was a move by South African 

Government to settle dispute over South West Africa at 

the United Nations. The plan was to divide the territory 

into an independent Ovambo State on the one side and a 

loose confederation of the rest of the population groups 

on the other dominated by the whites. The basic point of 

conflict was that United Nations wanted South West Africa 

to be independent -~nd~ as a single territory, whereas 

Mr. Vorster, the Prime Minister of South Africa proposed 

independence for the various ethnic units separately under 

hiS apartheid policy. 

Namibia became a Chinese box ()f problans for everyone 

14 
National Herald (New Delhi), 27 September 1976. 
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with a say o£ interest in its evolution. South Africa 

had a say as the country administering Namibia. The 

United Nations had a say, having resolved with the support 

of International court, that South Africa's continued 

control is illegal. The inhabitants had no say but a 

strong interest. Britain had a commercial interest 

because of the larger quantities of Uranium it had con

tracted to buy for the British nuclear programme. Para

doxically, the United States and other \iestern Powers 

who, while calling the present political status of South 

west Africa as a colonial anachronism and supporting the 

independence demand refused to back concrete steps to 

achieve the desired end. Veto by United States, France 

and Britain in the security Council had blocked moves by 

Asian and African countries to impose mandatory arms 

embargo on South African government to force it to grant 

independence to Namibia. Frustrated with South African 

defiance and lack of support from the \'lest, SWAPO freedom 

fighters saw no other way but to intensify the guerilla war. 

In May 1975, Mr. Vorster made it clear that whatever 

changes are to be expected in South West Africa they must 

come about in tv: r. Vorster way, not the S\iAFO way or the UN 

way. SWAPO's demand was for direct negotiations between 

a single Namibian team and a white settler team, with 

south African standing aside, to decide the terms and time 
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table for a transfer of unfragrnented authority from \•Jhite 

to black. 

On the contrary, Vorster insisted that the conference 

in Windhoek's historic Turnhalle shall have option of 

breaking up the count.ry into half a dozen independent 

black mini-stat 63 and a white state. Only if the several 

black leaders combine to negotiate for the Namibia that 

S\'IAPO wants, could Mr. Vorster meet SWAPO' s or the UN' s 

demand. S~APO saw this outcome as improbable. 

The Turnhalle Conference v.hich eventually began on 

I september 1975 met only infrequently and spent most of 

its time discussing economic and social issues and not 

constitutions. SHAPO and other politica.l parties were 

kept out of constitutional talkS and all those who parti-

cipated were nominated by south Africans on an ethnic 

basis. SWAPO called the talks a "farce ••• aimed at the 

perpetuation of white minority rule under which S~th 

African danination 'V.()Uld continue". 15 The crucial difference 

was that while S\'IAPO urged a "unitary state•• in which the 

entire population would be welded together whereas the 

15 
SHAPO, ••oiscussion Paper on the Constitution of Independent 
Namibia", 1976, 4th Revise, Para 37. 
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white sponsored conference wants a federated nation 

comprising different ethnic groups with local rights. 

However, in August 1976, due to SWAP0 1 s intensive 

lobbying and the victory of the MPLA in Angola the wes-

tern powers were forced to pass a crucial UN security 

Council Resolution (Security C0 uncil 385 of 30 Jan, 1976), 

which set out the conditions for withdrawal of SOuth 

Africa from Namibia. It threatened to take ''appropriate 

measures ••• under the Charter" unless South Africa took 

steps by 31 August 1976 to withdraw its forces and allow 

free national elections for Namibia as a single political 

entity, to be held under UN supervision and contro1. 16 

In February 1976, SWAPO 1 s international campaign 

had borne further fruit v1hen the nine foreign ministers 

of the European Common Market declared for the first time 

their endorsement of the right of the Namibian people to 

self determination and independence and to free elections 

under UN supervision and control, and condemned South 

Africa 1 s continued occupation. 

Hi th the August deadline fast approaching, the 

South Africans had to pull something out of the bag to 

16 
Katjavivi, n. 4, P• 98. 
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buy time from the west. The Tumhalle' s "Declaration 

of Intent", adopted in September, 1975, had promised 

completion of a draft constitution within three years, 

"if possible''. But on 18 August, with the UN deadline 

loaning and the South Africans anxious to head off tm 

possibility of sanctions being imposed on them, the 

Turhalle Conference comnitted itself to "independence", 

set 31 .Decanber 1978 as a target date and promised to 

eStablish a Tumhalle based "interim government 11
, if 

possible by 31 March 1977. 17 This was sufficient pretext 

for Britain, France and the u.s. to cast a triple veto 

in the Security Council on 18 October, saving the regime 

from punitive action under Chapter VII of UN Charter as 

a threat to world peace. 

On 18 March 1977, after months of haggling and 

informal discussion, the Turnhalle delegateS finally 

ratified their constitution for an ''interim government"· 

But it was already far too late for such a plan to have 

the slightest popular appei3l. The Namibian people, inspired 

by the Angolan revolution and the mass protests in SQ..lth 

Africa, were powerfully on the move once more under the 

le,)dership of SWAPO· The S.'iAPO, which was recognised by 

17 
ibid, p. 98-99. 
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the UN General AssEmbly resolution of December 1976 as 

the''sole and authentic representative of the Namibian 

people'' and as the principal actor in the effort to bring 

about national independence for Namibia 1 ~ refused to 

attend the conference and instead, laid out certain prin

ciples19 on which it would negotiate with the South 

African regime. Likewise, South Africa refused ei-gher 

to negotiate directly with SWAPO or to convene the Confer-

ence in a form which would allow S~O to participate in 

co operation with the United Nations. As the Turnhalle 

proposals were unacceptable to S'ilAPO, the western powers 

saw no other way but disapproving it. Nevertheless, South 

Africa went ahead with its original Turnhalle proposals 

and held ethnically based international election in 

December 1978 which took place in an atmosphere of extreme 

intimidation and widespread propaganda promoting the 

Democ rrJti c Turn hall e Alliance (or A) Party. SWAPO and the 

Namibia National Front (NNF) boycotted tre elections. 2 0 

18 
ibid, P• 100. 

19 
These principles were restated in six point in the new 
Political Programme adopted by the Central Committee at 
its meeting in July - August 1976. Theyentail SOUth 
African acceptance of the right to independence, absolute 
territorial integrity, the release of all political 
prisioners, the free return of all exiles, a commitment to 
withdraw its occupation army and police and UN supervision 
and control of elections. See, To Be~Born. NationL.!,he 
Lil:le~ion Struggle for Namibi2, n.3, p. 240. 

20 
The NNF consisted of those members who did not join SHAPO 
but were still opposed to the Turnhalle whereas the DI'A 
headed by Dirk Mudge, a dissent leader of Afrikaner National 
Party who broke away to form the all white Republic Party 
in 1977, supported the Turnhalle Proposals. For details see, 
s.c. Saxena, "Gliding Principles for Co."lstitution Haking", 
in Vijay Qlpta, et\.., n.8. 
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CONTAcr ffiOUP INITIATIVES: 

The racist regime's plan of internal settlement 

through elections and a sham independence in Namibia 

perturbed the Western powers \<lho were till now shielding 

scut h Africa with vetoes. In fact, the disclosures of 

south Africa's cynical designs in Namibia posed a challenge 

to the entire Hestern diplomacy in Africa. 

It \o~as against this background that, in 1977, the 

five western members of the security Council ( the three 

permanent members, the U.s., Britain, and France, together 

with Canada and west Germany) came together to form a 

''Contact Group", and initiated negotiations with S\iAPO 

on the one hand and South Africa on the other to try to 

reach a peaceful settlement in Namibia. 

The formation of the Contact Group was also the 

result of the western dilemma as to how to respond to the 

African demands for mandatory sanctions against South 

Africa and it ,.,as evident that the interests of the 

Namibian people did not appear in their calculation at all. 

However, in the absence of a ''credible negotiating 

initiutive'', the west feared the pressure wou~.d increase 

tremendously. The Western view was best summed up in the 

words of Cyrus Vance, then U.s. Secretary of State, 
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who stated: 

••• we all felt thdt unity among the five 
would give us greater strength and lessen 
the chance of fragmentation of effort. 
We agreed to work with the frontline states 
to bring Nujoma and SWAPO into serious 
ne )otiations, taking care to have one or 
more frontline states present when the 
Contact Group met with SWAPO leaders. 
This would help to allay suspicion that 
we are trying to play tre Africans off 
against edch other. All Contact Group 
proposals were accordingly to be advan-
ced jointly. (a 1) • 

Thus, the ~vehicle for Western Cooperation", too 

contact Group had come into being. The man behind tre 

idea, was Andrew Young, whose dynamism along with his 

able deputy, Ambassador DOnald He Henry, who became the 

Chairman of the Contact Group, helped accelerate the 

process of negotiations for the independence of Namibia. 22 

In early 1977, in the first months of President 

Carter's Administration, the Namibian situation took an 

encouraging new turn. The Contact Group, on 7 April 1977, 

had worked out a basic negoti.t ing pos,ition and an 

unprecedented joint aide memorie was presented to South 

Africa's Premier, Vorster in Cape Town. The aide-memorie 

21 
cyrus Vance, Hard Choices: Critical Years in American 
~ign Polic~ (New York, 1983), P• 276. 

22 
ib i d, p • 27 6 • 
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warned South Africa against its "internal settlement" 

plan and threatened to impose economic sanctions in case 

of its failure to agree on early negotiations for Namibia's 

independence. 

The Con tact Group had vigorously carried out its 

objectives to obtain agreements on proposals involving 

elections under UN supervision and a peace keeping role 

for the world organisation. On 9 February 1978, it con-

23 vened the so called proximity talks in New York, at 

which S\iAPO and south African delegates ··\Vere preSent but • 

not face to face because of South Africa • s refusal to deal 

with SWAPO. The crucial negotiations to expedite indepen-

dence to Namibia collapsed because of the intransigence 

of the Sruth African government. However:-, on 17 April 1978, 

the Contact Group formulated yet another proposal for a 

peaceful settlanent of Namibian question on the basis of 

Security Council Resolution 385 of 1976. It was an ambitious 

propoSal and South Africa accepted it with some reservations. 

Again, on 12 July 1978, the COntact Group was successful 

. 1 i . . 1 24 in inducing SWAPO to accept ltS proposa n prlnclp e. 

23 
"To be Born a Nation: The Liberation Struggle for Namibia: 

n.3, p. 241. 

24 
ibid.' p. 2 4 2. 
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The provisions of the western proposals were 

important and clearly demonstrated the reasons for 

Pretoria • s acceptance. Under the provisions, SWAPO 

would have to transfer its guerillas immediately and 

totally while allowing South Africa not only to retain 

a force strength but also to locate their soldiers at 

sensitive work points. Another important provision was 

' the e>elusion of Walvis Bay (the only port in Namibia ,.. 

Which is considered vital for its security) from indep-

en dent Namibia. 

In this case, S\iAPO perhaps decided that it stood to 

gain more by compromising than by staying outside and 

giving its black political rivals inside a change to 

consolidate their advantage. Another factor in S\~APO •s 

acceptance of the negotiated plan was the reported decision 

of President Neto of Angola to put hiS weight behind such 

25 
a settlement. 

But again, there was a deadlock and on October 16th,1978 

attempts were made to break the deadlock. Ministers from 

five western powers and South Africa began talk in Pretotia. 

25 
For details see, Ronald Dreyer, "Dispute over Walvis Bay: 
origins and Implications for Namibia's Independence", 
Afr!£2n Affairs (Oxford}, 83 (333), October 1984. 
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At the talks, South Africa intended to go ahead with its 

plan to hold unilateral elections in the territory in 

December, 1978 and as a result, the talk failed to produce 

anY cone rete proposal. However, the failure of the conf-

erEnce was mainly due to the diverse interests of the 

negotiating parties. The Western powers saw no way of 

reconciling the December election with the United Nations 

settlement plan. Because, if election were to be held, it 

might pose serious consequences for their huge economic 

interests not just in Namibia, but in the entire _Sub-- Saharan 

Africa. secondly, South Africa threatened the West with 

its own sanctions. The Soviets wanted to consolidate their 

loss in Zimbabwe by ensuring that S\o/APO emerges as the 

t f . d d u "b" 26 govemr.1en o an 1.n epen ent 1-.am1 1.a. SWAPO though not 

a communist organisation was supported by the Soviets 

and operate_9 from A!lgola where there \<11S a strong Soviet-

CUban- East German presence. 

On Hay 4, 1978 a unit of raci.st paratroopers unleashed 

a blood bath, killing 600 women, men and chilrlren at 

Kassinga (.Angola) in an UN maintained refugee camp .. This 

barbaric act could not be ignored by the West ern Powers 

and they had to officially demand Namibian indeperrlence. 

26 
~ (Karachi) , 6 May 198 1 • 
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The UN General Assembly held its 9th session on Namibia 

from APril 24 - May 3, 1978, and adopted a UN Resolution 

No.435/78 for independence of Namibia. The resolution, 

which presented a radical departure from Resolution 385/ 

1976, called for and supported Namibians• right to self-

determination, independence and, inter alia, provided 

for the creation of a United Nations Transition Assistance 

Group {UNTAG) t'hat. would ensure an early independence of 

Namibia through free and fair elections under the super

vision and control of the United Nations. 27 

The south African government, after a world-wide 

condemnation, formally recognised the Resolution 435/78 

on 29 Septanber 1978 and agreed to implement it. However, 

the racist regime subsequently tried to .reject some of 

its part such as the preSence of SWAPO military bases in 

Namibia, the size of UNTAG, and the question of minority 

rights. SWAPO's political plans and its commitment to a 

danoc r<'1tic process, constantly deliberately misinterpreted 

by South Africa and its Government had always attempted to 

run away from the settlement plan. 

since neither South Africa nor its allies - the 

---------------------------
27 
For details of UN Resolution 435/78, see, Appendix- A, 
p. 109. 
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~stern powers - were prepared to implement the Resolution 

435 sincerely, the SWAPO continued its armed struggle aga-

inst the racist occupation forces and created conditions of 

panic among the white racialists through sabotage, attacks 

and guerilla fights. 

Then in January 1981 the UN brought both sides together 

in a 'Pre-Implementation Heeting' in ~neva, to try to 

resolve all outstanding issues. Delegations came from 

S\'lAPO. South Africa and the DI'A, with South Africa trying 

to use the meeting to promote the Dl'A and encourage direct 

talks betv,een it and S\'lAPO, thus 'Namibiani!"ing' the issue. 

south Africa and the DrA also accused the UN of bias in 

favour of S\'lAPO. Then, in the middle of the meeting. south 

Africa announced that it was 'premature to proceed with 

the discussion of the setting of a date for implernentation28 

and the talks broke up • 

. A key factor in the South African withdrawal at Geneva 

was the victory of the RepubJ.ican ROnald Reagan in the US 

Presidential election in January 1981. The American President 

favoured a pol icy of ''constructive engagement tJ, under which 

28 
D. GeldenhLys, The Diplomacy of Isolation: South African 
~ism Policy HakilliJ (Johannesburg, Hact-lillan, 1984), 
p. 230. 
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direct pressure on South Africa for change v.10uld not be 

considered. The us administration then introduced new 

issues to be resolved before the UN plan could be imple

mented. These were proposed • constitutional principles • 

to be agreed in advance of meetings of the constituent 

assemb:'..y which was to be formed after UN elections, and the 

linkage of Namibian independence to the withdrawal of 

Cuban troops from Angola. 

The linkage doctrine, which was developeq by former 

secretary of State Henry Kissinger later implemented by 

National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brezezinski and perfected 

by Ambassador Jean Kirk l>atrick, identified all regional 

conflicts within a framework of East-West global confron

t2tions. It added a new dimension to too. Namibian issue. 

Chester A. Grocker, US Assistant Secretary of State for 

African Affairs and the doctrine's chief strategist in 

Namibian issue, vigorously attempted to negotiate a package 

deal despite the almost universal criticism of it. 

The south African government also accepted the linkage 

pro· osal and thereby gained an excuse for not proceeding 

with the implementation of the UN plan. The new SOuth 

African strategy was designed to destroy the growing global 

consensus in support of Namibian independence and SWAPO 
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and to provide legitimacy for itself by involving the 

\-les tern allies, and finally to discredit the UN and its 

authority to resolve the Namibian question. 

However, the doctrine of linkage was rejected by 

the SWAPO, Angola, too Frontline states of Southern Africa, 

the Organisation of African Unity, the Non-aligned 

Movement and the United Nations. The British, west Gennan, 

Canadian and French governments have all said that they 

do not believe that the withdrawal of CUban troops from 

Angola should be a precondition for Namibian independence. 

France, in fact, under the Socialist administration elected 

in 1981, temporarily suspended its participation in the 

Con tact Group in 1983, over the linkage issue. This 

ultimately amounted to virtual collapse of the Contact 

29 Group. 

This,with the changing situation, the Contact Group 

plan got modified, and new considerations diminshed the 

earlier emphasis on a United Nations - sponsored solution. 30 

29 
Chester A. Crocker, •• South Africa: Strategy for Change", 
Foreign AffairS (New York), Winter 198Q-81, pp. 345-6. 

30 
ibid, p. 346-7. 
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The advent of Reagan administration brought a new 

dimension, by consciously seeking to remove south 

Africa from its "tar baby'' status and involving its 

government in 'constructive engagement• not only 

with the west, but the global community.31 This detente 

between the US and the south Africa was a consequence 

of the resurgence of the cold war in the late 197 os.~: 

in which American administrations viewed social change 

in the Third world through the lens of the East-west 

conflict rather than recogniSe the authenticity of 

anti-colonial and anti-imperialist struggleS. The 

r 2 mifications of this framework had been two-fold. 

Firstly, it enhanced the legitimacy of a regime that 

had been globally isolated and secondly, it had compl

icated the resolution of the Namibian question. 32 

The question of Namibian independence was, thus, 

no longer a straight forward issue of self-determination 

but had been mc-de part of wider political and strategic 

concerns. 

In May 1984, on the init~ tive of Zambian President 

31 
A.E. Davis, "US POlicy in South Africa", S~.r;ategic Studies 
(London), vol. XIII, no.1, .Autumn 1989, PP• 97-98. 

32 
ibid, P• 98. 
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Kenneth Kaunda, a meeting was held at ~~akq {Zambia) to 

discuss the question of Namibian independence. South Africa 

instead of discussing the issue tried to place its puppets 

collected in the Multi Party Conference on an equal footing

with SWAPO. 

The SWAPO leaders dismissed the Multi Party Conference 

{MPC) as canposed of traitors of Namibia and puppets of 

the Pretoria regime. The SWAPO delegation appealed to the 

MPC to refuse to accept the patronage of south Africa and 

join hands with SWAPO • 

The Lusaka talks did not succeed as SWAPO refuSed to 

recognise the puppets and allow them to participate in the 

tali<S on the question of Namibian independence. 

The SWAPO leader Sam Nujoma blamed South Africa for 

the fuilure of the Lusaka talks. He declared that SWAPO 

was being forced to step up its military pressure to 

compel south Africa to agree an independence settlement 

for Namibia within the tenns of United Nations Security 

council Resolution 435/1978, \'klich provided for a cease

fire and UN sup&rvised election. 

SWAPO firmly upheld UN ~esolution 435, It repeatedly 



49 

declared that any solution of the question of independence 

could be only between SWAPO, South Africa and the United 

Nations and no third party could be included in it. SWAPO 

had also rejected all efforts of South Africa and of the 

Reagan administration to link the issue of decolonisation 

of Namibia with the internal situation in Angola - i.e., 

the preSence of CUban troops there. 

It was becoming obvious that unless the Western 

powers and South Africa changed their policy and agreed 

to majority rule in Namibia, the UN could not succeed. 

All its resolutions concerning economic sanctions were 

flouted by the West and South Africa continued itS illegal 

presence in Namibia till Angolan forces inflicted a 

humiliating defeat on South Africa's aggressive troops in 

1988. 



Q-LAPT .ER - II I 

NECOTIJ(I.'IONS FOR INDEPENDENCE: THE INITIAL PH/~SE. 
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Various attempts, as delineated in the previous chapter, 

were made both inside and outside the United Nations framework, 

to bring the fighting between the Namibian guerrilla move-

ment led by SWAPu, and South Africa to an end prior to 1988, 

yet it was not until after that circumstances seemed to favour 

a settlement towards Namibian independence. 1 

In the first place, the military stalemate in Angola 

had become increasingly obvious with the battle in late 

1987 for Cuito Olanavale (the Angolan government's southern

most fortified air base) between Angolan and CUban forces, 

UNITA and the South African Defence forces (SADF) which was 

the biggest conventional battle of Sruthern Africa. An 

initial assault by the Angolans, intended to cut off UNITA 

guerrillas, had been reversed by UNITA fol:CeS fighting 

with massive SADF assistance and driven back to Cuito 

CUanavale where the CUban reinforcements, the Angolans 

~re able to withstand a protraCted siege.2 

Again, the fighting in Angola was also exacting an 

increasingly burdensome economic oost, particularly on 

1 
Andre du Pisani, S\'UV!'i amibia: The Politics of Contiilld.i ty 
and Change (Johannesburg, Jonathan Ball, 1986), p. 451. 

2 
~rica Confidential (London), 1 APril 1988, See also 
John A. Evenson, "Namibia: The Transition Timetable", 
Africa Report (New York), March -April 1989, p. 27. 
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Angola and South Africa but also on the Cubans and their 

Soviet patrons. The Angolan economy was on the verge of 

disintegrati~ while the war was believed to be costing 

South Africa more than a million dollars a day and this 

with an economy which had been in recession for a number 

of years. 

Thus, as the war continued in a stalemate, and as 

each move by one side was successfully count<?red by the 

others, the infeasibility of a military solution became 

increasingly difficult to overlook. As the human and 

economic costs of war escalated for all parties, they 

became convinced that there was no alternative to a nega-

tiated settlement. 

Thirdly, the South Africans found it increasingly 

difficult to justify heavy military expenditures on their 

intervention in Angola and defence of Namibia, the white 

casual~ies and the rising cost of subsidizing the Namibian 

colony. The military situation was not only disposing the 

South Africans to think more seriously of diplomatic 

solutions, but also to abandon their earlier dreams of 

making their forceS in Angola their main bargaining chip
3 

3 
l~endent {London), 5 May 1988. 
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and fall back on the offer of possible independence for 

Namibia. The two setbacks suffered by South Africa in 

1988, the threat that SADF forces inside Angola would be 

cut off by CUban forces on the Namibian border, and a 

successful euban air attack on the SADF - guarded Calueque 

pam on the Angolan side of the border, also compelled 

south Africa for a per!ceful settlement. The white casual:-

ties were also reaching politically serious levels which 

made the Pretoria regime realise that it was no longer 

'1' '1 . . th . 4 m1 1 ta r1 y supe r1or 1n e reg1on. According to Professor 

Reginald Green of the Institute for Development Studies in 

sussex - "the conflict was costing white South Africa 

proportionately more in human terms than Vietnam did the 

uSA:s 

Coupled with this was the cost of fighting the war 

in Namibia against the SWAPO guerrillas. Namibian resour-

ces had declined and South Africa had to spend more than 

it could earn from Namibia. Thus, faced with these reali-

ties - the economic and military factors, Sou~h Africa 

was forced to go to the negotiating table where they needed 

4 
Virginia Curtin Knight, ''Namibia • s Transition to Indepen-
dence", current Histo£{ (Philadelphia), vol.88, no. 538, 
(May 1989), P• 226. 

5 and others, 
Reginald H. Green,jl.Jamibias The Last Colony (:Essex , 
Longman, 1981), P• 61. 
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a political and strategic victory to show that the benefits 

of letting Namibia go free and leaving Angola to its own 

fate outweighed the costs. 

In the fourth place, the Cuban leader, Fidel Castro, 

who had of late been re-emphasizing that his forces would 

remain in southern Africa until apartheid itself was toppled, 

was now inclined to be flexible as well. The CUbans having 

invested their prestige and the blood of their youth in the 

inconclusive war in Angola, had come to see it as a quagmire. 

They needed a way to be able to declare their ''internation

aliSt •• mission honourably fulfiled. A visible CUban role 

in the achievement of Namibian independence and the consequent 

removal of the South African threat to Angola's sovereignty 

and territorial integrity could provide the political victory 

and security gains they needed to allow them to go home. 

As for Sv~O, militarily weak and heavily dependent 

on cuban and MPLA support, it was in no mood to stand in the 

negotiations. SWAPO stood to win perhaps the biggest prize 

of all, from a settlement. Because, there was no need to 

negotiate the terms of the south .African withdrawal or 

Namibian independence; these had already been spelled out 

in U.N. Security Council Resolution 435 in 1978.
6 

Thus, 

6 
on the hi story of Resolution 435/78, see, P iss_ani,-. no .1, 
pp" .217-21·. 
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Ouban troop's withdrawal from Angola would constitute a 

gain for SVW'O in the fonn of independence of their coun-

try. Besides, it had been initially encouraged by Angola 

to believe that it would play a formal role in any negoti

ation with SOUth Africans.7 The UNITA Whose attitudes were 

likely to have a bearing on the prospects of negotiations 

was also in pacific mood. Its leader Jonas Savimbi, despite 

being kept out of the negotiations on the insistence of 

the MPLA was disinclined to use spoiling tactics as it would 

gain from the CUban withdrawals, and increased pressure on 

the MPLA with US support to make peace. 

Above all, the SUper Powers had entered a new era of 

co-operation during 1987 and 1988. Both the United States 

and the soviet Union sought to resolve regional disputes 

which would gain them a reputation as responsible interna

tional actors. While the Soviet Union would gain a redu-

ction in East-west tensions, some easing of its relationship 

with the United States, and relief from the expense of 

financing a seemingly endless war in an area not of vital 

interests to it~ the United States • s eagerness to gain a 

7 
See, Independent, 3 May 1988. 

8 
K.M. Campbell, "Southern Africa in Soviet Foreign Policy", 
Adelphi .·Papers (London), \'linter 1987-88, p. 51. 
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negotiated settlement in the region is attributed to its 

policy of "constructive engagement 13 to change SOuth Africa•s 

policy of apartheid. Moreover, the US military aid to 

UNIT A, following the repeal in 1985 of the Clark Amendment9 

of 1976, had begun to prove quite embarassing to the United 

states. Besides, the Reagan administration wanted to solve 

the Namibian crisis before the u.s. Presidential elections 

and thereby, boosting the public image of the Republican 

Party over his rival in the presidential po11.10 

Thus, various factors, both internal and external, 

compelled the concerned parties in the year 1988 to move 

towards a negotiated settlanent of the Namibian independence. 

It is obvious, therefore, that circumstances in 1988 

favoured a solution over the crisis of Angola and Namibia. 

9 
The Clark Amendment of 1976 prevented President Ford from 
involving the United States in War in Africa by supplying 
weapons to UNITA. But following its repeal in 1985, the 
US renewed arms supplies and routes through Zaire to stre
ngthen its hold over UN ITA greater than the South African 
influence. Sec, John A. Marcum, ••Angola: Twenty-Five 
Years of War", Current History (Philadelphia), vol. 85, 
no.511 (May, 1986), p. 233-4. 

10 
The Danocratic Party Presidential Candidate Michael Dukakis 
had pledged to sever u.s. Relationships with SOUth Africa, 
to end aid to UNITA and to abandon the linkage approach 
in case he gets elected. 
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contemplating a choice betvJeen a negotiated settlement and 

bloody battles that would not alter the basic military bal-

ance between the involved parties~ South Africa~ Angola 

and Cuba forced seriously to contemplate the compromises 

necessary to reach agreements. 

The first part of the last stage of the negotiations 

started in late January 1988 at Luanda in which representative 

of the governments of Angola and the United StateS met to 

continue talks aimed at finding a negotiated solution for 

the problems of Southern Africa, namely Angola and Namibia. 11 

A cuban government representative joined the Angolan dele:-

gation in order to take part in the negotiations. 

The .Angolan delegation at talks inc.luded Afonso Van 

run em Mbinda, external relations minister, Gen. Antonio 

dos Santos Franca Ndalo 1 FAPLA chief of staff; Venancio 

de Moura 1 deputy external relations minister; and Jose 

Maria, Secretary to the President for military affairs. 

The us delegation is led by the US Assistant Secretery for 

African Affairs, Chester Crocker, and includes high-ranking 

state Department Officials. This was the first official 

tulks held between tre two sides in 1988. The Angola 

11 
Chas w. Freeman (Jr.),or'he .Angola/Namibia Accords", 
Foreign Affairs (New York, N.Y),68(3), SUmmer 1989,p.134. 
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had given proof of goodwill and flexibility in this meeting, 

leading to stability in the region and independence for 

Namibia on the basis of the UN Security Council Resolution 

43.5/1978. Though the dialogue in Brazzaville in April, 

1987 had failed after Angola withdrew from the talks due 

to a lack of seriousness on the part of the United States 

and over the issue of aiding UNITA rebels following the repeal 

of Clark Amendment, but following the Brazzaville meeting 

and the Luanda talks in July, the Angolan &u~rities noted 

Some common view points and · ,· ~.i'n·tende.d to continue talks 

whenever the interested parties so desired. 

At the Luanda talks, the Angolan side re-affirmed its 

principled stands whereby the problem concerning the with

drawal of the Internationalist Cuban forces from Angola 

was conditional on the withdrawal of the ·south African 

troops from Angol.;an territory, the end to aid to the UN:rl'A 

puppet gancp __ by the uni1ied StateS and the Pretoric:i regime 

and others, the implementation of UN Security Council Res-

elution 435 on the independence of Namibia and respect .for 

• . d ' i 1 ' t ' 12 Th the PRA s sove re1.gnty an terrJ..tor a J..n ·egrJ.. ty. e 

cubans present at the t2lks confirmed their \>Jillingness 

12 
Times of India (New DE 1 hi), 30 Marcth 1988. 
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for the first time to negotiate on the principle of a 

total withdrawal of the 50,000 strong Cuban contingent 

in return for Namibian independence under the UN Resolu

tion 435 of -1978. 

Though such a statement of principle did not 

appear to make the dead-locked negotiations further, 

but it was, nevertheless, an important step tm..;ards the 

resolution of South- vlest African crisis. 

Then, another meeting in Luanda from Harch 9 to 

11 had taken place between Angolan, Cuban and us repre

sentatives in a climate of mutual respect and . constru

ctive spirit. The Angolan delegation was led by Justice 

Minister Franca Van Dunem and the Cuban team by Rodolfo 

Plente Ferro, a Central Committee member of Cuba • s n:.ling 

Communist Party. At the talks, the joint Angolan - Cuban 

delegation had presented proposals to the US for a Southern 

African peace accord involving Angola, Cuba, South Africa 

and the south west Africa· People's Organisation (S\vAPO). 

The propcsals, also, included "a time table for the move

ment of CUban internationalist troops from the §outh to 

the north of the 13th parallel (which passes through 

cen~ral- southern Angola), and the grarlual departure of 

internationalist troops to CUba until their withdrawal is 
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completed". 13 The cessation of US and South African support 

for Angola was a "compulsory condition" for the implenen

tation of such a time table. 

Again, talks in March between South African ForEign 

Minister R.F. "Pik" Botha and Assistant Secretary of State 

for African Affairs,Chester Crocker,in Geneva ,confimed 

south Africa's continuing willingness to solve the Namibian 

crisis 14 This was the first direct meeting between the 

two country's representatives in almost t'WO years. During 

the talks, Crocker was assisted by some of his senior 

officials, as well as the US ambassador to South Africa, 

Edward Perkins. Pik Botha, the South African foreign 

minister was accompanied by senior officials of his depar-

tment, as well as the South African ambassador to u.s., 

Piet Koornholf. The meeting laSted for about five ho~rs 

and resulted in South Africa's desire to continue further 

talks over Angola/Namibian situation in a constructive 

spirit. At the Sume time, the parallel talks between 

Chester Crocker and the Soviets for the first time suggested 

Moscow's interest in facilitating such a settlement. 

-----------------
13' 
ibid. 

14 
Freeman(Jr.), n.11, PP• 134- 5. 
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However, despite these early efforts, the negotiations 

for independence of Namibia and peaceful solution of Angolan 

crisis were chiefly the product of ten rounds of publicy 

announced negotiations which began in May 1988 and two 

''secret" talks held in Cape Verde in late July, and in 

New York in early october. 

LON OON TALKS ( FIRsr ROUND): 

In May 3-4,1988, the representativeS of United States 

south Africa, Angola and Cuba assembled at London to nego

tiate over the Angolan crisis and the implementation of 

UN Resolution 435 calling for Namibian independence. These 

hush-hush talks at London were seen as a diplomatic break

through. It was the first time that only the parties 

involved in the conflict had decided to meet formally to 

discuss the conflict. The London conference took place 

in a friendly atmosphere. · Besides, Neil Van Heerden > 

the leader of the South African delegation, the team also 

comprised Defence Force Chief,Gen. Jannie Geldenhuys and 

representativeS of the intelligence service. The Angolan 

team included External Relations Minister Afonso Van 

D.lnem Hbinda, FAPLA Chief of General Staff Antonio doS 

S.:>ntos Franca Ndalo, Justice Minister Franca Van IA!nem 

and others 1 whereas Jorge Risquet Valdes, member of the 

Central Committee of the CUban Communist Party led the 

cuban delegation to the meeting. The representativeS of 



61 

the Soviet Union were also present outside the formal 

talks as counseUors. 

The London talks were mainly exploratory in nature 

and not substantial. Each Side merely stated its positicn 

and reportedly the discussions were only peripheral to 

the core of the issues involved. However, such a situation 

was perhaps inevitable when the negotiating sides came 

to London with varying perceptions about the talks. The 

Angolans stated that they had come to London 11to secure 

a package which wculd bring peace to Angola and Namibia", 15 

while the South African foreign minister Pik Botha had 

reiterated that, "as far as South Africa is concerned the 

talks are going to be about CUban withdrawal, not about 

tJamibia". 16 Furthermore, the leader of tne south African 

delegation, Neilvan Heerden had said that "there should 

not be excessive expectations about the talks" which were 

''a step in the long process of achieving peace''. 17 On 

the other hand, both Cuba and Angola had alleged that the 

South Africa was not taking the talkS seriously and was 

trying to jeopardise the peace initiotives put for\·Jard by 

them which were realistic and flexible. 

' 
-----------------------------
15 
Godwin Hatatu, "Angola • s Explor<:tory Talks", West Africa, 
(London), 26May 1988. 

16 
weekly Hail (Johannesburg)_, 3 May 1988. 

17 
ibid. 
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However, on the positive aspect, the London meeting 

marked an agreement in principle on a settlement based on 

the'doctrine of linkage' that Chester Crocker, the u.s. 

official mediator, had fonnulated eight years before. At 

the talks, ·~ l" Cuba had agreed to withdraw its troops from 

Angola over a four year period. 0n tihe condition that 

t.he territorial integrity and sovereignty of· Angola 

are not threatened by the racist ~retoria regime. 

The Soviet Union, participating at the talks as 

counsellor~, discussed with all parties from behind-

the-scen8s and cunvinced them the1t a settlenent was indeed 

possible. At tre end of the meeting the delegates of the 

four countries expressed their belief that progress had 

been.made during the tal~s and decided to continue their 

talks in the near fUture. 18 The joint Angola-Cuban 

delegation stated that it will be possil;le to reach an 

agreement in the near future, if there was seriousness 

and goodwill on South Africa's pust. However, South 

hfri~a hud expressed his S<Jtisfaction with the progress 

achieved at the meeting describing them as a "serious 

initi:'ltive" and rejecting allegations th.·t it- was no-t 

taking the tolks seriously. The South African rcpresen-

t<1tives also co:rmented on the apparent genuineness of 

18 
International Herald Tribun§:_ (Paris), 9 May 1988. 
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the Cuban offer to withdraw its troops from Angola and 

on the likely participation of UNIT.zt leader Jonas Savimbi 

in the next round of negotiation process only with an 

observer status. The South African delegation was said 

to have been surprised by the seriousness of the other 

delegations about reaching a settlement and the CUban 

determination to find a formula for the withdrawal of its 

troops from Angola. 

,J..s for as~the South West .Africa People Is Organisation {ST:lAPO) 

was concerned, it fully participated in the negotiation 

process1 9 Ho~ver, it was completely excluded from the 

formal talks there after, though Chester Crocker, the 

U.s. mediator) alwaYs maintained a dialogue with SWl..PO and 

informed the organisation about subsequent progress. 

The London negotiations was made possible with the 

help and support of the Britain, US$ and 'v'lest Germany 

beside the United States \.Jhich was directly involved in the 

negotiution process. The British Foreign Secretdr:y, Sir 

Geoffrey Howe was believed to h;~ve told the participants 

at London meeting that he would stand by for any assistance~0 

19 
Geoffrey Berridge, ''Diplomacy and the AngolajNamibia 
Accords", International Affairs (London), 65 ( 3}, Summer 
1989, P• 472. 

20 
Times of India {New Del hi), 4 May 1988. 
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Similarly, the Soviet Union no longer vie\-.red global politics 

as a zero-sum game. An important component of solving crisis 

according to ''new thinking" advocates is the belief in 

"nati~nal reconciliation", under which various political 

forces and ideology come together on a joint platform for 

. . 1 d . 1 t. . 21 sol vlng natlona an reglona ques lons. 

Thus, on Namibian issues, the Soviet Union, who had 

been supplying arms and money to Angola's MPLA government 

and also, supporting it through Cuban troops, was keen to 

disengage itself from the conflict and striving for a peace

ful solution.~2 The \'lest Germany, sensing Namibian 

independence in near future which might cause concern for 

the white populace of Gennanic origin in Namibia, extended 

its support and co-operation towards the settlement of 

N .b. t· a3 aml lan ques lon. 

2 1 
Pravd2_ (Hosco\·1), 19 April 1988. 

22 
For detQiled unalysis, see, Colin Legum, 
Africa: Analysis of the Peace Process", 
.,B§oo rt s, 11 January 1989. 

"Southern 
Third world 

23 
see, H.s. Chopra, ••west Germany and Independent Namibia", 
in Vijay Gupta, ed., I~endent Namibia; Problems and 
~~pec~s (Delhi, Konark, 1990), PP• 157-8. 
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BR.AZ~VILLE MEE:!'_(SECOND ROUN.Q): 

The ice-breaking London meeting was followed by 

cordial bi-lateral talkS between South Africa and Angola 

at Brazzaville, the Congolese capital, on 13 May. The 

ministerial level meeting which lasted only for four hours 

excluded the Americans and the CUbans and according to 

pik Botha, the South African foreign minister, a frame work 

for settlement was established at the talks. The south 

African delegation was led by foreign minister Pik Botha 

and also included the Minister of Defence, Gen. Ma<]Olls 

Malan whereas the leadership of the Angolan team was taken 

by Justice Minister Franca Van Dunem.24 

The Brazzaville talks produced hopeful signs of a 

de-escalation of the Angolan conflict and an ultimate 

CUban disengagement from the sub-continent in return for 

the implementation of UN Resolution 435 by South Africa. 

The meeting had focussed mainly on bilateral Angolan -

South African issues and matters related to the continuation 

of the work of the London meeting held in Hay 1988. At 

the end of the meeting both the parties decided to hold 

another quadripartite meeting involving Angola, CUba, 

south Africa and the United States in the near future. 

24 
.!!!.9ependent (London), 1 4 May 1988. 
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The Brazzaville round of negotiations was important 

in many ways. In the first place, though the South African 

government did not recognise Angola's HPLA Govemr.tent and 

they did not have direct contact with each other, both of 

them showed their willingness to cut the Americans out of 

the negotiations altogether and hold direct talkS. 25 Secondly, 

the Angolan government had Showed a diplomatic demonstration 

that the four-way talkS were much more important to them 

than bilateral talks with the South Africans by sendi-:1g 

its Justice Hinister to head the delegation to the negoti-

. bl 26 at1.ng ta e. But ob the contrary 1 the South Africans 

were more interested to hold talks without the US mediation, 

which was merely a temporary diplomatic tactic designed to 

put pressure on the us for a more friendly attitude towards 

their various demands than proceeding with sanctions 

legislation against them. 

The United States and Soviet officials 1 in the mean 

time, met in hiSbo~ on 19th May for peace talks on Angola/ 

Namibia. Chester A. Crocker, t;.S. Assist<:lnt Secret<~ry of 

state for /\frican affairs, and Anatolly Adamishin of the 

-- -----------------
25 . 
However, the President Chissano of Mozambique mediated 
between Angola ann south hfrica to make a direct and 
face-to -face talk: possible. See, The Times (London) , 
12 Hay 1988. 

26 
Independent (London), n. 24, Also see, ~~~(London), 
16 f-lay 1988. 
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Soviet Union discussed hmv to maintain the momentum of 

negotiations and set the agenda for a repeat of ground-

breaking talks held in London between CUba, Angola, the 

United States and south Africa. The t'WO negotiators also 

had started preparing detailed progress reports regarding 

the conflict which was expected before the Super-~ower 

Summit scheduled to be held at Noscow on Hay 29, 1988. 

During the Super-Power Summit, ~. Crocker and his 

soviet counter- part, t-lr. Adami shin had intensive discussions 

over the issue and as a result,both the u.s. and Soviet 

t.;ni n offered joint guarantee to a peace settlement invol-

ving CUban and South Afric.:m troop withdrawul s from Angola 

linked to the South African implementation of Ctl Resolution 

435 giving independence to ~ amibia. The ~uper~owers set 

september 29 as a target date for peace settler.ent. During 

the talks in HoscoVJ, Mr. Crocker pressed for a much shorter 

Hithdrawal period preferably ,no more than nine months in 

contradiction to Cuba's prot:JoSal of a four year time table 

for wi thdrawul of its forces. The t.; .s. and the Soviet 

Union focussed primarily on natiunal rec<.ncili"3tion in 

Angola, the f-uture role of LNI1'!~ and 3uper-Power gu,,rantees 

27 
for an eventual settlement. 

27 
Deccan Heruld (Banqlore), 11 June 1988. 
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.As a result of the efforts made by the U.s. and the 

Soviet Union,the negotiations were carried on by the con

cerned parties despite being accompanied by threats and 

counter-threats. After the Brazzaville meeting, for 

example, it v1as decided to hold the next round in the same 

to,\n, but there \-Jere reports that President Botha was 

planning to use the opportunity to visit the Congolese 

cupit-•1 and this led Luanda to decide on a change of venue. 

The United StateS, at last, v:as able to persuade Cairo to 

host the meeting. South Africa was furicus at the alter

nation but there was nothing it cou'd do; a negotiated 

settlement hcd become a matter of interest to it and 

Pretoria had realised th<·Jt it no longer enjoys over

whelming military superiority; 

CAIH.O T '"\LKS (THirtD RO'liN D): 

The third round of negoti~ticns on a settlement in 

Namibia was held in Cai££ on 24-25 June 1988. It was 

the first occasion·-, on which Sc:uth Africa, CUba and Angola 

had faced e<~ch other at ministerial level. The South 

Afric<;n delegati n was led by its Foreign t-:inister Pik 

Botha, c;ccumpanied by Defence r-linister t-lagnus t-:alan, 

Fon:iqn r-1ini stry Director General tJeil Van Heerden and 

the Chief of ti-e Defence Force, Gen. Jannie Geldenhuys 

where as Afonso Van Dunern, the t-1inistcr of External Relations 

wo5 the le;-1der of 1-mgoli:m deleg<.~tion. 
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The Cairo talks took place against a background of 

rising military tension in Southern Angola follo-v;ing reports 

of a build-up of CUban troops near the Namibim border and 

witnessed furious exchanges which spilled over into the 

issue of apartreid itsel£~8 However, at the end of the 

talks, some progress was made and a plan of work developed 

for continuing exchanges at an expert level to expand on 

the achievements made at Cairo. It was also decided that 

representatives of the four parties will meet in the United 

States on July 11 to -v~rk out technical details of the 

proposal for a time table of troops withdrawals. 29 

The hostility and suspicion among the parties was 

very high at the Cairo round of negotiations and had it 

not be en for the presence of Chester Crocker, it seet~s 

hiCJhly likely that the negotiations would have foundered in 

Cairo itself. t-1r. Crocker's mediation efforts was perhaps 

most conspicuous in this round of talks where he was ably 

aided by his ~oviet counterpart, an African expert and 

deputy foreign minister named Vladilen H. Vasev. 30 The 

presence of Hr. Vladilen Vasev at Cairo was important 

28 
G.!ardian (London), 27 June 1988. 

29 
Intef.!!ational Herald Tribune , 28 June 1988. 

30 
ibid.,Also see, Berridge, n. 19, P• 469. 
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since be influenced the course of the talks by forcing 

Angola and Cuba to adopt a more flexible approach and 

change their tactics at the peace talks. 

Thus, ever the summer of 1988, despite occasional 

lapses into polemics, the negotiations continued and all 

the concerned parties showed their willingness to nego

tiate seriously. However, there were still wide gaps 

to be bridged in the implementation of the settlement 

plan. 

N ST:l YORK TALK~ FOURTH RO ~) : 

An apparent breakthrough occurred following the 

fourth round of talks at Governor's Island in NewYork, 

which took pl~ce only three weeks after the Cairo talks, 

when negotiators for Angola, Cuba and South .Africa reached at 

an agreanent on a set of fourteen principls:; constituting 

the essential elements of a political settlement in 

Namibia. 

The New York round of negotiations, which took place 

from 11 July to 13 July ,dealt mainly with the drafting of 

a document which served as the basis for ministerial talks 

and included cone rete proposals on guarantee for the security 

of the People's Republic of Angola and independence for 

Namibia. Inste<''d of accusing one another,all the parties 
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realised that they had a problem to solve, thus, were 

serious at the talks • 

.AS a result, the New York peace talks marked a signi

ficunt change from the earlier rounds of negotiations. 

In a major breakthrough, a document entitled "Principles 

for a feaceful Solution in South western Africa" was 

is:'Ued on 2 0 July in .Angola, Cuba and South Africa simul-

tcneously. All these governments recognised that each 

one of these principles was "indispensable" for the achieve-

ment o~ a general solution and, also, •interdependent", 

vJhich meant that there could be no agreement on the imple-

mentation of Resolution 435 or on a date for its commence-

men t, Hit hout a parallel agreement on a timetable for a 

cuban tror_;p withdrawal~ 1 

The muin points of the document32 wereJthe setting 

of a dote for the implementation of UN Resolution 435, 

co.operation between Angola, South Africa and the UN 

secret0~J-Oenerul towards ensuring the independence of 

NumbibL-1 through free and fair elections and the staged 

and total wit.hdrawul of Cuban troops from Angola on the 

busis of a separate agreerrent involving Cuba and Angola. 

31 
!he_!~ (London), 21 Ju1y 1988. 

32 
For the full text of the document, see, Appendix B 1 

p. 112. 
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The document, also, committed the three signatories33 

(Cuba, Angola and South Africa) to respect the sovereignty, 

sovereign equality and independence of each states and 

refrain from attacking one another, whether directly or 

through proxy. 

The settlement package, for the first time, had 

accepted the link between a Cuban withdrawal and Namibian 

independence in terms of United Nations resolution which 

was adopted ten years ago in 1978. It, also, publicly and 

explicitly acknowledged the mediating role of the United 

States by incorporating it among its fourteen essential 

principles indispensable for a peaceful settlement of the 

conflict. Again, there was no mention in the document,of 

UNIT A, the South African - backed Angoldl rebel movement. 

The S\'/APO welcomed the peace plan adding that it 

meant that a peaceful solution to the conflict in Southern 

Africa was within the reach. It also hoped for direct 

talks with South Africa on a ceasefire once a peaceful 
) 

settlement was finalised. 

However, there were still many obstacles \-Jhich 

remained in the detailed implementation of the peace plan. 

As south African foreign minister Pik Botha had said, 

-----------------
33 
The United States was not a signatory of the document 
though very much involved in the negotiations. But as 
a permanent member of the UN seeurity COuncil, it could 
become ~a guarantor" of any agreement eventually reached. 
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•we have travelled a long distance to get to this stage. 

we are still at the foot of the mountain that will have 

to be climbed". Similarly, Chester Crocker, the American 

media tor, said, ''This is an important step : we are not 

saying it is more than that. I~ clears the way for hard 

bargaining that lies ahead. A great many hard and difficult 

compromises have to be achieved~ 34 

The main difficulties were negotiations on the 

withdra,val schedules for Cuban forces, defining a verifi-

rcation regime for withdrawal commitment, deciding the 

process of dis engagement of forces and above all, the 

future role of UNITA, the Angolan rebel movement led by 

Jonas Savimbi. 

The Cubans were ready to withdraw their troops over 

a period of up to four years, with less than half leaving 

within two years whereas, the Resolution 435 envisaged 

a seven month transition to Namibian independence~ South 

Africa 'riOuld not tolerate the continued presence of a 

large number of Cuban troops in Angola after the independence 

of Namibia. This implied the1t, if a compromise was to 

be reached, a Cuban withdrawals would have to take place 

34 
Times, n. 31, For details see, Gillian Gunn, "A Guide to 
the Intricacies of the Angola- Namibia Negotiation", 
CSIS Africa Notes, no.90, {September 8, 1988). 
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much faster or Namibian independence would have to be 

phased over a longer period~ or both. It was also still 

far from certain whether the SOJ.t h African military 

establishment would be prepared to relinquish control of 

Namibia. 

Despite all these hard and difficult gaps~ there were 

many reasons for believing that there was a better chance 

of a settlement now than at any time before. The rising 

South African casual.~ies .. the sorry state of the Angolan 

economy after fourteen-years of civil war~ the new political 

thinking in the soviet Union and above all~ the Super-Po~r 

rapproc~uent in the late 1980s - all these factors contr

ibuted towards creating a hopeful climate for a negotiated 

settlement of Namibian crisis. 



~TER- IV 

THE BRF..AKTHROUG-1 AND ACHIEVEl-HNT OF INDEPn~oENCE 
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The outlines of a peace plan for Angola and Namibia 

that emerged ~fter the New York round of talks marked a 

significant advance in the negotiation process. All the 

four concerned parties - South Africa, Angola, Cuba and 

the USA had agreed on the ground rules. Only the finish-

ing touches were to be given to a final accord. 

In the meantime, four days of secret military talks 

on Southern Africa were held between South Africa, Angola, 

cuba and the United States 1 at fa2e Verde Islan~ on 24 

28 July to hammer out differences in order to end the 

thirteen-year-old civil war in Angola and bring independ

ence to Namibia. At the talks, Angola was represented by 

~puty Defence Minister Ndalo Franca while the South African 

delegation was led by Deputy Foreign Hinister Kabus Meiring. 

The ini t.ial phase of negotiations defined a basic 

structure, which provided a basis for final steps to a 

settlement. The points agreed upon by the negotiators at 

the New York meeting$ provided the basic guidelines on 

which the final phase of negotiations, starting from Geneva 

rounds, were to be built. 

1 
The presence of United States at Cape Verde talks was 
controversial. While reports in the International Herald 
Tribune, (Paris) of 25 July 1988 confirmed the us presence, 
the opposite is confidently affirmed by Sean Cleary in 
"The impact of the independence of Namibia on South Africa•, 
South Africa International, Jan 1989, vol. 19, no.3, p.124. 
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QElJEV.A TALKS (FIFI'Y ROUND): 

The most important missing piece in ~he complex jigsaw 

puzzle was the time table which was the m~)nsubject on the 

agenda when senior officials of the three governments met 

again, with the us as mediator, on 2 .... 5 August, 1988 at 

Geneva. If the ''time table" issue was solved then all 

parties could find. themselves locked into settlement process 

that would open the way to a solution of the Namibian 

problem. 

Further, it was important for the Geneva talks to show 

some progress beyond what was achieved in the previous round 

in New York. The negotiators, there fore, were trying to 

narrov1 the gap bety..een the four years originally proposed 

by .Angola for a withdrawal of Cuban troops and the seven 

months demand by South Africa. 

At the initial stage of negotiation, the South African 

delegation led by foreign minister Pik Botha proposed a 

swift ce0sefire and withdrawal of South Africcm troops 

from Angola by Septanber, 1 to be follov.€d by UN-supervised 

eleCtions by 1 June for an independent government in South 

West Africa. He made the promises contingent on full 

cuban withdrawal from Angola by the June 1 elections and 

the dismantling of seven African National Congress guerrilla 
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bases in Angola. 2 

However, Carlos Aldona Escalante, head of the Cuban 

negotiating team, and Deputy Foreign Minister Venancio 

de Moura, leader of the Angolan delegation rejected the 

South African proposal and said that the offer amounts 

to a reiteration of past promises to implement UN Reso

lution 435~ Since South Africa-failed to respect the 

previous dates set, this offer was nothing but only a 

public relations gesture ratber than a serious negotiating 

4 
proposal. The Cuban negotiator, Carlos Aldana, also, 

insisted that in any case, the time table cannot be set 

by South Africa, only CUba and Angola has the right to 

solve it through bi-lateral discussion. However, both 

Angola and Cuba vowed to carry on negotiations despite 

their irritation. 

3 
International Herald Tribun~ (Paris), 4 August 1988. 
All references to the International Herald Tribune in 
this chapter are to the Paris edition of that ne\'1spaper. 

3 
washington PoSUervice, 14 August 1988. 

4 
Protocol of Geneva: August 5, 1988, "in Nambian Independence 
and Cuban Withdrawal (Pretoria: South African Department 
of Foreign Affairs, 1989), p. 29-30. 
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The dis<fus sions, thus, carrir:d on in strict secrecy 

and surprisingly, the talks went into an unscheduled fourth 

d;:y which showed the seriousness on the pc·rt of the negot-

1-rtors to resolve the crisis. The delegations met in 

<U ff erent working groups and the discussions were serious, 

and constructive. 

AS a result, the participants, at the end of the 

t;!lks, had agreed on a sequence of steps to achieve peoce 

in Namibia. The three parties - Angola , CUba and South 

Africa, declared a ceasefire on 8 August pending more 

t'1lks at the next round to be held on 22 August at an 

ur1specified venue over the iSsue of ending the interlocked 

r::-,nf li cts in Angola and Namibia. They also invited the 

t:li Secretary General to start implementing on November 1 

its long delayed plans for the independence of Namibia. 

In addition, Angola and CUba had reiterated their dec iSirn 

t'1 sign a bilateral agreenent 11 which v.ould include a time-

t·1ble acceptable to all parties for the total v1ithdrawal, 

1r1 ~t ages, of Cuban troop in Angola. ,,S The parties were 

C(;mmitted to reaching agreanent on this by no later than 

1 september. The declaration added that a seri~s of 

pr.acticel measures Here also adopted to "develop confidence, 

5 
ibid, P• 30 • 
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reduce the risk of a military confrontation and create the 

conditions necessary in the region to conclude the negoti

. .. 6 
at~ons • 

Under the terms, the disengagement or withdrawal of 

South African troops 'INOUld begin on August 10 and a cease-

fire would to be effect on the Namibian -Angolan border on 

that day. The withdrawal process 'INOuld be completed by 

september 1, 1988 and a liason and monitoring committee was 

to be established to oversee the preliminary phase of the 

ceasefi re by August 20, 1988 as a first step towards· the 

formal ceasefire in Namibia. 

The SVIAPO !?resident Sam Nujoma welcomed the declaration 

of the Geneva quadripartite talks and Said that hostilities 

between SIJ.APO and South African forces in Namibia would 

cease on September 1. He, however, warned that SWAPO's 

combat operations against South African troops and their 

local auxiliary units in Namibia would only hold if South 

Africa was prepared to reciprocate its gesture of goodwill 

by not mounting military operations against combatants 

of PLAN (SWAPO'S military wing) in the period leading to 

6 
ibid, p. 30. For de tails see, Gillian G.lnn, " A ~ide 
to the Intricacies of the Angola .. Namibia Negotiations", 
fSI3 Africa Notes, no.90 (September 8, 1988). 
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a formal ceasefire in October, 1988.7 

Thus, a defacto ceasefire and confidence-building 

measures among all parties were established at the Geneva 

talks, there was a further large obstacle to final agree

ment. That was doubt about South Africa's intentions • 

P reto.ria had agreed years ago to the UN plan calling 

for independence of Namibia, but then found one exduse 

after another to stall the process. South African officials 

were superb at negotiating away from seeming agreements. 

Thus, after the talks, they had mentioned a number of issues 

that cou}d again serve as excuses: questions about UN 

impartiality in overseeing the N arnibia plan funds to carry 

it out, the terms of the election and so .on. To take 

Pretoria's word for granted, therefore, seemed premature, 

particularly when ''details of the modalities" still need 

8 
to be VX)rked out. 

But, there were new realities and new factors working 

for peace, and a process had started in this direction. 

7 
The Namibian (Windhoek), 10 August 1988. 

8 
Inter~onal Herald TribYn~, 10 August 1988. 
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The need was to carry that process forward : to test the 

commitment of the parties as each had to face the hard 

questions that were Still unsettled. 

BRAZZAVILLE TALKS {SIXI.'H ROUND): 

Against this background, the sixth round ·of negotiations 

was held in Brc3zzaville, Congo in the last v.eek of /\ugust 

by representatives of Angola, Cuba, South Africa and the 

United States. 

lliring this round of negotiations, the terms of a 

timetable to be agreed upon betv.een the governments of the 

People's Republic of Angola and the Republic of Cuba were 

examined. 

The timetable dealt with the northward movement of 

cuban troops and their phased and total withdrawal from 

Angola. Other themes related to the general situation of 

the conflict v.e·re also examined. 9 At the end of the three 

day meeting, all participants bo the negotiations felt 

that they still need more time to consult their respective 

governments. Thus, the delegations agreed to meet again 

in Brazzaville during the t,eek of september 7 I 1988. 

9 
New Strait T irn~ {Kualaf'pur), 27 August 1988. 
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RepresentativeS of Cuba~ South Africa and Angola 

resumed their Brazzaville round of negotiations on Sept

anber 7 which focused on the withdrawal of Cuban troops 

from Angola. The joint military committees of the three 

parties1 also~ had begun from that day monitoring the 

ceasefire to be implemented in the region from 8 September 

1988. 

Foreign Affairs Director Ci:!neral Neil Van Heerden 

led the South African delegation aided by SADF Chief 

Gen. Jannie Geldenhuys and Lukas Barnard, director-general 

of the National Intelligence Service whereas Lt. Gen. 

Antonio dos Santos Franca Ndalu and CUban communist 

partY leader Carlos JUdona were the leoder of the Angola 

and CUban team respectively. 

Intense bilateral and trilateral talks continued in 

Brazzaville on the withdrawal schedules and it was decided 

thut the timetable for Cuban withdrawal would have to be 

discussed by all parties and not by South Africa alone. 

At the end of the three day negotiations, the delega

tic)ns of three countries had expreSsed their views on the 

terms of a timetable for CUban troopS withdrawal from 

Angola and had agreed to give further consideration to the 
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to the proposals presented at this and previous meetings. 10 

The partieS also, had noted that the understanding reached 

in Geneva had been implemented, that South African forces 

had withdrawan from Angola by September 1, and that the 

joint military monitoring canmission was operating satis

factorily. 11 At the talks, both Angola and cuba had 

co-operated by broaching the issue of timetable for the 

withdrawal of Cuban troops and had reiterated their will 

to negotiate despite the fact that the nature of negotia-

tion was a complex, difficult and slow process. 

Again, the parties involved recognised that the 

"withdrawal schedules'' was a sovereign matter for the tvJO 

countries concerned and also, decided to meet again soon to 

follow up the Significant progress which·had been made. 

BRAZZAVILLE TALKS (SEVENI'H ROUND): 

A further round of talks, thus, in Bruzzavill e had 

brought new progress towards a peace agreement that would 

secure both Namibian independence and the wi thdravJal of 

Cuban forces from Angola. The atmosphere was encouraging 

and the Novenber 1 target for Starting the Namibian indep

endent process could still be met. 

10 
Namibian Independence and CUban Withdraw~,n.J, p. 35. 

11 
International Herald Tribune, 11 September 1988. 
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The composition of the delegations participating in 

the talks on Namibian iSsue was almoSt identical to that 

of the previous conference. The progress at the talks was 

very slow and as the head of the Angolan delegation, Lt.Gen. 

Antonio Franca Ndalu had described, "the negotiations was 

very difficult". 12 It noted that while Angola and CUba 

had suggested a period of 48 months for Cuban withdrawal 

and the US had suggested 36 months, South Africa was 

insiSting on a 12 month timetable. The peace talks ran 

into difficulties as South Africa dragged its political 

problems at h:>me into the talks 13 and insisted on linking 

a South African withdrawal from Namibia with a Cuban with-

drawal from Angola. Similarly, Angola and CUba took the 

stand that they would only withdraw with the necessary 

guarantees for their security and that the agreement Should 

not be determined by South Africa's domestic needs. 

Ho-wever, at the end of the three days (26 29 September) 

of negotiativn s, several ob st. acles had been overcome and a 

common ground was identified to reach some sort of closer 

position. All the four Sides involved in the negotiation 

12 
~t .Africa (London), 4 October 1988. 

13 
For details see, Jeffrey Herbst, eerr'he Angola -Namibia 
Accordss, AA Early Assessment'', in 5erigio Diaz -Briquets, 
ed., Cuban Internationalism in Sub - Saharan Africa 
(Pittsburgh, D.lquesne University Press, 1989) o 
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process agreed on Namibia • s peace plan to begin on November 

1 and had confirmed their previous recommendation to the 

United Nations Secretary General. 

Despite these advances - pulling out of South African 

troops from Angola and the UN Secretary General'S visit of 

South Africa for discussing the modalities regardin·J the 

seven month independence process for Namibia, the time frame 

for the pull-out of D.lban troops was yet to be decided by 

all parties. Some confusion was caused when unidentified 

American officials jumped the gun, ~ it were, to claim 

an agreement on the time-frame for the pull-out of Cuban 

troops from Angola even as Cuban and Angolan representativeS 

denied any such break through at the infor:mal talks held 

from 7-9 October in New York'~ Carlos Aldana, head of 

the CUban delegation to the quadripartite talks in New York 

categorically denied any such agreanent. The period had, 

however, been narrowed down - 30 months as propoSed by 

Angola and D.lba, against the cornpromi se proposal of 24-30 

months made by the US, presumably with Pretoria's support. 15 

This was a vast improvemE!lt on the original four years 

14 
Freiherr K. Von Der Ropp, "Peace Initiatives in South 
-v;est Africa", Aussen Politik (Hamburg), 40(2), 1989,p.189. 

15 
ibid., PP• 189-90o 
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and seven months, respectively, the two sides had wanted. 

South Africa for the first time disclosed its negoti

ating position on the timetable after New York round of 

negotiations. Pretoria wanted 8, 000 Cuban troops to be 

\>Ji thdrawn before the implementation of UN Resolution 435 

began. once the Resolution 435 had gone into effect, the 

cubans were to continue to withdraw at a rate of 4,000 

a month, so that by the time election were held in Namibia 

on August 1 of next year 36,000 Cubans would have been 

16 pulled out. By May 1 of next year, Pretoria also wanted 

all CUban troops still left in Angola to be confined to 

the north of the 13th par:rallel, ,.,.hich roughly cuts Angola 

in half. The 16,000 CUbans who would still be in the 

country after August 1 w:>uld be removed o:ver a further 

period not specified. 

Hm.,.ever, the American- brokered ccmpromi se proposal 

called for 4,000 Cubans to be withdrawn before implementation 

of 435 began and 3,500 a month thereafter upto 1st August1 7 

v1hich would means that 28,500 Cubans would have been t2ken 

out by the time of elections in Namibia. 

16 
The Times (London), 1 Novanber 1988. 

17 
ibid. 
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The American and SQ.lth African posi ticns were, thus, 

quite close to the holding of elections. However, the 

American plan only envisaged another 9,500 CUbans being 

withdrawn in the twelve months after elections, with the 

remaining 14,000 going by stages in the year after that. 

The Angolans and CUbans, on the other hand, had not 

responded at all to these propoSals which was put forv1ard 

on October 9 at the informal meeting in New York. They, 

probably, were waiting for the outcome of the US presidential 

election which might give them an unprecedented advantage, 

if Democratic Candidate Hichael Dukakis were elected. 

The informal talks, however, set a new target date of 

1 January, 1989 for starting the implemen~ation of 435 

which provides for a seven month transition to elections 

and independence for Namibia. The parties to the negotiations 

also agreed to meet at Geneva on 11 November for a further 

round of negotiations. 18 

The Soviet Union, in the mean time, hud urged President 

dos Santos of Angola, while he was in Moscow, not to delay 

an agreement. Britain had also asked Hoscow to use its 

18 
Von De r Ropp, n • 1 4, p • 1 91 • 
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influence to persuade l)resident dos Santos to show more 

flexibility. 

GENEVA TALKS (EIGHT ROUND): 

DeSpite the failure of Brazzaville round of negotiations 

to produce a compromise formula, the concerned parties deci

ded to proceed with another round of negotations which 

finally took plae e at Geneva from 11 Novanber to 15 Nobember, 

1988. The Geneva Peace talks which was earlier scheduled· 

to end on 13 November was prolonged by another couple of 

days. However, the delay did not mean there were problems 

of any outstanding nature, rather it was the seemingly 

productive outcome of the proximity talks. 

The point negotiated at this five-day peace talks were 

undertakings by Cuba to withdraw from Angola and by South

Africa to permit the implementation of UN Resolution 435. 

Although the possibility of a full agreement was out of 

question, the Geneva talks, however, had ~Jructically opened 

the doors for a solution to the conflict in South \'lestern 

Africa. Here, CUban, South African and Angolan negotiators 

agreed, subject to the approval by their respective govern

ments, on terms and timetable for a Cuban troop pull-out 

from .Angola in exchange of Namibia's independence. With 

this agreement, one of the stumbling blocks, a time-table 
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for pull .. out of CUban troops was removed with CUba • s 

acceptance of a 27-month perioct1 9 The draft agreement 

which had established a time-table for the withdrawal 

of estimated 50,000 CUban troops, the agreement failed 

to specify the date for the commencement of Cuban troops 

withdrawal. 

The Geneva negotiations, ho~ver, v1as of a decisive 

importance, for it paved the way for a full agreement which 

was expected to be con~uded at Brazzaville talks, the 

ninth of its kind since the negotiations started at London 

in Hay, 1988. 

Angola, CUba and the south African governments, in 

the meantime, had accepted the terms of the agreement worked 

out in Geneva and, thereby, cleared the way for Signing 

of the interlocking set of agreements the parties had 

agreed to conclude. There were, however, still some issues 

to be negotiated and this was expected to be reached at 

the B rezzaville session. 

But before the Brazzaville round of negotiations, the 

19 
International Her~Tribune, 20 Novenber 1988. 
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delegations· from South Africa, CUba and Angola conferred 

with each other and with UN officials in New...X~ on 21 

November for a two day technical talks which included 

details about implementation procedures. 20 These discu

ssions, \J"lich were also mediated by the United States, 

included the procedures for verification and monitoring 

of CUban troops pull out from Angola and the final details 

of the UN role during the transition to Namibian indepen-

dence. 

BRAZZAVILLE TALKS {N_!LJTH ROUND): 

The next move in the process \-Jas the signiCJg of a 

protocol by the parties concerned at Brazzaville which 

was scheduled to begin on 1 December. The aim of the 

Brazzaville negotiations was to consolidate the various 

agreements and understandings into a formal agreement to 

21 
be known as the "Brazavi lle P rotocol•'. The principal 

cone ern at the talks was to establish a ••verification 

mechanism•• of CUban pull out acceptable to all parties 

involved in the negotiation~ Discussions were also to 

be held oh important additional matters, such as the 

end of South .African and US support for UNITA, movement 

of South African troops from Angola's South -eastern border 

on a priority basis, and above all, a dute and venue for 

the final signing ceremony. At the same time, there were 

important practiCe 1 issues such as medical tests for r2fugees 

returning to Namibia which had to be discussed with UN 

20 
Hinctustan T~ (New Delhi), 24 November 1988. 
21 

Chas w. Freet:ian, (Jr.), *I'he A.."1gola/Nanibia Accords", Foreign 
Affairs {New York, N.Y.), 68(3), SUmner 1989, P• 135. 
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22 
Secretary General. The next state, it was decided, would 

be the signing of a tripartite agreement followed by a 

Security Council decision giving the UN secretary General 

the mandate to implement the settlement plan. 

Work on the Brazzaville protocols took place in a series 

of bilateral discussions and the progress in negotiations 

has been brought about by an unusually high-level of co-

operation between the t.;S and the Soviet Union, whose gover

ments exerted unrelenting pressure for a final settl6Tlent. 

However, all these high hopes were shattered, when 

the planned si~ning of the peace protocols was held up due 

to last minute objections by the South Africans over the 

• isc:ue of verification procedures of the Cuban withdrawal 

23 
from Angola. The ninth round of negotiations, thus, 

I 

collapsed W:.thout any protocol being signed due to the 

objection by Angola and Cuba over the participation of 

south .Africu in monit:)ring the CUban withdrawal. The 

22 
For detuils see, Herbst, n. 13. 

23 
At earlier rounds of talks, South Africa had accepted 
th<Jt it could not participate in the verification because 
this v..Quld Se6Tl an affront to Angola's sovereignty and 
the withdrawal was to be verified by the United Nations. 
But later South Africu said that it must be satisfied 
\-Ji th the arrangements if it is to continue with the peace 
process. See, The Observer (London), 4 December 1988. 



Angola and Cuba were of the opinion that the issue of 

troops withdrawal was a sovereign issue concerning the 

CUban anu Angolan governments and that only the United 

N ationss would be invited to participate in the talks. 

BRAZZAVILLE TALKS (TEN'IH ROUND): 

The sudden collapse of the ninth round of negotiations, 

thoLgh tempora:ily was a set back 
1 
the transition to Namibian 

independence, it, however, could not stop the struggle.of 

Namibian people and efforts of the international community 

to find E-ei:' a peaceful solution. The independence of 

Namibia was inevitable at this juncture and following 

international pressure on south Africa that it either 

accept peace in Southern Africa or face stiff sanctions, 

the tenth and last round of negotiations was resurrected in 

the Congolese capital of ~~~ille on 12 December, 1988. 

Thus, an agreement envisaging independence for Namibia 

and neace in Angola was signed at the tenth round of nego

tiating in Brazzaville on 13 Decanber, 1988. The "Protocol 

of Brdzzaville" envisaged Namibians' transition to indep

endence from 1 April, 1989 and an estimated 50,000 Cuban 

troops pull- out from Angola over a period of 27 months. 

The long awaited protocol was signed by South African 
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Foreign Hinister Pik Botha, Defence Minister Magnus Malan, 

CUban Deputy Foreign Minister Richardo Alarcon and Angolan 

Chief negotiator General Antonio nos Santos Franca Ndalu. 

The agreement provided for Angola and Cuba to reach 

a bilateral agreement, subject to UN Security Council 

approval, on verification arrangements before the signing 

of a trilateral treaty in New York on 22 December, 1988. 

The provisions outlined in the accord stated that 3, 000 

CUban soldiers would leave Angola before April 1 and a total 

of 25,000 by 1 November, 198r and the rest ,~uld be withdmwn 

in prescribed stages upto the end of June, 1991.24 

Additional clauses in the protocol provided for an 

unspecified exchange of prisoners on 22 December and for 

the creation of a tripartite joint commission, \'lith the 

us and the Soviet Union as observers, for the solution of 

d . t 25 lSpu es. 

The Joint Commission, also represented by independent 

24 
Phyllis H. Martin, ''Peace in Angola?'', Current Hist......Q.£i 
(Philadelphia), 88 (538), May 1989, p. 247. 

25 
For details see, "Tripartite Agreement on South 't!estem 
Africa~ Blueprint for Peace and Namibian Independence", 
SQuthwest£m Africa: Regional Bri~f (Washington, o.c.: 
United states Department of State, December, 1988). 
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Namibia besides South Africa, Angola and CUba, will deal 

with any disputes arising from the implementation or 

interpretation of the tripartite treaty, but will not, 

prejudice any parties right to seek redress via the 

security Council or pursue such means of dispute resolution 

as are available under international law. 

The successful completion of the eight-months of 

u.s • .::mediated negotiations was to be fonnalised by a treaty 

in New York on 22 December, 1988. Thus, the 'C.s. mediated 

negotiations over the last eight years led to the signing 

26 of two accordS, the first, signed by Cuba, Angola and 

South Africa and the second, signed by Cuba and Angola at 

'UN head quarter in New York. The ceremony was witnessed 

by us secretary of State George P. Shultz, Soviet Deputy 

Foreign Minister, Anatoly Adamishin, 'CN Secretory - General 

Javier Perez de CUellar and other diplomats. 

The first agreement was for one year transition to 

independence for Namibia to begin from 1 April, 1989~7 The 

26 
·~greement among the People's Republic of Angola, the 
Republic of CUba, and the Republic of SOuth Africa", 
reprinted in United States De,parj;;ment of State. Burea'!l 
of Public .Affairs, Selected Documents No.3~, ''Agreements 
for 1-'eace in South Western Africa'', December, 1 988, op. 4-5. 
For details of the New York Agreement, see. Appendix C , . p. 116. 

27 
The earlier date for the implementation of UN Resolution 
4-35/78 was 1 January 1989. 
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pact also called for South Africa•s withdrawal from 

Namibia and the i~lementation of UN Resolution 435, 

thus ending 7 3 years colonial rule of SQ.lth .Africa. 

The second agreanent, signed between CUban Foreign 

Minister Isidore Malmierca and A11golan Foreign Minister 

Afonso Van DUnem, provided for the total withdrawal of 

Cuban troops from ~gola, in stageS, by July, 1991 and 

which was to be monitered by 70 UN peace-keepers. A 

seCurity Council plan for Namibia •s independence called for 

about 2,000 civilian administrators and military police 

to back about 7, 500 UN peace keepers as South African 

troops withdraw and a civilian government to be organised. 28 

The accord granting independence to Namibia was, trrus, 

the first in 40 years of inte .rnational efforts to praise the 

uranium- and diamond- rich desert terri tory of Namibia 

from South African control vJhich had ruled over it since 

the First \-JOrld war. 

Cuba, Angola and the UN did not officially recognise 

any linkage between the tv10 accords and had always inS:i sted 

on Namibia 1 s independence as a matter of principle without 

any preconditions. South Africa, on the other hand, 

28 
International Herald Tribune, 23 December 1988. Also 
~. Colin Legum, n&;U't.hernAfrica: Analysis of the Peace 
Process~, Third WOrld Reports, 11 January 1989o 
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always insisted on the Cuban '1.1i thdra wal and the United 

states made linkage a centre-piece of the uS government • s 

southern Africa policy. 

The entire negotiating process, however, had certain 

peculiar features like the non-participation of SWAPO, 

barring the London conference in :t-J.ay 1988, and UNITA in 

the negotiation process and the United States dealing 

~J.Jith Cuba and Angola with v1hich it had no diplomatic re-

lations. 

The successful completion of a protracted process of 

negotiation was the product of several factors. Firstly, 

there was pressure on the _, +:oria regime from the United 

states after the two super-. owers had agreed at their 

Hoscow Sumnit to help solve regional conflicts through 

negotiations and not through confrontation. Besides, the 

Reagan administration w~ted to achieve a foreign policy 

success before the end of its term; thus it put qre-::ter 

effort into its Southern African diplomacy. The Soviet 

Union, which had been the Angolan government's main arms 

supplier, wished to disentangle itself from the Angolan 

c0 nflict, in order to reduce military expenditures 29 and 

29 
Africa Research Bulletin (Political series), 15 December 
1987 , p. 8687 • 
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thereby removing the main obstacle from the path of nego

tiations. It, also, urged the Cuba, Angola and s~~O to 

be flexible in the negotiations. 

In the second place, South Africa was concerned about 

the cost of subsidizing the Namibian economy and security 

operations, and feared additional Western sanctions if it 

continued to refuse to grant Namibia independence. Thirdly, 

the CUba had become increasingly frustrated with the stale-

mated military situation in Angola and the ongoing financial 

and human cost of the war. However, CUban President Fidel 

Castro was anxious to avoid the appearance of a militacy 

or diplomatic defeat in Angola. The CUban realization that 

the Soviet Union would welcome Cuban co-operation in the 

negotiations also encouraged Castro to a~opt a flexible 

posture. 3° Finally, Angolan eccnomy, which lay shattered 

as a result of continuous fight, could no longer aff~d 

the war to continue and as a result sought for peaceful 

settlement of the problem. 

30 
Gillian Qmn, ''Keeping Namibian Independence on Track: 
The Cuban Factor11

, CSIS AfricaN~, no. 103 {October 23, 
1989), p. 3 • .Also see, Herbst, n~. 
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However, inspite of the decision of Namibian trensition 

to independence from April 1, 1989, there were violence and 

clases betv.een South Africa and .5\"U\PO guerrillas. It was 

feared that with South Africa having got out its beleagured 

troops in Angola, it would be trying to dilute its commit

ment. South African Foreign Minister• s threat to cell for 

the withdrawal of uN Transitional Assistance Group indicated 

this trend. But frantic diplomacy involving Cuba, Angola 

and South Africa put the process back on the track. In 

Novenber, S\iAPO won the UN -supervised elections and geined 

control of the Constituent Assembly and on March 21, 1990, 

the s~W'O - dominated Constituent Assembly took over as the 

first Gove.rnrnent of Independent Namibia, with Sam Nujoma as 

head of the State. 



CONCLUSION 
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The signing of the trilateral treaty among Angola,' 

CUba and south Africa in Ne,.,. York marked the successful 

completion of a long and arduous process of diplomatic 

endeavour spanning several generations and opened the 

path towards the independence of Namibia J ending more 

than seven decades of colonial subjugation. The pro

tracted process of negotiation..;, which reached its 

logical conclusion on 21 Harch 1990, generated a new 

imperative for N anibia 1 the restoration to its people, 

their inalienable right to freedom and self-governance. 

However, the diplomatic efforts of the late 1980s, 

Which ultimately yielded the breakthrough, were by no 

means the first attempt to resolve the Namibian crisis. 

since the f~rrner German colony was bestowed to the racist 

Nhite minority regime of Union of South.Africa under 

a Mandate of the League of Nations way back in 1915, 

there had been several attempts both by domestic and 

intern2tional community to liberate the territory. But, 

all these initiatives had been scuttled by South African 

intransigence, which cane up with some pretext or otrer 

to continue its fascistic grip on Southwest Africa and 

sought to incorporate the territocy as its cheris}1ed 

"fifth province". The \ies tern Powers •, particularly the 

United States•, backing of the South African regime gave 

the racist systan the much.needed support at a time, when 
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there could be no justification of that system. 

The United Nations, which carne into existence in 

1945 after the Second World War, rejected Pretoria's 

claim over South \'lest Africa and recommended that tha 

territory be placed under International Trusteeship 

System. The south African regime, however, spurned 

the recommendation and instead, adopted an attitude 

of the total contempt for resolutions of the Security 

Council, the General ASsembly, the International Cw.rt 

of JuStice and other United Nations bodies. 

Since South Africa did not comply with the directives 

of the United Nations, the General .Assanbly in 1966, its 

patience at an end, decided to terminate South Africa's 

mandate and placed the territory under the direct 

responsibility of the United Nations. The South .African 

occupation of N arnibia (the new name given to South West 

Africa in 1968 by the United Nations) was considered 

illegal and a newly-appointed UN Council for Namibia was 

declared as the legal administering authority, till it 

achieved independence. 

By then the SWAPO, born in 1960, had made it mark 

as an important liberation movement inside and outside 

Namibia. On the day of the 1966 UN verdict, a SWAPO 
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statement declared: We have no alternative but to rise 

in arms and bring about our ov.n liberation". Over the 

next few years it prepared itself for armed struggle by 

establishing the People • s Liberation .Army of Namibia 

(PLAN.), and by sending hundreds of cadres abroad for 

training. 

In the f~ce of SWAPO militancy, the South African 

authorities launched a full scale assault on the PLAN 

combctants and unleashed a reign of terror in Namibia. 

The guerrilla warfare waged by SWAPO, however, continued 

to unnerve South Africa. 

The problem became even more complicated after 197 5, 

with the complex independence Angola gained from Portugal 

under conditions of civil war. Here, the Cuban and 

soviet backed HPLA force, which helped establish the 

People's Republic of Angola, continued to fight a civil 

war with the US and South Africa backed UNITA rebels. 

Meanwhile, South Africa started a unilateral exercise 

in self determination as a facade for independence by 

romping together some moderate political activists, )-Jho 

were opposed to the Si-IAPO. The leader of this group 

,.,as Dirk t-1udge, who is the present leader of the South 
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.African-supported party, the Danocratic Turnhalle 

Alliance (DrA). This political move by south Africa 

was to preempt the UN Security Council threat of 

"appropriate measureS" unless South Africa withdre\.., 

by August 31, 1976. 

The westem members:of the lJN Security Council, 

v,ho were till now shielding South Africa with vetos, 

were not satisfied vii th Pretoria • s moves of internal 

settlement and a sham independence in Namibia. Then 

came into existence the five nation Western "Contact 

Group" consisting of the United States, Britain, France 

Cangdaand Germany, vJhich initiated negotiations with 

SHAPO on the one hand and South Africa on the other to 

try to reach a peaceful settlement. Th~ historic 

Resolution No.435, which was passed by UN Security 

Council on 29 September 1978 with the support of Western 

members, called for free and fair elections under the 

auspices of the United Nations, which vJOUld lead Namibi:q 

to independence. It was a plan for negotiated settlement 

within a framew::>rk acceptuble to the sw.APO, the Namibian 

people as such, South .Africa and the international 

comrrunity. 

It seemed as though the Namibian independence was 

in sight. But it was initially a mirage of hopes, that 
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were raised and subsequently dashed. While SVIAPO was 

pressing for an early implenentation of the Resolution, 

south .Africa found one pretext after another for preven

ting any real progress tO'I.oJards independence for Namibia. 

South Africa was afraid that 5".-lAPO would St,Jeep the pollls 

if the United Nations security CounciL..~esolutionswere 

actually implemented and therefore, they adopted the dual 

strategy of obstructing the negotiations through raising 

the question of modalities for implementing the plan and 

of utilising the time thus gained to impose "an internal 

solution'' in the form of an administration subservient 

to its elf. 

with the coming of the Reagan Administrdtion,the 

solution of the Namibian issue was further delayed. The 

Reagan Administration undertook a "policy of constructive 

engagement" based on the thesis that more could be 

achieved by friendly persuasion. It also created a new 

precondition for a Namibian settlement, that CUban troops 

must first withdraw from Angola. Thus, with the changing 

situation, the Con tact Group plan got modified, and new 

considerations diminished the earlier etjphasis on a 

united Nations-sponsored solution. The policy of constru

ctive engagement linkage doctrine thus added a ne~1 dimension 

to the Namibian issue. Its chief strategist, Chester 

A. Crocker, vigorously attempted to negotiate a package 



104 

deal despite the almost universal criticism of it. The 

Reagan administration thus created the major stumbling 

block to the implementation of Resolution 435. 

But the global situation is always dynamic and 

impermanent in nature. AS the "WOrld entered the mid -1980s, 

a qualitative change was introduced into the global 

situation with the advent of Mikhail Gorbachev, who 

brought in the concept of "new thinking •• ih Soviet 

foreign policy. The concept assisted_ in creating a 

major thaw in international tensions. 

The Soviet Union, under the new political thinking 

made it explicit that it was keen on resolving regional 

conflicts peacefully, rather than fanning the fla.[ll.eS , 

on taking such iSsues as Namibia out of ·the zone of 

11 East -west~ confrontation and "WOrking out their solutions 

within the regional context. Hence, it put gentle 

pressure on CUba and Angola to move on with the tripartite 

t~lks, even if the mediator was already an interested 

partY the USA having become a direct party to the 

civil war in Angola since 1985 when it replaced South 

Africa as the main supplier of arms to the UNITA guerrillas 

and even if it meant synchronised withdrawal of 

cuban troops fran Angola. The positive role of the Soviet 

union was repeatedly and handsomely acknowledged by the 
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us Secretary of State George Shultz, after the tripartite 

agreenent was signed and handed over to the UN Secretary 

General. 

Besides, this, a number of military and economic 

factors also, contributed towards creating a new situation 

for a negotiated settlement. To begin with, the reversal 

suffered by SOuth African Defence Forces (SADF) in the 

battle of Cuito Cuanavale, the increasing number of 

white casualt;i_es the rising cost of subSidizing the 

Namibian colony, the mounting domestic and international 

pressure and above all, the fear of fresh economic sanctions 

forced South Africa back to the negotiating table. 

Similarly, the poor economic and social conditions brought 

about by a prolonged civil war did not allow .Angola to 

continue the vJar for a longer period and compelled it to 

expedite the negotiation process. 

Thus convinced about the fact that the military 

victory was impos ;;ibl e for any side, and that the costs 

of the fighting in human, budgetary and political terms 

would continue to escalate for all, Angola, CUba and South 

Africa decided to give peace a chance. 

The final stage of the negotiation, which had their 

ori<~n in early 1980S, started between Angola, Cuba and 
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south Africa with the United States and the Soviet Union 

acting as honest brokers. FOllowing a number of meetings 

held in Brazzaville, Cairo, London, New York and Geneva, 

two agreements were signed in New York on 22 December 1988, 

the first, envisaging the implementation of Resolution 435 

from April 1,1989 and, the second providing for the 

withdravJal of Cuban troops from Angola, by July 1991, 

in stages.; South Africa also gave a word in the accord, 

signed at the UN Headquarter, that it will help the process 

of free and fair elections. 

These accords on Namibian independence were primarily 

the product of twelve rounds of negotiatioCJS, of which 

ten were publicly annouhced and that too in the year 1988. 

The t .... JO other rounds were, the secret talks held in Cape 

Verde in late July, and informal talks in New York in 

early october. The negotiations, which began in May 1988, 

were mostly chaired by Chester A. Grocker, in the role 

of official American mediator between ~gola, CUba and 

South Africa, while the Soviet Union acted as behind

the-scene partner. The Soviet deputy foreign minister 

..Anatoly Adamishin attended the sig:ling ceremony in NevJ 

York and thus added to the overall settlement, the 

Soviet seal of approval. 

The settlement process itself, and the transition 

to independence, confioned once again the fundamental 
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importance of negotiations in the resolution of inter

national disputes. It heralds that the negotiations do 

remain an indispensable instrurrent for the manageroent 

of international crisis. However, mere negotiations 

can hardly be of any result, unless it is thoroughly 

versed with diplomatic procedural tactics. As regards 

Namibia, the lengthy process of negotiation would not 

have come to its logical conclusion if certain character

istic ploys of diplomacy had not been employed ~th 

great skill by the parties_concerned. 

To begin with, the negotiations for Namibia •s 

independence reflects almost all the techniques and 

modalities of modern diplomatic endeavours in one way 

or other. Coupled with this, the traditional patterns, 

such as presentation of a face saving agreement sui table 

to its own national interests and progress· towards them 

through proper stages - clarification of positions, 

determination of general principles, and final concen

tration on detail - were also effectively used in the 

Namibian negotiation process. 

However, the diplomatic procedures of importance in 

the negoti2tions, Which led to the signing of the Namibian 

accords, are as followS~ mediation; the linkage of 

separate or related issues7 the use of senior officials 

rather than ministers in negotiations1. the choice of 
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venues for negotiation which give extra incentives to 

one or more of the parties to negotiate: the setting of 

deadlines, and the suggestion that success is imminent 

in order to sustain momentum: and the offer of guarantees 

to generate confidence in the observance of any agreement 

reached. 

In view of the length, complexity and bitterness 

of the Namibian conflict and the profound mistrust it 

had bred on both sides, it can be said with confidence 

that all the above mentioned procedures and techniques 

and their Skilful application made a major contribution 

to tre success of the tripartite talks in December 1988. 

Moreover, the guideless mediation efforts, the linkage 

of different issues imperative for peace and the SUper 

Power's guarantee to any eventual settlement were the 

most important of all the procedures followed in the 

negotiations. 

Thus, it seems reasonable to conclude that the only 

deal that will work is one which is good for all the parties 

to it and tolerable to tha5 e who have the capacity to 

wreck it, i.e., a peace without losers. In other words, 

if the art of negotiation is that everyone walks away 

from the bargaining table a winner, the settlement of 

Namibian question is a claSsic example of that art. 



APPFNDICES 
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AppenO.ix - A 

NAMIBIA: REOOLtJr ION 435 SECURITY COUNCIL 
REOOLtlriON 435 ( 1978) OF 29 SEFTEMBFR 1978 

The security Council 

Recalling its resolutions 385( 1976) of 30 January 

1976 and 431 ( 1978) and 432(1978) of 27 July 1978. 

Having considered t re report submitted by the 

secretary - General pursuant to paragraph 2 of resolution 

431 ( 1978) { S/ 12827) and his explanatory statement made in 

the Security Council on 29 September 1978 {S/12869), 

. 
Taking note ot the relevant communications from the 

Government of South Africa addressed to the Secretary-

~neral, 

Taking note also of the letter dated 8 September 

1978 from the President of the South we.st Africa People Is 

organization {S~O} addressed to the Secretary-General 

{S/12841), 

Reaffirming the legal responsibility of the United 

Nations over Namibia, 

1 • .Approves the report of the Secretary-General 

{S/12827) for the implementation of the proposal for a 

settlement of the Namibian situation {S/12636) and hiS 

explanatory statement {S/12869); 

2. Reiterates that its objective is the wittx:lrawal 

of South Africa 1 s illegal administratiou ot Namibia 
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and the transfer of power to the people of Namibia with 

the assistance of the United Nations in accordance with 

resolution 385{1976); 

3. Decides to establish under its authority a United 

Nations Transition Assistan~e Group {UNTAG) iu accordance 

with the above-mentioned report of the Secretary-General 

for a period of up to 12 months in order to assist his 

special Representative to carry out the mandate conferred 

upon him by paragraph I of Security Council resolution 

431(1978), namely, to ensure the early independence of 

Namibia through free and fair elections under tte super

vision and control of the United Nations; 

4. Welcomes S\llAPO • s preparedriess to co-operate in 

the implementation of the Secretary-General's report 

including its expressed readiness to sign and observe 

the ceasefire provisions as manifested in the letter f~m 

the President of SNAPO dated 8 september 1 97 8 ( S/ 128 41) ; 

5. Calls on SOuth Africa forthwith to co-operate with 

the secret0ry General in the implementation of this 

resolution; 

6. Declares that all unilateral measures taken by 

the illegal administration in Namibia in relation to the 

electoral process, including unilateral registration of 
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votes, or trans fer of power, in contravention of Security 

eouncil resolution 385{ 1976), 431 { 1978) and this resolution, 

are null and void; 

7. Requests the Secretary General to report to 

the security Council no later than 23. October 1978 on 

the implementation of this resolution. 
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..App~ndix - B 

PRorOCOL OF BRAZZAVILLE, DEC. 1 3, 1988. 

Delegations representing the Governments of the People's 

Republic of Angola, the Republic of CUba, and the Republic 

of south Africa. 

Heeting in Brazzaville \'lith the mediation of the 

Government of the United States of America, 

Expressing their deep appreciation to the President 

or the People's Republic of the Congo, Colonel Denis 

sassou Nguesso, for his indispensable contribution to the 

cause of peace in Southwestern Africa and for the hospitality 

extended to the delegations by the Government of the 

People • s Republic of the Congo, 

Confirming their commitment to act in accordance 

with.the Principles for a Peaceful Settlement in South

'o~estem Africa, initialled at New York on 13 July 1988 

and approved by their respective Governments on 20 July 

1988, each of which .. .:is indispensable to a comprehensive 

settlement; 1t1ith the understandings reached at Geneva on 

5 ..August 1988 that are not superseded by this document; 

and with the agreement reacted at Geneva on 15 NovEmber 

1988 for the redeployment to the North and the staged and 

total withdrawal of CUban troops from Angola, 

Urging the international community to provide economic 
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and financial support for the implementation of all 

aspects of this settlement, 

Agree as follows: 

1. The parties agree to recommend to the secretary 

General of the United Nations that 1 April 1989 be 

established as the date for implementation of u1JSCR 

435/78. 

2 • The parties agree to meet on 2 2 December 1988 

in Ne-t•.' York for signature of the tripartite agreement 

and for signature by Angola and CUba of their bilateral 

agreement. By the date of signature, Angola and CUba 

shall have reached agreement with the S~retary G3neral 

of the United Nations on verification arrangements to be 

approved by the Security Council. 

3. The parties agree to exchange the prisoners of 

war upon signature of the tripartite agreement. 

4. The parties agree to establish a Joint Commission 

in accordance with the annex attached to this protocol. 

Annex on too Joint Corrunissions 

1. With the objective of facilitating the resolution 

of any diSpute regarding the interpretation or implementation 

of the tripartite agreement, tre parties hereby establish 

a Joint Canmission, which shall begin its work upon signature 
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of the tripartite agreement. 

2. The Joint Commission shall serve as a forum for 

discussion and resolution of issues regarding the inter

pretation and implanentation of the tripartite agreement, 

and for such other purposes as the parties in the future 

may mutually agreeo 

3. The parties invite the United States of America 

and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to participate 

as observers in the work of the Canmission. Furthermore, 

the parties agree that, upon the independence of Namibia, 

the Namibian Government should be included as a full 

m~ber of the Joint Commission. To that end, the parties 

will extend a formal invitation to the Namibian Government 

to join the Joint Commission on the date of Namibian 

independence. 

4. The Joint Commission shall be constituted within 

thirty days of the signing of the tripartite agreement. 

The Joint Commission shall establish its own regulations 

and rules of procedure for regular meetings and for 

special meetings which may be requested by any party. 

5. The decision by a party to discuss or seek the 

resolution of an issue in the Joint Canmission shall not 

prejudice the right of that party to raise the issue, as 
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it deems appropriate, before the security Council of 

the United Nations or to pursue such otre r means of 

dispute resolution as are available under international 

law• 

6. The Joint Commission shall in no way function 

qs a substitute for U.NTAG (including the monitoring role 

of tlli'T.AG outside Namibia) or for the UN entity performing 

verificction in Angola. 
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TRIPARTITE AGREEMENT, DECEMBm 22, 1988 

AGREEMENT AMONG THE PIDPLE' S REPUBLIC OF ANOOLA 
'mE REPUBLIC 0 F CUBA AND 
THE REPUBLIC OF SOUI'H AFRICA 

The government of the People 1 s Republic of Angola, the 

Republic of Cuba, and the Republic of South Africa, 

hereinafter designated as "the Parties, 11 

Taking into account the "Principles for a Peaceful 

settlement in Southwestern Africa,~ approved by the Parties 

on 20 July 1988, and the subsequent negotiations with 

respect to the implementation of these Principles, each 

of vJhich is indispensable to a comprehensive Settlement, 

Considering the acceptance by the Parti~s of the 

implementation of United Nations Security council Resolution 

435 ( 197e), adopted on 29 Sept<3nber 1978, hereinafter 

designated as "UN OCR 435/78," 

Considering the conclusion of the bilateral agreement 

between the People 1 s Republic of Angola and the Republic 

of CUba providing for the redeployment toward the North 

and the stag; d atxl total withdrawal of CUban troops from 

the terri tory of the People's Republic of Angola, 

Reco<Pizing the role of the United Nations Security 

Council in implem9nting UNSCR 435/78 and in supporting the 
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implementation of the present agreement, 

Affirming the sovereignty, sovereign equality, and 

independence of all states of southwestern Africa, 

Affinning the principle of non interference in the 

internal affairs of states, 

Affirming the principle of abstention from the threat 

or use of force against the territorial integrl ty or 

political independence of states~ 

Reaffirming the right of the peoples of the south

western region of Africa to self determination, independence 

and equality of rights, and of the states of southwestern 

Africa to peace, development, and social progress, 

Urging African and international cooperation for the 

settlement of the problems of the development of the 

southwestern regicn of Africa, 

Expressing their appreciation for the medir~ting role 

of t~ Government of the United states of America, 

Desiring to con tribute to the establishment of peace 

and security in southwestern Africa, 

Agree to the provisions set forth below. 

1)The Parties shall irnrnediately request the Secretary 
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General of the United Nations to seek authority from the 

security Council to comnence implementation of UNOCR 

435/78 on 1 April 1989. 

2) All military forces of the Republic of South 

Africa shall depart Namibia in accordance with UNSCR 

435/78. 

3) Consistent with the provisions of UN SCR 435/78, 

the Republic of South Africa and People's Republic of 

Angola shall cooperate with the secretary General to 

ensure the independence of Namibia through free and fair 

elections and shall abstain from any action that could 

prevent the execution of UN SCR 435/78. The Parties 

shall respect the territorial integrity and inviolability 

of borders of Namibia and shall ensure that their terri

tories are not used by any state, organizatiog, or person 

in connection with acts of war, aggression, or violence 

against the territorial integrity or inviolability of 

borders of Namibia or any other action which could prevent 

the execution of UN S:::R 435/78. 

4) The People's Republic of Angola and the Republic 

of CUba shall implanent the bilateral agreement, signed on 

the date of signature of this agreement, prcviding for the 

redeployment toward the North and the staged and total 

withdrawal of Cuban troops from the territory of the 
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People's Republic of Angola, and the arrangements made 

with the Security Council of the United Nations for the 

on site verification of that withdrawal. 

5) Con sis tent with their obligations under the 

Charter of the United Nations, the Parties shall refrain 

from the threat or use of force, and shall ensure that 

their respective territories are not used by any state, 

organization, or person in connection with any acts of 

war, aggression, or violence, against the territorial 

integrity, inviolability of borders, or independence of 

any st~ of §'outhwestem Africa. 

6) The Parties shall respect the principle of 

non interference in the internal affairs of the states 

of Southwestern Africa. 

7) The Parties shall comply in good faith with all 

obligations unde rtakm in this agreement and shall resolve 

through negotiation and in a Spirit of co~eration any 

disputes with resp~ct to the interpretation or imple

mentation thereof. 

8) This agreement shall enter into force upon 

signature. 

Signed at New York in triplicate in the Portuguese, 

spahish and English 1 anguageS, each language being equally 

authmtic, this 22nd day of Dec6Tlber 1988. 
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· FOR THE P IDPLE' S REPUBLIC OF .ANOOLA 

AFON SO V AJ:J OON EM 

FOR THE Ra>UBLIC OF CUBA 

ISIIX>RO OCJ..'AVIO MAI.J-1IERCA 

EDR ThE REPUBLIC OF SOli"TH 
AFRICA 

ROELOF F. BOTHA· 



r 
F 

/..,t::,;:)endix - D 

B ll..t'(l' ERAL AGREEMENT DEl: • 2 2: 1988 

AGREFMENT B ETWEI:N THE OOVERNMlliT OF PEOPLE'S 
REPUBLIC OF ANOOLA AND THE REPuBLIC OF CUBA 
FOR THE TEFMINA..:ION OF THE INTERNAT lONALisr 
MISSIOtJ OF THE cUBAN MIL IT Af(Y CONTINGENT 

The Government of the People's Republic of Angola 

and the Republic of Cuba 1 hereinafter designated as the 

Parties. 

Con side ring. 

That the implementation of Resolution 435 of the 

security Council of the United Nations for the Independence 

of Namibia shall ccmrnence on the Ist of April. 

That the question of the independence of Namibia and 

the sa feguarw.ng of the sovereignty 1 indepen denc~ and 

territorial integrity of the People's Republic of Angola 

are closely interrelated with each other and with peace 

and seeuri ty in the region of southwestern Africa~ 

Thot on the d~te of signature of this agreement a 

triparti tite agrr:>ement among the Governments of the 

People's Republic of Angola, the Republic nf Cuba and 

the R·=public of ::>outh Africa shall be si ~ed, containing 

the essentirll elenent.s for the aduevernent of peace in 

the region of southwestern Africa, 

That acceptance of and strict compliance with the 
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foregoing will bring to an end the reasons which compelled 

the Government of the People • s Republic of Angola to request 

in the legitimate exercise of its rights under Article 51 

of the United Nations Charter, the deployment to Angolan 

territory of a CUban internationalist military contingent 

to guarantee, in cooperation with the FAPLA (the Angolan 

Government army,) its territorial integrity and sovereignty 

in view of the invasion and occupationof part of its 

territory, 

Nothing, 

The agre anent signed by the Governments of the People • s 

Republic of Angola and the Republic of CUba on 4 February 

1982 and 19 March 1984; the platform of the Government 

of the People's Republic of Angola approved in Novenber 

1984, and the Protocol of BrCizzaville Signed by the 

Governments of the People • s Republic of Angola, the 

Republic of Cuba and the Republic of South Africa on 

oeeember 13, 1988, 

Taking into account, 

That conditions now exist which make possible the 

repatriation of the Cuban military contingent currently 

in Angolan territory and the successful accomplishment 

of their international mission, 

The parties agree as follo~s 

Article 1 

To commence the redeployment by stages to the 
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15th and 13th parallels and the total "~i thdrawal to 

CUba of the 50,000 men who constitute the Cuban troops 

contingent stationed in the People • s Republic of Angola, 

in accordance with the pace and time frame established in 

the attached calendar, which is an integral part of this 

agreement. Th total withdrawal shall be completed by the 

Ist of July, 1991. 

Article 2 

The Governments of the People's Republic of Angola 

and the Republic of CUba reserve the right to modify or 

after their obligations deriving from Article 1 of this 

Agreement in the event that flagrant violations of the 

T riparti ti te Agreanent are verified. 

Article 3 

The Parties, through the secretary General of the 

United Nations Organization, hereby request that the 

security Council verify the redeployment and phased and 

total withdrowal of Cuban troOps from the territory of 

the People's Republ.tc of Angola, and to this end shall 

agree on a matching protocol. 

Article 4 

This agreement shall enter into fore e upon signature 

of the tripartitite agreement among the People's Republic 
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of Angola, the Republic of CUba, and the Republic of 

south Africa. 

Signed on 2 2 December 1988, at the Headquarters of 

the United Nations Organization, in two copies, in the 

Portuguese and Spanish languages, each being equally 

authentic. 

FOR 'ruE PEt>PLE' S 
REPUBLIC OF ANQJLA 

AFONSO V}IJ..~ DJN EM 

FOR THE R&>UBLIC OF CUBA 

ISIOORO O<::rAVIO MALMIERCA 

Annex on Troops Withdrawal Schedule 

In compliance with Article 1 of the agreement between 

the Government of the Republic of CUba and the Government 

of the People's Republic of Angola for the termination of 

the mission of the CUban internationlist military contingent 

stationed in Angolan territory, the parties establish the 

following calendar for the withdrawals 

Time Frames 

Prior to the first of April, 1989 

{date of the beginning of implEillentation 
of Resolution 435 3000 men 
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Total duration of the calendar 

Starting from the Ist of April, 1989 

Redeployment to the north: 

to the 15th parallel 

to the 13th parallel 

Total men to be withdrawan1 

by 1 November 1989 

by 1 April 1990 

by 1 October 1990 

by July 1991 

27 months 

by 1 August 
1989 

by 31 Oct, 
1989 

25,000 men 
(50%) 

33,000 
(66%) 

38,000 
(76%); 12,000 
men remaining 

50,000 
( 100%) 

Taking as its base a CUban force of 50, 000 men. 
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THE ROAD TO N.AMIBIAN INDElJFl'IDENCE: A CHRONOLOGY. 

1884: Germany colonizes south-West Africa. 

1904-71 German troops put do~ rebellion by local population, 

killing 70,000 Herero people. 

19151 SOuth Africa invades and Gennany surrenders 

Territory. 

1920: League of Nations gives South Africa mandate to 

administer South west Africa. 

1946: u .N. Trusteeship replaces league mandate but 

south Africa rejects change. 

1966: SWAPO launches guerrilla war to liberate territory, 

u .N. strips South Africa of Trusteeship rights. 

1968: u .N. renames territory Nambia. 

1971: International court of Ju~tice rules south 

African presence in Nembia illegal. 

1975: South Africa holds independence talkS with internal 

political parties, excluding SWAPO. Angola becomes 

independent from Portugal. Cuban troops drafted 

into Angola at the request of ruling Popular 

Movanent for the Liberation of Angola. 

197Bs U.N. security CdJncil passes resolution 435 

envisaging a ceasefire, U.N. sponsored elections 

and a peace-keeping force. Pretoria holdS elections 

in N ambia which are boycotted by SWAPO and are \IIK)n 

by multiracial Democratic Turnhalle Alliance (DrA) 

Elections are not recognised internationally. 



1982: 

1983: 

1984: 

1988: 

1989: 
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All parties agree on constitutional principl ~ 

but South Africa, with U.s. backing, says 

independence must await departure of CUban Troops 

from Angola. The linkage of the two issues 

rejected by the U.N. General Assembly. 

The Dl'.A leader, Mr. Dirk Mudge, resigns and 

South Africa resumes direct rule over Namibia 

In December, South Africa launches major 

operation against SWAPO guerrillas in Angola. 

south Afric<Jn troops pull out of Southern Angola. 

u.s. mediated talks begin in London in May between 

south Africa, Cuba and Angola on withdrawal of an 

estimated SO, 000 CUban troops from Angola and 

independence from Namibia under U.N. resolution 

435. Talks culminate in agreement signed in 

New York in December by South Africa, CUba and 

Angola. 

Independence process starts on Apri 1 1, overseen 

by biggest civilian military operation ever 

undertaken by U.N., but is immediately jeopardized 

by SWAPv incursion from Angola. More than 300 S\~0 

fighters and 27 mErobers of the South Africa- led 

security forceS killed in two weeks of clashes. 

The killings bring the total death to 11 in the war 



to more than 12. 000 Namibia , mostly SHAMPO 

supporters, and 700 South African conscripts. 

Frantic diplomacy involving South Africa. CUba 

and Angola puts process back on track. In 

November. SWAPO wins U.N. supervised elections 

and gains control of the Constituent Assembly 

which drafts a liberal Constitution. 

March 21, 1990: The ~f.APO- dominated constituent Assembly 

takes over as the first Q:)vernment of Independent Nam:ibi.a 

with ~r. Sam Nujoma as head of state. 
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