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ABSTRACT

My thesis offers an examination of U.S. policy towards Rhodesia as viewed through the lens
of the respective Presidential administrations. The aim of my research is to demonstrate the
changing American perspective on the Rhodesian question and how this directly affected the
ultimate emergence of an independent Zimbabwe. | discuss the transformation in U.S. policy
from the cautious approach of the Johnson White House, the shift towards ‘white Africa’
during the Nixon years as anti-communism and economic interests took centre stage and the
subsequent attempt of the Ford Administration to achieve a peace settlement to prevent
further communist expansion into southern Africa. Finally, 1 will analyse the critical role
played by President Carter in bringing an end to UDI. When evaluating U.S. policy |
highlight the diverse factors which drove presidential decision making. Anti-communism,
trade, strategic interests, the increasing interdependence of the global system, a moral belief
in decolonization, the growth of human rights, domestic race relations and the growing
importance of the African-American vote all significantly impacted White House actions. On
a broader level, I will demonstrate how relations with Salisbury offers an interpretative prism
which reveals the evolution of U.S. foreign relations during the Sixties and Seventies.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I wish to thank the University of Birmingham, the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library and
the Lyndon B. Johnson Presidential Library for providing funding in support of my archival
research in the United Kingdom and the United States.

I must thank a number of kind individuals for their advice, encouragement and logistical
support including Dr. Jonathan Gumz, Professor Colin Samson, Dr. Gary Schultz and Dr.
Carl Peter Watts.

Finally, | wish to thank my parents Rosie and Keith Michel and my partner Naomi Chinger
for their love, support and patience during my PhD years.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction 6
Chapter 1. Cautious Hostility:  President Lyndon B. Johnson
30

Chapter 2. Limited Association: President Richard M. Nixon 122
Chapter 3. Laying the Foundations for Peace: President Gerald R. Ford 180

Chapter 4. From Rhodesia to Zimbabwe: President Jimmy Carter
238

Conclusion
324

Bibliography
338






INTRODUCTION

On November 11 1965, the Rhodesian Government formally signed a Unilateral
Declaration of Independence (UDI) from the United Kingdom. It was the first unilateral
break by a British colony since the U.S. Declaration of Independence nearly two
centuries before in 1776. Indeed, the wording of the Rhodesian proclamation was clearly
modelled on the original American counterpart. Rhodesia, a self-governing colony
desired full independence from London and following exhaustive negotiations had finally
opted to take the matter into its own hands. In his statement immediately following the
declaration, Rhodesian Prime Minister lan Douglas Smith asserted that “In the lives of
most nations there comes a moment when a stand has to be made for principle, whatever
the consequences. This moment has come to Rhodesia...We have struck a blow for the
preservation of justice, civilisation and Christianity, and in the spirit of this belief we
have this day assumed our sovereign independence.”*

A number of factors led to the Rhodesian decision to defy London and the world
community by seizing its independence. The majority of white Rhodesians considered
decolonization and majority rule in Africa as an erroneous policy symbolic of the decay
of the once proud British Empire. A traditional Rhodesian assertion was that their white
population, who had so heroically expanded the empire, held a ‘seemingly thankless
sentinel duty’ to remind their more metropolitan cousins of their past glories and inspire
them to future greatness. On a pragmatic note, the fact that many newly emergent African

states descended into one party dictatorships or spiralled into vicious bloodletting and

! From Salisbury to Commonwealth Relations Office, N0.1707, 11th November 1965, PREM 13/545,
National Archives, London, From Salisbury to Commonwealth Relations Office, N0.1708, 11th November
1965, PREM 13/545, National Archives, London and Carl Peter Watts, Rhodesia’s Unilateral Declaration
of Independence: An International History, (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012), 39.
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ethnic conflict further hardened the resolve of the white community to stand their ground
against the tide of black nationalism.?

The populist Rhodesian Front (RF) government was also vehemently anti-
communist and both publicly and privately held to a ‘“Manichean world view’ in which
the stirrings of African nationalism within their country stemmed from communist
subversion as opposed to genuine political grievances. In the view of white Rhodesia,
communism was insidiously spreading throughout Africa and London was doing little to
prevent it. It therefore became encumbent on the Rhodesians themseslves to become the
first “nation in the last two decades to have the determination and fortitude to say “so far
and no further.” *

It is also clear, however, that UDI represented the determination of the white
community to retain their power and privilege in an ‘independent’ Rhodesia. The
Rhodesians having built a economically viable modern nation, benefited, for the most
part, from a privileged existence paying little tax and enjoying a high quality of life.
Indeed, in 1965, the capital, Salisbury, boasted more swimming pools than any American
city of a comparable size. In November 1965, just weeks before UDI, Time magazine
commented that ‘Few communities in the world can match the sun-drenched affluence

that Rhodesia’s hardy settlers have achieved for themselves.” It was also increasingly

obvious that the white Rhodesians had no intention of giving it away. lan Smith himself

2 Donal Lowry “The impact of anti-communism on white Rhodesian political culture.c.1920s-1980,” in
Cold War in Southern Africa. White power, black liberation, ed. Sue Onslow (London and New York:
Routledge, 2012), 90 and lan Smith, Bitter Harvest. Zimbabwe and the Aftermath of its Independence,
(London: John Blake, 2008), 107-108.

® From Salisbury to Commonwealth Relations Office, N0.1708, 11" November 1965, PREM 13/545,
National Archives, London and Lowry “The impact of anti-communism on white Rhodesian political
culture”, in Cold War in Southern Africa, ed. Onslow 97-101.
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privately stated that ‘The white man is the master of Rhodesia...He has built it and

intends to keep it.”*

UDI and the United States

The period of Rhodesian ‘independence’ from British constitutional rule lasted over
14 years. The existence of the illegal regime and its ability to weather international
hostility and economic sanctions posed an exceptional and challenging policy dilemma
for four separate U.S. presidential administrations. The shifts in the American approach
towards Salisbury were reflective not only of the personal beliefs of the individuals in the
White House but represented the larger diverse pressures shaping foreign policy during
the period of UDI.

The Rhodesian UDI represented an exceptional case for U.S. policy makers, an anti-
colonial rebellion undertaken not to give a suppressed indigenous population the right to
govern their own affairs but instead allow an entrenched colonial minority to remain in
political control of the nation. Internationally, Rhodesia was the first nation to be placed
under comprehensive mandatory UN sanctions and remained a non-recognized pariah
state throughout the UDI era.

The Rhodesian question, however, also encapsulated the key dynamics which shaped
U.S. foreign policy during the Sixties and Seventies. The Cold War, economics, race
relations and human rights all guided White House decision making regarding Salisbury.

Rhodesia, therefore, serves as useful interpretive prism to examine and better understand

* Time Magazine, Vol 86 No.19, November 5 1965 p.40-48 and Robert C. Good, The International Politics
of the Rhodesian Rebellion, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1973), 4.
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the American approach to global relations during the UDI era and the underlying forces
that combined to shape U.S. actions.

Furthermore, as part of the global ‘periphery’, Salisbury offered a great deal of
flexibility to the successive presidential administrations and this is reflected in their
differing approaches towards Rhodesia. Indeed, the Rhodesian UDI and continued
‘independence’ provided a range of arguments for the differing administrations to deploy
which then reflected the set of core beliefs within each presidency of how to approach
international politics. Rhodesia, therefore offers a true picture of the fundamental values
of the Johnson, Nixon, Ford and Carter Administrations.

Rhodesia also provides a particularly illuminative lens to view broader U.S. policy
towards the wider racial struggle for political power in Southern Africa and especially
towards the other members of the so called ‘White Redoubt’. Like Rhodesia, South
Africa and the Portuguese Territories were vehemently anti-communist, occupied
strategic locations, possessed vast mineral deposits and enjoyed close economic ties with
Washington. As with Salisbury, however, both Pretoria and Lisbon were active
practicioners of white minority rule and denied, to varying degrees, the political rights of
their black African populations.

Across the presidential administrations, an analysis of policy towards Rhodesia
further captures and exposes the tension and interaction between pragmatism and
morality in U.S. foreign relations during the 1960s and 1970s. The relationship between
the pragmatic and moral approaches was fluid and varied according to the respective
occupants of the Oval Office as well as the changing international and domestic

background which confronted them.



The U.S. approach towards the UDI state, reveals broad patterns of conflict
between realpolitik and moral justice but also times when pragmatism and ethical
considerations aligned together to achieve mutually compatible goals. The case of
Rhodesia also provides intriguing questions over the competing visions within
Washington itself of what constituted pragmatism or morality in formulating foreign
policy.

The Cold War was a major factor in shaping U.S. relations with Rhodesia during
UDI era. The geopolitical struggle for global supremacy between Washington and
Moscow, however, also revealed conflicting attitudes of how to deal with a vehemently
anti-communist yet globally condemned racialist regime. For many Americans, the anti-
communism of the Rhodesians and the often repeated claim that Salisbury was a bastion
of embattled Western civilization under siege from communist backed guerrilla
movements meant that the clear pragmatic approach was to support Salisbury regardless
of its domestic practices.

The counter-argument, advanced by both liberals and so called Cold Warriors,
highlighted the fact that the continued existence of white minority rule in Rhodesia
provided Moscow, Peking and later Havana, due in part to their lack of ties to Salisbury
or Pretoria, an opportunity to align themselves as the true allies of black African
aspirations to the detriment of Western interests. By the mid 1970s, it was contended that
the increasing intensity of the Rhodesian Bush War combined with the expanding Cuban
military presence in Africa dictated that the pragmatic approach was to accelerate the

process of majority rule to prevent further communist expansion.
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Questions of pragmatism also entered into economic considerations. American
companies such as Union Carbide were dominating influences in the pre UDI Rhodesian
economy and remained major investors in the ‘independence’ era. Rhodesia also
possessed a range of strategic materials notably chrome that were vitally important to the
U.S. on economic and on strategic grounds.

It was also increasingly important, however, for the U.S. to maintain and protect the
growing trade with and business in the independent nations of black ruled Africa. These
states possessed a large percentage of the mineral wealth of the free world as well as
offering lucrative markets for export and other investment opportunities. Furthermore, the
shifting power dynamic at the UN, notably the increasing influence of the Afro-Asian
bloc, led to fears that unless Washington was seen as taking a strong stance against
Salisbury the U.S. could lose black African support for its broader geopolitical agenda as
well as trade ties.

Domestically, morality and pragmatism also intersected in terms of policy towards
Rhodesia. Liberals and civil rights groups highlighted America’s proud anti-colonial
tradition and opposition to European imperialism to advocate a policy of hostility towards
Salisbury. The fact that UDI represented the continuation of white minority rule led to
parallels being drawn with the domestic struggle of African-Americans to achieve equal
rights. As the African-American vote grew in electoral importance the White House
became increasingly cognizant, on a pragmatic level, of the need to engage in policies
which would not antagonize a key sector of the domestic electorate.

Many Americans, however, identified with lan Smith seeing little difference between

the U.S. Declaration of Independence and UDI. The shared frontier culture of both
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nations and in the case of many white Southerners a similar racialist outlook led to
considerable empathy for the white Rhodesian population. As pointed out by pro-
Rhodesian Americans, Salisbury should not be criticized for the imperfections in its
political system and society given that it took Washington itself nearly two hundred years
to give equal rights to all American citizens.

In the 1960s and 1970s, Anglo-Americans formed a solid electoral majority and a
policy of slowing down the pace of racial change both domestically and overseas
appealed to large numbers of white voters especially in the South. The political objective
of capturing the white Southern vote combined with a powerful Rhodesia Lobby on
Capitol Hill provided a pragmatic domestic rationale for avoiding overtly hostile policies
towards Salisbury.

The late 1960s and 1970s also witnessed the emergence of the global human rights
movement as an increasingly influential factor in international relations. The rise of the
human rights movement led to pressure to end social injustice and asserted a global duty
in protecting the welfare of all people regardless of national jurisdiction. In Washington,
however, opponents and supporters of lan Smith provided differing moral interpretations
of how to apply the ideology of human rights to the case of Rhodesia.

Liberal figures and civil rights leaders observed that the right of a population to
chose how it is governed was considered among the most vital of human rights therefore
the Rhodesian Government operated in clear violation of the political rights of its
citizens. Furthermore, the racial discrimination inherent in Rhodesian society represented
a further affront to the basic human rights of black Rhodesians. A number of conservative

figures, however, highlighted the human rights of the white Rhodesian minority, notably
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the potential loss of their political and property rights in a black African ruled state.
Proponents of Salisbury also observed the ‘hypocrisy’ of condemning Rhodesia for its
lack of democracy when the vast majority of black-ruled African nations were one party
dictatorships where the citizens, black or white, possessed even less political rights and
freedoms.

It is also important to note, when comparing the policies of the presidential
administrations towards Salisbury, the changing international and domestic backdrop in
which they operated. Between 1965-79, the parameters of global and American politics
altered dramatically which inevitably impacted White House decision making on
Rhodesia.

On the global stage, while the 1960s and 1970s saw a period of détente between
Washington and Moscow the world became increasingly divided between nations who
supported the Western powers and those backed by communist support. In the Third
World, the U.S. and USSR vied with each other to capture the political support of the
newly independent countries. By the mid 1970s both Moscow and Havana were active in
Southern Africa posing a direct threat to the Western oriented orbit of the region.

The waves of decolonization that swept over Asia and Africa during the late 1950s
and 1960s also led to the creation of an Afro-Asian bloc. Over the following decade the
growing political influence and economic resources of this bloc, dedicated to ending the
last vestiges of colonial rule, contrasted with the diminishing sway of the remaining
imperialist powers or white minority regimes. Combined with the rise of the global

human rights movement this created a potent force for the achievement of racial justice.
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Domestically, the Rhodesian UDI era, spanned a period of social and political change
within the United States. American society moved from the radicalism and protest of the
1960s to a conservative resurgence characterized by the election of Richard Nixon and
finally a distrust and disillusionment with Washington in part due to the revelations of the
Watergate scandal.

African-American electoral power, following the VVoting Rights Act of 1965, became
an increasingly influential factor in domestic politics and indeed was the decisive element
in the presidential election of 1976. The war in Vietnam also dominated politics in
Washington and led to deep divisions among the American public. Indeed, even after the
conflict, the ghost of Vietnam hung over U.S. foreign policy, especially potential military
interventions throughout the rest of the UDI period.

Overall, presidential policy towards Salisbury highlights the impact of the shifting
geopolitics of the Cold War, the fluctuating constellations of power in the global
community, the need for and profits involved in obtaining strategic raw materials, the
changing nature of domestic race relations and the growing political importance of the
human rights movement on foreign relations. The case of Rhodesia, further reveals the
wider struggle between pragmatism and moral justice in U.S. foreign relations as well as

the opposing notions of what represented a pragmatic or moral approach.

Historiography

At the broadest level there exists a vast range of literature offering diverse
perspectives that purport to explain American foreign relations with Africa and the Third

World during the 1960s and 70s. A number of historians, notably John Lewis Gaddis,
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have argued that the ‘containment’ of global Communism was the principal concern of
policy makers during the entire Cold War era. In this perspective, all postwar presidential
administrations from Truman to Reagan sought primarily to limit Soviet expansion
although the methods used differed dependent on the incumbent president. Even Jimmy
Carter, who had entered the White House determined to end the precoccupation with
containment eventually acknowledged that the balance of relations with Moscow
represented ‘the most critical factor in determining whether the world will live in peace
or be engulfed in global conflict’.®

The concept of containment did not simply apply to Europe but was a global
strategy aimed at preventing Soviet expansional anywhere in the world. Historians have
observed that during the Sixties both the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations retained
the ‘zero-sum game’ view of the world that victories for communism anywhere
represented losses for the U.S. Nixon, Ford and Carter also remained strongly intolerant
of Marxism in the developing world. Indeed, it has been suggested that the wider Third
World was integral to the broader struggle for supremacy as both Washington and
Moscow realized that full scale conflict in Europe or North America was unwinnable
therefore the Cold War descended into a contest that consisted of ‘shadow-boxing’ in the

peripheral regions.®

® John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of American National Security Policy
during the Cold War, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), ix and 343-344.

® Gaddis, Strategies of Containment, 20-22, 127-128, 200-202, 273-275 and 343-345, Nancy Mitchell,
“Terrorists or freedom fighters? Jimmy Carter and Rhodesia,” in Cold War in Southern Africa. White
power black liberation, ed. Sue Onslow (London and New York: Routledge, 2012), 178, Nancy Mitchell
“The Cold War and Jimmy Carter” in The Cambridge History of the Cold War, Volume 111 Endings, ed. ed.
Melvyn P. Leffler and Odd Arne Westad (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 67 and 74-75,
and Elizabeth Schmidt, Foreign Intervention in Africa: From the Cold War to the War on Terror,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013) 1-2 and 7-8.
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Odd Arne Westad and Michael E. Latham have contended that American efforts to
shape the Third World centered around the belief that the trajectory of American history,
specifically the experience of the its own ‘modern’ revolution coupled with its liberal
democratic values provided a compelling vision for emerging nations as well as offering
a promising future for those who would follow the American path. Thus Washington
sought to press developing nations to adopt an ideological free market to counter Soviet
collectivism and felt duty bound to assist in the exportation of American democracy. In
contrast, Moscow was perceived as preying on the poverty and instability of the Third
World. In the words of Walt Rostow, Special Assistant for National Security Affairs to
LBJ, the communists were the ‘scavengers of the transitional process’, a malevolent force
for that thrived on the weakness of the developing nations.’

In many cases the U.S. sought to influence the Third World through ‘positive
interventionism’ in the forms of development aid to improve areas such as education and
healthcare. The Peace Corps, established in 1961, was conceived as a tool to accelerate
modernity. It has also been observed, however, including by Elizabeth Schmidt that
American aid was primarily restricted to regimes that displayed anti-communist
credentials, opposed radicalism and were willing to act as regional policeman in defence
of Western interests. Policymakers in Washington generally exhibited little concern if
such allies displayed repressive internal policies provided the governments remained
firmly in the U.S. sphere of influence. Furthermore, other historians such as Gaddis and

Andrew DeRoche have observed the covert role of the CIA in attempting to destabilize

" 0dd Arne Westad. The Global Cold War, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 8-38 and
Michael E. Latham “The Cold War in the Third World, 1963-1975” in The Cambridge History of the Cold
War, Volume Il Crises and Détente, ed. Melvyn P. Leffler and Odd Arne Westad (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2011), 259-262.
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leftist governments and replacing them with pro-Western regimes whether democratic or
dictatorial in nature.®
In the case of Southern Africa, it has been posited that not only did the Cold War
stimulate U.S. support for the vehemently anti-communist white settler states but
moreover the Portuguese, Rhodesians and South Africans deliberately employed Cold
War rhetoric and highlighted the international communist threat to the region in order to
seek American assistance. In the cases of both Rhodesia and South Africa, anti-
communism also prevented Washington from embracing the cause of majority rule
during the 1960s and early 1970s. It has been further argued, that American involvement
to achieve a Rhodesian settlement in the mid to late 1970s was motivated primarily by a
desire to remove a source of potential communist intervention in the region rather than to
achieve racial justice.®
Scholars have noted the role of economics in shaping U.S. foreign policy towards
Africa during the Cold War period. According to this school of thought, the promotion of

free market capitalism, specifically access to the raw materials and markets previously

& Andrew DeRoche, “Relations with Africa since 1900” in A Companion to American Foreign Relations,
ed. Robert D. Schulzinger (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2006), 112, Mark Atwood Lawrence,
“Containing Globalism. The United States and the Developing World in the 1970s”, in The Shock of the
Global: The 1970s in perspective, Niall Ferguson et al. (Cambridge: Belknapp Press, 2010) 209-210,
Robert Litwak, Détente and the Nixon Doctrine: American Foreign Policy and the Pursuit of Stability,
1969-1976, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986), Jeremi Suri “Henry Kissinger and the
Geopolitics of Globalization™ in The Shock of the Global, ed. Ferguson et al., 175-186, Stephen Weissman,
“The CIA and US Policy in Zaire and Angola”, in American Policy in Southern Africa: The Stakes and the
Stance (Second Edition), ed. Rene Lemarchand (Washington D.C.: University Press of America, 1981),
438, Gaddis, Strategies of Containment, 155, Latham “The Cold War in the Third World,” in The
Cambridge History of the Cold War, Volume I, ed. Leffler and Westad, 259-263, Westad. The Global Cold
War, 34-35, and Schmidt, Foreign Intervention in Africa, 8.

° Andrew DeRoche, Black, White and Chrome: The United States and Zimbabwe, 1953-1998, (Trenton,
New Jersey: Africa World Press, 2001), 7 and 209-210, Gerald Horne, From the Barrel of a Gun: The
United States and The War against Zimbabwe, (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2001),
166, Thomas Noer, Cold War and Black Liberation: The United States and White Rule in Africa in Africa,
1948-1968, (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1985), 254, Chris Saunders and Sue Onslow “The
Cold War and southern Africa, 1976-1990” in The Cambridge History of the Cold War, Volume 111, ed.
Leffler and Westad, 223 and Schmidt, Foreign Intervention in Africa, 81-88 and 103.
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controlled by European colonial powers, was a principal objective of policy makers. The
mineral wealth, industrialized economies and cheap labour costs of the Rhodesian and
South African regimes proved to be especially alluring for American corporate
investment and trade.'°

It has also been observed that for the U.S. the ideological role of capitalism versus
Soviet collectivism heightened the importance of trade with and investment in Africa and
the wider Third World. It has been asserted, notably by Westad, that Washington sought
a greater economic role globally in order to demonstrate the superiority of the free market
system over the rigid state centric economy of the USSR.™

The high levels of American direct and indirect investment in South Africa and the
predominance of Western companies in the apartheid economy have been documented by
historians. American, and more broadly, Western investment, was particularly prevalent
in the mining industry which was not only important to the West on strategic and
economic levels but was also highly lucrative for the businesses involved. In the case of
Rhodesia, while American support for UN sanctions effectively prohibited the direct
involvement of domestic companies, subsidiaries of the major oil companies continued to
sell petroleum products to Salisbury via Mozambique and South Africa. Indeed, it has

been suggested that it was the strong support that Nixon enjoyed from the business sector

19 Thomas Borstelmann, Apartheid’s Reluctant Uncle: The United States and Southern Africa in the Early
Cold War, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 81 and 97, , Hunt Davis Jr, “US Policy toward South
Africa: A Dissenting View” in American Policy in Southern Africa, ed. Lemarchand, 323-326, William
Foltz “U.S. Policy toward Southern Africa: Economic and Strategic constraints” in Ibid, 283-285, David
Gibbs, The Political Economy of Third World Intervention: Mines, Money and U.S. Policy in the Congo
Crisis, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), Edgar Lockwood, “The Case of Zimbabwe” in
American Policy in Southern Africa, ed. Lemarchand, 169, Robert K. Massie, Loosing the Bonds: The
United States and South Africa in the Apartheid Years, (New York: Nan A. Talese/Doubleday, 1997),
Winston Nagan, “The U.S. and South Africa: The Limits of “Peaceful Change””, in American Policy in
Southern Africa, ed. Lemarchand, 231, and Westad, The Global Cold War, 208.

! Westad, The Global Cold War, 30-32.
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that pushed his administration to adopt a policy of closer ties with and partial relaxation
of sanctions against both Pretoria and by extension Salisbury.*?

The emerging human rights movement in the 1970s also shaped the development of
U.S. foreign policy. According to Michael Cotey Morgan, the ‘rebirth’ of human rights,
‘expanded the vocabulary of international ethics...spawning unprecedented concern for
the fate of strangers on the other side of the world.” Indeed, the growing assertiveness of
the human rights movement and the increasing power and influence of its moral ideology
has been highlighted as a factor in international decision making.*?

Christian Americans on both the political left and right believed in promoting the
cause of universal human rights. The ideal resonated strongly due to their beliefs in the
universal applicability of Christianity, that natural rights came from God not the state and
that America represented the ‘last best hope’ for freedom and justice. Many Christians
therefore called for a foreign policy that extended beyond the political sphere to address
social problems such as poverty and racism. It is noteworthy that Jimmy Carter, who
made the human rights agenda a particular priority for his administration, was a born-
again Southern Baptist who believed that universal human rights stemmed as much from

social justice as political liberty.*

2 Hunt Davis Jr, “US Policy toward South Africa: A Dissenting View” in American Policy in Southern
Africa, ed. Lemarchand, 323-326, Foltz, “U.S. Policy toward Southern Africa”: in Ibid, 283-285, Anthony
Lake, The “Tar Baby” Option: American Policy Toward Southern Rhodesia, (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1976), 123-130, Lockwood, “The Case of Zimbabwe” in American Policy in Southern
Africa, ed. Lemarchand, 169, Nagan, “The U.S. and South Africa” in Ibid, 231 and Westad, The Global
Cold War, 208.

3 Michael Cotey Morgan, “The Seventies and the Rebirth of Human Rights”, The Shock of the Global, ed.
Ferguson et al., 238 and Samuel Moyn, The Last Utopia. Human Rights in History, (Cambridge: Belknap
Press, 2010), 118.

 Andrew Preston, “Universal Nationalism. Christian America’s Response to the Years of Upheaval,” in
The Shock of the Global, ed. Ferguson et al., 313-314, and Atwood Lawrence, “Containing Globalism”, in
Ibid, 214 and 216.
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By the mid 1970s American foreign policy towards Southern Africa became
increasingly influenced by the burgeoning cause of human rights and in particular the
political right of the population to elect their government. In the case of Rhodesia, Carl
Peter Watts has suggested that Ford sanctioned the Kissinger peace initiative of 1976 at
least partly due to a strong commitment to the ethical principle of majority rule. He
further argued that Ford was not prepared to back down from this moral duty even when
it was clear such an approach posed an electoral risk to his campaign in the Republican
primaries of 1976.%

It is widely agreed that following the inauguration of Carter in 1977 a major
priority for the new president was ‘to launch a new era in American foreign policy by
attaching central importance to human rights as a standard for crafting U.S. decisions and
weighing the performance of other nations’. Many scholars have praised the Carter
Presidency for its accomplishment in bringing an end to the UDI era noting Carter’s
strong support for majority rule and taking the strongest stance against Salisbury ever
adopted by an American president.*°

The impact of race, specifically the rise of African-American political power
during the Cold War era, on foreign policy towards Africa, has also been discussed
among historians. It has been argued that as early as the 1950s, blacks in U.S., at least

elite blacks, considered the liberation of colonial peoples of colour inseparable from the

> DeRoche, Black, White and Chrome, 209-210 and Carl Watts, “Dropping the F-bomb’: President Ford,
the Rhodesian crisis, and the 1976 election”, Panel 89: Domestic Aspects of U.S. Policy towards Southern
Africa from Ford to Reagan, (SHAFR Conference, Lexington, Kentucky, 2014).

18 DeRoche, Black, White and Chrome, 228, Paul Gordon Lauren, Power and Prejudice: The Politics and
Diplomacy of Racial Discrimination, (Boulder: Westview Press, 1996), 266-268, Lawrence, “Containing
Globalism”, in The Shock of the Global, ed. Ferguson et al., 214 and 216, William Minter, King Solomon’s
Mines Revisited: Western Interests and the Burdened History of Southern Africa, (New York; Basic Books,
1986) 298-299 and Mitchell, “Terrorists or freedom fighters”, in Cold War in Southern Africa. White power
black liberation, ed. Onslow, 178 and 189-191.
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struggle for racial justice in America itself. It has been further argued that the LBJ
Administration was not only aware of the growing importance of the African-American
vote but also that the Rhodesian issue represented a test of the White House’s
commitment to racial issues both domestically and overseas.*’

By the 1970s, African-American electoral power had become sufficiently strong as
to play a significant role in shaping relations with both the black and white regimes in
Southern Africa. In his memoirs, lan Smith himself has argued that Carter was heavily
influenced by the increasingly important African-American vote. Scholars have also
observed that Carter owed his electoral victory to black support in the southern states and
African-American leaders including Coretta Scott King and Andrew Young possessed an
‘unprecedented level of influence’ on the White House which directly impacted decision
making on Rhodesia.®

A different perspective on the impact of race is offered by Gerald Horne who
argues that in the aftermath of UDI the primary concern of LBJ was to avoid a racial
conflict in Rhodesia as such an event would aggravate racial tensions in the U.S. He
further posits that the election of Nixon was significant as it demonstrated a dual electoral
‘Southern Strategy’ and “Southern Africa Strategy’ designed to play to the racial fears of
white Americans. An approach that slowed down the pace of racial change both in the
southern states and Southern Africa appealed to many whites in the U.S. He further

suggests that the two strategies were mutually compatible as their origins lay in Cold War

" DeRoche, Black, White and Chrome, 106 and 115, Brenda Plummer, Rising Wind: Black Americans and
U.S. Foreign Affairs, 1935-1960, (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1996), Schmidt,
Foreign Intervention in Africa, 24 and Penny VVon Eschen, Race Against Empire: Black Americans and
Anticolonialism, 1937-1957, (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1997).
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rationalization, which postulated African Americans and Africans as the allies or dupes
of the communists.*®

The Cold War and the Color Line by Thomas Borstelmann also offers an insightful
overview of the role of race in shaping U.S. decision making during the Cold War era.
Borstelmann explores how questions of race and racial equality linked foreign and
domestic policy. He highlights the dilemma faced by Washington of how to oppose racial
discrimination both at home and abroad while not alienating Cold War allies such as
apartheid South Africa or local authorities in the American South. Borstelmann further
argues that the principal strategy adopted by the Cold War era presidential
administrations was to try and control the pace of racial reform both domestically and
overseas to encourage both gradual change but also to minimize provocation to the white
authorities.?

American policy towards Rhodesia, especially in light of the political repression
and economic ineptitude of the post independence ‘majority rule’ regime led by Robert
Mugabe, has once again become a topic of scholarly interest. Nevertheless, with the
exception of Diplomacy in Black and White: America’s Contribution to the Search for
Zimbabwean Independence, 1965-1980, a dissertation by William Bishop, there is a
comparative paucity of research regarding direct American-Rhodesian bilateral relations
especially in terms of examining U.S. policy towards Salisbury through the lens of the

specific presidential administrations. The existing literature typically comprises of either

19 Gerald Horne, From the Barrel of a Gun: The United States and The War against Zimbabwe. (Chapel
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broad overviews of American policy, narrow examinations of an individual time period
or simply viewing Rhodesia through the restrictive prism of a single political issue.*

A number of the existing works are too expansive to offer an in depth analysis of
each individual presidency and the rationale behind the presidential strategies to the
Rhodesian crisis. Black, White and Chrome by DeRoche offers an overview of U.S.
relations with Rhodesia/Zimbabwe between 1953 and 1998 but does not exclusively
focus on the UDI era and the unique challenges that the rebellion posed for the U.S. both
domestically and internationally. In Rhodesia’s Unilateral Declaration of Independence,
Watts provides an excellent and insightful analysis of the international responses to UDI.
While useful to scholars of American foreign policy, it is, however, a primarily
international history which covers the British, Commonwealth, UN and U.S. reactions in
the immediate aftermath of the rebellion.?

Furthermore, Rhodesia’s Unilateral Declaration of Independence, also deals
solely with the actions of the Johnson Administration. This is the case for a number of
works, including The “Tar Baby’” Option by Lake and Mitchell’s Jimmy Carter in Africa
which provide useful information on the approaches adopted by one or two presidents but
do not offer a complete picture of the American role over the course of the entire UDI
period.?

Stephen Stedman’s Peacemaking in Civil War offers an in depth analysis of the
international efforts to mediate a settlement to end UDI and the Bush War. The book

challenges the dominant view in conflict resolution theory, at least in 1990, which
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dismissed the possibility of a negotiated settlement in a civil conflict. While a major
contribution to the literature on war termination it does not focus exclusively on U.S.
policy or the whole UDI era.?*

Another weakness in the existing scholarship is the fact that much of the literature
seeks to examine the Rhodesian issue through the use of a specific lens. A good deal of
the literature has either been defined by race centric narratives or Cold War binaries.
Such works tend to discount or marginalize other dynamics that influenced decision
making.

A number of works including Power and Prejudice by Lauren and DeRoche’s
Black, White and Chrome either focus primarily on race or seek to highlight the
importance of race relations as opposed to a complete evaluation of the diverse factors
which impacted presidential decision making. In The Cold War and the Color Line,
Borstelmann insightfully observes that the question of Rhodesian independence reflected
the fundamental disagreements within the U.S. itself of how to define Western values,
specifically racial inequality, during the Cold War. Borstelmann nevertheless uses race as
his sole lens to examine the Cold War era and simply integrates other determinants into
his broader race-based narrative.?

In From the Barrel of a Gun, Horne stated that his objective is to demonstrate the
role of the U.S. in supporting the racist Smith regime and hindering the advent of
majority rule. Lake, in The “Tar Baby” Option, offered an in depth analysis of the Nixon

Administration’s shift in policy but operated from the premise that the White House was
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clearly erroneous in its policy of greater ‘communication’ with the racialist regimes of
white Africa.?®

Much of the literature has also been defined by narratives that place the Cold War
as the dominating factor shaping U.S. policy towards Salisbury. In The Global Cold War,
Westad offers an excellent account of the ideological and strategic rationale for U.S.
involvement in Southern Africa. It is, however, primarily a Cold War history which
places other determining factors, notably economic considerations, domestic civil rights
and the changing dynamics at the UN, solely within the framework of the broader Cold
War.?’

Foreign Intervention in Africa by Schmidt provides an analysis of how the Cold
War powers sought to shape an international order in Africa that catered to their interests.
The work, however, primarily focuses on the Cold War narrative offering only a brief
analysis of economic concerns and does not consider the impact of other important
dynamics. In Jimmy Carter in Africa, Nancy Mitchell provides a discerning account of
Carter’s approach towards Rhodesia. She offers an insightful portrait of Carter himself, as
well as examining the broader makeup and functioning of his administration. It is,
nevertheless, primarily a Cold War history that acknowledges but downplays the role of
other influences and Mitchell unequivocally argues that Carter was ‘from the beginning
of his presidency to its end, a Cold Warrior.”?®

The existing literature on U.S. foreign policy towards Rhodesia is also somewhat

dated. The last scholarly works that encompassed the full range of the UDI era were

Black, White and Chrome by DeRoche and Horne’s From the Barrel of a Gun both of
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which were published in 2001. In the fifteen years since then a greater range of primary
source material has become accessible to researchers notably the number of declassified
documents at the presidential libraries. These new sources help to provide a broader
understanding of the differing approaches adopted by the presidential administrations
towards Salisbury.

In this work, | have sought to provide the first sustained critical study of the
approaches adopted by the Johnson, Nixon, Ford and Carter Administrations and the
influences, both global and domestic, which shaped the presidential decision making on
Rhodesia. My work goes beyond merely considering the Rhodesian problem through the
prism of a single overriding factor. International relations is never that simple, and | am
not seeking to praise nor condemn the paths chosen by the occupants of the Oval Office. |
believe that my research serves to illuminate the choices made by the various
administrations and in so doing provides a deeper understanding of policy towards
Salisbury, emphasizing the different strategic, economic, ideological and moral
viewpoints of each president, as well as the changing international and domestic arena
against which their decisions were made.

Chapter 1 examines the approach adopted by LBJ both during the build up to the
UDI and in the years following the Rhodesian rebellion. It discusses the various factors
that influenced the White House including the ‘special relationship’ with London, the
need to retain standing in black Africa to protect U.S. interests, the increasing power of
the Afro-Asian bloc at the UN, the fact that the white regimes provided an opening for
communist meddling in Southern Africa, the potential impact of UDI on American race

relations, domestic support for Rhodesia and LBJ’s own personal ideological opposition
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to the concept of white minority rule. The chapter analyzes how these diverse and often
conflicting influences impacted White House decision making throughout the road to
UDI, the imposition of sanctions both bilaterally and at the UN, the Zambian airlift, the
establishment of the Rhodesian Information Office (RIO) in Washington and during the
tortuous negotiations between London and Salisbury over a potential ‘return to legality’.

Chapter 2 discusses the shift in policy following the electoral victory of Nixon. The
chapter analyzes the factors leading to the shift towards closer ties with the white regimes
of Southern Africa. It observes that the Nixon Presidency was typified by a fixation with
Cold War geopolitics especially the strategic balance of power and explains how the
Rhodesian problem played into this preoccupation as chaos in Southern Africa would
complicate the broader strategic mission. The chapter also discusses the significance of
the fact that the Nixon Administration was also faced by an increasingly confident and
assertive Rhodesian Government, a strategic need for chrome and a powerful domestic
Rhodesia Lobby with ties to the White House itself. The chapter thus investigates how
these factors not only influenced Nixon’s move to greater ‘communication’ with
Salisbury but also impacted on the other policy choices including the closure of the U.S.
Consulate, the importation of Rhodesian chrome under the Byrd Amendment and support
for the Smith-Home Agreement during the fall of 1971.

Chapter 3 explores the dramatic change in U.S. relations towards Salisbury that
took place under President Ford. It observes how Washington, for the first time, became a
crucial diplomatic protagonist in seeking a peaceful political resolution of the Bush War
and shaping the future of an independent Zimbabwe. The chapter also considers the

rationale behind the White House decision to place the power and prestige of the U.S.
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Government into actively seeking a resolution to the Rhodesian problem including the
sense of morality that Ford brought to the Oval Office but more importantly how the
geopolitics of the Cold War stimulated an American interest in resolving the longstanding
Rhodesian question.

The final chapter analyzes the key role played by President Carter in ending UDI
and bringing about Rhodesian (Zimbabwean) independence under majority rule. It
considers the elements underlying the vehement opposition of the administration to white
controlled Rhodesia including Carter’s deeply held moral commitment to democracy and
human rights. The chapter also discusses the influence of leading African-American
figures, notably Andrew Young, on White House thinking, the growing electoral
importance of retaining the African-American vote, the belief that the escalating Bush
War in Rhodesia was providing fertile conditions for Soviet and Cuban involvement and
that only a fully democratic Zimbabwe under majority rule would curtail communist
penetration. The chapter then illustrates the impact of these issues on the presidential
decision making from early actions such as the repeal of the Byrd Amendment and
attempted closure of the RIO to the involvement in the Anglo-American initiative,
opposition to the Internal Settlement and most significantly the non-recognition of the
government of Bishop Abel Muzorewa which directly led to the Lancaster House

Agreement and the end of UDI.
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CHAPTER 1. CAUTIOUS HOSTILITY: PRESIDENT LYNDON B. JOHNSON

On November 11 1965, the day of UDI, President Lyndon B. Johnson and his
senior advisers were gathered at his ranch near Austin, known as the Texas White House.
The immediate reaction of the Johnson Administration to UDI was one of criticism and
condemnation. In a press statement, Secretary of State Dean Rusk, declared
unequivocally that the White House deplored UDI and as a result the U.S. would not
recognize the rebel regime and would furthermore immediately recall its Consul General
from Salisbury. For the remainder of the Johnson era, the White House remained
privately and publicly critical of continued white minority rule in Rhodesia and along
with the UK sought to undermine or force concessions from the pariah regime through
financial pressure and trade embargoes which eventually included mandatory
comprehensive economic sanctions.?

President Johnson, widely known by the disambiguation LBJ, had been Vice
President under John F. Kennedy and ascended to the White House following the
assassination of Kennedy on November 22 1963. While Johnson was in many ways an
intimidating and ruthless career politician from rural Texas whose administration was
dominated by the escalating conflict in Vietnam he also possessed an idealistic and
compassionate nature and held a firm commitment to aiding those groups, notably the

poor and the African-American community, which he felt needed the aid and protection
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of the U.S. Government. His dedication to his beliefs is demonstrated by a domestic
legacy which included the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibiting racial segregation in
public facilities, the Voting Rights Act of 1965 and the Great Society legislation designed
to end poverty and improve the quality of life for all Americans.*

The position developed by LBJ regarding Rhodesia was shaped by a number of
significant factors. First, Johnson and many of his key advisers including Rusk viewed
the Rhodesian issue as primarily a British responsibility but equally one in which
America would support the UK both bilaterally and in international forums such as the
UN. As observed by Anthony Lake, the so called ‘special relationship’ between London
and Washington mattered deeply to Johnson who felt it a basic American interest to
continue to develop close political, security and economic ties with UK. The
administration was also aware that Britain no longer possessed the economic or military
power to achieve its goal of ending UDI without active tangible U.S. assistance.

Leading figures in the administration , however, including Rusk, Under Secretary of
State George Ball and National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy expressed
reservations about taking measures beyond those adopted by the UK. It was felt that
London was trying to push Washington to take the lead on the Rhodesian issue which
could mean the U.S. sharing the blame for the failure of any initiatives and furthermore

could prove potentially damaging to geopolitical and economic interests. This led to
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Johnson developing a cautious approach to the Rhodesian problem while broadly
remaining supportive of Britain.*

LBJ was also influenced by the need to retain prestige and protect interests in the
newly independent African states. As noted by Assistant Secretary of State for Africa, G.
Mennen Williams, not only did Africa’s huge land mass and air space have great strategic
importance but African nations possessed a large free world percentage of certain
minerals critical to American interests. Africa also offered lucrative markets for export
and Washington had both a strategic and humanitarian interest in promoting democracy
and encouraging economic and social improvements.*?

The White House was well aware that the extent of U.S. influence in black Africa
was intrinsically linked to the stance that Washington took on the issues of primary
interest to the Africans themselves. The president and his advisers were also cognizant of
the fact that the ending of white minority rule in Southern Africa was of paramount
importance to the black African states. In December 1965, Deputy Special Assistant for
National Security Affairs Robert W. Komer informed LBJ that the Africans viewed
Rhodesia as a straight anti-colonial issue and U.S. actions on UDI would greatly effect

American influence on the continent.*
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The changing power dynamic at the UN also affected the response to UDI. As
observed by Glenda Sluga, at the time of its establishment the UN was comprised of
fifty-one member states the majority of which were either European or part of the “White
British Commonwealth’. By the Sixties, however, the postcolonial bloc had become
increasingly powerful, indeed by 1960 the number of newly independent colonies meant
it had become impossible for U.S. and Western allies to muster enough votes to deprive
the Afro-Asians of the two thirds majority needed for resolutions. This Afro-Asian bloc
further sought to mobilize the power and resources of the UN to achieve their own
objectives. High on the agenda was the increasingly volatile issue of the white minority
governments in Southern Africa. As early as December 1960, the UN General Assembly
passed Resolution 1514 the ‘Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial
Countries and Peoples’ which demanded a swift end to colonial rule.®

The increasing power of the Afro-Asians forced the West to rely on Third World
diplomatic support for their geopolitical goals at the UN. This salient fact was noted not
only by U.S. UN Ambassador Arthur Goldberg but also by officials at the State
Department and the White House. If the U.S. did not take a strong line on Rhodesia then
this would adversely affect American objectives at the UN. It is important to note,
however, the Johnson Administration did not allow the UN to simply dictate policy on
Rhodesia. At the UN Security Council, U.S. representatives opposed far reaching

measures including the use of military force and together with the UK sought to pre-empt
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or moderate the demands of the more extreme Afro-Asians and replace them with more
practical and peaceful solutions.*®

The White House position on UDI was also heavily influenced by disquiet with the
growth of communist interest in and effect on African affairs. As early as the 1957
Bermuda Conference both Britain and U.S. had expressed strategic concerns about Soviet
and Chinese influence in Africa. By April of 1965, the CIA observed that the USSR had
cultivated diplomatic relations with twenty-one states in Sub-Saharan Africa and
Communist China had relations with twelve countries in the region. The early Sixties also
witnessed a startling increase in communist economic and military aid to the newly
independent black nations as well as funds, covert arms shipments and guerrilla training
to the liberation movements fighting white minority rule.®

Intelligence reports at the time indicated that there was little danger of a broad
communist takeover of the African continent and most newly independent African
nations were unlikely to develop more than token relations with the communist bloc. The

African desire for non-alignment in the Cold War, the massive amounts of aid received
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from Western sources and the inapplicability of key parts of communist ideology to the
African political milieu reduced the chances of communist penetration.®

The “White Redoubt’ in Southern Africa, however, provided an opportunity for
communist meddling and exploitation. The Soviets and Communist Chinese were
unburdened by a colonial legacy and unlike Britain or the U.S. were not encumbered by
close political or economic ties to the white regimes. In the words of Komer, the
communists were able to pose as ‘the apostles of decolonization’. Moreover, the longer
the minority governments remained in power the greater the opportunities for communist
sway over the leadership of the liberation groups. A widespread racial conflict in the
region could lead to a sharp decrease in Western influence and a growth in power of pro-
communist and other indigenous radicals.**

As pointed out by Gerald Horne, the White House was also deeply concerned about
the impact that UDI, and by extension racial conflict in Rhodesia, would have on
domestic race relations. The passage of the Civil Rights Act and Voting Rights Act had

incurred the ire of many white Americans especially in the South which was intensified
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by events such as the Watts riot in Los Angeles in the summer of 1965. A violent split
along racial lines in Southern Africa could potentially exacerbate race tensions in
America. In spring 1965, the meeting of the American Negro Leadership Conference on
Africa to create a permanent black pressure group to influence U.S. foreign policy was
viewed with alarm and concern by the administration. It was feared that the appearance
of an “ethnic lobby’ on Africa could lead to a segregated approach to foreign policy.*°
Finally, it is important to note that Johnson held a deep personal interest in ending
white supremacy whether it existed in the Mississippi delta or in a distant African
country. After taking office he told a White House staff member that ‘I’m going to be the
best friend the Negro ever had’. On March 15 1965, in a speech to a joint session of
Congress entitled the ‘American Promise’, LBJ stated unequivocally that if America
proved incapable of the task of achieving equal rights for African-Americans then ‘we
will have failed as a people and a nation.” This commitment to racial equality was not
merely domestic in scope. In a less than subtle gesture, LBJ dispatched a copy of the
‘American Promise’ to South African Prime Minister Hendrik F. Verwoerd the so called

‘architect of apartheid’.**
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The Rhodesian UDI divided the American public although not exclusively along
racial lines. African-American interest groups such as the Congress of Racial Equality,
the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, and the Southern
Christian Leadership Conference, not unexpectedly, offered severe criticism of lan Smith
and urged LBJ to take the strongest possible stance against Salisbury. Equally
unsurprisingly, an array of conservative groups ranging from the Liberty Lobby to the
Sons of Confederate Veterans urged diplomatic recognition of Rhodesia and support for
the Smith government.*

Presidential correspondence, however, reveals that Rhodesia enjoyed widespread
support among the American public. Letters to LBJ frequently criticized the U.S.
Government’s aggression toward a “‘friendly’ nation. A plethora of pro-Rhodesian interest
groups sprung up post UDI including most notably the Friends of Rhodesian
Independence which by June 1967 claimed 122 branches with 25,000 members. These
groups often possessed colorful and quite bizarre names including the memorable

Rhodesian Gung-Ho Troops and Hooray for lan Smith, Titan of Rhodesian Yearning.*®
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The divisions among the public were also reflected in Congress. Liberal figures
such as Congressman Donald M. Fraser (D-Minnesota) and Senator Edward Kennedy (D-
Massachusetts) urged LBJ to take tough measures against the Rhodesian Government and
sought to prevent American association with any potential British deal which allowed
continued minority rule. The pro Rhodesia Lobby on Capitol Hill, however, included not
only southern conservatives such as Senator James Eastland (D-Mississippi) and
Representative Joe Waggoner (D-Louisiana) but also figures such as Senator Barry
Goldwater (R-AZ), Congressman Harold R. Gross (R-lowa) and Congressman Durwood
G. Hall (R-Missouri). While race certainly played a role for some in explaining their
support for the Rhodesians, others questioned American aggression against a non-hostile
nation and wondered why LBJ appeared so eager to aid the UK when London was
continuing to trade with Cuba and N. Vietnam.*

The response of the Johnson Administration to UDI was shaped by a number of
factors both international and domestic in nature. As a firm believer in the close bilateral
relationship between Washington and London, LBJ naturally sought to aid Britain in
bringing down the the Rhodesian ‘rebels’ although he was wary of any attempt to play
more than a supportive role in a British colonial problem. The White House was also

aware of the need to retain U.S. prestige in black African especially given the increasing

* Rhodesia/Zambia Situation Report No.27 to Thomas C. Mann from Thomas W. McElhiney, February 26
to March 1 1966, “Rhodesia, Vol. 2 (3 of 3),” Country File, NSF, Box 97, LBJ Library, Rhodesia/Zambia
Situation Report N0.28 to Thomas C. Mann from Thomas W. McElhiney, March 2 1966, “Rhodesia, Vol. 2
(3 of 3),” Country File, NSF, Box 97, LBJ Library, Letter to President Johnson from Congressman
Durwood G. Hall, January 5 1967, Gen CO 250 Rhodesia, WHCF, Box 65, LBJ Library, Letter to
President Johnson from Congressman H.R. Gross, January 5 1967, Gen CO 250 Rhodesia, WHCF, Box 65,
LBJ Library, Memorandum for President Johnson from Edward K. Hamilton, August 16 1967, “Africa
General, Vol. 5 (2 of 3),” Country File NSF Box 77, LBJ Library, Memorandum to President Johnson from
Senator Frank E. Moss et al, American Policy on Africa, as attachment to letter to the President from U.S.
Senator Frank E. Moss, August 24 1967, “Africa General, Vol. 5 (2 of 3),” Country File NSF Box 77, LBJ
Library, Lake, The “Tar Baby’” Option, 116 and Horne, From the Barrel of a Gun, 84.
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power of the Afro-Asian bloc at the UN. Johnson was also conscious that UDI and
continued white minority rule in Rhodesia provided Moscow and Peking with an
opportunity to meddle in the affairs of Southern Africa.

On the domestic front, the Johnson Administration feared the impact that racial
conflict in Rhodesia would have on the still volatile field of American race relations. LBJ
himself also deeply opposed white supremacy on moral grounds regardless of whether it
was in the cotton fields of the southern states or the veld of Southern Africa. Johnson was
thus publicly critical of the Smith government and followed a policy designed to force an

end to the rebellion through diplomatic and economic pressure.

The road to UDI: LBJ backs the British stance

When LBJ took office in the fall of 1963 the Rhodesian problem was growing
rapidly in magnitude, indeed a CIA report described it as Britain’s ‘thorniest
decolonization problem to date’. A potential UDI held strategic, political, economic and
social repercussions not only for London and Salisbury but Washington too. As the crisis
developed the White House found itself increasingly emmeshed in a volatile situation that
was none of its making.*

The first indication of the growing gravity of the Rhodesian issue was the ousting
of Prime Minister Winston Field for failing to secure the goal of full independence. Field,
a comparative moderate by Rhodesian Front (RF) standards had come under increasing
criticism from his party for not taking a firm enough stance during negotiations with

Britain. In December 1963, the CIA warned that unless the British gave further

*® CIA Special Report: Breakup of the Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland. December 27 1963,
“Rhodesia, Vol. 1 (3 of 3),” Country File, NSF, Box 97, LBJ Library.
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concessions to Field during negotiations then he would be removed and this would
increase the chances of a UDI.*

In January 1964, Field travelled to London for talks with British Prime Minister
Alec Douglas-Home. It had been made clear to him by the RF caucus that he must give
an ultimatum to the British that it was impossible for Rhodesia to continue in its present
status if the other two states of the Central African Federation obtained independence. He
also stated that he would not countenance a turnover of power to Africans but would
consider some minor changes in franchise and end discriminatory legislation. The British
responded that they were not prepared to precipitate a Commonwealth crisis by granting
independence merely based on minor franchise alterations. In early April, the RF reacted
by demanding the resignation of Field and on April 14 he resigned as prime minister.*’

The new leader was lan Douglas Smith, the former finance minister and the first
Rhodesian born prime minister. Smith despite a humourless demeanor and unsmiling
countenance nevertheless possessed a disarming charm and engaging public modesty. His
local roots made him less susceptible to the British viewpoint and inclined him to a more
parochial and Rhodesian centric worldview.

An official British biographical note described Smith as a ‘simple minded,

politically naive, and uncomprehending character’ but also observed that he often

“® CIA Special Report: Breakup of the Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland. December 27 1963,
“Rhodesia, Vol. 1 (3 of 3),” Country File, NSF, Box 97, LBJ Library, Telegram from American Consulate
General Salisbury to Secretary of State, April 13 1964, “Rhodesia, Vol. 1 (1 of 3),” Country File, NSF, Box
97, LBJ Library and Watts, Rhodesia’s Unilateral Declaration of Independence, 17.

*" Telegram from American Consulate General Salisbury to Secretary of State, April 13 1964, “Rhodesia,
Vol. 1 (1 of 3),” Country File, NSF, Box 97, LBJ Library, Notes for the record Monday January 27 1964
meeting between Winston Field and the Prime Minister PREM 11/5023, National Archives, London and
Outward Telegram from Commonwealth Relations Office 8 February 1964 PREM 11/5023 National
Archives, London and Watts, Rhodesia’s Unilateral Declaration of Independence, 18-19.

“® Trevor Royle, Winds of Change: The End of Empire in Africa, (London: John Murray, 1996), 238, Good,
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possesses a ‘shrewder assessment of a particular situation than at first appears on the
surface and he should not be under-rated.” In his memoirs, Smith himself commented
that; ‘For the first time in its history the country now had a Rhodesian-born PM, someone
whose roots were not in Britain, but in Southern Africa, in other words, a white
African.”*

In Washington, the U.S. Government viewed with grave concern the developments
in Rhodesia. The State Department considered the cabinet crisis of Field as wiping out
any moderation in the RF and heightening the chances of a UDI. State therefore advised
interested embassies to inform host governments that the U.S. was troubled by recent
events but also emphasize that direct responsibility for Rhodesia lay with the British
Government.®

The State Department also issued instructions to the U.S. Consul General in
Salisbury, Paul McClelland, to maintain only the minimum necessary contact with the
new Rhodesian Government. McClelland shared the anxiety of officials in Washington
over the increased prospect of a UDI but also noted that Smith himself faced a limited

time frame to attain the elusive goal of independence or he too could face a coup by

extremists from within the RF.%!

*® Confidential Biographical Note of lan Smith September 1964 PREM 11/5040, National Archives,
London and Smith, Bitter Harvest, 67.
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Country File, NSF, Box 97, LBJ Library and Telegram from American Consulate General Salisbury to
Secretary of State, June 16 1964, “Rhodesia, Vol. 1 (1 of 3),” Country File, NSF, Box 97, LBJ Library.

41



Over the following months relations between London and Salisbury continued to
deteriorate. The decision of Douglas-Home to exclude Rhodesia from participation in the
Commonwealth Prime Minister’s Conference and refusal to meet with Rhodesian African
Chiefs engaged in a tour of Europe was met with anger in Salisbury. In September,
during negotiations with Smith in London, the British also rejected a proposition for an
indaba or council meeting of African Chiefs and Headmen as an adequate representation
of African opinion on independence.>

On October 15, the Labour Party led by Harold Wilson triumphed over the
Conservatives in the British General Election. The Labour victory stimulated further
anxiety in the white Rhodesian community due to repeated publicly stated opposition to
independence on the basis of the 1961 Constitution and insistence on majority rule. New
Commonwealth Secretary Arthur Bottomley moved quickly to reaffirm that the British
Government did not recognize an indaba as sufficient and it would not send observers to
such a meeting.*®

Smith, however, was determined to prove, albeit 