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Namibia: Any Hope for Future Settlement?
C.E. Okpalefe*

Introduction

The conflict of what is today known as Namibia is rooted in many years of his-
tory. Like the rest of Africa, Namibia was enveloped by the expanding European col-
onialism of the 19th century. To be Precise: by the year 1884, German campaigns for
the control of the territory were completed and Namibia formally become a colony
in Sepember of that year, when it was proclaimed a German Protectorate.

Thirty years thereafter, in 1914 (the eruption of World war I,caused by Euro-
pean colonial rivalries amongst others), a new phase was to begin in Namibia’s his-
tory. In that war, South African forces, with the support of the British, engaged the
German forces in the territory, defeating the latter in 1915. From then on to 1919,
South Africa ruled Namibia as its newly acquired colony. After the war, in 1919, the
question arose of what to do with the conquered territories and, in particular, with
the German colonies that had been seized by Japan, France, Britain and the Domin-
ions. Namibia, after having been seized by South Africa (a Dominion) was therefore
affected by this question. The Paris Peace talks which were convened to discuss
post—war peace terms and fashion out the League of Nations, has on its agenda the
issue of the seized territories. This issue witnessed divergent perspectives of opinion
and proposals, ranging from complete annexation to complete internationalization.
At the end of the talks, a compromise solution known as the mandates system was
hammered out. Namibia thus became a class C mandate under the administration of
Britain and South African with the latter acting.

Although the idea behind the League’s mandates system was to ensure a prog-
ressive development of the mandate towards self—determination, Namibia, like
many other mandates, could not achieve independence before the outbreak of
World War IL. The aftermath of the war, in 1945, was to witness the emergence of the
United Nations and the transformation of the mandates system into the trusteeship
system. But for Namibia, unlike for many other mandates, the process of transition
from the mandate system to trusteeship ended up in a discord that was to make a last-
ing impact on it. An age—long desire by the Union of South Africa to incorporate
Namibia in the Union led to the former’s refusal to sign a trusteeship agreement for
the territory. In spite of the many advisory opinions and legal judgements by the
I.C.J., and the many United Nations resolutions and international pressures not-
withstanding, South Africa refused to quit Namibia.

Frustrated by South Africa’s intransigence to all the good intentions of the
United Nations, the Namibians have had to take up arms to liberate their country
from the yoke of colonialism. Serfontein™ states that the first clashes between
SWAPO fighters and South African security forces took place at Ovambo on August
26, 1966. This was just over a month after the July 18, 1966 controversial ruling by the
I.C.J., the climax of the frustrations suffered by the Namibians.
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Namibia has, since then, remained a hot—bed of international politics, of not:

‘just SWAPO versus South Africa but involving a host of other actors (the Western

nations, the Transnational Corporations, etc.) acting to maximize their interests or:

at least maintain existing interests, which are mainly economic, strategic and politi-
cal. Giving a sound description of the Namibian situation, Itsejuwa Sagay says:

No other single issue has aroused so much passion and controversy and occupied the

attention of the international community as much as the issue of Namibia. ... the dispute..

which has been a subject of four advisory opinions and two judgementsof the I.C.J.; and
of well over a hundred resolutions of the General Assembly and Security Council of

UN, remains the longest, the most intractable, and pote&tially one of the most danger- .

~ ous unresolve problems of the international community.

Conflict begets settlements; this article takes a critical look at the major settle-
ment attempts that have been made on Namibia and examines what hopes there are
for future settlement.

TURNHALLE

‘The Turnhalle Constitutional Conference is perhaps worthy of consideration

here as the first major settlement effort even though it was internal and sponsored by -

Pretoria, an interested party in the Namibian conflict.

It all began on September 14, 1974 when du Plessis, leader of the National Party
in Namibia and also Minister of Community Development in the south African Gov-
ernment, issued a historical document at a press conference in Windhoek. The docu-
ment stated that the Head of the Committee of the Party, then meeting in Windhoek,
has decided that the time was opportune for the whites in the Territory to take posi-
tive action and hold talks with members of other population groups with a view of
reaching an agreement about the future. Just two months later, on November 20,
1974, the National Party leader in the Territory’s Legislative Assembly, Mr. Dirk
Mudge, in an important policy statement to the all—white and all—Nationalist
18—man Legislative Assembly, explained that the whites were “extending the hand
of friendship” to the “non—whites” and would invite them “to work together with us
in.a political dispensation in which there will be room for all. They must accept
responsibilities together with us. Prejudice and hate must be removed”’.> These were
the preliminary talks that laid the foundation for the Pretoria—sponsored Turnhalle
Constitutional Conference. :

This settlement effort initiated by the Union Government did not reflect a vol-

untary change of heart by the latter. The move was induced by the then

26—year—long international condemnations and pressures that Pretoria received on
the Namibian question, coupled with the reprisals in a protracted guerrilla warfare
which SWAPO began in 1966. :

However, by September 1, 1975, the conference was called into session in Win-
dhoek after much argument on the question of representation. According to the con-
venor, the conference was designed to represent all the ‘people’, which meant that
delegates were to be selected only as representatives of their ethnic nationalities.
This policy of representation automatically disqualified SWAPO and SWANU from

-Tepresentation unless they were willing — as of course they were not - to seek selec-

tion as delegates of a particular ethnic group. Not only were Namibians to be rep-
resented tribally, representation was also made compulsory. Thus, according to
Landis, when the Damara Advisory Council and the Damara Tribal Executive at the
behest of their people refused to participate, 26 hitherto unheard—of ‘Damara lead-
ers’ were recruited by the Damara United Front (itself a new organization allegedly
created by the South African Secret Police) to represent the homeland at Turnhalle. *
Predictably, this ethnically. based mode of representation was unequivocally
criticized and rejected by SWAPO.

When eventually the conference sat, there were some 130 delegates (the official
figure was later given as 150)° in attendance. The nature and composition of the con-
ference, it must be emphasized, was enough to predict the outcome, which was,
indeed, what the Pretoria government wanted it to be. Most of the black delegates
were chiefs or notables on the public pay—roll, some were teachers or civil servants
also dependent on the government. Many were unable to adequately understand or
speak Afrikaans, the working language of the conference, and required interpreters.
None had any sophisticated parliamentary experience, and few had dealt with whites
in other than a subordinate—superior relationship.” Notable among the white dele-
gates in attendance were Dirk Mudge, Eben van Zijl and A.H. du Plessis, and on the
black side were Chief Clemens Kapuuo of the Hereros and Pastor Cornelius Ndjoba,
Prime Minister of Ovamboland.

Chief Kapuuo created a stir when he brought a white American lawyer, Stewart
Schewartz, described as a constitutional expert, to the conference. But after some
wrangling, a compromise was reached allowing him to attend the conference as a
constitutional and legal adviser; he was not to join in the conference discussions with
the delegation. After having observed Chief Kapuuo, a number of other black
groups indicated that they, too, would like legal advice. Rather than face the risk that
unknown and aggressive counsel might be chosen by them, conference officials
arranged to supply counsel to any group that requested it. The lawyers, who were
paid by the South African government indirectly through the homeland authorities,
were all South Africans; most of them had préviousl); represented their government
against Namibia’s interests before the World Court.

Once these problems were solved, the Conference went into serious delibera-
tions. When it adjourned, iess than two weeks after it went into session, thus marking
it as the first session, the Conference produced a Declaration of Intent. The Declara-
tion committed the Conference to draw up, within three years, a constitution that
Wwas to pave the way for some form of independence at a later date. Other matters
were put on the agenda of the first session of the Conference but most could not be
discussed. Before the Conference was adjourned on November 10, Committees of
Inquiry were appointed to submit recommendations on education, social uplift,
economic development and employment practices. The setting up of these commit-
tees was seen as important, as some delegates had argued that changes in these
aspects of life, especially for the blacks, were basic to the success of any indpendence
arrangement.

The Conference resumed for the second session on November 10, 1975, but'this
was preceded by a bitter internal clash in the National Party hiera.rchy. The schism,
which principally was between Mr. A.H. du Plessis and Mr. Dirk Mudge., arose
mainly from the latter’s too ‘moderate’ views as well as his increased popularity with




the ‘non—white’ delegates. This second sessioon ended abruptl

although it was scheduled for three weeks. It was, indeed, alpmz;lee:oﬁﬁ ¥at31‘:fr: ?rllsé
produced few positive results. All major points on the agenda, including the nding of
discrimination in all fields and the development of a new social, political and
economic order, were referred to four committees. ;

The Conference went through two further sessions: the thi i i
began on March 2, 1976, and lasted for three weeks and the fohulrrtclll :zzzli?)ﬁ :vvgll:::g
started June 2, 1976 and lasted only three days. It was, however, during the third ses-
sion that a special 35—man committee was apppointed, on March 19, 1976. The job
of the committee, known as the Constitutional Committee, was to ’draft .constitu-
tional guidelines for the Turnhalle Conference. The Committee, headed by Mr
Mudge as chairman, met briefly in April, then for several days at the end of May I;
Alllg;iba lengthy three—week session in June and resumed its discussions on August- 34

With tight time—constraints, punctuated by sharp public criticisms and tempo-
rary walkouts, the committee finally produced a short statement of principles on
Aug1.1st 18, 1976. It was described in the media as a ‘promise’ of independence for the
Temt9w b_y december 31, 1978, as a unitary state. The latter ‘promise’ ostensibl
com.plled with repeated General Assembly and Security Council demands that Soutl);
‘Afnca. preserve the national unity and territorial integrity of Namibia agn Assessing the
promise’, Landis noted that the statement did not constitute a promise or agreement
of any sort wpatsoever and that “it was at best a statement of the wishes and hope;
of one committee, which has not even been approved by the conference plenary”
The South Afncan government, which officially had no role in any of the discussior.ls
— whatever its role behind the scenes — was not bound by statements of the commit-
tee oIr e\;len byddecisions of a plenary session of the conference.%

_ Inthe end, the Committee came up with a constitution tha -
hsfhec.l a form of democratic multi—ethnic federation for Namilt)il:x‘.lrlp}(r)llélt::l lt}t;:szgg-
stitution th.ere would be a National Assembly of tribal leaders and representatives
reglonal tribal governments and racially divided town councils. There was also tc;
exist an Administrator—General and an advisory council which later become known
as the C01'1nci_l of Ministers. These constitutional provisions were merely cosmetic as
the constitution made no basic attempt to change the exploiter—exploited and
superior—subordinate structural base of Namibia’s political economy. This latter
argument was well articulated in Landis’ analysis of the draft Turnhalle éonstitution
She came up with the following conclusions: ‘ !
1. that it did not ensure national unity and territorial integration, but rather pre-
3 :ﬁ;:ei(ti 1; dairrl:lct:l\;eg ree);teerr‘l/dgdﬂ: flt'iagmentation of Namibia into bantustans;

. b / . g e
! thron:lgh K My i:ﬂ u: nf::)t? dominance of whites in Namibia (and
. :218:1 1gsh ‘::istl::lcl(l:gelll)ilste(:j ?Zz\gde meaningful protection for even the few fundamen-

4. thatit did not provide for any popular participation in the interim government. 1

y Pesplte Tur_nhallf:=,’§ pnacceptability both for Namibia and the outside world and
despite t.he massive cn_t1c1sms and condemnations it received from SWAPO and the
International community, South Africa, persistently and doggedly pursuing its pol-
icy, went ahead and organized elections in December 1978. The elections which were

characterized by widespread intimidation and chaos and boycotted by SWAPO and
some other political bodies in Namibia, saw the emergence of a loose grouping called
the Democratic Turnhalle Alliance (DTA) as the government party. Dirk Mudge,
who had been very much involved in every stage of the Turnhalle arrangement and
was head of the DTA, predictably became the leader of government in Namibia.
This was South Africa’s sponsored internal arrangement for the December 1978 ‘in-
dependence’ of Namibia.

Significantly, because of Turnhalle’s defects and lop—sidedness, its lack of

_popular acceptance and its world—wide condemnation, South Africa sadly declared

that the Turnhalle arrangement was merely an interim solution pending an interna-
tionally accepted settlement. This, therefore, leads to the next stage of this analysis,
the external settlement efforts, in which a critical examination of the UN Western

Plan shall be undertaken.

UN — WESTERN PLAN

On instructions from our Government we have the honour'to transmit to you a proposal
for the settlement of the Namibian situation and to request that it be circulated as a

document of the Security Council.
The objective of our proposal is the independence of Namibia in accordance with resol-

ution 385 (1976), adopted unanimously by the Security Council on }9 January 1976. We
are continuing to work towards to implementation of the proposal

"ll;hese were the words in a two paragraphed letter of 10th April, 1978, signed by the
Representatives of Canada, France, Federal Republic of Germany, the UK and
the US, and addressed to the President of the Security Council. The proposal con-
veyed by this letter is today popularly referred to as ‘the Western Proposal’, ‘the UN
Plan’ and/or ‘the Contact Group Initiative’. These titles stand for the same docu-
ment. However, the negotiation of this proposal dates back to 1976 when the Tur-
nhalle arrangement was still in process. In the diplomatic offensive initiated in 1976
prior to the drawing up of the proposal, the above named five Western nations, tag-
ged ‘the Contact Group’, acted as go—between for the Pretoria government,
SWAPO and the black African states in the sub—region. Although there were initial
obstacles, the concessions which were later made by the interested parties resulted
in the drawing up of the settlement proposal, which has since defied implementation
because of certain unresolved issues and logistics problems.

The Western Proposal stipulated the following:

(1). In accordance with Security Council resolution 385 (1976), free elections will be
held for the whole of Namibia as one political entity to enable the people of Namibia
to freely and fairly determine their own future. The elections will be held under the
control and supervision of the United Nations.

(2). Elections will be held to select a Constituent Assembly which will adopt a Con-
stitution for an independent Namibia. The Constitution will determine the organiza-
tion and powers of all levels of government. Every adult Namibian will be eligible,
without discrimination or fear of intimidation from any source, to vote, campaign
and stand for election to the Constituent Assembly. Voting will be by secret ballot,
with provisions made for those who cannot read or write.




In September 1978, the UN Security Council (Resolution 435) adopted the
Western plan for eléctions in Namibia, which were to be supervised by the UN. To
implement this proposal, a time—table'” was drawn up, which began with the
appointment of a United Nations Special Representative, who was to be responsible
for the organization of the elections in Namibia. In J anuary 1979, a UN team visited
Namibia to work out a detailed plan for a ceasefire, a necessaq{ condition for the
elections. March 15, 1979, was given as the date for a ceasefire. > In March, 1979,
‘proximity talks’ between the Western Five, South Africa, UN and SWAPO were
held in New York to work out details of the ceasefire plan.

Immediately before the March 15, 1979, ceasefire was to take place in Namibia,
South Africa refused to participate because it objected to the presence of liberation
forces within the country. Once again, peace was threatened. This action by South
Africa went to confirm what the UN Special Representative, Mr. Mrti Ahtisaari said
after his team’s tour of Namibia in 1978. He stated:

“It will be a long time before we cgp created the atmosphere that would guarantee a free
and fair election in the territory”

In an effort to resolve the ceasefire Statement, the late President Augustino
Neto of Angola, in August 1979, suggested a Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) along its
border with Namibia, that is, a fifty—kilometer DMZ on either side of the Ango-
lan—Namibian border to be patrolled by UN forces."’ This was meant to assure
South Africa that SWAPO would not infiltrate into Namibia from Angola. Although
Pretoria accepted the idea after appeals from the US and UK diplomats in the UN,
South Africa frustrated its implementation by insisting on having twenty military
bases within the zone. As the crisis dragged on, the Western nations proposed the
November 12—15, 1979 summit at Geneva to discuss Namibia. The participants
would be the five Western nations, SWAPO, the South A frican government, and the
five frontline states (Angola, Zambia, Botswana, Tanzania and Mozambique). The
South African government refused to appear unless DTA members also were rep-
resented. This condition was not accepted. The stall, thus, continued. Meanwhile,
on the home front, SWAPO — Pretoria attacks and counter—attacks had been step-
ped up.

As 1979 moved into 1980, the situation in Namibia did not change in any positive
way. In fact, by September 1980, Proteria had introduced another obstacle which
supposedly questioned the impartiality of the UN to administer fair elections in
Namibia. Hopes for a peaceful settlement were raised again when, by October 1980,

as a result of continued diplomatic pressures from the internatinal community, Pre-
ton'a agreed to an all—sides meeting. Consequently, an all—parties conference, to be
f:halred by the UN was arranged to be held in Geneva on J anuary 7, 1981. This time,
it Was agreed that internal political parties in Namibia — namely, the DTA directed
by Dirk Mudge — would sit at the same table with SWAPO negotiators. The Repub-

put on the agenda, to avoid further areas of disagreements by South African officials.

Instead, it was 'ilgreed that the peace plan and other practical proposals would figure
on the agenda. i

6

Waldheim, on the first day of the Conference, called for a firm agreement on a
cease%e date that would open the way to Namibia’s independence by the end pf
1981.“" In the event, Waldheim’s call for a ceasefire agreement was to be short—cir-

cuited by the United States moves in Southern Africa. Thus, as the talks continued,

most elementary step towards a ceasefire became impossi‘ble. The confer-
2:’12 ;l::ied on January g, 19g1, without any meaningful accord being reached. Thg
new hope that had emerged just prior to this conference soon became oyerwltlt::lm_e
by gloom on January 13, and thereafter. To many a SWAPO sympathn'zer, EI gz—
ture was to become even more gloomy with the change of government in the i il
the controller of the Western bloc. Jimmy Carter’s administration was being
replaced by the right—wing hardliner, President Ronald Re'agan who, no s?oq::lrl
than he was inaugurated, launched his policy'of ‘c:onstructlve engagement v:nr
South Africa. Today, many observers on Namibla. cl_anm that the Reagz.m adnzlhms a-
tion has made Pretoria more obstinate and unrealistic over the resolution of the con-
i l;otuht‘;l'lzgtt:grl};as continued to engage in a series of stal!ing tactif:s, the mos‘:
dramatic of which include the insistence on President. Reagan’s first raised degiu}n
for the withdrawal of the 25,000 strong Cuban troops in Ang_ola, as a pre—con tlog
for elections in Namibia. Pretoria’s claim to Walvis Bay is still very much hammere:
on. South Africa is now also demanding for elections based on one man, two yote;:
as a condition. All these demands did achieve the goal for which they wer:l (}iemfg:ifeci
to stall the implementation of the Western proposal. Indeed, the Proposal has

to bring about a peaceful settlement.

ANALYSIS

As was outlined above, both the Turnhalle (intgrnal) and the Western Pllan (g{-
ternal) settlement arrangements, as far, have failed to successfully ai;e‘si?? ;/l: i :
Namibia conflict. The question now needs to be asked: Why have tl’ng faile i u11>ans
viding answers to this question, it will be revealed how the actors interest g
affected their set expectations and demands and consequently, their manoueuv.

ili ing the settlement talks and activities. _ ' _
blht);\d:rriltlilcgal look at the Turnhalle clarifies }nziw cer:iam aa;::; (l::;lhc;izngtﬁ:? : (533
Turnhalle) to produce in Namibia a post—independence sl e 7
ensure the continuity of their interests. For South Africa, a goverl :
pgndent Namibia, tgat would (1) grant sanctuary.alzd provgde: mxilta;ygl :s:lsat;;ﬁ l;l:
well as logistics support to the rival and ‘communist ANC inits s r:ﬁnuedgamss i
white minority regime in Pretoria and (2) deny it (South Africa) co el
Namibia’s cheap natural resources and other enormous economic g ,a A
be avoided. Only a puppet government could guarantee assmt-)alfih; ei PR
threats and Turnhalle was designed and tailored 'towards the establis i rare
government in Namibia. South Africa’s busine§s interests operating in ?lncl:lo o

also to continue to reap enormous €conomic gmﬁis un;i%ru i\;;l;; :ystem an )

ose their government’s sponsorship o gy
therelg):r-et’h(:ap{)ocal whjteg settler population, the enormous econolr;n? le;sr?:yagg
socio—political rights enjoyed in the pre—Turnhalle era lwcfm mr A
diminished by Turnhalle. In fact, if anything, the srqall leve ohpf)wec(,)nomic e
nhalle had given them, would enable them to increase their e




socio—political leverages. Turnhalle, it musi be observed, was not designed to trans-
fer political power to the blacks in an independent Namibia, but to allow the ‘sharing’
of power by the whites and blacks. Turnhalle could, therefore, not be objected to by
the white settler population.

Those who were to benefit from Turnhalle tactically paved the way for its matur-
ity by carefully ensuring that the composition of black representative.” to its con—
ference was such that it could not be vocal and radical enough as to kill it halfway. All
political parties, including SWAPO, were denied representation.

SWAPO, a very strong actor in the Namibian conflict, was completely removed
from the Turnhalle talks by the policy of representation adopted by the convenor. It
is also essential to observe that, even if SWAPO had been invited to send a represen-
tation to the conference, it would have refused on principle. For it to attend,
SWAPO, apart from other conditions, had demanded that talks should take place
under UN supervisions and their object should be free elections under UN control.
SWAPO had been undeniably committed to the total and genuine liberation of
Namibia, establishing a system that is free from neo—colonial manipulations. In fact,
the order that SWAPO intended to establish an indpendent Namibia was a complete
opposite of the objectives of Turnhalle. The sponsors of the Turnhalle settlement
talks were aware that SWAPO could not be bent into accepting a neo—colonial
order. Consequently, they adopted the tactics of by— passing SWAPO. The question
then arises: If Turnhalle was intended to bring about a peaceful resolution of the
Namibian conflict, could its peaceful settlement objective be said to be achievable
without the genuine participation of SWAPO? The answer is obvious. Any seftle-
ment arrangement that fails to enlist the interest and co—operation of SWAPO** is
doomed to fail. It was, therefore, not surprising that SWAPO was unequivocal in its

criticism and total rejection of the Turnhalle.

Another major group of actors on the Namibian scene, the Transnational Cor-
porations (TNC’s) never raised any objections to the Turnhalle arrangement. The
theoretical explanation for this behaviour is simple. If, as we have observed, Tur-
nhalle sought to establish an independent Namibia of a neo—colonial order, and
neo—colonialism guarantees the continued profitablity of foreign investments, it was
therefore logical for TNC'’s to covertly or overtly support Turnhalle.

Significantly, though, governments of the Western nations (whose interest it has
always been to support neo—colonial order in the Third World) criticized and
rejected Turnhalle. The explanation to this can also be easily understood. The rejec-
Fion of Turnhalle by the West is not because it didn’t want a neo—colonial order for
independent Namibia per se; rather, the rejection was predicated on the fact that the
West realized the futility of Turnhalle without the involvement of SWAPO. To the
West, a system that guaranteed their interests could be installed in Namibia through
some other arrangements and therefore, the uppopular Turnhalle could go. It is
against this background that all the efforts putin by the West to draw up the equally
unsucessful Western Proposals for the peaceful settlement of the Namibia situation
can be fully appreciated.

When taking a critical look at the Western Plan, laudable as it is, can it be said
that it was a realistic proposition, capable 02 meeting the fears, hopes and aspirations

of the key actors in the Namibian conflict? e ; .
Historically, the proposal originated during the administration of President Car-

ter of the United States, the hegenomic power of the West. As a man of peace, Car-
ter’s personality, coupled with Black American support dunpg his p.erlod in pffice,
may have influenced his administration’s undertaking of a diplomatic offenslve_ for
the formulation of the Western Plan, a policy proposa‘l th'at was ame_nable to Afnca}n
aspirations. For Carter, the Western Plan meant bringing apout independence in
Namibia with the blacks in control of government, but this should not be mis-

construed as a sell—out of Western interests. The thinking behind the Carter policy,

perhaps, was that it would still be possible for the West to do proﬁt?ble business in
Namibia, even under the leadership of the purportedly ‘pon}qlu t" SWAPO. The
experience in Zimbabwe where, as a result of situational reght;es, the goYemment
of Prime Minister Robert Mugabe could not carry out a socialist restructuring of the
economy (that would have had negative affect for Western economic Interests) must
have reinforced Cater’s policy. )

However, when the administration of President Ronald Reagan came mt.o place:
and Dr. Chester Crocker took over as Assistant Secretary of‘State for Africa, the.
Western Plan was viewed otherwise, namely as suicidal to the interests of the West.-
The new administration may have wanted to terminate further moves on the prop-
osal but the realization that such an action would have brought Rea.gan world—wide
criticism led to the adoption of an alternative policy, Qesigned basically to frustrate
the proposal. Reagan’s ‘constructive engagement’ policy in Southern Afnca as well
as his support for Cuban troops withdrawal from Angola as pre—ooxz:htlon for
Namibia’s independence, basically satisfy his “frustrate the Western Plan strategy.
The United States’ powerful and influential rule amongst otl.le.r Western nations,
coupled with their own desire to protect their interests in Namibia, made the rest of
the West toe Reagan’s line of action.

The West, during the Plan’s diplomacy, may have fooled the rest of the wor!d
into believing that it was genuinely committed to bringing_ about .mdeper‘n.dence in
Namibia, but what is happening between it and South Africa behind ‘the_ iron cur-
tains’ leaves this much to be doubted. For how can one reconcile the objectives of t.he
Western plan as opposed to the objectives of the US constructive er}gagemgnt policy
and the West’s veto of the Security Council’s radical anti—Pretoria sanctions (e. g
economic sanction and arms embargo)? To understand the failure of the proposa}l, it
must be realized that the West could never have been prevailed upon or pressppzed
into facilitating Namibia’s independence, particularly under uncertain condltl'ons.,
for this would have amounted to asking a Winston Churchill to preside over the liqui-
dation of the British empire.

South Africa, on its part, accepted the Western Proposal with some reserva-
tions, never really thinking that an in independent Namibia wquld emerge .Follo'w.m%
the Proposal’s implementation, it would continue to protect its economic, pohtxga.
and strategic interests in the Territory. This feeling by Pretoria was mtens1fietd by lt‘S
intelligence reports which confirmed that in the advent of any con}prel}enswe, fair
election SWAPO could win as much as 83% of the votes.?* Such a ssituation, for Pre-
toria, had to be avoided since SWAPO wguld most probably bring the spectre of a




red flag hanging over Windhoek, which in the Pretoria lexicon, would be unaccepta-
ble. To block the implementation of the proposal, Pretoria adopted a series of stal-
ling tactics, as have been mentioned earlier. Indeed, the South African delegation to
the fruitless Geneva Confere%e declared, at the close of the Conference that the
Western Plan was premature.” South Africa’s negotiations and demands during the
Western Proposal talks were largely unrealistic and one is forced to believe that the
time was not right for Pretoria to be realistic over the Namibian conflict. Probably,
when the stream of resistance in Pretoria has been exhausted, South Africa itself will,
covertly or overtly;-all for genuine negotiations to hands—off Namibia.

As to the local white settler population: their interests were not served by grant-
ing independence under a completely black leadership, particularly under SWAPO.
The Turnhalle experience had shown that they were only prepared to extend their
‘hand of friendship’ to the blacks or at best share power (not equally with the Blacks

.in Namibia. By their calculations, these were the only arrangements : and which Tur-

nhalle was about) that would enable them to maintain their privileged position. The
implementation of the Western Plan would, no doubt, have led to granting indepen-
dence to Namibia, with a government that would have been overwhelmingly black.
For the local white settler population, the Western Plan, therefore, was a negation
of their interests and, consequently, they must have put serious pressure on Pretoria
to forestal its implementaion. At one time, they were not certain whether Pretoria
would not succumb to international pressures, thereby allowing the implementation
of the Western Plan. This was before the last of the Western Plan Conferences was
held in Geneva, from January 7—13, 1981. In their lexicon: if the implementation
of the Western Plan cannot be forestalled, we can work to incorporate our interests
within the Plan. To achieve this latter option, the white settler group began to pres-
surize Pretoria into arguing for the representation of the DTA in Geneva. This was
achieved and the DTA was to sit at the same table with SWAPO negotiators. Com-
menting on this Conference, Woldring observed: !

The whole of the abortive Conference in Geneva in November 1979°0 was used by the

whites to draw the world’s attenttion to the existence of minority i’:}terests
which should be treated ‘on an equal footing’ with majority interests.

This observation gives backing to the argument that uncertainty drove the white set-
tler group to strive for an option that would ensure the incorporation of their
interests within the Western Plan. Since Geneva, however, the Western Plan for set-
tlement has gone into the cooler and this has, no doubt, created some happy feelings
among the local white settler population.

Mention must also be made of the TNC’s who, as actors on the Namibian scene,
must have expressed some concern over the Western Proposal. They are no less con-
cerned with what happens in future Namibia than the other actors already men-
tioned. Their basic interests have been to undertake profitable investments in
Namibia and they undoubtedly wanted on independent Namibia with political cli-
mate that would enable them to continue such profitable investments. Although the
intent behind the West was that the interest of the TNC’s would be protected, the
TNC’s were sceptical over what would happen if the implementation of the Western
Plan resulted in the establishment of SWAPO government in Namibia. The Plan had
no guarantee against this possible outcome' gnd, since SWAPQO’s ‘communist’ orien-

tation was seen as a threat to their investments, they (Fhe TNC’s) had no other opt.ion
than to join hands with South Africa and the local whlt.e settlers a'nd stall the realiza-
tion of the Western Plan. They have, therefore, goptmued to give support to Pre-
toria, in the form of clandestine supply of ammunitions anq economic support that
has enabled the latter to maintain its hold over Namibia. This states quo position, no
doubt, is very favourable to the protection of their (the TNC’s) investments and pro-
fitability.

Confident of winning the proposed United Nations supervised free and f.air elec-
tions, SWAPO calculated that it could, through the Western Plan, a_chleve for
Namibia what it had been trying to achieve through the use of a guerrilla armed
encounter. Therefore SWAPO accepted the Western Plan that was tf) lead' toa
United Nations supervised election in Namibia. However, South Africa’s obstinacy
had prevented its implementation.

CONCLUSION

Thus far, settlement efforts have failed to bring about the much desired change in
Namibia. Could one therefore say with any certainty that peaceful settlement to the
Namibia conflict is no longer possible?. If not, what hopes are there for future settle-
ent? .
b In games of settlement talks, like the Turnhalle and the \.Ves'tern Plan discussed
above, what is uppearmost in the mind of the interested parties is to ensure tl.lat‘the
outcome of the talks incorporates their interests. The maxmim of the actor is: ‘the
maximization of pay—offs and the minimization of losses’. An'd_, of course, thess: who
negotiate from a position of strength often try to dictate condlt.lons, to the detriment
of those who negotiate from a position of weakness. South African and SWAPO, the
two main actors, have always negotiated from a pos?tior_l c?f strength and weakness
respectively. This position has to be reversed and until this is dope, any future settle-
ment talks or arrangements will be questionnable and er}d in failure. . _
However, recent happenings both in Southern Africa and on the mt.ematlopal
scene are indicative of a ray of hope for the future. There has tfeen an impressive
expansion and intensification of the liberation struggle 9f the African N.atlonal an-
gress in South Africa itself. This is dividing the white tribe th'us destroying tt}e unity
which has been a source of strength in wars of conquest against the country’s black
population. This situation is complemented by the successes and ad\fances. qf the;
SWAPO liberation fighter in Namibia. On the international scene, t.he imposition o
economic sanctions by the West on South Africa appears to be .gammg'ground. This
was begun by the US Congress’s and Senate’s passing of a bill (earh.er vet.o'ed b)f'
right—wing hardliner, President Reagan) which strongly supports the imposition 0
harsh economic sanction on South Africa. Several international and local magazines
and newspapers report that some transnational business concerns ha\{e begun with-
drawing from South Africa. Although there is scepticism as to the sincerity of Fhe
West in the execution of these sanctions, there is a general agreement that a genuine
imposition of sanctions by the West would certainly weaken the strength of South
Africa. N
The continuity of these phenomena wmﬂd no doubt weaken the strengt




South Africa vis—a—vis the strength of those opposed to the forces of oppression,
domination and exploitation. When this bappens, like it did to Ian Smith’s UDI in
Zimbabwe, South Africa would then accept to negotiate a much more realistic
peaceful settlement with those oppesed to the overthrow of the status quo. A realiza-

tion of this hope is a possibility in the very near future.
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