


36 Managing Arms in Peace Processes: Rhodesia

monitors hostagein anger over alack of meat and threatened to "wipethem
out".® The danger of the PF abandoning the APs wholesale to gather
suppliesand probably never return threatened thewhol e peace process. The
CMF responded by amassiveairlift of essential supplies. Hundreds of tons
of supplieswere flown in and the crisis was averted.

The CMF aso sought to meet medical needs. Many PF were in a bad
physical conditionwith untreated or ineffectively treated wounds, and were
suffering from disease. Almost inevitably, the medical treatment they were
given helped foster a positive attitude toward the CMF. The CMF aso
treated huge numbers of civilians at APs, thus developing popular
perceptions of the CMF as benevolent.® At AP ROMEOQ, for example,
eventually as many as one hundred people aday would comefor treatment
from the Roya Air Force medical assistants.® Around 250,000 civilians
weretreated in all.** So effectivewasthispolicy that PF |eaderswent asfar
as saying that CMF doctors were:

... among themost powerful weaponsinthebattlefor guerrillas[sic] heartsand mi nds.®

5.2.2 Containment Mandate Violations

The cease-fire was consistently broken by both parties during the
mission, dashing hopes of a stable pre-election period - arguably a
prerequisite for successful demilitarization. The CMF attempted to defuse
these clashes, while at the same time avoiding physical involvement. This
involved adua policy of assurance (that both sideswere being effectively
monitored and that violations could be addressed in the CC) and diplomatic
pressure to refrain from provocative acts.

These methods were effective in anumber of instances. CMF Company
Base Teams (CBTYS) deployed with RSF companies on severa occasions
managed to dissuade them from provocative actions, and PF
commissioners and LOs at the prompting of the CMF went deep into the

8l Rice, op. cit., p.102.

8 Ministry of Defence video, London, " The Commonwealth Monitoring Force" (an account
of "Operation Agila"), SKC Productions, 1980.

8 Bailey, op. cit., p.20.

8 Ministry of Defence video, op. cit.

% Rice, op. cit., p.117.



Case Sudy 37

bush to persuade guerrillas to comply with the cease-fire agreement.
However, the RSF and the PF devel oped their own strategiesto manipul ate
the cease-fire arrangements. The PF within APs generally appeared to be
keento makethe AP arrangementswork. Violationsintermsof egressfrom
APs were frequently more the result of individua indiscipline - guerrillas
left to fish, to meet friends or to gather supplies - rather than a deliberate
attempt to flout containment. ZIPRA commanders, in fact, imposed severe
punishments on lapses of disciplinewithin the camps. It would appear that
at one AP the punishment for egressing was to be shot.* However, this
basic compliance did not apply at al APs-the ZANLA AP DELTA, for
example, saw constant guerrillamovement in and out to allegedly take part
inpolitical intimidation.’” TheMinistry of Foreign Affairsin Salisbury saw
this as the norm rather than the exception and warned on 29 January 1980
that persons moving in and out of APs were:

...cong gSered tobeinviolation of thetruce and [were] liableto be arrested and disarmed
or shot.

The PF policy regarding guerrillas kept outside the AP process was less
compliant. It led to confrontations between the PF and the RSF, who saw
them as acting unlawfully and liable to engagement. According to one
estimate, asmany as40% of ZANLA guerrillas(about 9-10,000 personnel)
may have remained outside the APsin Rhodesia during most of the cease-
fire period,® athough according to another estimate all but 1% of ZIPRA
guerrillas complied.® Furthermore, intelligence reports received by the
British suggested that between 22 December and 6 January, more than
3,000 ZANLA guerrillas had infiltrated into eastern Rhodesia from
Mozambique, thus contravening the Lancaster House agreement which
prohibited cross-border movements. A number of the guerrillas had not
goneinto camps and had hidden their armsin caches along the border.**

& Interview with a British monitor.

57 Rhoderick-Jones interview, op. cit.

8 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Salisbury, Weekly Background Briefings, Zimbabwe-Rhodesia,
29 January 1980.

% Rice, op. cit., p.161.

% There are conflicting estimates as to the numbers of ZIPRA guerrillas reporting to APs.
Legum, for example, maintains that Nkomo kept a substantial portion of his forcesin Zambia.
Le%um, op. cit., p.A20.

* Smith and Simpson, op. cit., p.180.
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RSF interventions were not solely confined to intercepting PF units
deliberately withheld from APs, but sometimes appeared to have the
purpose of provoking the PF. At one critical point the RSF surrounded the
PF Headquarterswith artillery and armoured vehicles. The PF wereon the
verge of withdrawing their guerrillasfrom APsin response when the CMF
successfully persuaded the RSF to withdraw. It was only prompt and
effective mediation by the CMF that averted aresumption of the fighting.
At AP BRAVO afirefight broke out, due to what the PF regarded as the
provocative siting of a RSF Observation Post only one hundred metres
outside the AP boundary.®> When the PF learned of its presence - it had
been covertly deployed for sometime- they attacked it, capturing weapons
and forcing the RSF to flee.

... [The PF] had proved the RSFwasflouting the cease-fireregul ations, and had concrete
evidence in the form of captured equipment.93

At least two breaches of the cease-fire were committed at ZANLA APsby
the security forces, the Australian Observer Group noted.*

Nor was the PF exempt from intimidatory activities. At one point the
Australian contingent at AP ECHO was surrounded by PF armed with
mortars, machine guns and rocket-propelled guns. The CMF also had to
contend with the possibility of clashes between ZANLA and ZIPRA, who
were sometimes cantoned in common APs. According to one CMF officer,
ZIPRA and ZANLA felt asmuch hatred for each other asthey did towards
the RSF.% Shortly before the cease-fire, ZIPRA and ZANLA units had in
fact been fighting each other in the vicinity of the Midlands town, Gwelo,
and in the south-west near Beitbridge. Both sides, then, violated the
containment principle® However, the CMF was less able to maintain
containment with respect to the RSF. Because of the Lancaster House
secret arrangements, the CMF was serioudly constrained in its task of

2 The Black Watch Archives, op. cit., p.9.

% After thisincident the monitors at AP BRAVO mounted joint patrols as a precautionary,
confidence-building measure. The Black Watch Archives, op. cit., p.9.

% The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, op. cit., p.127.

% Rhoderick-Jones interview, op. cit.

% In Acland's opinion, the majority of the incidents in the vicinity of APs were the

responsibility of the RSF, and the mgjority in the countrysidethat of ZANLA. Aclandinterview,
op. Cit.
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monitoring the RSF. It isalleged that " some 65% of auxiliaries escaped any
effective surveillance",”” while specia forces such as the Special Air
Service and the Selous Scouts were not permitted to be monitored. The
monitoring of the Roya Rhodesian Air Force was less than complete as
monitorswere not permitted to board flights and had to confine themselves
to observing thewithdrawal of weaponsfromarmouries. Infact, Rhodesian
aircraft overflew APsonanumber of occasions, leading guerrillasto egress
or fire upon them.® During Lancaster House the PF had unsuccessfully
called for all combat aircraft to be grounded.”

The CMF was aso dependent on the Rhodesians in areas such as
logistics, supplies, and communications, which further limited its scopeto
be confrontational. As aresult, the CMF had to use persuasion to modify
the behaviour of the RSF. In this it was only partialy successful, as
relations between the Rhodesian High Command - COMOPS - and the
CMF command were poor.

At best COMOPS perceived the CMF asa minor nuisance and at worst astraitors who
undermined the white Rhodesian cause.

On the ground and at an operational level relations were perhaps better.'™

While there were a number of instances of Rhodesian cooperation with
the CMF and the development of trust, there was frequently a perception
within the CMF that the RSF were holding back information or
cooperation. Acland formed the view that:

The RSF were far more devious than the PF in this respect - they deliberately kept
information back from us, particularly early on. 12

 Martyn Gregory, "Zimbabwe 1980: Politicisation through Armed Struggle and Electoral
Mobilization", Journal of Commonwealth and Comparative Palitics, val. 19, no. 1, March 1981,
p.87.

% Rice, op. cit., p.123.

% Patriotic Front Statement, "' Disposition of the Forces and the Commonwealth Force", op.
cit., p.2.

10 Rice, op. cit., p.129.

101 A Signals Officer in Rhodesia commented:

From the start, the Rhodesiansin every field could not have been more willing and helpful .... Indeed, it would be

atotal understatement to say that without their willingness to help and the Rhodesian "fix-it" approach to life,

"Oéperation Agila" would have been an impossible task.

102 Acland interview, op. cit.
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At JOC Hurricane, for example, itsCMF commander Brig Rhoderick-Jones
came to realize that while he had free access to dl parts of the Rhodesian
Headquarters and its Operations Room, there were Rhodesian operations
being kept secret from him. Most notably, he discovered that anillicit eite
Field Force made up from the Rhodesian Light Infantry was being
helicoptered around his JOC to confront guerrillas.® It was also clear that
specia forces like the Selous Scouts were carrying out a "destabilizing
exercise”" through attempted assassinations. After aseries of warningsand
aninsistence on extrabriefingsthe situation improved in Hurricane, but the
monitors had minimal powersto enforce their will:

We were in no position to check everything that was happening. We wanted to put
monitors in the field with the Rhodesians, but this was not permitted. | would have
ideally liked to have seen every unit a company level monitored 24 hours aday.104

Part of the reason for RSF non-compliance was their profound mistrust
of the PF'sintentions. According to Rhoderick-Jones:

The Rhodesians deduced any large group of PFto be upto no good - likekilling farmers.
Their attitude was they had to be intercepted and killed before they could do any
damage.105

The PF developed their own responses to lessen their vulnerability. In
many APs the PF heavily fortified their positions by digging in, posting
sentries around the perimeter, and deploying anti-aircraft weapon systems
to protect against air attacks. They al so sometimes occupied the Skm buffer
zones that were established around some APs'® A further strategy
developed by the PF wasto use the CMF as ahuman shield - making sure
it would be hit first in the event of a RSF attack on APs.

The unsatisfactory nature of containment left the CMF in a highly
vulnerable position with a GPM G congtituting its main means of defence.
The GPMG's purpose was to initially contain any PF attack and allow for
atactical retreat. In the event of aretreat from an AP, the monitors would

103 Rhoderick-Jones interview, op. cit.

104 |bid.

15 |bid.

106 The Black Watch Archives, op. cit., p.8.
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have called upon RSF protection. How effectivethiswoul d have been some
monitors question. At AP FOXTROT, Mg T.C.R.B. Purdon noted:

... we were very concerned about our own safety. The nearest Rhodesians ... were 30
minutes away by road and ... were lucky to be 60 strong. We had the impression that
they were more concerned with their own safety against 6,000 PF than worrying about
50 Brits.

In the event of a RSF attack, which some monitors did not discount,
particularly from the Selous Scouts who were regarded as anti-CMF, the
CMF would have been extremely vulnerable. In fact, neither the RSF nor
the PF fired directly at monitors on the ground during the mission,
according to Acland.®

At the heart of the containment problem was the profound lack of a
critical psychological "meeting point” between the RSF and the PF until the
very end of the mission. Thiswas exemplified in the relations between the
PF LOsand the RSF. An officer in the Rhodesian army who dealt with the
L Os complained that he found them "a closed book™:

We had cometo an agreement and we had to discuss the details, but they were not even
prepared to discuss them. We felt this mistrust was unreasonabl el®

07" pyrdon, op. cit.
108 Acland interview, op. cit.
109 | nterview with an officer who served in Rhodesia.
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5.2.3 External Intervention and Factional " In-Fighting"

The containment process - and indeed the whole peace process - could
have been subverted by the various external linkages that the PF and the
RSF had developed during the civil war, and which had aready, as
mentioned above, deadlocked the Lancaster House talks at a critical
juncture. South African military involvement in Rhodesa was
longstanding. By 1967 there were already units of the South African army
operating with the Rhodesians aong the Rhodesian border with Zambia,
and ZAPU had aso formed linkswith South African ANC who penetrated
into Rhodesia.™*® In addition, ZANU was cooperating with Tanzanian and
FRELIMO forces. The threat that these externa forces posed was
considerable. If the RSF believed that "illicit" forces from the FLS were
operating in Rhodesiait would give the RSF further rationales for leaving
bases and seeking to engage these forces, with the risk of the PF getting
involved. The PF feared that the South Africans might take part in attacks
on APs. FRELIMO and Tanzaniantroopswerewithdrawnin January 1980.
However, the potentia for conflict remained withthe ANC till inRhodesia
and ZIPRA troops being held in readiness outside of Rhodesia:

ZAPU ... had over 5,500 guerrillasmoveinto the APs, together with South African ANC
cadres with asmaller mix floating in the Bulawayo areawhile leaving alarger force of
some 6-8,000 still posed across the Zambian border. 1t

During the containment period the worst fears of the CMF were not
realized. None of the externa parties appear to have made maor
interventions designed to wreck the containment process. Nevertheless,
South African involvement was substantial and provocative in the eyes of
the PF. In addition to the units guarding the Beitbridge route in the south,
which were there to safeguard an escape route for South Africans and
Rhodesiansand possibly to facilitate South African interventioninthe case
of Rhodesian military set-backs, there were dso individua South African
soldiers and sub-units attached to Rhodesian army units. Furthermore,
South African helicopter pil otswereferrying special Rhodesian Field Force
units in South African helicopters.

10 pumiso Dabengwa, op. cit., pp.27-28.
11 Martin Rupiah, op. cit., p.2.
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The possibility that internal clasheswithin the PF between ZANLA and
ZIPRA might derail containment also existed. There had been considerable
tensionsbetween ZAPU and ZANU throughout much of thecivil war. Both
parties, and their military wings, had significant differences in terms of
ideology, political organization, and military methods. During thewar they
had clashed a number of times and attempts to present a united front, such
as the Zimbabwe People's Army (ZIPA) earlier in the 1970s, had broken
down. Indeed, it isalleged that as ZIPA began to collapsein 1975, ZIPRA
elements were shot in cold blood by ZANLA forces in Mozambique and
Tanzania™? The noticeably different military tactics of the two PF wings
werealso asourceof tension, with ZIPRA being accused of holding alarge
portion of its forces outside Rhodesia - it was suspected by some to
challenge ZANLA at alater state - and leaving ZANLA to do the bulk of
the fighting. Although this view of radicaly differing tactics has been
challenged recently,™® the possibility existed of clashes between ZANLA
and ZIPRA in joint camps, or of asplitin the aliance.

There were aso divisions within the Rhodesian military and security
services. The 20,000 strong unit of auxiliarieswasregarded by many asthe
personal army of Muzovewa and as only partly under RSF control, while
the special forces appeared to have alarge measure of independence. With
conflicting and ambivalent attitudes existing within the Rhodesian High
Command, there was ample scope for incons stent responses to the cease-
fire.

5.2.4 External Pre-Election Violence

Externa cease-fire violations - violations not connected with the
Separation process - condtituted a further serious impediment to
demilitarization. The CMF could do little to contain RSF and PF pre-
election violence intended to intimidate or influence voters in the
forthcoming elections. Flower described the CMF in this context as:

... litttlemorethan agesture of precariousBritish responsibility, utterly ineffectiveagainst
the widespread intimidation which continued unobserved around it. 14

12 Dumiso Dabengwa, op. cit., p.35.
13 Ngwabi Bhebe and Terence Ranger (eds), op. cit., p.7.
14 Flower, op. cit., p.253.
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The CMF had been concelved to operate at APsand bases, not onthe more
expansive basis required to tackle nationwide political violence. Indeed,
privately it was admitted that aforce of 5-7,000 - somewhat nearer thesize
of force the PF wanted (allegedly around 10,000 personnel) - could have
acted moreeffectively to managethe APsand prevent cease-fireviolations,
but this would have added to costs and administration.*”

External pre-election violence and the inability of the CMF to contain it
negatively impacted upon the peace process. As a consequence of the
CMF'slimited mandate and numbers, the Governor was compelled to rely
on the Rhodesians to police the cease-fire, thus undermining equality of
status and damaging his relationship with the PF. The critical challenge
posed by the cease-fire violations came to a head with the attempts of
Rhodes an specia forcesto assassinateMugabe. At least two attemptswere
made to kill Mugabe in grenade and mine attacks, which the CMF
determined to be the work of the Selous Scouts. If these attempts had
succeeded, ZANLA would have amost certainly resumed the civil war in
response. Rhodesian specia forces aso attempted to derail elections by
staging the blowing up of two churches in Salisbury two weeks before
elections, hoping that ZANLA would be blamed.

Inthisclimate of escalating violence the Governor permitted Gen Walls,
Commander of Combined Operations, to deploy the Security Force
Auxiliaries- hated inthe Tribal Trust Lands (TTLS) - to restore order: one
of themost controversia actions of the British Governorship. According to
Flower, Soames had hoped to persuade Walls to withdraw Muzorewas
Auxiliaries, but the suspicion that ZANLA had thousands of guerrillas
outsidethe APs, and the fear that the RSF might attack APscompelled him
to accept the re-deployment of Rhodes an forcesthroughout the operational
areas.™ In reality, the auxiliaries set about persuading or coercing people
to vote for Muzorewa, rather than fulfilling their brief of restoring order.**’

At this juncture Soames appeared to have formed the opinion that
ZANLA was responsible for most ceasefire violations, and was
considering banningitfromstandingincertain TTLs. TheRSFwerehighly
critical of the Governor's perceived reluctance to tackle ZANLA

15 WWiseman, op. cit., p.46.
18 Flower, op. cit., p.254.
17 Acland interview, op. cit.
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contraventions of the cease-fire,™® while British eection supervisors
warned that the conditionsfor freeand fair electionsdid not exist in five of
the eight electoral districts, largely because of guerrilla intimidation.™*
Amidst fears that ZANLA would be banned or severely circumscribed,
Mugabe warned that he would:

... order hismen to leave the assembly campsif Lord Soames attempted to ban his party
... from contesting the electionin any relgion. "ZANU (PF) will consider itself absolved
from the Lancaster House agreement.” 0

Thenumber of contactsin the mid-February period between the RSF and
guerrillasoutside APswas now running at nineor ten aday: twicethelevel
of afew weeks earlier and mainly in Mugabe-dominated territory. The
apparent scal e of the violence can bejudged by one estimate which put the
number of ZANLA soldiers done killed by the Rhodesians as more than
200 during the cease-fire.*** However, Acland estimates that PF deaths
were a rather lower 150, with many of these being the result of
engagements between the BSAP and individua guerrillas involved in
crimind activities, rather than military engagements.*#

A demilitarization crisis was only averted when Soames was persuaded
to alow the PFto stand in al TTLs. The CMF with itsdirect contact with
the PF on the ground played amajor part in changing Soames mind - CMF
officers believed that ZANLA intimidation was not as detrimental or
widespread as the Rhodesians claimed. The CMF was also the only part of
the British mission that predicted that Mugabe would win the elections.*?

Although the CMF was unable to prevent most of the ceasefire
violations, the CC was in place to assess responsihilities for these
violations. Its significance came to reside, not so much in its capacity to
directly reduce cease-firebreaches, but in providing aforumwheretheriva
parties could confidentialy air their grievances, discuss important issues,
and devel op personal relationships beneficia to conflict avoidance. It also
gave the CMF commander an opportunity to prevent precipitous actions.

18 Flower, op. cit., p.251.

119 gmith and Simpson, op. cit., p.181.
20 |hid., p.185.

21 Rice, op. cit., p.125.

12 Acland interview, op. cit.

128 |egum, op. cit., p.A20.
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On a number of occasions, a PF CC representative was sent to APs to
prevent the situation from getting out of hand. Although the two sides
remained suspicious of each other, by the time the integration period
arrived, the benefits of dialogue within the CC became apparent and a
degree of trust emerged between the CC representatives. Indeed, although
Acland initially thought the CC a"complete waste of time", in the end he
cane to view it as the "agency which principally achieved
reconciliation".** Much of its success can be attributed to the fact that the
highest level of military personnel fromtheRSF, ZANLA and ZIPRA were
represented withinthe CC giving it great authority and the capacity toissue
ordersto soldiersin the field when things went wrong.

5.3 Development of Dialogue/Cooperation

The CMFwasabletolargely maintain separation, despiteincidentsinthe
vicinity of APs, but this essentially negative activity was insufficient to
completethedemilitarization process. Thedevel opment of cooperation and
dial ogue between the partieswith aview to integrating forceswas required
to complete demilitarization. Throughout January and much of February
1980 virtualy no progress was made. This has been described as a major
flaw of the operation:

The most serious short-term error ... was the failure to allow for sufficient time before
independence for the two wings of the PF forces and the Rhodesian army to be
integrated into a single national army. Although a start was made with integrating the
forces during the transition, progress was minimal L

At Lancaster House, Carrington maintained that integration was not
possible in the short period before eections.™® Nkomo, however, was
concerned regarding the vulnerability of ZIPRA inthe post-election period
if integration was not achieved. It was all very well for the British to
separatethe partiesand put themselvesinthemiddieasa"referee”, hesaid,
but what would happen subsequently?

24 Acland interview, op. cit.
1251 egum, op. cit., p.A18.
126 |_ancaster House Constitutional Conference, 24th Plenary, 1 November 1979.
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Would thewinning party eliminatethe other? The question before the conferenceisone
of life and death .... We have to be certain that any agreed plan will bring about
reconciliation between the two fighting forces.

Against thishad to be weighed the consideration that the achievement of
reconciliation in alittle over two months was probably not possible, given
the levels of hostilities between the parties, and particularly asthe PF and
the RSF position appeared to be to wait to see the el ection outcome before
agreeing to disarm, demobilize and integrate. Acland contendsthat thelow
level of integration was not because "integration was discounted by the
British", but because it wasrealized that the partieswould not contemplate
full integration before elections.'®

Nevertheless, Acland in mid-February had reached the point of despair
on the lack of progress and feared that:

.. what had so far been achieved would ... collapse in dust and ashes.*°

However, against expectations a breakthrough came on 19 February 1980
when at a CC meeting PF and RSF officers agreed to attempt to initiate the
integration process. After consultation with their political leaders, it was
agreed that RSF and PF commanders would tour APs explaining that RSF
contingents would shortly deploy there and that the PF was to cooperate
with them.

5.4 Development of Reconciliation

Developing asense of reconciliation - or even cooperation - between the
warring parties required extremely sengitive handling by the CMF and the
will on the part of the combatantsto makeit succeed. The method adopted
by the CMF wasto act asafacilitator and "umpire" in bringing the parties
together at APs. Thiswas followed in some instances by the mounting of
joint patrols supervised by the CMF, and findlly, joint training to facilitate
the emergence of a unified national army with the CMF once again

127 |_ancaster House Congtitutional Conference, Minutes of 35th Plenary, in Stedman, op. cit.,
p.197.

128 Acland interview, op cit.

2 Rice, op. cit., p.172.
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adopting a monitoring function. At the end of January the CMF started
discussing how cooperation and integration might be devel oped between
the three armies, but they were "desperately suspicious’ of each other.

We were trying to get the RSF into APs and start up joint patrols, but the RSF were
reluctant and, initially, ZANLA wouldn't agree.l?’0

Joint patrols were initialy mounted at AP ROMEO between the RSF and
ZIPRA, but these were quickly stopped by Gen Walls when they were
discovered. Theimpasse was broken in late February. At AP ROMEO for
example, after avisit on 24 February 1980 by Acland, Dumiso Dabengwa,
the ZIPRA commander, and Gen Maclean, the RSF army commander, it
was announced that Grey's Scouts and the BSAP would move into the AP
on a permanent basis. The choice of Grey's Scouts was controversia as
ZIPRA guerrillas had a particular didike of the Scouts. The first meeting
was planned with great care by the monitors and ZIPRA. Both parties
sought to demonstrate their peaceful intentions and goodwill.

When the 20 Scouts and BSAP arrived, they were met by aZIPRA fatigue party which
offered to carry their kit bags and to erect their tents, The Scoutsand BSAP police were
equally keen that the meeting should be asuccess ™

The monitors organized mixed volley bal matches, and with the
establishment of ajoint RSF/ZIPRA/CMF Operations room and goodwill
giftsof stores, the reconciliation process was well under way. The process
was further consolidated by the CMF organizing atour of the Scouts base
camp.

In the second stage, joint training in drill, signals and weapons handling
was undertaken, leading to joint patrols involving ZIPRA and the Scouts,
which sought to track ZIPRA guerrillas that had failed to assemble at
APs.¥ |n the final weeks before the election, a BSAP and RSF presence
was achieved in al camps up to a strength of 70 personnd in some
instances. The RSF gradually started to administer the camps, taking over
from the CMF. However, the reconciliation process was not uniformally

180 Acland interview, op. cit.
131 Bailey, op. cit., p.25.
2 |hid. "p.26.
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successful inthe APs, despite the entry of the RSFinto all APsbetween 19
February and 4 March. Some ZANLA APs proved problematic because of
mutual suspicionsbetweentheRSFand ZANLA. Ironicaly, it washostility
between ZANLA and ZIPRA dements, rather than between the Rhodesians
and the guerrillas, that caused problems after independence. Furthermore,
the short duration and limited scope of the reconciliation process created
problems after independence when ZIPRA and ZANLA forces clashed.

5.5 Integration into a Unified National Force

Thelack of force integration achieved before elections can be attributed
in large part to the fact that the Lancaster House agreement made no
provision for the unification of armies.**® Further, the attitude of the RSF
and ZANLA to integration was not particularly positive throughout much
of the cease-fire period. Asthe "winning" combatant, ZANLA thought it
had theright to form the new army, while the RSF saw the guerrillasasless
proficient militarily, and consequently assumed that they would have to
disband with white officers forming the core of a new national army.
ZIPRA was arguably considerably more constructive in terms of its
willingness to integrate.

It was the CC that ensured that at |east limited steps towards integration
were initiated during the mission. It was the efforts within the CC that
persuaded Mugabe and Nkomo to tour APs and set the integration process
ontrack. Infact, inlate February 1980 the CC role changed from primarily
that of an investigator of cease-fire violations to an initiator of
integration.™*

The CMF was compelled to implement integration on amakeshift basis
given itslimited resources and time pressures. A ZIPRA training battalion
comprised of 617 soldiers was set up first in Essexvale, Bulawayo on 26
February 1980 under British supervison using a nucleus of RSF
instructors.*® At Essexvae were 30 British monitors, 26 RSF and six
Rhodesian African Rifles instructors. AP LIMA was closed to provide

138 Mackinlay, op. cit., p.55., notes that:
The Lancaster House Agreement had failed to anticipate this contingency, and had made no effective provisions
for the reconstitution of the three undefeated armies into a single entity to back the fledgling government.

% Rice, op. cit., p.173.
1% The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, op. cit., p.129.
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instructorsfor the operation. At the beginning of March, ZANLA soldiers
went to Rathgar north of Salisbury as part of a similar scheme, with AP
BRAVO providing the instructors. Integration was the only phase of the
demilitarization processinwhich limited disarmament took placewith both
the RSF and PF agreeing to hand in their weapons before undertaking joint
training.

The CMF was only able to begin the process of force integration. It had
been made clear that a speedy withdrawal was a priority for the CMF and
despite appeal sfor monitorsto remain,*** the CMF left Zimbabwe between
3 - 5 March 1980, shortly after the elections. The British were extremely
concerned regarding the vulnerability of monitors at APs if any of the
parties refused to accept the election result and resumed fighting.

After hiseection victory on 4 March 1980, Mugabe formally requested
aBritish training team to be deployed in Zimbabwe. The British responded
with the British Military Assistance Training Team (BMATT). A
Committee of Reconciliation and Integration was also set up, chaired by
Walls and including Gen Rex Nhongo, ZANLA, Gen Lookout Masuku,
ZIPRA, and a British General. This committee was tasked with handling
training and integration and determining the future size and structure of the
armed forces.™

The problems that subsequently emerged in the post-election period
underlined the desirability of establishing acohesiveintegration plan prior
to elections. BMATT was faced with an increasingly difficult situation. It
was required to help disarm, demobilize and integrate in the region of
18,000 ZANLA, 6,000 ZI PRA and 16,000 RSF personnel.** Following the
€l ections, the government attempted to implement disarmament through a
weaponsamnesty in February 1981, thedisarming of guerrillasstill in APs,
and the collection of ZIPRA weaponry inside and outside Rhodesia.™*
However, hogtilities between ZIPRA and ZANLA contingents led to a
series of tense incidents during early 1981 and a mutiny in March 1981.
Armed guerrillas were involved in banditry. Fortunately, sufficient
cohesion had been developed in the national army to prevent its break-up

1% Both Mugabe and Nkomo asked for the CMF to carry on in the post-election period.
Wiseman, op. cit., p.65.

37 1bid., p.66.

1% Mackinlay, op. cit., p.54.

1% Martin Rupiah, op. cit., p.16.
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and theresumption of civil war. However, had this process of disarmament
and demobilization been started earlier many of the subsequent problems
might have been avoided. Certainly, towards the end of the CMF
deployment a degree of cooperation had been established between the
CMF, the RSF and the PF, which might have made a more ambitious
approach to demilitarization possible. However, whether this could have
been foreseen is open to question. During Lancaster House and much of
January and February 1980, hogtilities between the PF and the RSF
remained high, and the CMF was regarded with considerable suspicion.
Further, the parties to the conflict were vehemently opposed to
disarmament in the pre-election stage.

6. Conclusion

It was remarkable that the demilitarization operation succeeded in the
prevailing conditions. At one level, it can be seen as a tribute to the
effectiveness of the CMF that had to work with a flawed mandate - which
was regularly contravened - and a profound lack of political trust between
the RSF and the PF. Their unwillingness to concede any point that might
heighten their vulnerability amost inevitably resulted in ademilitarization
agreement that had grave deficiencies. Foremost among these, arguably,
was the absence of disarmament prior to elections. Political conditionsin
Rhodesi g, including the animosities between key |eaders, and theintensity
of the civil war, made any disarmament agreement virtually impossible.
That the peace process succeeded in these conditions, wherethe parties had
few common goal sor common perception of how conflict resol ution should
proceed, wasin large part dueto the CMF'sprofessionalism. Inasense, the
Rhodes an operation can be seen asatriumph of military competence over
political constraints.

However, at another level it could be argued that the parties showed a
dogged commitment to the peace process. Although there were "tactical”
contraventionsof the cease-fire, particularly by elementsof the RSF around
APs and by the PF in the run-up to the eections, the parties overall
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commitment to demilitarization remained intact.** Indeed, the attitude of
the PF at the APswasremarkable given their insecurity, and wasindicative
of the strong sense of political leadership and discipline that ZANU, in
particular, had established over its guerrillas. The cooperation of many
Rhodesians - particularly in the civil service where they werein aposition
to undermine the peace process - was aso instrumental to its successful
conclusion.

It could be further argued that the success of the mission was due to the
very lack of disarmament. If the PF and RSF had given up armsthey might
only have heightened their own insecurities - was it realy crediblein the
eyes of the PF that the RSF would hand in its arms or vice versa? The
strategy of geographically distancing the parties and permitting them to
retain their arms might be seen in retrospect as an inspired approach to the
Rhodesia demilitarization problem, albeit one partly forced on the British
negotiators.

If the CMF can be judged a success in creating the conditions that
permitted elections to take place, it was less successful in specific
modalitiesof the operation, such asmaintai ning containment. However, the
nature of the mandate and the hogtility of the various parties made this
virtually impossible to achieve. Critics point to the failure of the CMF to
bring about reconciliation and integration prior to el ections, but thisdid not
proveto bedisastrous, despitethe 1981 mutiny, oncethe basis of anational
Zimbabwe army was established.

A more telling criticism of the misson was that its mandate was
concluded through forcing adisproportionate number of concessionsfrom
the PF. This created acute operationa problems for the CMF, which
seemed to be eventually accepted as an impartia force, but was obliged to
implement aninequitablemandate. If the el ectionshad fail ed to bring about
a ZANU victory, there would have been a strong likelihood of resumed
fighting given its resentment over its "unequa" treatment. This
shortcoming, however, needs to be weighed against the enormous
difficultiesof arriving at asettlement in Rhodesia, and the delicate balance
that needed to be maintained between averting a Rhodesian coup and
recogni zing legitimate PF concerns. Inevitably, the perceived preference of

140 |t could, however, be argued that elements of the RSF wanted to see the process fail and
tried to provoke the PF to abandon the peace process to achieve this.
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the FCO for anon-ZANU dominated government led ZANU to distrust the
mission.

The conceptua significance of the Rhodesia operation was that it
demonstrated that demilitarization of intractable internal conflicts was
possibleand it suggested an appropriate method. The UN has subsequently
mounted a plethora of demilitarization operations in the post-Cold War
period, which have drawn on elements of the Rhodesian operation.
Comparativeanaysisshowsthat themethodsrecently used by the UN have
differed in important respects from Rhodesia. Thisis partly a function of
the differing political, institutional and operational contexts within which
CMF and UN missions have taken place. Rhodesia was an extraordinary
operation in which a power with colonia interests assumed temporary
governance of a country and unilaterally directed the misson - UN
operations are unlikely to follow this pattern.

Nevertheless, the Rhodesian method has a core of operational and
conceptual characteristics which have relevance to current UN
demilitarization missions. The first of these is that disarmament is not
invariably the most appropriate method of bringing about demilitarization,
although it remains an end goa of the process. In Rhodesia none of the
parties would contempl ate disarmament because of their mutual mistrust,
vulnerability, and their perceptionthat they had aright to bear arms. Similar
preconceptions exist in a number of current internal conflicts where
disarmament is viewed with acute antipathy.

It would appear that disarmament has frequently been agreed to in bad
faith, with the intention of non-compliance; or as a negotiating strategy,
with harmful results for the mission. If disarmament is to be successfully
implemented certain conditions need to be met. As demondtrated in
Rhodesia, the parties need to be confident that their security can be
underwritten, otherwise they will be tempted to act pre-emptively or to
resist disarmament. In addition, the existence of a genuine will to achieve
reconciliation, or at least a will to make a peace settlement work, is a
fundamental condition of success. It isdoubtful whether disarmament and
other forms of demilitarization can effectively take place without the prior
existence of an agreed-upon peace settlement, or advanced negotiations.

A second characteristic of relevanceto current UN missionsconcernsthe
efficacy of unilatera intervention. Was British hegemony at the political
and military level productive in terms of demilitarization? In the case of
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Rhodesiait permitted the gap between the parties to be bridged through a
mixture of political coercion at the negotiating table and persuasion in the
field. Unusualy, and critically, thisunilateralism wasusually supported and
legitimized at a multilateral level by the FLS, the Commonwedlth, and
other actors, who kept the parties in the process through a mixture of
reassurance and pressure. Unilateralist solutions to conflict resolution are
generaly rare and tend to lack legitimacy in international society.
Nevertheless, they cannot beruled out and, indeed, the methods used by the
British may have considerablerelevanceif the UN seekstotakeaunilateral
"trusteeship" rolein conflict resolution by assuming governance of astate,
for example.

One of the most useful aspects of unilateralism lies in the operational
advantages it potentially confers. The cohesion of the British-led mission
with its clear lines of authority and relative lack of inter-state bickering
could be seen to contrast favourably with anumber of recent peacekeeping
efforts.*** Disagreements between the CMF nationa contingents appear to
have been rare. With a few exceptions, the British conception of the
mission was hot chalenged by the national contingents. A possible source
of friction arosewhen the Australiansarrived in Rhodesiawithinstructions
which serioudly limited their scopefor actionintheview of the British. But
it was insisted that they conform to the general concept of operations that
had been prepared.**?

Whether the recent difficulties experienced by the UN in multinational
peace support operations will encourage states to act unilaterally or in
regional groupings is open to question. International norms seem to
currently dictate that multilateralism, rather than unilateralism, is the
customary condition of intervention. However, if unilateral interventionis
to be legitimized, the CMF operation has a number of features worthy of
emulation.

41 One of the principal advantages of unilateralism is speedy responses to requests from the
ground. In Rhodesiathiswasparticularly evident. When Acland wanted to securemorehelicopters
or transporters or other equipment for the CMF, all he had to do was ring up the appropriate
political authority in Rhodesia, secure permission, and then contact the Ministry of Defencein
London to transport the equi pment out. Rhodesiawas an exceptional operationin that the British
government was prepared to sanction high levels of expenditure. Nevertheless, it serves as an
example of the potential response advantages of unilateralism.

142 The Australian government appeared to have suspicionsthat the British wanted to finesse
things so that a"puppet” government would be installed in Zimbabwe.
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Third, consensuality was the modus operandi adopted by the CMF. The
force did not have the power to compel the parties to do anything. As a
consequence, the CMF monitors had to rely on diplomacy, and the
development of persond relationships to influence the parties. The very
vulnerability of the force constituted one of its greatest strengths, in that it
helped dleviate perceptions that it might side with one of the parties.
Impartiaity proved to be vital in winning the eventual confidence, or at
least tolerance, of the RSF and PF. The empirical record would tend to
suggest that demilitarization operations in which UN personnel adopt a
minimalist, non-threatening posturetend to achieve better results. With the
UN reluctant to enforce demilitarization - even assuming demilitarization
is enforceable - consensual methods seem to be an increasingly viable
approach.

Fourth, the CMF had a clearly framed mandate and Standing Operating
Procedures which were adhered to. There was little of the confusion
currently evident in certain peace support operations regarding differing
national interpretationsof mandatesandimprecisewording. Fifth, the CMF
demilitarization operation was of short duration. There was a clear
timescal ewithin which set obj ectiveshad to beachieved. Thisconcentrated
themindsof both thewarring partiesand theforcemonitors. It al so avoided
the protracted deploymentsthat have been afeature of some peacekeeping
missions. In short, the Rhodesian operation was highly focused and
extremely professionally conducted.

Last, the fact that a coherent state structure existed during the operation
with a functioning bureaucracy enabled decisons to be centraly
implemented and avoi ded the administrative chaosinherent in anumber of
current "failed-state” peacekeeping operations. While the Governor's
powers in practice were limited, particularly in terms of the military, the
adminigtrative function, whatever their feelings regarding change in
Rhodesia, helped implement the peace process. The existence of strong
state structures onto which peacekeeping operations can be "bolted"
appears to be a major contributor to the success of a peace process and
demilitarization.

To conclude, the CMF operation was undoubtedly lucky. As its force
commander commented: "its success was amiracle really" .** There were

3 Acland interview, op. cit.
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a number of crisis points which could have derailed demilitarization if
circumstances had been lessfortuitous. Clashes around APs, for example,
may have led to the abandonment of containment by the PF and a
resumption of the civil war. If this had happened, the CMF mission would
have no doubt been judged a rash operation which failed to provide the
CMF with the tools to protect the PF and relied too heavily on consensual
techniques. The mandate had limitations, but at least it was professionally
implemented, and its more problematic features were mitigated by the
sophisticated diplomatic methods used by the CMF on the ground.



Biographical Note

Jeremy Ginifer is currently a Research Associate with the UN
Programme at the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs and a
Research Fellow at the Mountbatten Centre for International Studies,
University of Southampton, UK. Prior to his research on UNIDIR's DCR
Project, he was a Mountbatten Centre Research Fellow with the World
Society Foundation"UN, Intervention and Sovereignty Project” (1993-94).
Between 1990 and 1992, he was a Research Fellow with the "Naval
Peacekeeping Research Project” located at the Mountbatten Centre. His
publicationsinclude articlesin International Peacekeeping, Arms Control
and other journals, and chapters in edited volumes on peacekeeping and
nuclear non-proliferation. Hiscurrent research focuseson UN peacekeeping
and development, UN ingtitutional learning, and conflict resolution in
Southern Africa.

57






Part II:

Bibliography

59






BOOKS AND CHAPTERS

Abbott, Peter, Philip Botham and Mike Chappell, Modern African Wars
(1): Rhodesia 1965-80, Osprey Publishing, London, 1986.

Bhebe, Ngwabi and Terence Ranger (eds), Soldiers in Zimbabwe's
Liberation War, vol. I, University of Zimbabwe Publications & James
Currey, Heinemann, Portsmouth, 1995.

Caute, David, Under the &kin: The Death of White Rhodesia, Penguin, New
York, 1983.

Charlton, Michael, The Last Colony in Africa: Diplomacy and the
Independence of Rhodesia, Blackwell, Oxford, 1990.

Davidow, Jeffrey, A Peace in Southern Africa: The Lancaster House
Conference on Rhodesia, 1979, Westview, Boulder, 1984.

Hills, Denis, The Last Days of White Rhodesia, Chatto and Windus,
London, 1981.

Flower, Ken, Serving Secretly: An Intelligence Chief on Record, Rhodesia
into Zimbabwe 1964 to 1981, John Murray, London, 1987.

Gann, L. and T. Henriksen, The Sruggle for Zimbabwe, Praeger, New
York, 1981.

Hanlon, Joseph, Beggar Your Neighbours. Apartheid Power in Southern
Africa, Indiana University Press, Indiana, 1986.

Johnson, Phyllis and David Martin (eds), Destructive Engagement:
Southern Africa at War, Zimbabwe Publishing House, Harare, 1986.
Johnson, Phyllis and David Martin, The Srruggle for Zimbabwe: The

Chimurenga War, Faber and Faber, London, 1981.

Kriger, NormalJ., Zimbabwe's GuerrillaWar: Peasant Voices, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 1992.

Mackinlay, John, "The Commonwedth Monitoring Force in
Zimbabwe/Rhodesia, 1979-80", in Weiss, Thomas G. (ed),
Humanitarian Emergencies and Military Help in Africa,
Macmillan/International Peace Academy, 1990.

Moorcroft, P. and P. McLaughlin, Chimurenga! The War in Rhodesia
1965-1980, Sygma/Callins, Marshaltown, South Africa, 1982.

Nyangoni, C. and G. Nyandoro (eds), Zimbabwe I ndependence Movements:
SHected Documents, Rex Collins, London, 1979.

61



62 Managing Arms in Peace Processes: Rhodesia

Ohlson, Thomas and Stephen John Stedman, with Robert Davies, The New
isNot Yet Born: Conflict Resolution in Southern Africa, The Brookings
Ingtitute, Washington DC, 1994.

Nkomo, Joshua, The Sory of My Life, Methuen, London, 1984.

Peacock, L., Mighty Hercules: The First Four Decades, RAF Benevolent
Fund Enterprises, Gloucester, 1995.

Smith, D. and C. Simpson, Mugabe, Sphere Books, London, 1981.

Stedman, Stephen John, Peacemaking in Civil War: International
Mediationin Zimbabwe, 1974-1980, L ynne Rienner, Boulder, Col orado,
1991.

Thompson, Carol, Challenge to Imperialism: The Frontline Sates in the
Liberation of Zimbabwe, Zimbabwe Publishing House, Harare, 1985.
Verrier, Anthony, The Road to Zimbabwe, 1890-1980, Jonathan Cape,

London, 1986.

Wiseman, Henry and Alastair M. Taylor, From Rhodesia to Zimbabwe:
ThePoaliticsof Trangtion, Pergamon Press/Internationa Peace Academy,
New York, 1981.

ARTICLES

Anglin, Douglas G., "Zimbabwe: Retrospect and Prospect”, International
Journal, vol. 35, no. 4, Autumn 1980.

Capt Bailey, JB.A., "Operation Agila Rhodesia 1979-80", British Army
Review, December 1980, no. 66.

Chan, Stephen, "Three Birds of Different Feathers: The Commonwealth,
the Commonwedth Secretary-General and the Commonwedth
Secretariat”, The Round Table, no. 291, 1984.

Chan, Stephen, "The Commonwealth Observer Group in Zimbabwe: A
Persona Memoir", Mambo Occasional Papers. Socio-Economic Series
no. 18, Mambo Press, Gweru, Zimbabwe, 1985.

Gregory, Martyn, "Rhodesia: From Lusaka to Lancaster House", The
World Today, val. 36, no. 1, January 1980.

Ma Kaye, C.M.S,, "Mission Extraordinary: Zimbabwe-Rhodesia', British
Army Review, no. 65, August 1980.



Bibliography 63

Brig Learmont, JH., "Reflections from Rhodesa’, RUS: Journal of the
Royal United Services Indtitute for Defence Sudies, vol. 125, no. 4,
December 1980.

Legum, Colin, "Southern Africa: The Road to and from Lancaster House",
Africa Contemporary Record: Annual Survey and Documents, 1979-80,
Africana Publishing Company, London, 1981.

Lewis, Roy, "From Zimbabwe-Rhodesia to Zimbabwe: The Lancaster
House Conference”, The Round Table, val. 70, no. 277, January 1980.

Morris-Jones, W.H. and Dennis Audtin (eds), "From Rhodesia to
Zimbabwe: Behind and Beyond Lancaster House', Journal of
Commonwealth and Comparative Poalitics, vol. 18, no. 1, March 1980.

Mg Purdon, T.C.R.B., "It Takes Two to Tango but 6,000 to 'Foxtrot™,
Guards Magazine: Journal of the Household Division, Summer 1980.

Capt Roberts, S.J.L., "Romeo, Romeo, Wherefore Art Thou Romeo ...
Over", Guards Magazne: Journal of the Household Division, Summer
1980.

Lord Soames, "From Rhodesia to Zimbabwe", International Affairs, vol.
56, no. 3, Summer 1980.

PAPERS

Lt Col Rupiah, Martin, Problems of Demobilization and Integration: the
Zimbabwe National Defence Forces, 1980-87: Operation Merger, The
South African Service Corp., Seminar, "Any Lessons for Zimbabwe?',
Pretoria/Johannesburg, 2 March 1995.

THESIS
Rice, Susan Elizabeth, The Commonwealth Initiative in Zimbabwe, 1979-

1980: Implications for International Peacekeeping, D Phil thesis, New
College, Oxford University, 1990.



64 Managing Arms in Peace Processes: Rhodesia

DOCUMENTS/OFFICIAL PUBLICATIONSREPORTS:
Commonwealth

Commonwedalth Secretariat, Report of the Commonwealth Secretary-
General 1979, London, 1979.

Commonwealth Secretariat, Southern Rhodesia El ections, February 1980,
Report of the Commonwealth Observer Group on Elections Leading to
Independent Zimbabwe, London, 1980.

Commonwedlth Secretariat, Commonwealth Heads of Government,
Meetingin Lusaka, 1-7 August 1979: Final Communique, London, 1979.

Specia Document: Commonwealth Judgement. "Extracts from the Final
Report of the Commonwedth Observer Group on the Zimbabwe
Elections’, 8 March 1980, in Africa Currents, no. 19/20, Spring/Summer
1980.

Front-Line States/Africa

The Organization of African Unity, Resolution on Zimbabwe Passed by the
Thirteenth Extraordinary Session of the OAU Council of Ministers,
Addis Ababa, 10-12 March 1980.

President Kaunda, The Zimbabwe Constitutional Conference: Proposalsby
President Kaunda, State House, L usaka (undated).

Rhodes a/Zimbabwe

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Salisbury, Weekly Background Briefings,
Zimbabwe-Rhodesia, 1979-80.

Patriotic Front, Press Satements, Congtitutional Conference, Lancaster
House, London, November-December 1979.

Patriotic  Front, Satements/Proposals, Congtitutiona Conference,
Lancaster House, London, October-December 1979.

Sir John Boynton, "Southern Rhodesia: Independence Elections 1980",
Report of the Election Commissioner, Salisbury, March 1980.



Bibliography 65

UK

The Black Watch Archives, "Operation Agila: Rhodesia, December 1979-
80", BWArch 0637, Regimental Headquartersof the Black Watch, Perth.

Foreign and Commonwedth Office, London, "British Initiatives for a
Rhodesian Settlement: Transition to Independence’, Chronology,
December 1979 to April 1980, Background Brief Series, April 1980.

Southern Rhodesia, "Report of the Congtitutional Conference”, Lancaster
House, London, September-December 1979, Crmnd. 7802, H.M.
Stationery Office, London, 1980.

Others

TheWorld Bank, " Demobilization and Reintegration of Military Personnel
in Africac The Evidence from Seven Case Studies’, Africa Regional
Series: Discussion Paper, Report no. IDP-130, October 1993.

US Army War College, Strategic Studies Institute, "Demobilization in
Deveoping Countries’, Carlide Barracks, ACN 85007, USAWC, 1985.

The Parliament of the Commonwesalth of Australia, Zimbabwe: Report of
the Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence, Australian
Government Publicity Service, Canberra, 1980.

UN DOCUMENTS

UN Document §13764, letter dated 25 January 1980.

UN Document, S463, 2 February 1980.

UN Document, Press Release, SC/4166, 2 February 1980.
UN Document, S445, 8 March 1979.

Video

Ministry of Defence, London, " The Commonwealth Monitoring Force” (an
account of "Operation Agila"), SKC Productions, 1980.



66 Managing Arms in Peace Processes: Rhodesia

Media

BBC, Radio 4, PM Programme, Interview with Joshua Nkomo, 14
November 1979.

ITN, News a One, Peter Sssons Interview with Sr lan Gilmour on the
Lancaster House Talks, 9 November 1979.

| nterviews

Mg Gen Sir John Acland, 16 May 1995, Honiton, UK.

Col J.B.A. Bailey, 10 January 1995, Camberley Staff College, UK.

Brig Rhoderick-Jones, 5 May 1995, Milford-on-Sea, UK.

Lt Col Martin Rupiah (telephone), 31 May 1995, University of Zimbabwe,
Zimbabwe.

UNIDIR Primary Sources

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, Practioners
Questionnaire On Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization
During Peacekeeping Operations, Nos. R104, R106, R118, and R171.
Geneva: UNIDIR, unpublished survey responses.

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, Analysis Report Of
Practioners Questionnaire On Weapons Control, Disarmament, and
Demobilization During Peacekeeping Operations. Rhodesia/Zimbabwe,
Geneva: UNIDIR, unpublished draft.

Consultations with External Reviewers and Military Experts:

Dr Peter Batchelor, the Centre for Conflict Resolution, University of Cape
Town, South Africa.

Dr Stephen John Stedman, John Hopkins University, Washington DC,
USA.

UNIDIR DCR Project Military Expert Team



67

Maps

T

5,

o

i 4 sndee n eonopus palfe
A 3 o 73 0 TS gt AL

ALAs1IVE O

T

Tvormav B1n08

YNYAMBLOA

YNYMSLOE

ATPUrG ALY

YISIAOHH NU3IHLNOS
|




Managing Arms in Peace Processes: Rhodesia

68

]

HOLLYH 021N T34 DM GH avH

2

o

jl

e g e T U SR ST

ANDIENVIOH

oo for s of bl g |

G

P

G
W

1y
=
=
YisaLaia
g

Pl

aNyl13raavive

/,._Ez.r-
2
)
Enard *. e
A\ .
oA

LN WP

¥YNVaslL0d

SOHVIAIH

LUTREEFT LIS 3]

VNVASLOR

AMIAVIWIZ

)

@






