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monitors hostage in anger over a lack of meat and threatened to "wipe them
out".81 The danger of the PF abandoning the APs wholesale to gather
supplies and probably never return threatened the whole peace process. The
CMF responded by a massive airlift of essential supplies. Hundreds of tons
of supplies were flown in and the crisis was averted.

The CMF also sought to meet medical needs. Many PF were in a bad
physical condition with 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 also
treated huge numbers of civilians at APs, thus developing popular
perceptions of the CMF as benevolent.82 At AP ROMEO, for example,
eventually as many as one hundred people a day would come for treatment
from the Royal Air Force medical assistants.83 Around 250,000 civilians
were treated in all.84 So effective was this policy that PF leaders went as far
as saying that CMF doctors were:

... among the most powerful weapons in the battle for guerrillas [sic] hearts and minds.85

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 a dual policy of assurance (that both sides were 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 a number of instances. CMF Company
Base Teams (CBTs) deployed with RSF companies on several occasions
managed to dissuade them from provocative actions, and PF
commissioners and LOs at the prompting of the CMF went deep into the
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bush to persuade guerrillas to comply with the cease-fire agreement.
However, the RSF and the PF developed their own strategies to manipulate
the cease-fire arrangements. The PF within APs generally appeared to be
keen to make the AP arrangements work. Violations in terms of egress from
APs were frequently more the result of individual 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 discipline within the camps. It would appear that
at one AP the punishment for egressing was to be shot.86 However, this
basic compliance did not apply at all APs - the ZANLA AP DELTA, for
example, saw constant guerrilla movement in and out to allegedly take part
in political intimidation.87 The Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 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:

... considered to be in violation of the truce and [were] liable to be arrested and disarmed
or shot.88

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, as many as 40% of ZANLA guerrillas (about 9-10,000 personnel)
may have remained outside the APs in Rhodesia during most of the cease-
fire period,89 although according to another estimate all but 1% of ZIPRA
guerrillas complied.90 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
gone into camps and had hidden their arms in caches along the border.91
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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 Headquarters with artillery and armoured vehicles. The PF were on the
verge of withdrawing their guerrillas from APs in response when the CMF
successfully persuaded the RSF to withdraw. It was only prompt and
effective mediation by the CMF that averted a resumption of the fighting.
At AP BRAVO a firefight 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.92 When the PF learned of its presence - it had
been covertly deployed for some time - they attacked it, capturing weapons
and forcing the RSF to flee. 

... [The PF] had proved the RSF was flouting the cease-fire regulations, and had concrete
evidence in the form of captured equipment.93 

At least two breaches of the cease-fire were committed at ZANLA APs by
the security forces, the Australian Observer Group noted.94 

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 as much hatred for each other as they did towards
the RSF.95 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.96 However, the CMF was less able to maintain
containment with respect to the RSF. Because of the Lancaster House
secret arrangements, the CMF was seriously constrained in its task of
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monitoring the RSF. It is alleged that "some 65% of auxiliaries escaped any
effective surveillance",97 while special forces such as the Special Air
Service and the Selous Scouts were not permitted to be monitored. The
monitoring of the Royal Rhodesian Air Force was less than complete as
monitors were not permitted to board flights and had to confine themselves
to observing the withdrawal of weapons from armouries. In fact, Rhodesian
aircraft overflew APs on a number of occasions, leading guerrillas to egress
or fire upon them.98 During Lancaster House the PF had unsuccessfully
called for all combat aircraft to be grounded.99 

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

At best COMOPS perceived the CMF as a minor nuisance and at worst as traitors who
undermined the white Rhodesian cause.100

On the ground and at an operational level relations were perhaps better.101

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.102
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At JOC Hurricane, for example, its CMF commander Brig Rhoderick-Jones
came to realize that while he had free access to all parts of the Rhodesian
Headquarters and its Operations Room, there were Rhodesian operations
being kept secret from him. Most notably, he discovered that an illicit elite
Field Force made up from the Rhodesian Light Infantry was being
helicoptered around his JOC to confront guerrillas.103 It was also clear that
special forces like the Selous Scouts were carrying out a "destabilizing
exercise" through attempted assassinations. After a series of warnings and
an insistence on extra briefings the situation improved in Hurricane, but the
monitors had minimal powers to 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. I would have
ideally liked to have seen every unit at company level monitored 24 hours a day.104

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

The Rhodesians deduced any large group of PF to be up to no good - like killing 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 also sometimes occupied the 5km buffer
zones that were established around some APs.106 A further strategy
developed by the PF was to use the CMF as a human 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 GPMG constituting its main means of defence.
The GPMG's purpose was to initially contain any PF attack and allow for
a tactical retreat. In the event of a retreat from an AP, the monitors would
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have called upon RSF protection. How effective this would have been some
monitors question. At AP FOXTROT, Maj 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.107

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.108

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. This was exemplified in the relations between the
PF LOs and the RSF. An officer in the Rhodesian army who dealt with the
LOs complained that he found them "a closed book":

We had come to an agreement and we had to discuss the details, but they were not even
prepared to discuss them. We felt this mistrust was unreasonable.109
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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 already, as
mentioned above, deadlocked the Lancaster House talks at a critical
juncture. South African military involvement in Rhodesia was
longstanding. By 1967 there were already units of the South African army
operating with the Rhodesians along the Rhodesian border with Zambia,
and ZAPU had also formed links with South African ANC who penetrated
into Rhodesia.110 In addition, ZANU was cooperating with Tanzanian and
FRELIMO forces. The threat that these external forces posed was
considerable. If the RSF believed that "illicit" forces from the FLS were
operating in Rhodesia it 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 Tanzanian troops were withdrawn in January 1980.
However, the potential for conflict remained with the ANC still in Rhodesia
and ZIPRA troops being held in readiness outside of Rhodesia:

ZAPU ... had over 5,500 guerrillas move into the APs, together with South African ANC
cadres with a smaller mix floating in the Bulawayo area while leaving a larger force of
some 6-8,000 still posed across the Zambian border.111

During the containment period the worst fears of the CMF were not
realized. None of the external parties appear to have made major
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
Rhodesians and possibly to facilitate South African intervention in the case
of Rhodesian military set-backs, there were also individual South African
soldiers and sub-units attached to Rhodesian army units. Furthermore,
South African helicopter pilots were ferrying special Rhodesian Field Force
units in South African helicopters.
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The possibility that internal clashes within the PF between ZANLA and
ZIPRA might derail containment also existed. There had been considerable
tensions between ZAPU and ZANU throughout much of the civil war. Both
parties, and their military wings, had significant differences in terms of
ideology, political organization, and military methods. During the war 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 is alleged that as ZIPA began to collapse in 1975, ZIPRA
elements were shot in cold blood by ZANLA forces in Mozambique and
Tanzania.112 The noticeably different military tactics of the two PF wings
were also a source of tension, with ZIPRA being accused of holding a large
portion of its forces outside Rhodesia - it was suspected by some to
challenge ZANLA at a later state - and leaving ZANLA to do the bulk of
the fighting. Although this view of radically differing tactics has been
challenged recently,113 the possibility existed of clashes between ZANLA
and ZIPRA in joint camps, or of a split in the alliance.

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

5.2.4 External Pre-Election Violence

External cease-fire violations - violations not connected with the
separation process - constituted 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:

... little more than a gesture of precarious British responsibility, utterly ineffective against
the widespread intimidation which continued unobserved around it.114
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The CMF had been conceived to operate at APs and bases, not on the more
expansive basis required to tackle nationwide political violence. Indeed,
privately it was admitted that a force of 5-7,000 - somewhat nearer the size
of force the PF wanted (allegedly around 10,000 personnel) - could have
acted more effectively to manage the APs and prevent cease-fire violations,
but this would have added to costs and administration.115

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's limited 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
Rhodesian special forces to assassinate Mugabe. At least two attempts were
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 almost certainly resumed the civil war in
response. Rhodesian special forces also attempted to derail elections by
staging the blowing up of two churches in Salisbury two weeks before
elections, hoping that ZANLA would be blamed.

In this climate of escalating violence the Governor permitted Gen Walls,
Commander of Combined Operations, to deploy the Security Force
Auxiliaries - hated in the Tribal Trust Lands (TTLs) - to restore order: one
of the most controversial actions of the British Governorship. According to
Flower, Soames had hoped to persuade Walls to withdraw Muzorewa's
Auxiliaries, but the suspicion that ZANLA had thousands of guerrillas
outside the APs, and the fear that the RSF might attack APs compelled him
to accept the re-deployment of Rhodesian forces throughout the operational
areas.116 In reality, the auxiliaries set about persuading or coercing people
to vote for Muzorewa, rather than fulfilling their brief of restoring order.117

At this juncture Soames appeared to have formed the opinion that
ZANLA was responsible for most cease-fire violations, and was
considering banning it from standing in certain TTLs. The RSF were highly
critical of the Governor's perceived reluctance to tackle ZANLA
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contraventions of the cease-fire,118 while British election supervisors
warned that the conditions for free and fair elections did not exist in five of
the eight electoral districts, largely because of guerrilla intimidation.119

Amidst fears that ZANLA would be banned or severely circumscribed,
Mugabe warned that he would:

... order his men to leave the assembly camps if Lord Soames attempted to ban his party

... from contesting the election in any region. "ZANU (PF) will consider itself absolved
from the Lancaster House agreement."120

The number of contacts in the mid-February period between the RSF and
guerrillas outside APs was now running at nine or ten a day: twice the level
of a few weeks earlier and mainly in Mugabe-dominated territory. The
apparent scale of the violence can be judged by one estimate which put the
number of ZANLA soldiers alone killed by the Rhodesians as more than
200 during the cease-fire.121 However, Acland estimates that PF deaths
were a rather lower 150, with many of these being the result of
engagements between the BSAP and individual guerrillas involved in
criminal activities, rather than military engagements.122

A demilitarization crisis was only averted when Soames was persuaded
to allow the PF to stand in all TTLs. The CMF with its direct contact with
the PF on the ground played a major 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.123

Although the CMF was unable to prevent most of the cease-fire
violations, the CC was in place to assess responsibilities for these
violations. Its significance came to reside, not so much in its capacity to
directly reduce cease-fire breaches, but in providing a forum where the rival
parties could confidentially air their grievances, discuss important issues,
and develop personal relationships beneficial to conflict avoidance. It also
gave the CMF commander an opportunity to prevent precipitous actions.
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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
came to view it as the "agency which principally achieved
reconciliation".124 Much of its success can be attributed to the fact that the
highest level of military personnel from the RSF, ZANLA and ZIPRA were
represented within the CC giving it great authority and the capacity to issue
orders to soldiers in the field when things went wrong.

5.3 Development of Dialogue/Cooperation

The CMF was able to largely maintain separation, despite incidents in the
vicinity of APs, but this essentially negative activity was insufficient to
complete the demilitarization process. The development of cooperation and
dialogue between the parties with a view to integrating forces was required
to complete demilitarization. Throughout January and much of February
1980 virtually 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.125

At Lancaster House, Carrington maintained that integration was not
possible in the short period before elections.126 Nkomo, however, was
concerned regarding the vulnerability of ZIPRA in the post-election period
if integration was not achieved. It was all very well for the British to
separate the parties and put themselves in the middle as a "referee", he said,
but what would happen subsequently?
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Would the winning party eliminate the other? The question before the conference is one
of life and death .... We have to be certain that any agreed plan will bring about
reconciliation between the two fighting forces.127

Against this had to be weighed the consideration that the achievement of
reconciliation in a little over two months was probably not possible, given
the levels of hostilities between the parties, and particularly as the PF and
the RSF position appeared to be to wait to see the election outcome before
agreeing to disarm, demobilize and integrate. Acland contends that the low
level of integration was not because "integration was discounted by the
British", but because it was realized that the parties would not contemplate
full integration before elections.128 

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.129

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 a sense of reconciliation - or even cooperation - between the
warring parties required extremely sensitive handling by the CMF and the
will on the part of the combatants to make it succeed. The method adopted
by the CMF was to act as a facilitator and "umpire" in bringing the parties
together at APs. This was followed in some instances by the mounting of
joint patrols supervised by the CMF, and finally, joint training to facilitate
the emergence of a unified national army with the CMF once again
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adopting a monitoring function. At the end of January the CMF started
discussing how cooperation and integration might be developed 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.130

Joint patrols were initially mounted at AP ROMEO between the RSF and
ZIPRA, but these were quickly stopped by Gen Walls when they were
discovered. The impasse was broken in late February. At AP ROMEO for
example, after a visit 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 controversial as
ZIPRA guerrillas had a particular dislike 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 a ZIPRA fatigue party which
offered to carry their kit bags and to erect their tents. The Scouts and BSAP police were
equally keen that the meeting should be a success.131

The monitors organized mixed volley ball matches, and with the
establishment of a joint RSF/ZIPRA/CMF Operations room and goodwill
gifts of stores, the reconciliation process was well under way. The process
was further consolidated by the CMF organizing a tour 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.132 In the final weeks before the election, a BSAP and RSF presence
was achieved in all camps up to a strength of 70 personnel in some
instances. The RSF gradually started to administer the camps, taking over
from the CMF. However, the reconciliation process was not uniformally
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successful in the APs, despite the entry of the RSF into all APs between 19
February and 4 March. Some ZANLA APs proved problematic because of
mutual suspicions between the RSF and ZANLA. Ironically, it was hostility
between ZANLA and ZIPRA elements, 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

The lack 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.133 Further, the attitude of the RSF
and ZANLA to integration was not particularly positive throughout much
of the cease-fire period. As the "winning" combatant, ZANLA thought it
had the right to form the new army, while the RSF saw the guerrillas as less
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 least 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
on track. In fact, in late February 1980 the CC role changed from primarily
that of an investigator of cease-fire violations to an initiator of
integration.134

The CMF was compelled to implement integration on a makeshift basis
given its limited 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 supervision using a nucleus of RSF
instructors.135 At Essexvale were 30 British monitors, 26 RSF and six
Rhodesian African Rifles instructors. AP LIMA was closed to provide
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instructors for 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 process in which limited disarmament took place with 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 appeals for monitors to remain,136 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 his election victory on 4 March 1980, Mugabe formally requested
a British 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.137

The problems that subsequently emerged in the post-election period
underlined the desirability of establishing a cohesive integration 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 ZIPRA and 16,000 RSF personnel.138 Following the
elections, the government attempted to implement disarmament through a
weapons amnesty in February 1981, the disarming of guerrillas still in APs,
and the collection of ZIPRA weaponry inside and outside Rhodesia.139

However, hostilities 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
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and the resumption 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, hostilities 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 almost inevitably resulted in a demilitarization
agreement that had grave deficiencies. Foremost among these, arguably,
was the absence of disarmament prior to elections. Political conditions in
Rhodesia, including the animosities between key leaders, and the intensity
of the civil war, made any disarmament agreement virtually impossible.
That the peace process succeeded in these conditions, where the parties had
few common goals or common perception of how conflict resolution should
proceed, was in large part due to the CMF's professionalism. In a sense, the
Rhodesian operation can be seen as a triumph 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"
contraventions of the cease-fire, particularly by elements of the RSF around
APs and by the PF in the run-up to the elections, the parties' overall
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     140  It 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.

commitment to demilitarization remained intact.140 Indeed, the attitude of
the PF at the APs was remarkable given their insecurity, and was indicative
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 were in a position
to undermine the peace process - was also 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 arms they might
only have heightened their own insecurities - was it really credible in 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
modalities of the operation, such as maintaining containment. However, the
nature of the mandate and the hostility 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 elections, but this did not
prove to be disastrous, despite the 1981 mutiny, once the basis of a national
Zimbabwe army was established.

A more telling criticism of the mission was that its mandate was
concluded through forcing a disproportionate number of concessions from
the PF. This created acute operational problems for the CMF, which
seemed to be eventually accepted as an impartial force, but was obliged to
implement an inequitable mandate. If the elections had failed to bring about
a ZANU victory, there would have been a strong likelihood of resumed
fighting given its resentment over its "unequal" treatment. This
shortcoming, however, needs to be weighed against the enormous
difficulties of arriving at a settlement in Rhodesia, and the delicate balance
that needed to be maintained between averting a Rhodesian coup and
recognizing legitimate PF concerns. Inevitably, the perceived preference of
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the FCO for a non-ZANU dominated government led ZANU to distrust the
mission.

The conceptual significance of the Rhodesia operation was that it
demonstrated that demilitarization of intractable internal conflicts was
possible and 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.
Comparative analysis shows that the methods recently used by the UN have
differed in important respects from Rhodesia. This is 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 colonial interests assumed temporary
governance of a country and unilaterally directed the mission - 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 goal of the process. In Rhodesia none of the
parties would contemplate disarmament because of their mutual mistrust,
vulnerability, and their perception that they had a right 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 demonstrated 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 is doubtful 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 relevance to current UN missions concerns the
efficacy of unilateral intervention. Was British hegemony at the political
and military level productive in terms of demilitarization? In the case of
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     141  One of the principal advantages of unilateralism is speedy responses to requests from the
ground. In Rhodesia this was particularly evident. When Acland wanted to secure more helicopters
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 Defence in
London to transport the equipment out. Rhodesia was an exceptional operation in 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 suspicions that the British wanted to finesse
things so that a "puppet" government would be installed in Zimbabwe.

Rhodesia it permitted the gap between the parties to be bridged through a
mixture of political coercion at the negotiating table and persuasion in the
field. Unusually, and critically, this unilateralism was usually supported and
legitimized at a multilateral level by the FLS, the Commonwealth, and
other actors, who kept the parties in the process through a mixture of
reassurance and pressure. Unilateralist solutions to conflict resolution are
generally rare and tend to lack legitimacy in international society.
Nevertheless, they cannot be ruled out and, indeed, the methods used by the
British may have considerable relevance if the UN seeks to take a unilateral
"trusteeship" role in conflict resolution by assuming governance of a state,
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 a number of recent peacekeeping
efforts.141 Disagreements between the CMF national contingents appear to
have been rare. With a few exceptions, the British conception of the
mission was not challenged by the national contingents. A possible source
of friction arose when the Australians arrived in Rhodesia with instructions
which seriously limited their scope for action in the view of the British. But
it was insisted that they conform to the general concept of operations that
had been prepared.142 

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 intervention is
to be legitimized, the CMF operation has a number of features worthy of
emulation.
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     143  Acland interview, op. cit.

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 personal relationships to influence the parties. The very
vulnerability of the force constituted one of its greatest strengths, in that it
helped alleviate perceptions that it might side with one of the parties.
Impartiality 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 posture tend 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 interpretations of mandates and imprecise wording. Fifth, the CMF
demilitarization operation was of short duration. There was a clear
timescale within which set objectives had to be achieved. This concentrated
the minds of both the warring parties and the force monitors. It also avoided
the protracted deployments that have been a feature 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 decisions to be centrally
implemented and avoided the administrative chaos inherent in a number of
current "failed-state" peacekeeping operations. While the Governor's
powers in practice were limited, particularly in terms of the military, the
administrative 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 a miracle really".143 There were
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a number of crisis points which could have derailed demilitarization if
circumstances had been less fortuitous. 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.
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