Chapter 1

Introduction

‘The South African government’s doctrine of buying political and social peace through governments of national unity, has not only proved unacceptable to most Africans, but has turned out to be a formula for allowing tyrants to stay in power’ – Moeletsi Mbeki.

Introduction

South Africa’s transition from apartheid to democracy was envisaged as a plausible key that would mitigate Africa’s economic and political challenges and assist in ridding the marginal role that the continent still assumes on the international stage. The demise of apartheid heralded a new era in South Africa where Pretoria came to be recognised as a powerful African player that has the capability of ensuring that the voice of Africa is heard world wide. This means that South Africa was expected to play in a leading role in areas of peacekeeping, ensuring that the rule of law is preserved and that human rights are respected.
South Africa’s foreign policy towards Zimbabwe was greeted with disappointment since Pretoria continued to adopt a soft approach in dealing with the Mugabe regime, in the face of Zimbabwe’s crumbling political system, coupled with the country’s staggering economy. Given this, Europe and the United States argued that South Africa is entrusted with protecting human rights in Africa, given that country’s peaceful transition from apartheid to democracy. 

Nevertheless, Pretoria made its position clear that it will not resort to the barrel of a gun to resolve the crisis in Zimbabwe, but would rather encourage dialogue between Robert Mugabe and Morgan Tsvangarai. South Africa noted that a harsher stance towards Zimbabwe would not resolve the crisis, but would rather worsen the situation, with the negative impact being felt in South Africa and the Southern African Development Community (SADC). South Africa’s approach led to the long awaited Government of National Unity (GNU) negotiated between President Mugabe and the now Prime Minister Morgan Tsvangarai. This arrangement, however nascent and delicate might be, provides hope that a “stable and legitimate”
 government in Zimbabwe might be formed, signalling a new beginning for that country.
Research Question

Within the context of this research, the following question will be addressed:

1. What have been South Africa’s foreign policy drivers and motivations towards Zimbabwe?

The research question will be further broken down into sub-questions:

· Has South Africa’s strategy of “quiet diplomacy” been effective in resolving Zimbabwe’s political turmoil?

· Will a change in the South African leadership bring about a difference in the crisis in Zimbabwe?
Aim and Rationale
The literature surrounding South Africa’s foreign policy towards Zimbabwe has laid a foundation in understanding Pretoria’s approach towards its northern neighbour. South Africa has been envisaged as a country that possesses financial power which can bring about stability in its immediate neighbour and in the continent. Zimbabwe’s signs of implosion since 2000 were greeted with mixed feelings at home and abroad. The implosion was marked by land grabs, the crumbling political system and the plummeting of Zimbabwe’s economy.

This research aims at building on the existing arguments of South Africa’s diplomatic   engagement of Zimbabwe.  South Africa’s foreign policy towards the Mugabe regime has brought about a difference in that country, despite the criticism it faced domestically and internationally.
Hypothesis

South Africa’s foreign policy towards Zimbabwe is derived from the previous engagements of Pretoria in Africa. The past 15 years of South Africa’s diplomatic engagement in the continent have given Pretoria experience on how to manage conflict, thereby mitigating unrest that is seen as hindering development in Africa. South Africa’s role in Zimbabwe was boosted by South Africa’s economic muscle and the reputation it has gained internationally as an experienced player in conflict resolution. South Africa’s engagement of Zimbabwe is an expression of Pretoria’s effective implementation of its soft power as opposed to harsher approaches suggested by the United States and Britain.
Literature Review
The concept of foreign policy has been defined differently by various authors.  Vale and Mphaisha for example, see foreign policy as “the sum total of all activities by which international actors act, react and interact with the environment beyond their national borders.”
 Landsberg on the other hand argues that foreign policy is a course of action that is planned and includes strategies that are carried out by policy-makers towards another state or multilateral agencies in international affairs.
 Foreign policy, Landsberg continues, is directed towards foreign actors whether they are state or non-state actors, with the aim of safeguarding countries’ political, economic and social interests.

What is more, Modelski maintains that foreign policy “is the system of activities evolved by communities for changing the behaviour of other states and for adjusting their own activities to the international environment.”
 Additionally, Hughes takes the view that foreign policy comprises of a variety of actions carried out by different divisions of the government of a state and directed towards other organs operating on the international arena, with the aim of advancing national interests. 
 
States are often confronted with the reality that the actions they take in the international fora have the capability of bringing about favourable results for other states, while leading to negative effects for some states. Given this, the challenge for many governments is creating foreign policy that will maximise those favourable results while suppressing negative effects. States therefore balance this equation by relying on skilled policy makers.

Modelski highlights the importance of the community (citizens of a country) in the making of foreign policy. He sees policy-makers as agents of the community who should at all times have their loyalties in their communities.  In his work Modelski associates the importance of the community in foreign policy, with the buyers in the commodity market. He notes: “the public share in policy decisions may be compared, with important qualifications, to a market. It buys or refuses to buy the ‘policy products’ offered by competing elites.”
 Similarly, he emphasises the importance of the community in foreign policy by drawing similarities between the policy- makers and lawyers. 

Lawyers work according to instructions given to them by their clients. They must ensure that they meet the demands of these clients by negotiating with the third party in a manner that is favourable to the former. Similar to lawyers, Modelski argues, a policy-maker must cooperate with his community which he is representing and with the outside world, in order to alter this world to be in line with the interests of his customer (community).
 
However, policy-makers do not act alone in making foreign policy. Modelski argues that foreign policy making includes all those people in the community with inputs
 that are relevant to the making of foreign policy. The actions taken by these actors should have an end because they are expected to bring about a favourable gesture by a foreign state, that would not have occurred had that action not have been initiated. These actions must be made under certain norms and values which will serve as guiding principles for that country’s foreign policy.

The environment in which a country’s foreign policy operates is also important. Modelski holds the view that the international environment remains the most important environment in the making of a country’s foreign policy.
 In this environment what remains important are the foreign policies of other countries, especially those foreign policies that a state wants altered.
Vale and Mphaisha depart from Modelski’s view that the international environment is the only important environment that determines foreign policy making. Vale and Mphaisha maintain that foreign policy is also made within the domestic arena, the psychological and the bureaucratic (organisational) environments.

Vale and Mphaisha lend support to Modelski with regard to the importance of the domestic environment in the making of foreign policy. While Modelski recognises the centrality of the community in making foreign policy, Vale and Mphaisha argue that foreign policy is influenced by the public’s role and maintain that “the public opinion has controlled foreign policy in all democracies.”
 Foreign policy makers can however be influenced by the public which is literate and aware of the international environment. The participation of the public in foreign policy has been made possible by bodies such as universities, think-tanks and the media.

Apart from this, when making foreign policy within a psychological environment policy-makers cease to look at matters which are entirely foreign but prefer to look at the realities surrounding them. When viewing these realities, policy-makers are influenced by their attitudes which determine whether they view other governments as trustworthy or friendly. These attitudes determine the foreign policy goals which policy-makers have towards other governments. What is more, foreign policy actions are taken based on the notion of values. Values assist in setting standards against which policy-makers measure their actions and responses towards other governments.

Additionally, Vale and Mphaisha argue that the bureaucratic environment plays an important role in the making of foreign policy. These authors are of the view that this environment is best explained by Graham Allison’s Essence of Decision, which looks at how the United States government decided to impose a naval blockade against Cuba in 1962.
  Within the bureaucratic environment, government officials charged with making foreign policy can consider two conceptual models, namely: the rational actor model and the bureaucratic model.

On the one hand, there is the rational actor model which consists of policy-makers with a list of goals to be achieved, and a defined pathway of achieving them. This model however poses challenges to policy-makers since there are a variety of competing alternative options which have to be rationally evaluated. Against this backdrop, a government must follow a certain procedure if it is to make foreign policy actions. The government, in cooperation with other relevant stakeholders, ought to identify a foreign policy problem.
 When this is done, goals must be put in order of importance, with relevant policy alternatives. Policy-makers must be able to predict consequences and ready to note alternatives which carry with them costs and benefits, and select a policy that maximises benefits. This model has however been dismissed as unreliable and simplifying the process of decision making.

The second model propounded by Allison concerns bureaucratic politics, which takes into consideration that the government does not work alone in making decisions. This model suggests that in making decisions there develops an arena where there is the “pushing” and “pulling” of interests, since different bodies within government want to ensure that foreign policy actions taken maximises their interests. Allison as a result argues that “the bureaucratic politics model sees many actors focusing on many diverse intra-national foreign policy problems, with each player holding different conceptions of national, organisational and personal goals.”

Hughes on the other takes the view that foreign policy making is influenced by values and beliefs.
 Similar to Modelski and Vale and Mphaisha, Hughes argues that foreign policy is guided by values and beliefs, and not only made for securing countries’ real interests. Hughes bases his argument on the three types of beliefs brought forward by Goldstein and Keohane. According to the latter, beliefs can be classed into three categories, namely: beliefs as pertaining to world views, principled and causal beliefs.
 
The first category of beliefs relates to people’s religions and cultures, which affect the manner in which they think and converse. The principled beliefs on the other hand, are derived from norms which set a standard of determining what is wrong and right. Essentially, principled beliefs “mediate world views and particular policy conclusions; they translate fundamental doctrines into guidance for contemporary human action.”
 Human rights form a good example of principled beliefs. The last category noticed by Goldstein and Keohane is that of causal beliefs, which provide guidance on how people ought to achieve their objectives. The causal beliefs seek to make clear the relationship between a cause and its effects and come from consensus by elites.

Goldstein and Keohane go further and highlight the impact that ideas have on policy making. Ideas as these authors have noted, assist in ordering the world and thus setting agendas that can influence outcomes. Given this, Goldstein and Keohane have noted that ideas can be utilised as road maps. To be more precise, ideas prompt individuals to closely study the effect of their causal relationships underlying their goals and the political strategies of reaching those goals. Secondly, ideas are seen as contributing to outcomes where there is an absence of a unique equilibrium. Here, ideas are seen as serving as “focal points that define cooperative solutions or act as coalition glue to facilitate the cohesion of particular groups – which may even prevent agreement on a wider basis.”
Lastly, policy can be made using precedence provided by earlier road maps or past agreements. In this way, ideas which form the foundation of institutions can make specifications in the absence of innovation.

South Africa’s foreign policy towards Zimbabwe has provided a ground for contention between analysts who argue that Pretoria could have prevented Zimbabwe’s political and economic turmoil when it began in the dawn of the 21st century, and those analysts who argue that South Africa’s harsh stance would have aggravated the situation in Zimbabwe. For the purpose of this research, the literature review will be considered from two different perspectives: the school of thought that articulates that Pretoria should position itself as “a conductor of the orchestra, not just a page turner or a pianist.”
 On the other hand, there is a school of thought that argues that South Africa should not flex its economic and political muscle to bring about stability in the region (and in Africa), since this can hamper the country’s ability of achieving its national interests.

South Africa’s foreign policy according to Moeletsi Mbeki is based on the fact that the African National Congress (ANC) government often misses the opportunity to address the challenges brought about by Pretoria’s foreign policy choices. South Africa’s foreign policy towards Zimbabwe fell short in highlighting the negative impact that the latter had on this country’s employment and investment sectors.

The Zanu-PF’s
 desperate measures to cling to power ushered in great unemployment in South Africa since many Zimbabweans looked south for jobs, and as a result crowded the South African job markets. On the other hand, South African investors’ euphoria of investing in Zimbabwe was quickly extinguished by the South African failure to condemn the Robert Mugabe regime, and also by hyperinflation and corruption in Zimbabwe. This sector proposed that their investments were losing value
, given Zimbabwe’s tumbling economy. As a result, Mbeki holds the view that the glaring weakness of Pretoria’s foreign policy towards Harare comes about because South Africa did not gain support from the investment and labour constituencies.

Mbeki is not alone in pointing out that South Africa’s foreign policy has fallen short in resolving Zimbabwe’s political turmoil. Mills dismisses South Africa as a partisan of the Mugabe regime while turning a blind eye on human rights abuses in Zimbabwe. He takes the view that Mandela was quick to condemn Washington’s policy towards Iraq following the latter’s invasion by the United States, while ignoring the crumbling Zimbabwe next door. The beacon that is supposed to guide South Africa engagement with other countries, particularly with regard to human rights, is slowly fading and becoming irrelevant.

Nevertheless, Mills
 later adopts a rather modest analysis of South Africa’s approach towards Zimbabwe. At first glance, the author appears to be in support of Pretoria’s policy towards its northern neighbour. Mills “endorses” Pretoria’s constructive engagement and gives a nod to the former Deputy Minister Aziz Pahad’s statement that the “only option for South Africa is to create the condition for both sides to move forward together, to allow Zimbabweans to help themselves.”
  
Mills quickly dismisses South Africa’s diplomatic efforts in Zimbabwe as not robust enough in ensuring that Mugabe adhered to the August 2004 SADC protocol on “Principles and Guidelines Governing Democratic Elections.” Mills finds support from Eddie Cross
 who argues that the South African position that the situation in Zimbabwe is “improving” ought to be rejected as a “ridiculous stance.”
Nonetheless, Souaré’s article
 breathes fresh air into analysing South Africa’s foreign policy towards Zimbabwe. The author adopts a mild approach in analysing South Africa’s foreign policy towards its northern neighbour, and argues that Pretoria’s approach is justified. His analysis is premised on the social psychology theory posited by Tory Higgins. This theory highlights two logics which may influence a mediator (country) in adopting a foreign policy strategy towards another country. Firstly, there is the logic of appropriateness, which determines whether action to be taken is in tune with the correct principles and norms. Secondly, there is the logic of consequences, where a decision taken must bring about best results while lowering costs. 
With the logic of appropriateness Souaré argues against the notion that the South African mediation in Zimbabwe was in favour of Zanu-Pf at the expense of the Movement for Democratic Change (MDC). He argues that this view overlooks the fact that the negotiations between these two parties put Mugabe in a compromising position, where he was left with no choice but to shed some of his power. What is more, Souaré commends South Africa’s mediation as in line with the norms of mediation in modern diplomacy. He was quick to note that in negotiations the mediator should not condemn parties on the negotiating table, but rather the acts of violation, if they exist. Failure to do so will bode ill for the negotiation process. Nonetheless, South Africa maintained secrecy in handling both the Zanu-PF and the MDC.
With regard to the logic of consequences, it remains clear that South Africa, like any other country that seeks to protect its national interests, would opt for a strategy that maximises its outcomes and minimises costs. It was not in South Africa’s best interest to adopt a harsher stance since such a gesture would in a long run bode ill for the national interests of the country. This argument comes about because Zimbabwe remains an important trading partner for South Africa. Therefore, South Africa’s tip-toe foreign policy was the best option in bringing about a just and durable solution to Zimbabwe’s political challenges. 
Research Methodology

This research is qualitative in nature, since it provides an analysis of primary and secondary sources.

Primary sources used include official documents and speeches released by the South African Department of International Relations and Cooperation (DIRCO). Additionally, information was collected from interviews held with officials working at the DIRCO’s Zimbabwean Desk, as well as diplomats and ambassadors who have served at the High Commission of South Africa in Zimbabwe. Access to these primary sources was not difficult since the researcher is an employee at the Policy, Research and Analysis Unit (PRAU) of the DIRCO.

Secondary sources on the other hand, were collected from books found at the Institute for Security Studies (ISS), the South African Institute of International Affairs (SAIIA) and the Africa Institute for South Africa (AISA). The research report also relied on information gathered from workshops which dealt with South Africa’s foreign policy towards Zimbabwe.

This research is structured as follow: Chapter 2 highlights some of the root causes of conflict in Zimbabwe. This will assist in laying a foundation of understanding how South Africa engages this northern neighbour. The research traces the crisis from 2000 up until 2009. Chapter 3 on the other hand, will look at South Africa’s initial entry into the Zimbabwean crisis. The chapter will look at how South Africa read and defined the problem in Zimbabwe, and how this definition influenced Pretoria’s engagement with that country.

 Chapter 4 will study South Africa’s foreign policy towards Zimbabwe under Mbeki and the Motlanthe presidencies. The research will also look at Zuma’s presidency towards Zimbabwe. Chapter 5 is the conclusion which outlines the findings of this thesis.
Chapter 2
Causes of Conflict in Zimbabwe
Conflict can generally be defined as “a difference in preferred outcomes in a bargaining situation.”
  This definition is nevertheless narrow, and does not provide a premise where one can begin to understand the concept. We now turn to a definition utilised by Maitland, who views conflict as “an interaction between interdependent people who pursue incompatible goals and expect interference from the other party if they attempt to achieve their goal.”
 
This definition is plausible yet incomplete since Maitland does not incorporate the words “limited resources” to the concept. One can argue that conflicts occur because people, whether they be government officials or ordinary citizens of a country, are in conflict because they want to be in control of limited resources that are available within their reach. The manner in which these resources are to be shared often provides an arena of contention, since parties involved often disagree about the quantity that should go to each party.
This research embraces the definition suggested by Maitland, but nonetheless argues that the words “limited resources” should be added to it, since the possibilities of a conflict occurring in a situation where everyone has an abundance of resources in equal proportions, is rare.
There already exists a vast literature on the causes and dynamics of conflict which will not be reproduced in this thesis. I will not dwell too much on these causes, nor will I spend too much time outlining conflict in Africa, but will rather use these facts to build an argument on understanding the causes of conflict in Zimbabwe. Given this, it can be argued that conflict in Africa is attributed to structural and proximate causes, as well as to triggers.
 
With regard to structural causes, conflict arises because people are dissatisfied with the existing state repression, exclusion of certain groups from politics and the lack of good governance. Proximate causes on the other hand are responsible for the creation of a violent atmosphere which may further exacerbate conflict. We will refer to the arrests of members of the opposition parties and insecurities on the streets as examples of proximate causes. Lastly, conflict is set off by triggers such as assassination of political leaders or electoral fraud, which may vex people and cause them to resort to violence.

Furthermore, conflict is caused by root, secondary and tertiary causes, as Short, Straw and Hoon have noted.
 Root causes of conflict occur because state institutions have become weak or have totally collapsed. Such collapse often leaves a country with very few structures that will implement democracy, economic policies and ensure the stability of a country. The implementation of these elements is therefore left in the hands of a few individuals who often misuse them. Mismanagement of state resources has a tendency of leading to an economic decline because people who are in charge are not capable of handling them. Poor economic management leads to violence which is a consequence of the frustration of citizens who had expected the government to deliver on the promises (jobs, better health and education) made to them.
 Lastly, conflict is caused by resource wealth, as is often the case in Africa. The point of contention occurs because very few individuals seek to control the country’s resources (oil, diamonds and fertile land) while excluding the rest of the people.

Against that background, it is common knowledge that no government receives complete support from the people it asserts jurisdiction over because there will always be a difference in the people’s political interests and what the government is prepared to offer.
 Put in simple terms, people are always concerned with the government’s policies and how these policies ought to be implemented. Lack of support by the people means that the government will be faced with the challenge of determining how the ruling authority stays in power. In this case, the survival of the government can be enforced using harsh tactics, whereby the government security institutions are utilised to coerce people to support the ruling elites. We will refer to this type of regime as a hegemon, since it is characterised by repression, blocking the freedom of expression of the people, and suppressing their abilities to oppose the ideologies of the government. 

On the contrary, other governments appreciate the notion that in politics, political interests will always differ. Such regimes therefore put minute limitations on how people can express themselves and also spread the opportunities (economic or social) that would have been made solely for the ruling party elites and its members. In this type of system, people are allowed to freely oppose the ideologies of the government, to vote and to form political parties. We will refer to this system as a polyarchy. 
 The final type of system which will be termed a mixed regime oscillates from liberalisation to repression since the governments in charge have the capability of relaxing and tightening the laws on what its citizens are prohibited or allowed to do.
 
The dilemma of conflict in Africa, Foltz argues, is that many societies in the continent are characterised by the politics of exclusion, rather than embedding the principle of inclusion within their communities.
 Dominant parties ruling the government tend to espouse all the government institutions and structures, mainly for power and to ensure survival. This in turn sees growing dissatisfaction within the opposition parties who may also want to contest for power within the government.
In Africa, many dominant parties have successfully managed to suppress or eliminate the opposition due to a variety of reasons. Foltz further argues that the fight against colonialism is the first key that ensured that some political leaders throughout the continent are still in power up until today. Political parties which were first to hail the slogans of independence from the colonisers, gained automatic favour in the eyes of many Africans. The zeal that these parties had to crush colonialism gave these organisations the appeal that would in future be difficult to oppose.

Additionally, opposition parties are suppressed by personalities. To be more precise, a party that was the first to recognise that colonialism boded ill for Africans, and therefore opposed the ideology of the oppressor, used its leader as a unifying symbol for all the people who were subject to oppression.
 As a result, a single person came to be seen as a Messiah that has come to deliver the oppressed from the evil forces of the colonialists. One can easily speak of Robert Mugabe in Zimbabwe, Kwame Nkrumah in Ghana, and Nelson Mandela in South Africa. These leaders were seen as “responsible spokesmen” who could articulate African opinions under colonialism, very well.

Finally, the opposition in Africa has not been given enough space to compete with the dominant party because of the illegitimate political and administrative structures created by the colonialists.
 Many African countries were bequeathed with structures that allowed the ruling parties to be in total control of the state and its structures, and to avoid being removed from power. That is to say, the opposition had no say on how the military was to be used or on what type of policies should govern politics and the economy. To this, Foltz adds that the “regime is structured so as to deny any opposition, within or outside the party, the use of a meaningful public forum to build support for its case.”

It remains clear that in some African countries the ruling parties will not want to afford the opposition, especially interest groups such as trade unions or religious associations, room to oppose the government, since these interest groups have historically played an important role in strengthening the support base of the ruling party. To ensure survival, the ruling parties are faced with the choice of incorporating these interest groups into the ruling party or to repress them, and face the risk of being unpopular.
 

The literature considered above will be read together with the causes of conflict in Zimbabwe. The argument I make is that Zimbabwe was at first a mixed regime, although its repressive characteristics manifested themselves in a covert fashion. The country’s regression into oppression was openly witnessed in the dawn of the 21st century, when the government resorted to repressive tactics to respond to the looming threat to its governance.
2.1 Zimbabwe under fire: unravelling the crisis
Zimbabwe’s crisis stems from a string of challenges in a run-up to independence, and after the demise of colonialism, when Robert Mugabe came into power. Once termed the “poster child”
 of Africa, led by the charismatic Mugabe, it cannot be denied today that Zimbabwe has fallen from glory and has had its image tarnished by the draconian policies introduced by its government.
In a country where a loaf of bread was around Z$40 in 1998, to a remarkable Z$7.3 trillion in 2008
, one cannot help but ask: what went wrong? Against this backdrop, the author traces the crisis in Zimbabwe to the legacy of colonialism on the one hand, as well as the politics of exclusion on the other. The author builds on Njoroge who takes the view that the conflict in Zimbabwe can be attributed to the politics of exclusion, particularly the political, social and economic exclusions.
 Political exclusion manifests itself in the structural imbalances within government institutions, which translates into the inability of the opposition to effectively participate in political activities since power is centralised in favour of the Zimbabwe African National Unity-Patriotic Front (Zanu-PF). Such a centralisation inevitably ushers in repression, corruption and a dearth in tolerance, especially towards any opposition challenging the ideology of the ruling party. 

Social exclusion on the other hand, is reflected by chronic poverty, disease and unemployment that the Zimbabweans continue to face. The Zimbabwean government’s failure to address these social challenges resulted in its citizens risking their lives by crossing borders to look for a living in South Africa, Botswana and Mozambique. Lastly, economic exclusion manifests itself in the huge cleavages between the rich and the poor. Zimbabwe’s crisis has an adverse effect for the poor who already find it difficult to use the worthless currency to buy basic commodities such as food. This occurs because the country’s economy is structured in such a fashion that it benefits only Mugabe and his cronies. The confluence of the social and economic exclusion results in anxiety among the people, causing them to emigrate. 
2.1.1 The role of colonialism and decolonisation
The ongoing crisis in Zimbabwe should not be isolated, but should rather be read together with the nature and character of the Rhodesian state (1923-1980). The dilemma of Rhodesia is that it was highly exclusive in a sense that its interests greatly lay with expanding and enriching the white population, while sidelining the black majority.
 The black majority were considered as second-class citizens who could not be afforded the same social and economic services received by their white counterparts. Land was apportioned in such a way that the fertile areas went to the white farmers, while dry and drought-ridden areas were given to the blacks. Additionally, there was an introduction of the Land Apportionment Act of 1930 and the Land Tenure Act of 1969 which prohibited black people from owning land in white areas.

The exclusiveness of the Rhodesian state spelt its demise and Zimbabwe’s contemporary problems. Upon coming into power, Rhodesia possessed colonial developmental policies that created strong economic policies which bolstered the country’s industrial and agricultural sectors, while modernising the infrastructure. Nevertheless, blacks were limited to spectators in such developments, further suppressing their standards of living. Maundeni argues that Rhodesia missed the opportunity to convert indigenous blacks into a class that would have worked closely with the white settlers, based on their colonial developmental policies. Such developmental policies could have been upheld in the post-colonial era.

On the other hand, Rhodesia possessed an army which was disciplined in comparison to the pre-colonial Shona and Ndebele armies, which were characterised by enriching warlords and dispossessing the entire nation and region through fear. Rhodesia failed to recruit blacks into the country’s security sectors, since these structures were constructed along racial lines. The incorporation of the blacks into the Rhodesian army could have ensured that the culture of discipline within the security sectors is carried over to the post-colonial Zimbabwe.

Upon decolonisation
, the transfer of power from the colonisers into the hands of the nationalist movements was dominant in the agenda of many black political leaders, to an extent that they overlooked the importance of individual and civic rights.
 The transfer of power took place in the face of the debate that internal unity had to be promoted within Zimbabwe, which is the rhetoric that paved a way for a monolithic state that was opposed to pluralism. 

The ghost that haunted Zimbabwe before independence manifested itself in the post-1980 period by the value that the Mugabe government attached to security. State security concerns (1980-1988) were aroused by Zimbabwe’s constitutional order which faced threats from the apartheid South Africa, the rebel groups in the Matabeleland/Midlands, and the Renamo bandits in Mozambique.
 Security however, was used covertly to silence those groups and individuals who opposed the new government’s notion of anti-pluralism. The government’s efforts were surprisingly, supported by the use of the Law and Order Maintenance Act, which was a piece of legislation used under colonialism to weaken the opposition voices. Furthermore, there was an aggressive move to make Zimbabwe a one-party state, whereby the attainment of national unity and development would be accelerated. This was illustrated by the signing of the Unity Accord between the amalgamated ZANU-PF and PF-ZAPU. The idea of “unity at all cost” would in future tarnish Zimbabwe’s already rusting human rights record.

2.1.2 Political Exclusion
Political exclusion (on a smaller scale) manifests itself with the suffocating of the citizen’s rights to vote or the blocking of their freedom of expression. In Zimbabwe, this is demonstrated by the government’s refusal to allow protests and by limiting media platforms that opposes the Mugabe regime. On a larger scale
, political exclusion becomes visible when certain groups, especially those embarking on a different policy direction than that proposed by the government, are refused space to be active in the political life. 
The Zanu-PF’s reign of terror over Zimbabwe has rendered the country a possession of Mugabe and the ruling party. Put in simple terms, Zimbabwe is envisaged as a country that has to be ruled by the Zanu-PF, and not by Morgan Tsvangarai, nor by Arthur Mutambara or Simba Makoni. Against this background, government’s structures will be used to distort the political playing field in favour of the ruling party. Intimidation is also a weapon used to ensure that the ruling government keeps the opposition out of the political circle. Although political exclusion has always been the case in Zimbabwe, it has not manifested itself in an ugly fashion as it has in the early 2000 up until February 2009, when an Inclusive Government (IG) was inaugurated.
The dawn of the 21st century ushered in a country “at war with itself”
, coupled with the reckless use of the military and the employment of intimidation among the citizens and the opposition. According to Qobo, the mismanagement of Zimbabwe’s political transition painted a gloomy picture of how the country would be in future. To be more precise, Qobo maintains that the Lancaster House Agreement was instrumental in planting the seeds of Zimbabwe’s collapse, since it overlooked the important aspects of racial and class differences between the British and Rhodesian elites and the liberation movements. Similarly, the Lancaster House Agreement did not specify what would happen when the 10 year land tenure expired.

 Biti builds on Qobo and maintains that Zimbabwe was not “designed to be democratic and liberal.”
, since the government inherited a privatised country, structured in a way that only a few benefit from the opportunities that accrue from the economy. By the same token, the government’s power is centralised in favour of Mugabe and his cronies, mainly to ensure their survival. Therefore, the elections held in March 2008, 2005, 2002 and in 2000, were conducted to serve as a reminder to the world that Zimbabwe is a “democratic” country, and not necessarily with the intention of giving the MDC (and other opposition parties) a chance to be in control of the country. Given this, the current crisis in that country should not solely be attributed to the legacy of colonialism, nor should it be dismissed as a mere conflict between the MDC and Zanu-PF, but must rather be viewed as a “generational struggle between the exhausted and tired nationalism, as well as a conflict of ideologies.”

The questioning of Zimbabwe’s political dispensation was aroused by the formation of the MDC in September 1999. Among other factors, the MDC (which arose from a trade union) was formed in response to the repressive manner in which the Zanu-PF government used the police and the army in handling people’s dissatisfaction with the state. What is more, the MDC was formed mainly to question the country’s economy (later discussed) which became unstable due to the mismanagement by the Mugabe regime.
 
The formation of the MDC was however greeted with stinging criticism, with its leaders being labelled the “stooges of white imperial interests.”
 The emergence of the MDC, one might argue, served as a fearful milestone for the ruling party, since its coming into power in 1980, the Zanu-PF had never had its leadership being questioned publicly. This filled Mugabe with paranoia and coerced him to tighten the use of repressive measures in dealing with the nascent opposition.
The role that the Zanu-PF played in its struggle towards independence appears to have given the party a one-way ticket to a universe where single parties rule perpetually. Hence, Foltz reminds us that parties which were first in hailing independence and achieved it, took home the idea that the liberation came about because of the party’s deeds
, therefore, the running of the country should be left in the hands of the same party. Such a mindset sets the tone that the ruling party would stifle the opposition and deny it a platform where its ideologies would be shared. 
Foltz has previously noted that the advent of an opposition within a country which had previously been dominated by a single party can be welcomed with the refusal of a meaningful public forum, which could be utilised by this opposition to build support for its base. His argument is clearly reflected in the allocation of the governmental ministries in 2009. Key ministries which had previously formed the backbone of Mugabe’s regime are still retained by the Zanu-PF, while those which are social orientated are placed under the guardianship of the MDC.
 The Zanu-PF for example, is still in control of the Defence, Justice and Legal Affairs, Foreign Affairs, and Media, Information and Publicity. Appointments for the Reserve Bank Governor and the Attorney General were also made in favour of the Zanu-PF. The MDC on the other hand, is reduced to Education, Sport, Art and Culture as well as Home Affairs. Similarly, Labour and Social Security, Health and Child Welfare, and Public Works are placed under the portfolio of the MDC.

The allocation of these ministries paved the way for Mugabe to gain the upper hand in the running of the government. To be more precise, he still controls the security of the country, the drafting of law, the printing of money, and the publishing of information about the Zimbabwean government.  Speaking at a rally organised to strengthen the Zanu-PF support base before the anticipated elections in late 2010 (if not at the dawn of 2011), Mugabe lamented that the “Zanu-PF, as the party of revolution and the people’s vanguard, shall not allow the security forces of Zimbabwe to be the subject of any negotiations for the so-called security sector reforms.”
 Such a statement which was dismissed by the MDC as “thuggery”
, marks a bruised and reeling Zanu-PF that derives strength from the exploitation of the country’s security sectors. 
2.1.3 Social Exclusion
Social exclusion within Zimbabwe leads to the degeneration of the society, because the government has isolated itself from providing the basic services that every citizen ought to receive. Such exclusion gives birth to chronic disease and poverty, crime and unemployment, and the citizens crossing of borders into the neighbouring countries.
 
The demise of colonialism witnessed Zimbabwe’s strengthening of the social fibre, since health and education were easily accessible to the citizens. These achievements were however eroded by the introduction of the Economic Structural Adjustment Programme (ESAPs) in the 1990s, coupled with the government’s poor economic management.

The impact of the crumbling social structure has led to Zimbabwe’s life expectancy plummeting to an alarming 34 years, for women affected by HIV/AIDS. Apart from this, over 4 million of Zimbabweans have left their country and settled into the big cities of South Africa, and other neighbouring countries.
 What is more, the closure of four major hospitals in November 2008, and the exodus of skilled nurses and doctors, signalled a collapse in the country’s health system. The situation was further exacerbated by the cholera outbreak the same year which left over 10,000 infected and 4,011 people succumbing to the disease.

2.1.4 Economic Exclusion
The playing field in Zimbabwe’s economy is tilted in favour of the minority, while the poor majority are excluded from sharing in the benefits coming from the country’s economy. The country’s contemporary economic crisis can be attributed to the government’s response of the 1990s strain, when Zimbabwe faced severe droughts, a decline in productivity and shrinking tax revenues.
 Apart from this, a dreadful picture was painted when the country’s unemployment rate reached 40% by the end of the 1990s, as compared to 10% in 1980.
 The government responded to this decline by implementing the ESAPs, with the intention of reversing this downward spiral. This Programme which was put in place to boost the country’s economy and to foster private sector investment saw the further plummeting of the economy and the cutting of wages.

What is more, the economy was put under immense pressure by the massive pension handouts which had previously been demanded by the war veterans. The government succumbed to these pleas by providing the war veterans with Z$50,000 each, with a further Z$2000 every month.
 This financial handout proved imprudent because it was a short-term response which was not budgeted for. Additionally, the Zimbabwean economy suffered a blow due to the millions of dollars spent in a war in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). The war was carried out in order to secure economic dividends that would be shared by the elite and the members of the security forces.

Nevertheless, Zimbabwe’s economy is expected to register a growth of 4.7% by the end of December 2009, with a further increase of 7% anticipated in 2010.
 However, it remains questionable whether such an increase will guarantee the inclusion of ordinary Zimbabweans. In a country of an alarming 80% unemployment rate, an all high inflation rate of 231,000,000% and a continual loss of revenue
, one can expect a further marginalisation of people from the economy, as the country recovers from the crisis. 
This chapter has highlighted many challenges which have contributed to the downward spiralling of Zimbabwe’s political and economic systems. The chapter has shed light on the types of challenges that Pretoria had to familiarise itself with before it could draft policy towards the Mugabe government. A hurdle that South Africa faces is that the drawbacks facing Zimbabwe did not come about with the 21st century, but are deeply embedded within the country’s political system, further making it difficult to find solutions to the challenges facing the Mugabe government. The next chapter looks at how South Africa has utilised its soft power in trying to bring about solutions to the Zimbabwe crisis.
Chapter 3

Soft Power in South Africa’s Foreign Policy

A country may obtain the outcomes it wants in world politics because other countries want to follow it, admiring its values, emulating its example, aspiring to its level of prosperity and openness. This aspect of power – getting others to want what you want – I call soft power. It co-opts people rather than coerces them – Nye J, 2002

South Africa’s initial entry into the Zimbabwean crisis depicts a well-calculated policy direction, built on the back of the concept coined soft power. Pretoria’s painful decision of not adopting harsh rhetoric in dealing with its northern neighbour stems from the lessons that South Africa learnt in conflict resolution throughout the continent. In this chapter, I analyse Pretoria’s response to the turmoil in Zimbabwe by looking at South Africa’s foreign policy and what South Africa seeks to achieve in Africa, that is to say, the country’s national interest. Similarly, I look at how South Africa has used its soft power to influence Mugabe, and the challenges that Pretoria have encountered in dealing with its northern neighbour. Lastly, this chapter will look at Pretoria’s initial entry into the Zimbabwe crisis.
3.1 Defining South Africa’s Foreign Policy

The Minister of the DIRCO, Maite Nkoana-Mashabane did not shy away from pointing out that South Africa’s foreign policy, similar to that of any other country, is dynamic and engineered to meet the world developments, while fulfilling the needs of its citizens.
 Speaking at a lecture at Rhodes University, the Minister built on Modelski, who had earlier on noted that foreign policy includes all those people in the community with the inputs that are relevant to the making of foreign policy.

 Similarly, the Minister nods to Vale and Mphaisha’s contribution when they argue that “the public opinion has controlled foreign policy in all democracies.”
 Decision makers at the Union Building realise the importance of the citizens of South Africa in making and implementing foreign policy, given this, such policy will be made to respond to the “lives of ordinary women and men because our global engagements are informed by our values and domestic priorities as a country and people.”
 Such a statement set the tone that South Africa will always assess the impact that the decisions it takes will have on its people.
On the other hand, Pretoria drafted its foreign policy bearing in mind the legacy that the apartheid government had left the country. It ought to be remembered that South Africa’s foreign policy before 1994 was made mainly to:

· Sell the idea of apartheid and to promote “Bantustans”;
· Create instability in the region through military incursions, and to support UNITA in Angola and RENAMO in Mozambique;
· Promote the use of Weapons of Mass Destruction;
· Suppress the liberation movements.

Given this, South Africa’s future foreign policy had to distance itself from the policies of apartheid, and adopt a cordial approach in dealing with other governments. The demise of apartheid was therefore greeted with a sigh, as Pretoria’s swing to democracy came to be viewed as a plausible key that would mollify Africa’s political and economic dilemmas, and point the way out of the labyrinth in which the continent still finds itself. Put in other words, Africa was yearning for a country that could represent it and make its voice heard on the international platforms. South Africa had the capability of playing this role, taking into account the size of its economy and its military might. The ANC was faced with a task of drafting foreign policy that would ensure that Pretoria is welcomed and given a platform to represent Africa on the international fora. 
The 52nd National Conference of the ANC in Polokwane (December 2007) reaffirmed that the ruling party was formed in response to the fight against colonialism, racism and underdevelopment in South Africa. The governing party further noted that the challenges facing human kind can only be solved by fostering democracy worldwide, and that South Africa’s foreign policy must “mirror our deep commitment to the consolidation of a democratic South Africa.”
 Pretoria’s foreign policy would therefore be guided by human rights, peace, respect for international law, democracy and the development of the continent.

South Africa’s implementation of its foreign policy principles would not be easy in Africa, since most of these values have proved to be non-existent in the continent. In carrying out its policies in Africa, Pretoria had to take into consideration the fact that the ANC’s success in conquering the evil forces of apartheid came about because of the African support. On the other hand, it was crucial for South Africa to maintain close ties with the West, because the latter was important in opening its markets to this country, thereby allowing it to restructure itself.

South Africa was left at the cross-roads in a sense that many African countries which had played a role in the dismantling of apartheid are themselves characterised by the lack of good governance and transparency, as well as the abuse of human rights. The West on the other hand, was premised on the sparkling values of democracy and respect for human rights. Clearly, South Africa had to strike a balance between the interests of the developing and those of the developed countries.
Put in another manner, if South Africa was cordial towards the African solidarity and as a result chose to ignore the “liberal democratic values”,
 the West would quickly criticise Pretoria of its failure to learn about the importance of human rights, given the country’s apartheid government. South Africa would as a result risk losing financial support from the West. In the same way, if South Africa hailed the slogans of democracy and human rights, it would be perceived as a surrogate of the West and a lapdog therefore.
 
The implementation of South Africa’s foreign policy, as Minister Nkoana-Mashabane has noted, will in the next five years be guided by the six priorities laid down in Medium-Term Strategic Framework, namely:
· Improving the political and economic integration of the SADC;
· The continued prioritisation of the African continent through the African Agenda;

· Strengthening South-South relations

· Intensifying strategic relations with strategic formations of the North;

· Strengthening political and economic relations; and

· Participating in the Global System of Governance.

Following these priorities, one can deduce that Pretoria still sees Africa as an important component, not only for its national interests, but also due to South Africa’s values. The notion of values in the making of foreign policy has been covered by authors such as Vale and Mphaisha, Modelski and Hughes. Nonetheless, Hughe’s contribution, which is built on the ideas by Goldstein and Keohane, stands out. The former argues that a country’s foreign policy can be made using precedence provided by earlier road maps or agreements.
 As noted above, the precedence left by South Africa’s foreign policy under apartheid, was a bitter one since it did not encourage cooperation, but rather instilled destabilisation in the region and the continent. 
Guided by the spirit of “ubuntu” 
 and the respect for the African humanity, South Africa’s policy towards the continent manifests itself as a “value-laden foreign policy which seeks to create a people-centred society within which prosperity and development prevail.”
 

  Ali Mazrui asserts that cooperation between most African countries is today strengthened by the similar challenges that the continent’s humanity faced due to colonialism.
 He takes the view that colonialism has for a long time humiliated Africa, but nonetheless allowed it to operate together on the premise of their identity – their blackness. Mazrui builds on Kwame Nkrumah who maintains that one’s African identity should not be limited by the borders that Africans share, but by “a common interest in the independence of Africa.”
 Such independence, Mazrui further adds, does not terminate when Africa has totally shed Europe’s rule, but is a continuity of history. 
 South Africa’s foreign policy towards the continent is therefore executed along these lines. With the value of “ubuntu” it is asserted that Pretoria will utilise its resources to develop its immediate neighbours and the continent at large.

Despite the value of “ubuntu”, South Africa’s foreign policy has come to embrace the notion of multilateralism, as opposed to the previous apartheid government, which preferred to implement its policies unilaterally, without engaging its neighbours. The recent South African government holds the view that multilateralism is a key that will ensure that challenges facing humanity are effectively addressed. Apart from this, South Africa learned about the importance of multilateralism after the Mandela regime unilaterally spoke out against the killing of Sani Abacha in Nigeria, in 1995. Such a unilateral approach led to the isolation of South Africa, while Pretoria took home the lesson that African countries do not humiliate each other in the international fora.

The concept of multilateralism has been defined differently by a variety of authors. In 1990, Keohane argued that multilateralism should be viewed as “the practice of coordinating national policies in groups of three or more.”
 This definition was supported by Ruggie who later dismissed it as incomplete. His predilection of extending such a definition comes about because he contends that Keohane omitted the phrase: “on the basis of certain principles of ordering relations among those states.”

 Caporaso on the other hand, took the view that multilateralism ought to be seen as consisting of three parts: Firstly, there has to be an element of indivisibility, which is “the scope over which costs and benefits are spread.”
 Apart from this, there also has to be the generalised principles of conduct, which are the norms such as fairness and equality, which must govern relations between states. Lastly, Caporaso argues that multilateralism must also include diffuse reciprocity, which means that cooperation between states will in a long run bring about equal benefits between them.

3.2 South Africa’s National interests
3.2.1 A definition of national interests:

The concept of national interests remains “slippery”
 in a sense that many authors have contended over the idea, in order to ascertain its true meaning. Nye has for example alluded to national interests as:

            ‘general, long term, and continuing purpose that the state, the nation, and the    
             regime would all, ideally, see themselves as serving at any given time…
             rooted in the social consciousness and cultural identity of a people and 
             including all disparate elements of the “public good”.

Apart from Nye, Krasner maintains that national interests are those goals that a country sets for itself. Such goals, he argues, differ in their ranking of importance and the period of achieving them varies.
 Huntington on the other hand takes the view that a country’s national interests are derived from its identity. That is to say, efforts for a country to define its national interests would prove futile if a nation does not know its identity.
 
The definitions employed by Nye and Huntington depart from that utilised by Krasner. Therefore, the understanding of national interests as propounded by the former authors, will form the foundation of this thesis, since they are closely tied to the theories of foreign policy brought forward by Modelski, Vale and Mphaisha and Hughes, when they argue that the domestic environment is important in the making of foreign policy. The “social consciousness” and “cultural identity” lamented by Nye, as well as “national identity” advocated by Huntington provide a platform where we come to a conclusion that a country’s population is central in influencing a country’s foreign policy direction.
3.2.2 An overview of South Africa’s national interests
Jackie Selebi, who was once a Director-General of the former Department of Foreign Affairs (DFA) noted that: ‘foreign policy is nothing other than pursuit of domestic policies and priorities internationally.”
 Put in another way, South Africa’s international engagements will be informed by what the country’s citizens want to achieve. The domestic priorities of South Africa were clearly highlighted by President Zuma at the State of the Nation Address in 2009, and are expected to guide the country for the next half a decade. The priorities include the creation of decent work and sustainable livelihoods, education, health, rural development and land reform, and the fight against crime.
 These priorities are derived from the country’s Constitution and are envisaged as important for the entire African continent.
Although Pretoria does not overlook the importance of shared values and common interests in implementing its foreign policy, it also argues that the securing of its national interests is important for the country’s development. Securing of its national interests however, will not see Pretoria being driven solely by self-interest and the country’s obsession with power.
 With this statement, the South African government implies that this country will by all means be vigilant in the field of its national interests. The attainment of these interests will nevertheless be carried out in a benign fashion, without arousing hatred or anger within its immediate neighbours and the entire continent.
South Africa’s national interests are outlined in the DIRCO’s MTSF, the Presidency’s document on Improving Government Performance as well as in the Green Paper for National Strategic Planning. To be more precise, the MTSF enumerates ten interests that must guide the country when it interacts with other countries. All these priorities can be classed as human welfare and security, social development and economic growth.

On the other hand, the document from the Presidency argues for improvements in health and education, as well as rural development, and safety and jobs. All these priorities, the Presidency noted, “constitute 60 per cent of our budget.”
 Lastly, the Green Paper for National Strategic Planning also stresses the importance of accelerated economic growth and the strengthening of human capital. These developments, however, must be able to meet internal and external challenges such as the fragile global economy and conflicts in the continent.
 Given this backdrop, South Africa’s national interest were clearly articulated by Van Nieuwkerk who argued that: “given the country’s economic profile, public policies focusing on the human security agenda (e.g. poverty eradication, job creation, economic growth, personal security)  should constitute the core of South Africa’s national interests.”

3.2.3 Responding to Zimbabwe’s crisis: to criticise or not to criticise?

South Africa’s policy in the face of the crumbling Zimbabwe has been greeted with heated debate at home and abroad, the general sentiment being that Pretoria’s military and economic brawn provides it with the leverage to bring order in its neighbour. Following Zimbabwe’s crisis, there was mushrooming of literature which charged that South Africa’s strength ought to motivate it to be “a conductor of the orchestra, not just a page turner or a pianist.”
 
With this view, it was suggested that South Africa should throw its military weight to resolve crisis in the continent. Similarly, it was argued that Pretoria had to cut the electricity supply to Zimbabwe, and to the extreme case, close the Beitbridge in order to starve this neighbour of the needed imports. This would, curiously enough, assuage the unrest in that country, allowing Mugabe to negotiate with the opposition parties, to find a just and durable solution to the country’s problems.
Against the backdrop of the tough approach propounded by the hard-line scholars, the South African government managed with little success, to calm their stinging criticism, by pointing out that Pretoria will fall short in contributing to the African Renaissance if its policy is that of a “bully”.
 The government lamented that the only way it can provide meaningful contribution to the African development is when it utilises the existing multilateral structures within the continent to resolve the challenges facing humanity. In the same vein, South Africa would provide the necessary resources and by sharing its experience in conflict.

3.2.3.1 What is soft power?
There exists a plethora of definitions for soft power. For the purposes of this thesis however, we will rely on the definition brought forward by Nye, who argues that soft power can be used to an advantage by a country which wants to achieve certain outcomes in international politics. The attainment of these goals will be facilitated if a country conducts its affairs in such a manner that other countries are attracted to the values of the country applying (soft) power. This will cause these countries to follow in the examples of the country applying (soft) power, and as a result aspire to its level of prosperity.

The concept of soft power drifts away from what came to be known as power. Put in another manner, the traditional indicators of power point to a country’s military strength and the size of its economy and population as important elements of power. Although these indicators are still important in defining a country’s strength, Hurrel argues that material power should not be solely utilised to ascertain the power of a country. Hurrel further maintains that power comes about because your immediate neighbours or members of the international community have recognised your country as a regional or international power.

Soft power, Smith argues, is derived from a variety of sources such as the government and cultural agents.
 The former source however, warrants special attention since it is central to the thesis. Soft power created by governments comprises among other factors, a country’s democratic values, the hosting of international events (sports, conferences) and the country’s good human rights record. Monyae has for example argued that Pretoria’s promotion of constitutionalism within the country’s borders, and the proliferation of the values enshrined in this document, throughout the continent, has guaranteed South Africa international recognition as the country has one of the best Constitutions in the world.

Apart from this source, Smith further argues that soft power can be derived from a country’s cultural agents. She points to the United States of America (US) which managed to win the minds and hearts of people during the Cold War, partly because of its soft power tactics. Direct mechanisms used by Washington include the offering of Fulbright Scholarship and the broadcast of the Voice of America came to light. Indirectly, the US gained acceptance through movies and music, which portrayed this country as free and cordial. 
  
3.2.3.2 A soft power approach to Zimbabwe’s crisis
South Africa’s initial entry into the Zimbabwean crisis took a benign approach which came to be known as ‘quiet diplomacy’. This strategy has been subject to bitter rhetoric, with an alternative coined ‘megaphone diplomacy’ been envisaged as a solution to the crisis. The latter solution which suggests that challenges facing humanity must be met with open criticism was clearly rejected by the former Minister of Foreign Affairs, Nkosazana Dlamini-Zuma when she clearly stated that: “the problem with you is that you are waiting for condemnation of Zimbabwe. You will never hear that. It is not going to happen as long as the ANC is in power.”

‘Quiet diplomacy’ suggests that challenges facing governments ought to be resolved peacefully through negotiations and not war. Woodrow Wilson’s doctrine that “diplomacy shall proceed always frankly and in the public”
 dismissed by Adelmann, the main reason being that Wilson employed a narrow definition in understanding (‘quiet’) diplomacy. Wilson definition does not create a platform for ‘quiet diplomacy’ because of his exclusive definition which can be analysed as meaning that all diplomacies must take place in public. Since it is ‘quiet’, Adelmann argues, such diplomacy ought to take place behind closed doors. Adelmann’s definition is endorsed by Dlamini who further adds that ‘quiet diplomacy’ entails “trying to influence the behaviour of others by secret negotiations or refraining from taking a specific action.”

The definitions given by both Adelmann and Dlamini are valid, but must be viewed with caution. These definitions are premised on shaky ground since they fail to acknowledge that ‘quiet diplomacy’ does not guarantee a quick solution to a challenge tabled for discussion. As we will later see in chapter 4, the efficacy of ‘quiet diplomacy’ was questioned as it appeared to be sluggish in bringing a solution to Zimbabwe’s turmoil.

Nevertheless, nine years after its inception, this strategy ensured that negotiations between Mugabe, Tsvangarai and Mutambara take place. Given this, one should not completely dismiss the definitions drawn forward by Adelmann and Dlamini, but should rather point out that although ‘quiet diplomacy’ is favourable in maintaining peace and stability, it requires time and does not guarantee a quick solution.
Pretoria’s soft response to the crisis in Zimbabwe came as a result because South Africa realised that although it had the economic and military strength, it does not have what Hurrel earlier alluded to for a country to be recognised as a regional power. That is to say, although South Africa’s actions
 in SADC depicts that of a hegemon in a covert fashion, which one can argue is the role that Pretoria wants to play, this country does not have the legitimacy and authority to play this role. Therefore, in whichever conflict resolution ventures that Pretoria wants to carry out in the region, it will always fall back on multilateral structures within the continent, while maintaining benign rhetoric that will ensure that it projects its power effectively.
Given this background, it remains clear to see that South Africa’s opting for soft power in resolving the crisis in Zimbabwe was the best policy option that decision makers could have considered. A hegemon, Schoeman and Alden argue, exercise “unchallenged leadership” and must possess an ideology that is acceptable and unquestioned.
 These authors build on Evans and Newnham by maintaining that for a country to be recognised as a hegemon, it must be accepted for what it stands for, rather than looking how it wants to achieve its goals.
 
The term “unchallenged leadership” brought forward by Schoeman and Alden, warrants special attention since Pretoria’s role in the region is still challenged by countries such as Angola and Zimbabwe who also see themselves as powers in the region. With the case of Angola we witnessed the clash of egos between the two countries under the Mbeki Administration, up until Zuma’s state visit to Luanda after his inauguration in 2009. With regard to Zimbabwe on the other hand, there exists a recalcitrant Mugabe who sees himself as a champion of independence in SADC, through which the ANC managed to rid South Africa off apartheid partly because of the role of the Zanu-PF.
South Africa’s failure to project its leadership in an “unquestionable” way simply translates into the notion that this country has to channel its power in such a fashion that Pretoria wins the favour of secondary powers such as Angola and Zimbabwe. As Flemmes has argued: “without the secondary powers’ support, regional powers will not be able to construct the power base necessary to reach their foreign policy goals in regional and global affairs.”
 

3.2.3.3 South Africa’s engagement of Zimbabwe
In dealing with the Zimbabwe crisis, the South African decision-makers echoed the sentiment that Pretoria’s reading of the situation has allowed it to come to the conclusion that this country would ensure the creation of a favourable climate that would allow the Zanu-PF and the MDC to move forward together. Pretoria lamented that its main goal was “getting the sides together to agree on the constitution and to co-operate on dealing with the economic crisis.”
 With this acknowledged a plethora of meetings were held with both the Zanu-PF and the MDC on both the governmental and party levels.
President Mbeki had been immersed in the Zimbabwean political turmoil since the late 1990s, which made it essential for him to travel to this northern neighbour before the 2000 constitutional referendum, where political and economic ties with Mugabe were strengthened. The symposium mainly concerned itself with the debt owed to Eskom by the Zimbabwean Energy Supply Authority, as well as trade and wildlife management.
 However, the war in the DRC was also brought into the discussions, as it was costly and complicated Mbeki’s peace efforts in that country.
What is more, efforts to bring stability in Zimbabwe were made immediately after Mugabe suffered a fatal blow following his loss in the referendum, and when land invasions had taken a toll in Zimbabwe. In response to this, a meeting was held at the Victoria Falls, organised by President Mbeki, Mozambique’s Joachim Chissano and Namibia’s Sam Nujoma.
 Although diplomatic efforts were made to quell the situation in Zimbabwe, the West, particularly the United Kingdom, was criticised for its failure to properly address the land resettlement which had been envisaged as the major cause of Zimbabwe’s crisis. Turmoil in South Africa’s northern neighbour and the war in the DRC further dominated the agenda in November 2000, where Mugabe and Mbeki met at the Johannesburg International Airport to find solutions to these challenges.

In March 2003, the South African government’s tone of what causes conflict in Zimbabwe had shifted from poor land resettlement to the latter’s weak record of human and political rights.
 During the same period, Mbeki lamented that Pretoria would encourage talks between Mugabe and the “broad democratic forces.”
 These efforts were highlighted when Mbeki, together with Obasanjo met with Mugabe, to coax him into talks with Tsvangarai and of the possibilities for him to consider an exit strategy.

South Africa’s efforts in ensuring talks between Mugabe and Tsvangarai often confused the spectators at home and abroad, in a sense that Mbeki often made announcements of “deals”, “agreements” and “breakthroughs”, which were sometimes denied by either Mugabe or Tsvangarai.
 To be more precise, Mbeki declared in the Africa Economic Summit of the World Economic Forum that the Zimbabwean crisis would be resolved by the end of 2003. In the same way, he maintained during Bush’s state visit to South Africa, in July 2003, that talks which would see a government of unity were underway between Mugabe and Tsvangarai – which was the statement denied by the MDC.

President Mbeki however managed to secure talks with both Mugabe and Tsvangarai, either jointly or separately. In 18 December 2003 for example, Mbeki had separate symposiums with both the Zimbabwean leaders, paving a way for final talks to take place between the two parties. A follow up on this meeting was made on February 2004, to assess the progress made and to encourage the Zanu-PF and the MDC to engage of formal talks. 

What is more, Mbeki met with the MDC delegation, headed by Welshman Ncube in Pretoria on 27 June 2004, to determine the progress made, and to look at the electoral reforms brought forward by the Zanu-PF.
 Mbeki also met with Mugabe during the 59th Session of the UN General Assembly in September 2004, while meeting Tsvangarai a month later in Pretoria, were there was an assessment of talks between the Zanu-PF and the MDC.
In conclusion, South Africa’s decision to adopt a soft power approach in dealing with the crisis in Zimbabwe stems from the lessons that Pretoria has learned throughout its conflict resolution engagements in Africa. This approach is justified since South Africa has made a commitment to itself that it would find peaceful solutions to the challenges facing the continent.

Chapter 4

The Mbeki, Motlanthe and Zuma’s Policies towards Zimbabwe:

Continuity or Change?

South Africa’s foreign policy, whether oscillating from Mbeki’s presidency up until embracing the Zuma leadership, will not sideline the principles upon which the ruling party is premised. Perhaps one should start by making mention of the fact that the positions assumed by the dormant Mbeki and Motlanthe presidencies, coupled with that of Zuma, were long foretold in the ANC story.

The ANC’s National Conferences of 1997 in Mafikeng, 2002 in Stellenbosch and 2007 in Polokwane, paved the way for Mbeki, Motlanthe and Zuma, while pointing into the direction where these leaders had to take the country. In reviewing the international relations resolutions made in all these Conferences, one notices a continuity of South Africa’s foreign policy. With reference to the National Conference of 1997 which saw Mbeki later (1999) assuming office as president of the country, one notices that dialogue and debate were envisaged as essential tools that will ensure that a just and equitable order is created in the continent and the world. Six years later, these sentiments were echoed in Stellenbosch where it was resolved that South Africa would continue to engage itself in African conflicts utilising multilateral institutions, while fostering dialogue.

These resolutions were carried over to Polokwane in 2007, where Pretoria would still encourage dialogue to resolve African challenges. The notion of viewing dialogue as instrumental in resolving conflict in the continent is deep-seated in the fact that the ruling party was born from a liberation movement which received support from its neighbours in defeating the evil forces of apartheid. With this in mind, it makes sense that South Africa’s contemporary dealings with the international community are spurred by the need to act as a unifier of all people beyond the borders of South Africa. The ANC government’s gestures therefore takes cognisance of the fact that all forms of imperialisms from the developed West have seeped into the global systems and have prescribed standards through the control (directly and indirectly) of international institutions, of how conflicts ought to be resolved. In response to this, the South African government has seen it fitting to resolve African challenges using solutions brought forward by Africans themselves.  
This chapter brings to light a plethora of literature that has criticised Mbeki’s reluctance in acting on the crumbling status quo in Zimbabwe. Although this view cannot be entirely rejected as myopic, one notices that some existing analysis overlooked the principles underpinning the ANC, influencing it to take positions that it does. The chapter also looks at the Motlanthe and Zuma’s role in trying to find solutions to the crisis facing the Mugabe government.
There exists heightened debate among many scholars that Zuma’s Zimbabwe policy will not deviate much in comparison to that of Mbeki (and Motlanthe) owing in part to the fact that the former is merely implementing the policies of the ANC. The Zuma administration has assumed a stance that does not shy away from pointing out the detrimental effects that the Zimbabwe situation has on South Africa and SADC’s development, taking into consideration the present administration’s domestic policies of creating jobs and reducing crime. One can therefore have a reasonable expectation that under Zuma’s watch, cooperation between the Zanu-PF and the MDC will be encouraged more than ever. The working together of these parties is expected to reconstruct the political and economic institutions within the country, and spur the Zimbabweans in the Diaspora (especially in South Africa) to return home and rebuild their own country.
4.1 The Zimbabwe policy under Mbeki

The detractors of Mbeki’s administration were not silent in pointing out that not only has he employed a flawed HIV/AIDS policy, but Mbeki has also taken an imprudent stance in dealing with Zimbabwe. These detractors noted with disappointment how Zimbabwe’s signs of self-destruction at the dawn of the 21st century were responded to by Mbeki’s throwing of a financial line to the Mugabe regime, coupled with soft stance assumed by Pretoria. Perhaps South Africa could have done a lot to respond to the Western demands to “do something”
 apart from employing the so-called policies of “constructive engagement” and “quiet diplomacy”. 
Mbeki’s position was envisaged as being premised on a false promise, since Mandela’s article which outlined South Africa’s future foreign policy, underscored the fact that this country’s foreign policy would be directed by the respect of human rights.
 While this has not been the case, Pretoria took pleasure in condemning Washington’s invasion of Iraq without actually cleaning the political mess in its own backyard. Therefore, South Africa’s beacon that should guide this country’s engagement with other countries, especially with regard to the question of human rights, is slowly fading and becoming futile.

In addition, some scholars have lamented the fact that Mbeki’s main analysis of the crisis in Zimbabwe has been rooted in the legacy of colonialism, while overlooking the dearth of human rights, democracy and the respect of law in that country. This anti-imperialist discourse was seen as undermining the efforts that South Africa has made, especially the leadership it has demonstrated within the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) and its spearheading of the African Renaissance. The NEPAD programme for instance is seen as being put into serious jeopardy since it is a commitment by African leaders to abide by the neo-liberal macro-economic policies, but perhaps more importantly, the promise by these leaders to have their democracy and governance records reviewed by the peers in the continent. South Africa’s backing of the Mugabe regime therefore means support for a president who is not in tune with the ambitions and aspirations of the continent.

The criticisms leveled against Mbeki continued despite the signing of a historic power-sharing deal on 15 September 2008, between the Zanu-PF and the MDC, which came about as a result of his mediation efforts. Even before that, Mbeki’s mediation attempts were dismissed as being built on the back of an approach (‘quiet diplomacy’) which had failed in bringing about a solution in Zimbabwe, and therefore begged for a change in dealing with the Mugabe regime. In addition, Mbeki’s detractors pleaded with the African Union and SADC to expand the mediation team as it appeared that he enjoyed a cosy relationship with Mugabe, and would therefore be sympathetic in adopting a hard stance. The pleas made by Mbeki’s critics went as far as suggesting that Mbeki excuse himself from the Zimbabwean mediation process just as he did in Côte d’Ivoire.

Nevertheless, the lopsided views brought forward by these authors present a gloomy picture of Mbeki’s administration without proposing an alternative strategy that Pretoria could have taken to influence the Mugabe regime in assuming a fruitful avenue. We are therefore encountered with the scholars’ accusations of Pretoria, that it could ‘talk the talk, but failed to walk the walk”
, the only dilemma however being that the same scholars fall short in prescribing exactly the itinerary that  South Africa could have taken to quell the Zimbabwean crisis.
Souaré points to the three logics of action that can be utilised in determining the conduct of people (states). On the one hand, there is the logic of appropriateness which ascertains whether action taken by an individual abides to the correct principles and norms. On the other hand, there is the logic of consequences whereby people opt for a strategy which increases benefits, while suppressing costs. Lastly, the logic of emotions which determines a person’s emotional state, that is to say, whether action taken feels right or wrong.
 For the purposes of this section, we will undermine all the logics, save for the logic of consequences.
It ought to be borne in mind that Mbeki went into Zimbabwe with one goal in mind, his main objective being to quell a situation which could have boded ill for South Africa’s interests, and would eventually have had dire spill over effect for the region. Given this, Pretoria had to adopt an approach which minimised the possibilities of the total crumbling of Zimbabwe. The logic of consequences holds that “the best course of action or good decision is one whose mix of pleasant or painful outcomes is the most positive.”
 To provide an example, it remains clear that decision makers will always opt for Strategy A if it is not in conflict with the principles and norms of the strategy itself, and at the same time maximises benefits and lowers costs, as compared to Strategy B which increases costs.

From this analysis, one can already see that the resuscitation or the further decay of the reeling Mugabe regime hinged on South Africa’s response to Zimbabwe. Souaré maintains that Pretoria had a choice of opting for loud diplomacy, or taking an extreme approach of flexing its military muscle. On the other hand, Monyae argued that Pretoria had a choice of assuming a “do nothing” approach and similar to Souaré maintained that South Africa could look into the possibilities of taking a hard stance.

Thirdly, Monyae took the view that South Africa could advocate the use of dialogue between the Zanu-PF and the MDC, and opt for the formation of a unity government. For the purposes of this paper, we will focus on the solutions proposed by Monyae.
The “do nothing” approach by Monyae suggests that the situation in Zimbabwe would be left entirely in the hands of the citizens of that country, with the expectation that the crisis would resolve itself, or the Zimbabwean leadership would find a solution to their own problems. At first glance, one might argue that it is natural for any country to resolve its problems before requesting outside intervention. This view however undermines the long term consequences that the festering conflict would have on Zimbabwe and the region.
To be more precise, South Africa’s silence would mean that Pretoria would have missed an opportunity to quell a situation that would have led to a blood bath in Zimbabwe, the main people falling victim being those of the opposition parties. 
What is more, South Africa’s silence would have also undermined its goals and country’s standing in the continent. It ought to be remembered that South Africa’s moral foreign policy requires it to be a unifier of Africa, and assist countries in the continent find peace and durable solutions to the challenges they face. Therefore, it is unlikely that Pretoria was going to stand aside and watch a dreadful story unfold in its northern neighbour, without taking a lead. In addition to this, we are reminded that the ANC is driven by the need to spread South Africa’s constitutional values throughout the continent, whereby states are encouraged to preserve peace and to assume avenues that will minimise conflict and bring about development.
Furthermore, previous studies have reported on South Africa’s role in conflict resolution in Africa, whereby findings made illustrated the active part that it has played in resolving conflict. To mention but a few, South Africa played an important role in securing a peace settlement in Burundi, where the former President Nelson Mandela, and the present President Jacob Zuma were deployed in overseeing that an agreement was reached. Similarly, South Africa was also active in the Côte d’Ivoire, whereby Pretoria became a protagonist in accelerating a peace process, while playing a central role in pushing for a new constitution and a transitional government in Sudan.

With reference to all these examples, it is easy to notice that South Africa displayed leadership in trying to find solutions, despite the fact that these countries are not in its immediate neighbourhood. In view of this, Pretoria would have done injustice to itself if it were to keep quiet of the Zimbabwean crisis, given the wealth of knowledge it possesses. But perhaps more importantly, Pretoria would have fallen short if it were to keep quiet, taking into consideration its close proximity to Zimbabwe. Therefore, to suggest that South Africa ought to remain silent with the reality of turmoil in Zimbabwe is to make an argument that this country should overlook the constitutional values upon which it is premised. 

On the other hand, Monyae proposed that South Africa had the choice of taking a hard stance in resolving the Zimbabwean crisis. The approach would include the possibilities of using military strength, imposing sanctions or condemning Mugabe in public. This direction would, curiously enough, bring the Mugabe regime to its knees, and coerce it to talks with the MDC.

The proponents of this school of thought point to South Africa’s constitution, its plausible human rights record and the country’s strong economy as leverages that can be utilised to coax Mugabe into budging from his steadfast position of not wanting to move from power. For instance one commentator noted:

The complex relationship between these men [Mbeki and Mugabe], stretching back almost 30 years, is crucial to fathoming why Mr. Mbeki, picked last year by regional leaders to officially mediate Zimbabwe’s conflict, does not publicly criticise Mr. Mugabe, nor use South Africa’s unique economic leverage as the dominant nation in the region to curb his ruthless methods despite years or rigged election.

These commentators maintain that South Africa’s condemnation of the Mugabe regime would serve it best, since it would exhibit this country as a true model of democracy and the rule of law. This would in turn lead to the international investor sentiment being in favour of this country and the region.
 Additionally, it is envisaged that speaking out against the Zimbabwe crisis would be in line with the constitutional values of South Africa, which ought to be spread throughout the continent.
 The main argument here is that Pretoria has played a pivotal role in being a voice for Africa in institutions such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Trade Organisation (WTO), and has also played a leading role in trying to find peaceful solutions to the war in Iraq. These examples seek to reinforce the fact that South Africa should spread these constitutional values in its own backyard.

Furthermore, there is the idea that South Africa’s economy and its military ought to be utilised to resolve the Zimbabwean crisis. Simply, this means that Zimbabwe’s reliance of South Africa’s economy can be used as a bargaining chip to convince the recalcitrant Mugabe to step down from power. Failure of Mugabe to comply with this request would see the cutting off of Zimbabwe’s electricity and food supply.

Nevertheless, the limitation of this school of thought is that it downplays the fact that upon assumption of office, the ANC made a commitment that it would dedicate Pretoria to Africa, and would ensure that South Africa finds solutions to challenges the continent using peaceful means. To this, the former Minister of Foreign Affairs, Nkosazana Dlamini-Zuma stated that:

             Our goal in foreign affairs is good neighbourliness, we build bridges across 

             countries. Don’t advocate war with Zimbabwe, we won’t do it.
 

A hard stance approach adopted by South Africa would most certainly present Pretoria as a darling of the West, while overlooking the reality that this country’s own national interests are deep seated in Africa. Pretoria has already learned through Operation Boleas in Lesotho and the condemnation of Nigeria by Mandela, that South Africa would not in future flex its military muscle, nor will it speak out against any African country to resolve conflict. On the other hand, it would not make financial sense to wage a war against Zimbabwe, given the expenditure that is associated with warfare. 
4.2. Securing South Africa’s national interests

A country’s foreign policy, whether be a superpower such as the US or a modest country like Zambia, is driven by the need to secure its own interests. These interests can vary from the need to control the global institutions to ensure that one’s country continues to dominate world affairs, or to maintaining friendly relations with other countries, the main intention being to attract foreign direct investment (FDI) to build schools and hospitals. Nevertheless, countries can never have the same interests since not all are on the same level of development. 
A considerable amount of scholarly interpretations have often analysed the countries’ foreign policies with the theory of realism, where it is held that a country’s policy is crafted in such a manner as to “protect, promote and maximise the perceived core interests of its country in its dealings with other countries, the international community or other actors.”
 In the same way, Goldstein echoes the former President Kennedy of the US’s sentiment when he advocates that “every nation determines its policies in terms of its own interests.”
 This is only natural in the world previously described by Machiavelli as characterised by anarchy and selfishness of states. 
Against this backdrop, it remains clear that South Africa is not different in pursuing its national interests. I have noted earlier on in the thesis that this country’s national interests are informed by the domestic policies, and that the South African government seeks to create decent work and sustainable livelihoods for its people. In the same way, the citizens of this country have demanded better education and a good health profile, while being concerned with the underdeveloped state of the rural areas and the level of crime.
 
The former Deputy of Foreign Affairs, Aziz Pahad, has stated that “South Africa’s foreign policy is premised upon its national interests.”
 Although this fact is true, the Minister of the DIRCO, Maite Nkoana-Mashabane maintained that Pretoria will be very careful not to be driven solely by self-interest and power in achieving its national interests. Speaking at a public lecture in the University of Limpopo, the Minister noted:
We do attach great importance to our national interests in our foreign policy. But unlike realists, we do not believe that the international system is characterised by anarchy and that states have to hide behind the cover of their sovereignty and focus narrowly on the pursuit of their national interests. We believe that states can work together around a common global agenda and shared values for a better world.

Previous studies have reported that South Africa’s opting for soft power in dealing with the Zimbabwean crisis stems from the sub-imperial ambitions of the former, and its need to safeguard the capital interests of the country’s emerging black middle class. On the one hand, Freeman has noted that Pretoria’s approach towards Zimbabwe is instrumental in nature, in a sense that this northern neighbour which is already dependent on South Africa to survive, given its close proximity to this country, will be a recipient of more South African capital.
 On the other hand, McKinley has also analysed South Africa’s foreign policy towards Zimbabwe solely with the need to safeguard the class interests of the emergent black and traditional bourgeoisie (white), located in both the private and public sectors.

Building on the already existing literature by McKinley, the same author analysed South Africa’s foreign policy towards Zimbabwe, and came to the conclusion that the “rescue package” of R1 billion that the Mugabe government received from South Africa before the parliamentary elections in 2000, seek to reinforce the fact that Pretoria’s policy in the north of Limpopo is solely implemented with the intention of safeguarding the interests of South Africa.
 His argument is supported by the close cooperation that South African parastatals such as Eskom and Sasol have with their counterparts in Zimbabwe. 
The author noted the huge sums of money that the Zimbabwean electricity parastatal, ZESA, and the National Oil Company of Zimbabwe owed to Eskom and Sasol. By early 2000, he estimated the money owed to these South African companies as amounting to R300 million and R250 million, respectively.
 McKinley therefore rejected the arguments made by the South African government, that the “rescue package” was put in place to cushion the impact that the decline of Zimbabwe’s economy might have to the citizens of the country and the markets in the region. He therefore concludes that Pretoria soft gestures towards Zimbabwe were mainly carried out to “secure the economic (class) interests of an emergent black South African bourgeois, in both the state and private sectors, through the auspices of ‘foreign policy’ smokescreen.”
   
A serious weakness with McKinley’s argument is that it poses as a one-sided analysis that overlooks the importance of other factors that might also contribute to a country achieving its national interests. That is to say, the author takes the view that since the dawn of the 21st century South Africa has been “silent” about the deteriorating situation in Zimbabwe, merely because Pretoria wanted to reap the benefits from its neighbour, now and in the future. One of the limitations with this analysis is that it falls short in acknowledging that Zimbabwe is South Africa’s immediate neighbour, meaning that South Africa would have done injustice to its national interests if it only concentrated on harvesting Zimbabwe’s riches, without paying close attention to the crumbling socio-economic factors in Zimbabwe, and the impact that this downward spiralling movement would have for South Africa.
Another weakness with McKinley’s article is that it fails to acknowledge that all countries, whether being premised on a moral foreign policy or built on the overt policy of securing national interests, will always craft their foreign policies to achieve their interests. One is yet to see a charitable foreign policy, whereby decision-makers tailor decisions to suite the interests of other countries, to the detriment of their own citizens who must benefit from this policy. As a result, McKinley’s analysis would have been more persuasive if the author had considered the fact that South Africa’s soft power approach to Zimbabwe’s situation stems from the fact that the ANC government had calculated that the adoption of hard stance would impact negatively on the country’s domestic and continental ambitions as well as its strategic interests. 
In view of this, it can be argued that indeed Pretoria’s soft approach towards the Mugabe regime was prompted by the need to avoid the total “collapse”
 of its neighbour’s economy, or perhaps stemmed from the fear that the influx of Zimbabweans might have on the ambitious domestic policies that the South African government has for its people. Nevertheless, the detractors of South Africa’s foreign policy have viewed with caution the argument by Pretoria that this country had to opt for a soft approach not to trigger the influx of Zimbabweans into South Africa, as if this trend has not occurred yet.

To be more precise, these commentators argue that intensifying the prevention of crime by the South African government serves as a milestone that Pretoria has failed in its mission of averting the heavy inflow of Zimbabweans into this country, which are at times blamed for heightening the crime statistics in the southern neighbour. According to these spectators, the South African government did too little too late by introducing a policy propounded by the country’s Department of Home Affairs, which allowed Zimbabweans a Visa-free entry into South Africa, for a 90 day stay in the country.

This cordial policy is for the time being, applicable to Zimbabweans only and allows them to stay and work in South Africa. Additionally, it is also argued that this move is in line with the SADC protocol that allows the free movement of goods and people within the region. While acknowledging this friendly gesture made by the South African government, a question that needs to be asked is: is the move to allow Zimbabweans a six months free entry into this country a gesture of good will or a move to protect South Africa’s national interests? Carefully analysed, this means the South African government noticed the security threats (at least through crime) the Zimbabweans pose to this country, and needed a system that can monitor these citizens, since they have in the past entered South Africa illegally and could commit crimes without being located.
The move by the South African government to appease Zimbabweans with a Visa-free entry, which carries with it the promise for employment, is a last resort that Pretoria could have opted for; to monitor the control of these people who’s flooding into South Africa would be inevitable, whether they are here illegally or legitimately. As a consequence, this amicable approach was welcomed by Polzer as a plausible strategy that “would contribute to greater safety and security in South Africa, as the police could now focus on crime rather than on immigration policing.”
 
Although this view could be framed differently by the South African government, it goes without saying that the eradication of crime is in line with what Pretoria wants to achieve domestically. The goal of the creation of safe communities is embedded in the country’s constitution, whereby the government commits itself to creating South African societies which are free from fear and want. Additionally, Pretoria seeks to eliminate the dreadful picture that the international community have about South Africa; that this country is a haven for criminals. By being able to control the movement of Zimbabweans, which are supposedly a heavy contributing factor of crime in South Africa, this country would be on a fruitful avenue of eradicating crime.
Apart from this, in an interview with one retired South African Ambassador, which for the sake of this thesis will be referred to as Ambassador X, we are enlightened, at least from a geo-strategic point of view, of why South Africa opted for a soft approach in dealing with Zimbabwe. The Ambassador does not overlook the traditional argument that Zimbabwe is an important trading partner of South Africa, but rather looks at an important aspect that is said to shape foreign policies in the years to come: the question of water, and how Zimbabwe can play an important role in securing South Africa’s access to this resource.
 
Some have argued that South Africa is indeed facing a water shortage since this country is not well endowed with this resource. As a result, this country has continued to depend on the Lesotho Highlands Project which feeds the Gauteng province of South Africa. By 2025 however, it is anticipated that Lesotho may also become water stressed and fail to meet the water requirements of South Africa. These commentators therefore point to the Zambezi River as South Africa’s future water resource. This river is shared by riparian states such as Mozambique, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Angola, Namibia, Botswana and Malawi. All these countries make decisions by consensus, meaning that South Africa would have to be at peace with all of them, should it require water in future. According to the Ambassador, South African policy-makers had to contend with this reality in drafting policy towards Zimbabwe.

After careful consideration of the response that South Africa could give Zimbabwe, it only makes sense why Pretoria opted for using soft power in dealing with the Mugabe government. This approach is tied to one of the logics of action brought forward by Souaré, which maintains that governments will always choose a strategy that maximises benefits, while suppressing costs. The South African government would not take the “do nothing” trajectory, nor would it assume the hard stance path in dealing with the crumbling Zimbabwe at its door step. The settling of the Zimbabwean crisis using these noted solutions would introduce threats to the ambitions and goals of South Africa’s domestic policies, and would also tarnish its continental outlook.
4.3. Zimbabwe’s Government of National Unity

On 15 September 2008, Zimbabwe’s arch rivals, the Zanu-PF and the MDC finally signed the long awaited Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), which saw these parties form a government of national unity (GNU). The GNU negotiated between Robert Mugabe, Morgan Tsvangarai and Arthur Mutambara, signals a new beginning for Zimbabwe, and will, despite the challenges ahead, create a “stable and legitimate”
 government. This plausible move is owed in part to Pretoria’s policy of ‘quiet diplomacy’, which ensured that dialogue between these leaders take place, and as a result averting conflict.
In the run up to the formation of the GNU however, South Africa’s mediation role became highly questionable, the main concern being that the negotiations were tilted in Mugabe’s favour, owing in part to Mbeki’s closeness to Mugabe. Nevertheless, Souaré found these sentiments to be false, since he takes the view that South Africa followed the correct mediation norms and principles which are acceptable in the world of diplomacy.
 This will therefore prompt us to briefly look into Mbeki’s mediation process in light of three factors, namely: the condemnation of parties to the mediation, the maintenance of secrecy, and the challenge of partiality.
A considerable amount of literature that has been published on mediation point to the fact that the mediation process can be easily hindered by the third party’s condemnation on either of the parties to a negotiation. In order to avoid the undermining of the process, it is fitting not for a mediator to publicly criticise either of the parties involved in the negotiations, as this may hinder this process. Souaré maintains that condemnation can be carried out towards the act of violation, and not necessarily to the presumed violator.
 The same author concludes that South Africa complied with this principle, since Mbeki did not publicly condemn Mugabe for the abuse of power or the violations of human rights in Zimbabwe.
On the other hand, Souaré maintains that Mbeki has complied with the principle of secrecy since he did not expose the details of the negotiations to the media, but rather maintained that the talks between Mugabe and Tsvangarai were progressing, and that a solution would soon be reached. Souaré further rejects the view that the South African mediation in Zimbabwe was in favour of the Zanu-PF at the expense of the MDC. He argues that this view overlooks the fact that the negotiations between these two parties put Mugabe in a compromising position, where he had to cede some of his executive powers to Tsvangarai. He contends that:

Both Mugabe and Tsvangarai therefore made painful concessions, and it will be hard to explain why a ‘biased Mbeki’ could have forced the hands of his ‘ally’ to make such painful compromises as sharing executive powers with his arch rival that he still held in low if any esteem.  
 The formation of the GNU has brought about changes into Zimbabwe, the most noticeable difference being the reduction of political tensions and violence, the return to work by members of the public sector, as well as the provision of basic commodities to the shops.
 Despite this improvement, it remains clear that the unity government still faces it own challenges, the most noticeable of these being its authenticity and lifespan. 
According to Maroleng, the GNU is faced with the “crisis of governance”, which has not been effectively dealt with by both Mugabe and Tsvangarai, since the formation of the unity government arose from the pressure the MDC received from the international community and SADC.
 Therefore, the GNU “was a result of addressing the symptoms of the problem and not the problem itself.”
 To be more precise, it appears that this arrangement failed to focus on the core of the crisis itself, the main point of contention being that the problem lies with the abuse of power and human rights by the Mugabe regime. A further point of contention includes the structural problems that the GNU faces.
 As noted earlier on in the thesis, the Zanu-PF is in charge of the ministries that are mainly responsible for the running of the government. That is to say, Mugabe is still in control of the Zimbabwe’s security, law and the economic aspects of the country, while ceding the lighter ministries to be controlled by Tsvangarai.
A further factor that has aroused interest is the lifespan of the unity government. Kisiangani has for example noted that Mugabe is waiting with anticipation that the GNU works because this might be the last chance for him to gain legitimacy and credibility in his last years in politics.
 This can be done through the upcoming 2010 general elections, which have been challenged by the Tsvangarai since a new constitution has not been finalised yet. The MDC on the other hand, maintained that it only succumbed to the unity government to advance liberation in Zimbabwe, mainly to revive the economy which has impacted negatively on the citizens of that country.
 Nevertheless, the MDC’s commitment to the GNU “should not be seen as a climax”
 because the struggle is far from over. What the MDC is doing is merely to get Mugabe to cooperate since this party is not in control of the government resources.

4.4. The Motlanthe and the Zuma presidencies towards Zimbabwe

The dissolution of the Mbeki government saw the emergence of Motlanthe who led South Africa for several months up until Zuma assumed office in May 2009. This therefore means that Motlhanthe’s short stay in office does not provide a platform upon which we can effectively analyse his Zimbabwe policy, given the fact that he was appointed as a caretaker president. In his State of the Nation Address, Motlanthe echoed Mbeki’s sentiments that the unity government is the wish of the Zimbabwean people and is an arrangement that will receive support from South Africa and the SADC region. The inclusive government was deemed as an only fruitful avenue that Pretoria could have ever encouraged, and is as a result expected to create a “legitimate and stable” government that should put Zimbabwe on a path to development.

In his analysis of the nascent Zuma administration, Olivier takes the view that foreign policies of democratic countries hardly ever change, save for differences in the leadership styles and emphasis on particular issues.
 The advent of Zuma into office has seen the mushrooming of literature which attempts to analyse whether his government would be associated with that of Mbeki, or would conversely, swing away from it. Of major concern is the impact that the recent presidency would have on bringing about accelerated development in the Mugabe regime. Some detractors of the Mbeki government have forwarded proposals that Zuma ought to pay particular attention to the human rights abuses in Zimbabwe, which is an aspect that Mbeki failed to reprimand. On the other hand, Zuma has been advised that the crisis in Zimbabwe has a direct impact on the development of South Africa and the SADC region.
South Africa’s shedding of the Motlanthe presidency, and perhaps more importantly, of the Mbeki government, has seen more emphasis being put on domestic policies, setting the tone that the ushering of the new administration would have more attention focused on the development of the country’s citizens. In his 2009 State of the Nation Address, Zuma earmarked five priority areas that the South African government will concern itself with, to bring about socio-economic development among the population. To begin with, the address took into consideration the fact the population of this country can only contribute to the demands of the modern economy through quality education. In the same way, it was highlighted that the fight against HIV/AIDS and other related diseases would be made possible by ensuring that an excellent health profile is maintained. 
What is more, the government committed itself to improving the lives of farm dwellers and workers, by coming up with a comprehensive rural development strategy which would also bring about land reform and food security. The South African government also set to intensify the fight against crime, while creating decent work and sustained livelihoods.
 This is a clear shift from Mbeki’s government, which was always criticised for a lack of comprehensive domestic policies. To mention but a few, the South African government under Mbeki attracted negative publicity with regard to its HIV/AIDS policy, whereby he supposedly refused to accept that HIV causes AIDS. On the other hand, Mbeki has also been impotent with regard to fighting crime and corruption, which guaranteed South Africa a label as haven for criminals. With this in mind, Mbeki missed the opportunity to acknowledge that South Africa’s international projection must be in line with the needs of this country’s population.

Zuma’s State of the Nation Address set the tone that South Africa’s foreign policy will be conscious of the domestic policies that it has set for itself, and would therefore interact with the global community mainly to protect and promote these ambitions. The much emphasis on the domestic policies however, does not mean that South Africa will shy away from the active role it has played in the continent under the Mbeki regime. To this, Minister Nkoana-Mashabane added that:
We will continue to prioritise Africa because we are in Africa. We will continue to engage with African countries, including Zimbabwe, in pursuit of Africa’s development. In pursuit of these objectives, South Africa recognises that its destiny is inextricably linked to that of the developing world in general and to the African continent in particular.

 This means that there will not be much of a “Zuma Doctrine”
 but continuity from the Mbeki government of putting Africa on top of Pretoria’s foreign policy list. With this in mind, one will see the Zuma administration still taking a lead in conflict resolution in the continent, and indeed advocating for the development of this continent through the NEPAD programme. In the same way, Pretoria will persist to advocate for the revival of African economies by arguing that the continent ought to have a fair share in the world’s economy through fair trade balances in the World Trade Organisation (WTO).

Despite this spilling over of Mbeki’s governance into Zuma’s leadership, one can argue that a point that warrants special attention is the rhetoric used in speeches delivered by the latter’s government, which is more forceful as compared to that of Mbeki. For instance in the reply to the Budget Vote of the DIRCO to the National Assembly, Deputy Minister Ebrahim Ismail Ebrahim directly stated that the crisis in Zimbabwe bodes ill for the region, and as a result have to be made a top priority of the South African government.
  This drawback, the Deputy Minister continued, is brought about by the influx of refugees and illegal immigrants, and undermines this country’s economy at the time when the South African government is trying to deal with the burden of delivery services and providing basic needs to its citizens. He was joined by President Zuma who further emphasised that “the plight of the Zimbabwean people has had a negative impact on the SADC region, especially South Africa.”

These statements mark a considerable shift in rhetoric, as compared to the Mbeki government which had previously maintained a benign tone in addressing the Mugabe government. To be more precise, Mbeki’s State of the Nation Address in 2008 did not shy away from merely congratulating the Zanu-PF and the MDC leadership on their “commendable achievements” in their efforts to form a unity government.
 

One can therefore have a reasonable expectation that under Zuma’s presidency, the South African government will spend most of its time selling the idea of Zimbabwe’s GNU to state and non-state actors. We have witnessed for example how Zuma’s State of the Nation Address encouraged all peace-loving countries to support this inclusive government bolster the country’s economy, with this message being spread among most Western countries who have adopted the ‘wait and see’ approach to ascertain the viability of the GNU. This however should not be dismissed as a sign of goodwill on Pretoria’s behalf, but rather a move to secure South Africa’s national interests. Put in another way, Pretoria is hopeful that Zimbabwe’s economic recovery would see the creation of more jobs in both the public and private sectors of that country, which would in turn spur Zimbabweans to consider going back to their country and reviving it from the ashes.
Another noticeable difference between the Zuma and the Mbeki governments relates to the stances taken by both presidents on the issue of human rights. South Africa’s position on these rights have often triggered criticism from commentators at home and abroad, the major argument being that the advent into office by Mbeki had tarnished a plausible human rights record brought about by the Mandela government. This occurs because the former had taken joy in criticising Washington’s human rights policies under Bush, while averting a sad reality of the violation of these rights at South Africa’s door step.
 
The failure of the Mbeki administration is therefore perceived to be deep-seated in the fact that his government missed the opportunity to take into account the reality that South Africa’s foreign policy is based upon the centrality of human rights. Mbeki’s governance therefore fell short in articulating to the public the fact that his government did not overlook the importance of human rights, but rather his administration was taking this painful trajectory to secure the interests of the South African citizens. 
The ushering in of the Zuma administration was greeted with Roth’s plea that the South African government in 2009 should shy away from the legacy of the Mbeki government, and allow the country to embrace a “moral and value laden”
 foreign policy of the Mandela era. Roth’s sentiments were further echoed by the Human Rights Watch (HRW), which added that the Zuma administration ought to give human rights violations in Zimbabwe special attention. 
In a letter addressed to Zuma after his entry into office, the HRW highlighted that the recent administration would do justice to South Africa if human rights formed a major pillar of the country’s foreign policy. Zuma was reminded that the demise of the apartheid regime bequeathed this country with one of the most progressive Constitutions in the world, which puts much emphasis on the respect of human rights. Given this, it would only serve Pretoria well if it became the voice for those countries which are facing human rights violations, and should as a result deliver them from repression.
 The HRW came to the conclusion that ‘with the new leadership in South Africa there is great expectation for a rebalancing of policy towards South Africa using its moral, political and economic authority and leadership in southern Africa, to promote respect for human rights, good governance and democracy in Zimbabwe.”

Against this background, it appears that much heed was paid by the South African government to the requests made by the HRW, but perhaps more importantly, it remains clear that Mbeki’s human rights record was viewed with caution, since it made the principles upon which the South African government is premised to be open to criticism. In view of this, the Deputy Minister of the DIRCO highlighted that:
We intend to more robustly flex our muscles on human rights issues so that we can never be accused of betraying the ideals or which our democracy was founded.

This statement set the tone that under the Zuma administration South Africa would revert to the foreign policy that paved the way for this country to be recognised as a moral capital of the world. To be more precise, the Zuma administration will steer South Africa in a direction that respects the principles upon which this country was found (the respect of human rights and the rule of law). In this way, he will be quelling the criticisms laid against Pretoria and once more guaranteeing this country its clout as a moral leader.  
In conclusion, although South Africa’s foreign policy has undergone an extensive face change since 2000, it remains clear that Pretoria’s foreign policy will not deviate from the values underlying the ANC. The administration led by Zuma will steer South Africa’s foreign policy in a direction previously taken by Mandela, assuming a moral foreign policy built on the respect for human rights and the rule of law. This trajectory will reinforce the fact that South Africa has not moved away from the principles upon which it was found. Despite the criticisms imposed against the Mbeki regime and its adoption of ‘quiet diplomacy’ in trying to resolve the crisis in Zimbabwe, it can be argued that his policy choice was effective since it afforded the Zanu-PF and the MDC an opportunity to engage in a dialogue that will see Zimbabwe forming a stable and legitimate government.
Chapter 5

Conclusion and the way forward
South Africa’s foreign policy is premised upon its national interests. This is the reality that the South African decision-makers took into consideration before drafting policy in response to the crisis in Zimbabwe. At its inception, this study committed itself to analysing Pretoria’s reluctance in utilising military and economic power in resolving the political challenges facing Zimbabwe. In the same way, this paper dedicated time in ascertaining the efficacy of ‘quiet diplomacy’ while providing prospects on how South Africa’s recent administration would influence the Mugabe government to bring about stability in Zimbabwe.

Pretoria’s role in conflict resolution throughout the continent has provided it with experience and knowledge, that to facilitate peace processes throughout Africa, dialogue and engagement is important, and not the resort to the barrel of a gun. This shift is very significant, since it represents a tremendous move from the policy of the apartheid government, where South Africa’s military might was utilised to instil fear within southern Africa. In dealing with the political challenges facing Zimbabwe, South Africa opted for a benign approach which was slow enough to attract criticism, while ensuring that the Zanu-PF and the MDC realised a negotiated settlement to the hurdles facing the Mugabe government.

South Africa’s initial entry into the Zimbabwe crisis had to be well-calculated and not based on the bully tactics that the United States and the European Union had envisaged that Pretoria would take. Pretoria’s departure from taking a hard stance towards the Mugabe government stems from the lessons that it had learned in engaging Nigeria in 1995, when Mandela openly criticised that country for overlooking the importance of human rights. Following this, South Africa was isolated by many African countries, which questioned Pretoria’s decision to condemn Nigeria on the international fora. Against this background, South Africa assumed a well-calculated policy direction towards Zimbabwe, built on the back of the concept coined soft power.
Nye sees soft power as a tool that can be used to an advantage by a country which wants to achieve certain outcomes in international politics. These outcomes can be achieved if a state carries out its affairs in such a manner that appeal to other countries. This will cause these countries to follow in the example of the country applying (soft) power, and as a result aspire to its level of prosperity.
 The concept of soft power drifts away from the traditional indicators of power. Soft power does not overlook the importance of indicators of power, such as the size of the military and the population, but acknowledges that these aspects cannot be solely used to determine the power of a country. According to Hurrel, power to a state can come about because the immediate neighbours, whether regionally or internationally recognises a certain country accordingly (as a regional or super power).

South Africa’s soft power towards Zimbabwe is witnessed with the adoption of ‘quiet diplomacy’, since this policy direction was envisaged by the Pretoria decision-makers to be in line with South Africa’s national interests. Pretoria could not adopt the “do nothing” approach in dealing with the crisis facing the Mugabe government, since South Africa has never been silent on the crisis in Africa. South Africa played an important role in securing a peace settlement in Burundi, where the former South African president Nelson Mandela and the now president, Jacob Zuma were active in ensuring that an agreement was reached. In the same way, South Africa played a key role in Côte d’Ivoire, whereby Pretoria became a protagonist in accelerating a peace process in that west African country, while advocating for a new constitution and a transitional government in Sudan. Given South Africa’s active role in countries which are not its immediate neighbours, it would be unjustified for Pretoria not to act on the crisis in Zimbabwe.

Similarly, South Africa could not adopt a hard stance in resolving the Zimbabwean crisis. There is a school of thought that argued that Pretoria had to impose sanctions or could have used its military in dealing with the crisis facing the Mugabe government. This move would present South Africa as a true model of democracy and the rule of law. Nevertheless, this school of thought downplays the fact that upon its assumption of office, the ANC made a commitment that it would prioritise Africa in South Africa’s foreign policy, and would find peaceful solutions to challenges facing the continent. A hard stance taken by Pretoria would receive applause from the West, but would overlook the reality that South Africa’s interests are embedded in Africa. This means that the role that South Africa wants to play as a voice for Africa would not be possible, because as an advocate for the continent, South Africa would be charged with the responsibility of ensuring Africa’s development, not its destruction.

Apart from this, there has been a mushrooming of literature that analyses whether the Zuma administration will take the same positions towards the Mugabe government, similar to the stances taken by the dormant Mbeki government. Perhaps it should be emphasised here that the positions taken by these leaders were long foretold in the ANC story. The governing party has emphasised in its National Conferences in 1997 in Mafikeng, 2002 in Stellenbosch, and 2007 in Polokwane, that dialogue and engagement is important in resolving conflict. Although the dawn of the 21st century has seen a change of faces in terms of South Africa’s presidents, it should be borne in mind that all these leaders are from the ANC and are simply implementing the party’s resolutions.

A significant shift however is realised between the Mbeki and the Zuma administrations. Whereas the Mbeki administration was gentle on the Mugabe regime, the Zuma government does not shy away from pointing out the detrimental effects that the Zimbabwe crisis has on the development of South Africa and SADC. In the February 2010 State of the Nation Address, similar to the Address in 2009, Zuma set the tone that South Africa’s foreign policy will be conscious of the domestic policies that it has set for itself, and would interact with the global community to protect and promote these interests. The Zuma administration realises the impact that the crisis in Zimbabwe has on South Africa’s domestic priorities
 and would as a result spend most of its time selling the idea of Zimbabwe’s GNU, to encourage Zimbabweans to consider going back to their country and reviving it from the ashes.

South Africa’s active role in Zimbabwe illustrates the confidence that Pretoria has in using African solutions to resolving African problems. An important point to consider is that Zimbabwe’s GNU came about because of the leadership displayed by South Africa, with the support received from SADC. These developments raise questions about the future direction of SADC and the role that will be played by South Africa under the Zuma administration.

The current trends within SADC provide South Africa with an opportunity to attain its national interests, and to finally gain acceptance from the secondary powers (in the region), as a regional power. That is to say, the thawing tensions between South Africa and Angola, coupled with Pretoria’s effective role in assisting Zimbabwe realise a unity government, reaffirms the fact that South Africa wants to be a friend to the SADC region, while utilising the international fora it has assumed, to be a voice for Africa. Perhaps the most important lesson learned by SADC is that South Africa is indeed a true African country, since it overlooked the hard stance approach proposed by Washington and the European Union, despite the fact that it had the ability to impose sanctions against Zimbabwe. This move had instilled confidence in countries within SADC, that South Africa can indeed play an important role in leading the region.

One can therefore have a reasonable expectation that under the Zuma administration and moving forward, South Africa will gain acceptance as a regional power from Angola and Zimbabwe. Acceptance will be prompted by South Africa’s option of taking the ‘quiet diplomacy’ trajectory which has often tarnished Pretoria’s image. Apart from this, acceptance will be spurred by Zuma’s recognition of the importance of Angola within SADC. This was witnessed by Zuma’s first state visit to Angola, immediately after he assumed office in 2009. Lastly, the active role that South Africa plays in conflict resolution throughout the continent is another factor that will allow Pretoria to gain acceptance as a regional power.
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