brass of the Zimbabwean National Army as well, most of
whom would have been ex-ZANLA, and some ex-ZIPRA?
Did any former RAR serve in Mozambique in the 1980s, or
in the DRC in the 2000s?

Response to Timothy L. Scarnecchia’s Review of
Black Soldiers in the Rhodesian Army: Colonialism,
Professionalism and Race.
doi:10.1017/51537592724002457

— MT Howard

I would like to thank Timothy Scarnecchia for his gener-
ous review—it means a lot to read such kind remarks from
someone whose work I admire. On to the questions: my
interviewees relayed that, after the war, a spirit of “forgive
and forget” prevailed. It would likely be a stretch to say
that there was full-scale reconciliation, but people in the
rural areas—where most of the Rhodesian African Rifles
(RAR) hailed from—were tired of the long conflict.

Postwar stigma was not so much of an issue for RAR
veterans. Firstly, even though it had been a particularly
combat-effective uni, its use of violence was seen as military
and “professional.” This was in stark contrast to other units,
like the Security Force Auxiliaries, which had used violence
wantonly and for politicised purposes. Mugabe himself drew
a clear, publicly announced distinction between “acceptable”
ex-Rhodesian units, which were retained and then integrated
into the Zimbabwe National Army (ZNA), and others such
as the auxiliaries, which he summarily disbanded.

Secondly, within the nascent ZNA, my interviewees
said, a form of militarised reconciliation between, on the
one hand, so-called “formers”—(ex-Rhodesian Army per-
sonnel in the ZNA) — and, on the other, ex-members of
the military wings of the liberation movements, forged
through recollections of shared military experience and
suffering, was particularly strong. Perhaps most impor-
tantly of all, the “formers” were seen by Mugabe, and
ministers including current President Emmerson Mnan-
gagwa, as effective, professional, and nonpartisan. They
were keen to retain them as a counterbalance to the Soviet-
equipped conventional army garrisoned across the Zam-
bezi, loyal to Joshua Nkomo, which Mugabe feared could
be used to seize power. There is no evidence that Nkomo
sought this option. But it seems that Mugabe viewed the
threat as real, and his faith in the “formers” was buttressed
by their key role in suppressing antigovernment mutinies
and infighting at Entumbane in 1980 and 1981.

While it was likely for these instrumental reasons, Mugabe’s
government treated its erstwhile enemies—the “formers™—
rather well, especially compared to other post-decolonial war
countries, e.g. Algeria and Guinea-Bissau, where thousands of
ex-colonial troops were massacred and tortured. Very few
“formers” left Zimbabwe—certainly very few ex-RAR. This

was because they were welcome to continue their careers in the

ZNA, which they were keen to do as professional soldiers.
This also created opportunities for promotion, although there
was a “glass ceiling” rank of Colonel.

My interviewees recalled that the “professional” ZNA
units—of which they were par—were conspicuously kept
separate from 5 Brigade and other units involved in the
Gukurahundi massacres in Matabeleland and Midlands
from 1983 to 1987. They had a good relationship with
BMATT and thought it an effective and beneficial oper-
ation. Many “formers” did serve in Mozambique, partly
because they served in the ZNA’s best units, which were
deployed there. All my interviewees had retired by the First
Congo War of the late 1990s.

Owing to the word limit I cannot add further detail here
but—at the risk of self-promotion—I subsequently wrote
a journal article on this topic that discusses the very
interesting history of the “formers” in the ZNA (M.T.
Howard, “Allies of Expedience: The Retention of Black
Rhodesian Soldiers in the Zimbabwe National Army”,
Journal of Southern African Studies, 48(1), 2022).

Race and Diplomacy in Zimbabwe: The Cold War and
Decolonization, 1960-1984. By Timothy Lewis Scarnecchia.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2023. 368p. £22.99 paper.
d0i:10.1017/51537592724002445

— MT Howard =, Independent Scholar

mtjhoward@outlook.com

Decolonisation in Africa and the Cold War were inextri-
cably linked. Over the last two decades, scholars have
detailed the significant roles of key international actors
in southern Africa during this period (e.g. Piero Gleijeses,
Visions of Freedom: Havana, Washington, Pretoria, and the
Struggle for Southern Africa, 1976-1991, 2013). Zim-
babwe’s history has been long overdue for similar treatment,
and Timothy Lewis Scarnecchia’s Race and Diplomacy in
Zimbabwe: The Cold War and Decolonization excels in this
regard. Scarnecchia has undertaken yeoman’s work in the
archive, writing a refreshingly heterodox assessment of not
only how geopolitics played a substantial role in the long and
difficult road to independence, but why Western and other
powers adopted their policies and positions.

The Rhodesian Front (RF) settler-colonial govern-
ment, in power from 1962 to 1979, made its Unilateral
Declaration of Independence from London in 1965.
This, and the counter-insurgency (COIN) war against
Zimbabwean nationalists, was couched by the RF in
explicitly Cold War terms. Its propaganda cast the two
principal liberation movements, the Zimbabwe African
National Union (ZANU) and the Zimbabwe African
People’s Union (ZAPU), as communist-inspired and sup-
ported (Donal Lowry, “The Impact of Anti-communism on
White Rhodesian Political Culture, ca. 1920s—1980,” Cold
War History, 7[2]: 175-95, 2007).
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