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CHAPTER 1

Introduction: Mugabeism and
Entanglements of History, Politics,
and Power in the Making of Zimbabwe

Sabelo] .N dlovu-Gatsheni

President Robert Gabriel Mugabe of Zimbabwe belongs to the first generation of
African nationalists who led Africa into independence. He is 91 years old. He has
been in power since 1980. For over 30 years, Zimbabweans have known only one
president (Mugabe). One distinguishing feature of the first generation of African
nationalists is that they initially fought for inclusion into the colonial power struc-
tures. They used personal acquisition of modern education as a justification for
demanding inclusion. It was only when colonialism proved to be too inflexible to
accommodate the black elite that they engaged in politics of anti-colonialism. They
mobilized peasants and workers to constitute foot soldiers of anti-colonial strug-
gles. African nationalism became a noble badge that indicated how the educated
African elites loved the imagined postcolonial nation.

Mugabe is one of those black elites that embraced African nationalism in the
1960s. He became actively involved in the anti-colonial struggles. Anti-colonialism
gestured towards taking over power by black elites from white colonialists. Anti-
colonialism enabled black elites to inherit the colonial state. Once the black
elites inherited the colonial state, they never bothered to radically transform it.
Deracialization became conflated with decolonization of colonial state institutions.
Africanization degenerated into nativism, xenophobia, retribalization, chauvinism
and racism. Therefore, anti-colonialism must not be confused with decoloniality.
Decoloniality is an encapsulation of a more profound African quest for radical trans-
formation of colonial structures of domination and repression, colonial economic
logic of exploitation, and gestures towards a rebirth of new post-racial humanity.

Mugabe’s politics have always been anti-colonial rather than decolonial. This is
why his postcolonial practice of governance is not very different from that of colo-
nialists at many levels. Mugabeism has embraced violence as a pillar of governance.
Racism has continued despite Mugabe’s earlier pronunciation of a policy of recon-
ciliation at independence in 1980. Tribalism became normalized and exacerbated
to the extent that Mugabe’s regime unleashed ethnic violence on the minority
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Ndebele-speaking people of Matebeleland and the Midlands regions in the period
1982 to 1987 (Catholic Commission for Justice and Peace and Legal Resources
Foundation Report 1997). Sexism and patriarchy has continued unabated. State
institutions have been heavily militarized. Those in power have been allowed to
engage in primitive accumulation at the expense of poor ordinary people. Therefore,
Mugabeism might be anti-colonial but falls short of being a genuine decolonial
project aimed at ending colonial logics of governance to inaugurate a new postco-
lonial dispensation.

Within his ruling party known as the Zimbabwe African National Union-
Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF) Mugabe is a demi-god. He is feared. He is rarely chal-
lenged. This is why despite his advanced age, ZANU-PF, at its December 2014
Sixth People’s Congress, elected Mugabe unopposed as its presidential candidate
for the 2018 elections. By 2018, Mugabe will be 94 years old. Since coming to
power in 1980, Mugabe’s pictures have adorned all public buildings making him
omnipresent in Zimbabwe. His biography and hagiography is, therefore, inextri-
cably intertwined with the political rise and economic collapse of Zimbabwe. It is
however doubtful whether Mugabe will preside over the rise of Zimbabwe from its
unprecedented crisis that commenced at the beginning of 2000. What is beyond
doubt is that Mugabe is an important African political figure who has gained both
admiration and criticism partly because of his anticolonial and pan-Africanist
rhetoric/posture, and partly due to his ability to cast himself as a victim of neoim-
perialism and neocolonialism. Western bashing of Mugabe and imposition of
sanctions has enabled him to heighten his self-representation as a victim of neoim-
perialism and neocolonialism.

At 91 years of age, Mugabe has been elected to chair the African Union (AU)
and the Southern African Development Community (SADC). While these positions
are rotational and largely ceremonial, they also indicate that Mugabe is trusted as
a pan-Africanist. As the new chair of the AU, Mugabe has already taken the lead
in telling the world that “Africa is for Africans” and that the natural resources of
Africa must benefit Africans, and in stating categorically that Africa must pull out
from the International Criminal Court (ICC) by April 2015.1

Mugabe gained fame first as a committed nationalist revolutionary and uncom-
promising guerrilla leader based in Mozambique in the late 1970s who gallantly
fought for the independence of Zimbabwe, and second as a champion of compul-
sory land redistribution at the beginning of 2000. The Fast Track Land Reform
Programme that commenced in 2000 won Mugabe support of some black elites
desperate for quick embourgeoisement, war veterans, and landless peasants. At the
same time, it provoked severe criticism from Western powers that condemned the
violence that accompanied the Fast Track Land Reform Programme and empha-
sized the importance of respect for property rights of white commercial farmers.

But Western powers are also not helping matters in Zimbabwe. While they col-
lectively rail against Mugabe’s authoritarianism and violation of human rights, they
tend to ignore that there was an unattainable situation that Mogobe Ramose (2002)
termed “‘constitutionalised injustice” in which a minority of white Zimbabweans
who were privileged by white settler colonialism continued to own vast tracts of
land at the expense of the majority of black people who were dispossessed by colo-
nialism. Such insensitivity on the part of Western powers gave Mugabe ammunition
to speak the language of restitution and redress of colonial wrongs. In short the
unresolved land question in Zimbabwe as is the case in South Africa and Namibia
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could not be simply interpreted from the discourse of protection of property rights
because of the historical background of white settler dispossession and primitive
accumulation that left indigenous people without enough land. Mugabe effec-
tively used land question to gain popularity among landless peoples of Zimbabwe.
Consequently, the resolution of the land question became one of the central motifs
of Mugabeism (Mugabe 2001).

With the above background in mind it is not surprising that Mugabe is also seen
as a cunning and ruthless politician who spearheaded a massacre of over 20,000
Ndebele-speaking Zimbabweansin the period between 1980 and 1987. The Catholic
Commission for Justice and Peace and Legal Resources Foundation Report of
1997 provides details on how the Mugabe regime deployed the Fifth Brigade that
committed what became known as Gukurahundi atrocities in the Midlands and
Matebeleland regions of Zimbabwe. The Ndebele-speaking people who were tar-
gets of Operation Gukurahundi were openly ‘Othered’ ethnically by the Mugabe
regime as threats to the nation who deserved ethnic cleansing for Zimbabwe to sur-
vive. These atrocities constitute a major negative chapter in Mugabe’s political tra-
jectory. Mugabe’s depiction of the atrocities as having taken place during a “moment
of madness,” has not resolved the matter. Rather it indicated to an admission by
Mugabe that there were no objective security concerns that warranted Operation
Gukurahundi. This episode and many others such as Operation Murambatsvina
(Urban Clean-Up) of 2005 and Operation Mavhoterapapi (who did you vote for)
of 2008 among many forms of governance by military operations makes Mugabe a
very difficult political figure to understand. This is mainly because as his popular
political and social support base was fast declining, he not only resorted to populist
policies that tapped into long-standing economic grievances but also retched the
process of militarization of state institutions and gradually built a securocratic state.
What emerged was indeed a schizophrenic and chameleonic political character in
Mugabe that blamed external forces for Zimbabwe’s problems while at the same
time dealing ruthlessly with internal opponents (that were defined as enemies of
the state). While his political rhetoric is steeped in popular decolonial redemp-
tive politics that appeals to a broad section of all those people who emerged from
exploitative and repressive settler colonial domination, his political practice is far
from democratic, tolerant, and peaceful. Mugabe is, therefore, both popular and
unpopular.

Use of violence to achieve political ends has been part of Mugabe’s political
practice and ZANU-PF’s DNA since its break up from ZAPU in 1963. But at the
same time, his commitment to land redistribution speaks to his concern with socio-
economic justice. How do we understand and make sense of such a political figure,
who has now allowed his wife (Grace Mugabe) to imbricate herself in the toxic
succession politics, resulting in the fall of some long-standing allies of Mugabe,
including a serving vice president? In a surprising and fast turn of events taking
place within the context of old age immobilizing him and influence in ZANU-PF
declining, the young Grace Mugabe was positioned as Mugabe’s storm trooper
dealing with imagined and perceived opponents. For 90 days prior to the Sixth
ZANU-PF People’s Congress of December 2014, Grace Mugabe unceremoniously
jumped into party and national politics and consistently savaged a sitting and serv-
ing Vice President Joice Mujuru who was elected at the 2004 ZANU-PF People’s
Congress (Mandaza 2014).2 Mujuru’s political sin was to wish to succeed Mugabe
as a leader of Zimbabwe. This process of purging of the so-called Mujuru faction
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within ZANU-PF “was completed at the Congress itself, with husband and wife—
imperious and therefore in total control of the appointments in a would-be ‘elective’
Congress—managing and concluding the slate that purports to be ZANU-PF’s
ruling elite for the next five years” (Mandaza 2014: 2). It would seem the post-
Sixth ZANU-PF People’s Congress witnessed the rise of Mugabe-Grace as “First
Family Oligarchy” that is brutal to any force that purports to be opposed to it.
How do we make sense of this latest version of Mugabeism where the first family
is happily ensconced within a triumphant securocratic state? Are we witnessing the
rise of a Mugabe dynasty?

Mugabeism? History, Politics, and Power in Zimbabwe delves deeper into what
could be gained from unsententious and diverse analyses of such an ill-defined, inco-
herent, and difficult signifier as Mugabeism from various disciplinary vantage points.
While Mugabeism as a political practice might be punctuated by negative passion and
articulated in high emotion, it cannot be totally dismissed or merely reduced to an
unfounded inveighing by an archetypal African populist dictator against colonialism,
imperialism, and Euro-North American-centric hegemony. With the dismantling of
direct colonial administrations after 1945, Africa did not progressively move into a
postcolonial dispensation. Colonialism gave way to ‘global coloniality’ with its invis-
ible colonial matrices of power that continue to sustain an asymmetrical global power
structure in place since the time of colonial conquest. But Mugabe’s correct critique
of neoimperialism and neocolonialism constitutive of global coloniality is, however,
rendered ineffective by his authoritarianism, dictatorship, and violence at the domes-
tic front.? His legitimate and decolonial push for redistributive socioeconomic justice
in a former white settler colony of Rhodesia is compromised by patrimonialism, cli-
entilism, kleptocracy, and corruption. Perhaps, Mugabe, like Kwame Nkrumah of
Ghana, will go down in history as a great African leader due to his courageous stand
against coloniality but remain as a questionable Zimbabwean leader because of his
antidemocratic political practices at the home front.*

The contributors to this book make concerted efforts in their individual chapters
and collectively to offer a variety of well-thought-out intellectual ways of under-
standing Mugabe, a complex political actor that was made and produced by specific
but complicated histories as well as a man who has been and continues to be actively
engaged in making complex histories. In this book, Mugabe is not only character-
ized as being a product of colonialism as he has played an active role in the making
of Zimbabwean nationalism but also as a construction and political production of
African anticolonial nationalism and the exigencies of leading an armed liberation
struggle. The book is therefore about a political actor who is simultaneously a colo-
nial, nationalist, and postcolonial subject.

How Mugabe as an individual was produced historically and politically might be
the ideal entry point in understanding Mugabeism. Mugabe is a product of colonial
and nationalist histories. But he is also more than that as he has played an active
role in the making of postcolonial African history for the past three decades and has
in the process been shaped by that postcolonial history in which the past, the pres-
ent, and the future are entangled paradoxically (Mbembe 2001). Colonialism was
a terrain of conquest, violence, dispossession, displacement, coercion, police rule,
militarism, racism, authoritarianism, and antiblack racism. It was never a school of
democracy and human rights. Radical difference was introduced by colonialism
into Zimbabwe in particular and Africa in general. Mugabe was born in 1924 under
conditions of the dominance of white colonialism. He was educated in colonial
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mission schools and trained as a teacher within a colonial environment. In other
words, Mugabe was born as colonial subject.

Mugabeism? History, Politics, and Power in Zimbabwe is not an attempt at pro-
ducing a biography of Mugabe. To write an academically meaningful biography of
Mugabe, one needs to have been close to him and his political party (ZANU-PF)
to the extent of being able to conduct deep interviews with him as a subject of
study. This has not been possible for me as well as for the contributors to this book.
Because of this reality, the idea was never to produce a biography of Mugabe but
a book about the complex entanglements of history, politics, and power within
which Mugabe and Mugabeism emerged. Because the book privileges history, poli-
tics, and power, it is also about the idea of Zimbabwe and how this idea emerged,
traveled, and traversed the political trajectory of the violent shifts from a colony to
a sovereign state as well as the degeneration of a postcolonial state into an unprec-
edented multilayered crisis under the leadership of Mugabe.

Or CorLoNIAL AND NATIONALIST SUBJECTS
AND THEIR CONSCIOUSNESS

African colonial and nationalist subjects like Mugabe have a complex consciousness.
The weakness of consciousness of colonial and postcolonial subjects is well treated
in Frantz Fanon’s Black Skins, White Masks (1967) and The Wretched of the Earth
(1968), Albert Memmi’s The Colonizer and the Colonized (1974), and Ngugi wa
Thiong’o’s Decolonizing the Mind (1986). For the black colonial subject, acquiring
education was considered as one possible avenue to gain some ontological density
as a black professional under colonialism. Colonialism denied sovereign subjectiv-
ity to black people. But education was advertised by colonialists as a gateway to
civilization and personhood. As put by the Peruvian sociologist Anibal Quijano
(2007:169):

The colonisers also imposed a mystified image of their own patterns of producing
knowledge and meaning. At first, they placed these patterns far out of reach of
the dominated. Later, they taught them in partial and selective way, in order to
co-opt some of the dominated into their own power institutions. Then European
culture was made seductive: it gave access to power. After all, beyond repression,
the main instrument of all power is its seduction.

But colonialism had a racial ceiling for the social mobility of black colonial profes-
sionals. They were denied the right to vote. Only a few and particular professions
such as teaching and nursing were available for black professionals. This colonial
ceiling frustrated the black elite that were thirsty for embourgeoisement within a
colonial environment. To sustain the ceiling and to ensure that only a few black
people acquired modern colonial education, colonial authorities, according to Jean-
Paul Sartre, became strictly selective of those Africans they wanted to produce as
part of manufacturing “native elite.” Mugabe fortuitously was part of those who
were selected. Missionaries also played a key role in this colonial selection. This is
why Sartre (Sartre quoted in Fanon 1968: 7) argued that

the European elite undertook to manufacture native elite. They picked out prom-
ising adolescents; they branded them, as with red-hot iron, with the principles of
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Western culture; they stuffed their mouth full with high-sounding phrases, grand
gluttonous words that stuck to teeth. After a short stay in the mother country
they were sent home whitewashed. These walking lies had nothing left to say to
their brother.

As noted by Ngugi wa Thiong’o (1986: 9) the classroom and “the chalk and the
blackboard” were used effectively by colonialism to commit “psychological vio-
lence” known as epistemicide. But it was mainly colonial racial ceiling and colonial
restrictions faced by those black people who had deeply imbibed colonial knowl-
edge and education that forced members of the emerging black elite to embrace
nationalism and anticolonialism as means of fighting against the colonial white
bourgeoisie and its political leadership that was in charge of the colonial state. This
is why some scholars have expressed an idea of a weak social base of African nation-
alism as liberatory force. Mahmood Mamdani (2000: 45) has this to say about the
social base of African nationalism:

I argue that the social base of nationalism who was the native who had crossed
the boundary between the rural which incorporated the subject ethnically and
the urban that excluded the subject racially. Though beyond the lash of custom-
ary law, this native was denied access to civic rights on racial grounds. It is this
native...who formed the social basis of nationalism. For a mass-based militant
nationalism to be created, though, it was necessary for the boundary between the
customary and the civic to be breached. Having crossed that boundary from the
rural to the urban, it was once again necessary for cadres of militant nationalism
to return to the countryside to link up with peasant struggles against Native
Authorities. Nationalism was successful in gaining a mass base only where it suc-
ceeded in breaching the double divide that power tried to impose on society: the
urban-rural, and the inter-ethnic.

It is this nationalist school (the nationalist movement) that Mugabe entered into
in 1960. It was already dominated by other nationalists like Joshua Nkomo,
Ndabaningi Sithole, James Chikerema, George Nyandoro, Paul Mushonga, Joseph
Msika, George Silundika, Jason Moyo, and Josiah Chinamano, among many oth-
ers. The nationalist school was deeply interpellated by the colonial school despite
its claims to produce cadres that would destroy colonialism. Stefan Mair and
Masipula Sithole (2002: 22) captured this interpellation well: “The authoritarian-
ism of the colonial era reproduced itself within the nationalist political movements.
The war of liberation, too, reinforced rather than undermined this authoritarian
culture.” This point was reinforced by the Asian cultural decolonial scholar Kuan-
Hsing Chen (1998: 14), who also noted that because of interpellation of third
world nationalism by the immanent logic of colonialism, it “could not escape from
reproducing racial and ethnic discrimination; a price to be paid by the coloniser
as well as the colonised selves.” But it was only after civil disobedience to colonial
rule proved ineffective that some African nationalists concluded that colonial vio-
lence simply needed to be countered by nationalist violence. When this happened,
the interpellation was complete. Colonial violence was being reproduced by the
African nationalists. Colonial paradigm of war was reproduced as nationalist para-
digm of war. This is why some decolonial theorists strongly condemn nationalism
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of reproducing Eurocentrism. The leading decolonial theorist Ramon Grosfoguel
(2011: 18) has no kind words for nationalism:

Nationalism provides Eurocentric solutions to a Eurocentric global problem. It
reproduces an internal coloniality of power within each nation-state and reifies
the nation-state as the privileged location of social change. Struggles above
and below the nation-state are not considered in nationalist political strategies.
Moreover, nationalist responses to global capitalism reinforce the nation-state as
the political institutional form par excellence of the modern/colonial /capitalist/
patriarchal world-system. In this sense, nationalism is complicit with Eurocentric
thinking and political structures.

This sustained critique of both colonialism and nationalism assists us in under-
standing the behavior of people like Mugabe who were born as colonial subjects
but who then embraced African nationalism and anticolonial struggles as part of
their fight to take over the colonial state. While there is no doubt about Mugabe’s
consistent anticolonial rhetoric, he is yet to escalate that to a genuine decolonial
agenda that transforms colonial structures of power, deviates from Eurocentric
colonial epistemology and radically shifts from hierarchization of being according
to “tribe” as a reproduction of racial hierarchization of being under colonialism.
Decoloniality is superior to mere anticolonialism because it envisages new political
forms of power that do not reproduce coloniality; is very critical of how anticolonial
struggles ended up as reformist movements seeking inclusion in the very Euro-
North American-centric powers structure that are underpinned by coloniality; and
is acutely focused on epistemological paradigm shift as an essential prerequisite for
genuine decolonial transformation. At another level, the crisis in which political
figures like Mugabe are entrapped manifests itself in the practice of deploying left-
ist political language, while remaining steeped in right-wing Eurocentric epistemol-
ogy that reproduces all the negatives of coloniality such as reverse racism, tribalism,
patriarchy, sexism, nativism, and xenophobia (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2013).

Such an analysis also help us to understand the ambiguities, contradictions,
and ambivalences displayed by Mugabe as a political actor, particularly his railing
against Euro-North American hegemony while at the same time maintaining an
authoritarian, repressive, and violent state in Zimbabwe that is intolerant of any
dissent. These ambiguities, contradictions, and ambivalences were well-captured by
the leading African philosopher Kwame Anthony Appiah (1992: 56-60):

Railing against the cultural hegemony of the West, the nativists are of its party
without knowing it. Indeed the very arguments, the rhetoric of defiance, that our
nationalist muster are .. .canonical, time-tested. .. In their ideological inscription,
the cultural nationalists remain in a position of counteridentification...which is
to continue to participate in an institutional configuration—to be subjected to
cultural identities they ostensibly decry...Time and again, cultural nationalism
has followed the route of alternate genealogizing. We end up always in the same
place; the achievement is to have invented a different past for it.

A nationalist paradigm of “conquest of conquest” entrenched and consolidated ear-
lier colonial cultures of conquest and violence as forms of political practice. However
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well-meaning and rational the adoption of violence as a tool of liberation was, this
meant that the nationalist school became a terrain of violence too. Mugabe, for
instance, became a graduate of both colonial and nationalist schools of violence.
It is therefore not surprising that he can boast of having degrees in violence and
take pride in the fact that his political party (ZANU-PF) has a long and successful
history of use of violence to achieve political ends (Blair 2002). Even his approach
to clections spoke of the inseparability of votes and guns: “Our votes must go
together with our guns. After all, any vote shall have, shall have been the product
of the gun. The gun which produces the vote should remain its security officer—its
guarantor. The people’s votes and the people’s guns are always inseparable twins”
(Mugabe, 1976, quoted in Meredith 2002a). While it is true that Mugabe spoke
this way within a context of intensifying armed struggle where the gun was indeed
the weapon that would make it possible for black people to achieve the right to vote,
the realities of use of violence in every election since 1980 confirm that he actually
meant that people had to be coerced to vote for him and his party even after the
end of the liberation struggle. At another level, the success of African nationalism
depended on unity that was often enforced violently.

In reality, adoption of the armed struggle transformed mass nationalist move-
ments (ZANU and ZAPU) into semi-military formations with armed wings.
Military exigencies brought in not only regimental but also commandist tenden-
cies. Violence was now officially accepted as a legitimate tool of liberation just like
it was officially accepted by the colonialists as a legitimate tool of colonial con-
quest and maintenance of white settler colonial power. Mugabe emerged from this
milieu. This is why it is important to understand and highlight the complex his-
tory, entangled politics, and complicated power dynamics as part of the intellectual
agenda to understand Mugabe as a political actor.

Fanon (1968) is a pioneer in secking to unmask the African nationalist leader
and the black middle-class that dominated postcolonial governments as suffering
from pitfalls of consciousness. He highlighted the fact that black elites in charge of
postcolonial African states were basically intellectually lazy, parasitical, and corrupt.
When the nationalists came to power they steered anti-colonial trajectory into a
narrow path of Africanization. At the centre of this Africanization agenda was the
call for nationalization of the commanding heights of the economy. This national-
ization was itself interpreted in very narrow terms of transferring wealth from white
to black elites in charge of the postcolonial state and their clients. Decolonization
became bastardized and ideologised into a vehicle to justify primitive accumulation
and looting. Zimbabwe under Mugabe has not escaped this tendency. This is why it
is important to seek to understand Mugabe as a nationalist leader.

MvucaBEe As A NATIONALIST LEADER

Being a nationalist leader became a terrain of contests because it was linked with
power. The role Mugabe played in the epic nationalist struggle that delivered an
independent Zimbabwe in 1980 is itself contested by such political figures as Joshua
Nkomo (1984) and Edgar Tekere (2007), who also claimed prominence in the anti-
colonial nationalist liberation struggle. A close reading of their autobiographies
reveals a continuation of contestations over who made history in Zimbabwe as well
as over power, political positions, memory, and political legacy. While Tekere seems
to contest Mugabe’s heroism and tries to elevate himself above him, Nkomo is keen
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to maintain his status as the “Father of Zimbabwe” through claims to history and
appeals to memory, despite having lost political power in 1980. The message that
comes through is that of a senior politician that felt cheated by history and political
practice and who strongly thought Mugabe was envious of the role he played in the
foundation of Zimbabwean nationalism (Nkomo 1984).

This argument is used to make sense of why Mugabe used the notorious Fifth
Brigade in his attempt to physically eliminate Nkomo in 1983. Despite these con-
testations, Mugabe has been at the helm of Zimbabwean politics first as prime
minister (1980-1987) and then as executive president (1987—-present). As such,
Mugabe’s political life is part of the broader story of the decolonization of Rhodesia
into Zimbabwe as well as the tale of political trajectory of postcolonial Zimbabwe
from 1980 up to the present. Mugabe’s biographies and hagiographies have increas-
ingly been made to be inextricably intertwined with the very idea of Zimbabwe
albeit in a very problematic manner in which he becomes simultaneously the “lib-
erator” and the “destroyer” of Zimbabwe.

This narrative of a “liberator” and “hero,” who degenerated into a “dictator”
and a “tyrant,” dominates the existing biographies of Mugabe. Inevitably, numer-
ous attempts on writing Mugabe’s biography became hostage to this binary under-
standing. Many of the biographies are not only largely journalistic but are also very
thin on revealing the complexities of the structural terrain within which Mugabe
had to make history and practice politics. For example, those biographies of Mugabe
that were produced during the pick of the Zimbabwe crisis became locked in what
Mahmood Mamdani (2008: 7) termed the “regime-opposition polemic.”

What also emerges is the idea that there was a sudden, enigmatic, and puz-
zling shift in Mugabe’s political trajectory taking the form of a biblical fall from
grace to evil. This is a simplistic understanding as it is not based on a nuanced
understanding of Mugabe as a political actor whose actions were largely shaped by
complex histories of colonialism and nationalism, global coloniality and its machi-
nations, as well as complicated power dynamics that involved politics of survival
and competition.

Consequently, existing biographies do not fully capture complex entanglements
of the “postcolony” within which a “colonial subject” like Mugabe, who was born
during the colonial period and who was forced to join the nationalist struggle by
settler brutalities and colonial disdain for African subjectivity. With the achieve-
ment of political independence, “‘colonial subjects” had to graduate into “postco-
lonial” subjects. The challenge facing Mugabe as a ““postcolonial’” subject and a
leader of a new ““postcolony,” was how to avoid reproducing coloniality together
with its primitive accumulation and corrupting tendencies, patriarchal and sexist
traditions, racist, ethnic, and xenophobic cultures, as well as repressive, violent, and
authoritarian political inventories as forms of postcolonial governance. These reali-
ties are well-captured by the leading African postcolonial theorist Achille Mbembe
in his celebrated book Omn the Postcolony (2001: 14), in which he wrote: “As an age,
the postcolony encloses multiple durees made up of discontinuities, reversals, iner-
tias, and swings that overlay one another, interpenetrate one another, and envelope
one another: an entanglement.” As a colonial subject, by the late 1950s and early
1960s, Mugabe was a typical part of the emerging African elite known as petit-
bourgeois class. That class, according to Frantz Fanon (1968), emerged suffering
terribly from pitfalls of consciousness. First of all, it attempted to imbibe as much
as possible Euro-North American cultures, mannerisms, and mission-education in
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the mistaken belief that this would enable it to be accommodated into colonial
structures. This accommodation was not forthcoming.

It was only when the African petit-bourgeoisie realized that despite having
accumulated mission-education and even university degrees the colonial state of
Rhodesia was too racially inflexible to accommodate black people that they then
decided to rejoin the bulk of the black population with a view to mobilize it to
fight against racism and denial of the right to vote mainly. The mobilization of
the black masses by the leading African nationalists must not be misread as part of
the revolutionary Cabralian (1979) “class suicide” process and action. Far from it,
mobilization of popular support was the essential prerequisite for the success of the
bourgeois anticolonial struggle aimed at replacing white colonial bourgeoisie with
black African bourgeoisie.

How Mugabe ended up a leading figure in the anticolonial nationalist struggle
is subject to contestations. One narrative is that of a reluctant teacher-trainer from
Ghana who while on leave was invited to join the liberation movement. This nar-
rative was given by Jonathan Moyo (quoted in Holland 2008 175-176) during
an interview with the journalist Heidi Holland, and it shows Mugabe as a reluc-
tant nationalist who was invited to the nationalist movement because he was from
Ghana, a country that was led by a respected pan-Africanist Kwame Nkrumah,
had high qualifications from the University of Fort Hare, and was articulate: “So
he is approached, persuaded to join the liberation movement, and he agrees to
give it a try. Nowhere in his record prior to becoming the leader of ZANU do you
see Robert Mugabe driven by political passion or a vision of a better future for
Zimbabweans.” However, there is another narrative that emphasizes that Mugabe
was actively involved in sharpening his ideology while in Ghana. The narrative indi-
cates that while based in Ghana between 1958 and 1960, Mugabe underwent ideo-
logical training at the Kwame Nkrumah Ideological Institute at Winneba. During
this time, he was teaching at Apowa Secondary School in Takoradi. It was at the
Kwame Nkrumah Ideological Institute that Mugabe imbibed both Nkrumahism
and the principles of Marxism (Norman 2008: 18; Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2009a: 1142).
This second narrative differs from Jonathan Moyo’s reading of Mugabe as a mere
teacher-trainer that had no clear passion for liberation but was persuaded into the
nationalist movement. If the second narrative is taken into account, then Mugabe
came to Rhodesia in the 1960s already ideologically trained in the principles of
Nkrumahism and Marxism (Norman 2008; Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2009a, b).

Once he joined the nationalist movement in 1960, Mugabe gradually climbed
the ladder of leadership, not through open initiative but again by being invited
to lead when Reverend Sithole, the founder president of ZANU, was found to be
wavering while in detention in 1975. The year 1975 also witnessed the assassina-
tion of national chairman Herbert Wiltshire Chitepo (White 2003). These develop-
ments opened the way for Mugabe to rise to the helm of ZANU in exile. By 1977,
he was comfortably in charge of ZANU.

ON BiograprHiEs AND HAaGIOGRAPHIES OF MUGABE

A biography is a document detailing the life of a person by highlighting his or her
positives and negatives, strengths and weaknesses, failures and successes as well
as trials and tribulations. A hagiography is a particular type of biography that is
designed to idealize, admire, celebrate, revere, and eventually elevate the person
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to sainthood. While there are numerous biographies of Mugabe, they rarely cel-
ebrate him. Mugabe’s life history lacks hagiographies. Most of the biographies were
produced during and after the unprecedented crisis that engulfed Zimbabwe from
2000 and apportion blame on him for the collapse of the economy and descent of
Zimbabwe into lawlessness and authoritarianism.

The ecarliest attempt at a biography of Mugabe was made by David Smith, Colin
Simpson, and Ian Davies in Mugabe (1981). This early biography was written at the
time of Mugabe and ZANU’s triumphalism. Inevitably, it is different from those
that were produced after 2000. There is an element of celebrating Mugabe. The
focus of this early biography is on Mugabe’s childhood, his detention in Rhodesian
prisons, and his leadership of ZANU and ZANLA in exile right up to his election
as the first black prime minister of independent Zimbabwe.

By the time of its publication (1981), the policy of reconciliation though unwrit-
ten was still resonant in Zimbabwe. The coalition government was still working
and Zimbabwean economy was functioning very well. But even at this early period,
the authors picked a disturbing idea of Zimbabwe that Mugabe presented to Lord
Soames. Mugabe spoke of a Joshua Nkomo country (Matabeleland) and a Mugabe
country (Mashonaland and Manicaland). Mugabe’s “two-nation” speech is said to
have arisen during a meeting between him and the British governor Lord Soames
at the heat of the political campaigns for the independence elections. Nkomo had
complained to Soames that his party was being prevented from campaigning in
Manicaland by ZANU-PF and ZANLA. Mugabe is quoted as having said:

Look Lord Soames, I am not new to this game, you know. That’s my part of the
country, Manicaland, that’s mine. The fact that Nkomo can’t campaign there is
down to the fact that I control it, I’ve a cell there for five years. Is it surprising
that people don’t turn out there for Nkomo? Would I go to Nkomo’s country
(Matebeleland) and expect to raise a crowd there? Of course, I wouldn’t. (Smith
et al. 1981: 187)

What emerges poignantly from this is how an ethnically bifurcated national-
ism that emerged in 1963 with the birth of ZANU as a splinter formation from
ZAPU was producing such ideas of Zimbabwe in which Mashonaland, Masvingo,
and Manicaland became Mugabe’s country and Matabeleland became Nkomo’s
country. This bifurcated idea of Zimbabwe was also compounded by the way in
which the armed liberation struggle was fought. Nkomo’s ZIPRA operated mainly
in Matebeleland and the Midlands regions. Mugabe’s ZANLA operated in the
Mashonaland regions, including Manicaland. But this “two-nation” thinking did
not augur well with the idea of a Zimbabwe that was expected to be born as a uni-
tary state underpinned by monolithic unity.

In 1981, David Martin and Phyllis Johnson published The Struggle for Zimbabwe:
The Chimurenga War, which was very supportive of ZANU-PF’s narrative of the
liberation struggle. The armed struggle was traced genealogically to the Sinoia/
Chihnoyi Battle of 1966, where ZANLA forces engaged the Rhodesia forces though
they all perished in the encounter. The book had some hagiographical orientation
and was most welcomed by ZANU-PF and Mugabe to the extent of being freely
distributed to all secondary schools and teachers’ colleges. In this book, Mugabe
emerged as a hero of the liberation struggle, who played a crucial role in delivering
an independent Zimbabwe.
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TuEe Rise oF Mucase iIN ZANU

Mugabe’s speeches were published as Our War of Liberation: Speeches, Articles,
Interviews 1976—1979 (1983). This was important in positioning Mugabe as a cen-
tral figure in the struggle for decolonization. The period 1976-1979 is crucial for
Mugabe as it was in 1977 that he formally took over the overall leadership of both
ZANU and ZANLA after cracking down on the Zimbabwe People’s Army (ZIPA).>
Zvakanyorwa Wilbert Sadomba (2011), a sociologist and veteran of Zimbabwe’s lib-
eration war, divided the liberation history of Zimbabwe into three crucial phases:
the Chitepo Phase (1964-1975), the ZIPA /Vashandi Phase (1976-1977), and the
Mugabe Phase (1977-1979). He elaborated that:

There is no doubt that Mugabe’s leadership, spanning more than a generation now
(1977 to present), is not only the longest in the history of the liberation move-
ment but also had the greatest influence on that movement. In terms of internal
ideological and power struggles, the phase was the most turbulent, commencing
with the violent purgation of the Vashandi/ZIPA group in 1976/7 and within
a year repeating the process by removing the Hamadziripi/Gumbo/Maparuri
group in 1978. This phase also saw the most dramatic developments, including
the formation of the Patriotic Front—a union between ZANU and ZAPU, even
as their two anti-colonial guerrilla armies were violently splitting. It is also sig-
nificant that the final peace negotiations took place during this period starting
in August 1979. The Mugabe era therefore clearly has a very shallow guerrilla
war foundation of two years and nine months, i.e., March 1977 to December
1979, when the peace negotiations began ... By comparison, Chitepo played a far
greater role and for a longer period (nine years—1966-75) than Mugabe’s two
years nine months and ZIPA’s two years of leadership . .. This is important to bear
in mind in view of the fact that the ruling oligarchy of ZANU-PF has mainly used
the history of the liberation struggle to legitimate its political hegemony. (40)

Sadomba, like Tekere, is very critical of Mugabe’s leadership even prior to indepen-
dence. He documents that when Mugabe took over leadership of ZANU and the
post of commander in chief of ZANLA in 1977, he declared that year to be “The
Year of the Party.” This involved surrounding himself with admirers like Simon
Muzenda, “who did not want Mugabe to be opposed and who would close discus-
sion at any opinion presented by Mugabe, as final decision” (43). Muzenda was one
of those politicians in Zimbabwe who was considered not to be ambitious beyond
being a perpetual deputy to Mugabe. Sadomba concluded that Mugabe effectively
used “divide-and-rule tactics and clinical personnel management” as well as “creat-
ing and controlling structures through careful deployment of loyal individuals over
whom remote control is possible” (42-43).

Consequently, the centrality of Mugabe in the liberation struggle was depicted
by the imposition of the slogan “Pamberi na Comrade Robert Gabriel Mugabe”
(Forward with Comrade Robert Gabriel Mugabe) on the ZANLA High Command.
This meant that the old slogan of “Pamberi ne Chimurenga” (Forward with
Chimurenga/Nationalist Armed Revolution) was now subordinated to a slogan
that privileged the name of Mugabe as an individual. The Mugabe era is depicted
by Sadomba (2011: 43-45) as the genesis of ZANU becoming an authoritarian
and despotic organization where adherence to the “party line” included avoiding
contesting leadership positions in the party.
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The liberal British historian Terence Ranger, who was involved in African nation-
alist politics in the 1960s, also agonized over the question of why a Zimbabwean
nationalism that emerged promising liberation and freedom ended up delivering
repression, violence, and authoritarianism. Ranger had also published such books as
Revolt in Southern Rbodesia, 1896—7: A Study of African Resistance (1967), which
positively evaluated the primary resistance of 1896—7 and even made some connec-
tions between primary resistance and the period of nationalism. But by the late 1990s,
Ranger like many other intellectuals was hard pressed to explain what went wrong
with Zimbabwean nationalism. He proftered two related possible causes and reasons:

Perhaps post-independence authoritarianism was the result of liberation wars
themselves, when disagreement could mean death. It was difficult to escape the
legacy of such a war. Maybe it sprang from the adoption by so many national-
ists and especially liberation movements, of Marxist-Leninist ideologies. These
implied “democratic centralism,” the domination of civil society by the state and
top-down modernizing “development.” (Ranger 2003: 1-2)

Ranger went further to argue that

but perhaps there was something inherent in nationalism itself, even before the
wars and the adoption of socialism, which gave rise to authoritarianism. Maybe
nationalism’s emphasis on unity at all costs—its subordination of trade unions
and churches and all other African organizations to its imperatives—gave rise
to an intolerance of pluralism. Maybe nationalism’s glorification of the leader
gave rise to a post-colonial cult of personality. Maybe nationalism’s commitment
to modernization, whether socialist or not, inevitably implied a “commandist”
state. (1-2)

Indeed trappings of a personality cult started to emerge during the course of the
anticolonial liberation struggle and were further consolidated after 1980. Even as
recent as 2000, attempts were still made to produce a hagiography of Mugabe as a
revolutionary leader who was now dedicated to delivering land to the black people.
Therefore, the Ministry of Information and Publicity under Jonathan Moyo, who
has been depicted by many as the spin doctor of Mugabe, published a hagiography
entitled Inside the Third Chimurenga( 2001).

The publication consisted of well-selected speeches of Mugabe that depicted him
as a consistent revolutionary that was perpetually anticolonial and anti-imperialist.
The land question features prominently in these speeches as well as the issue of
national sovereignty and territorial integrity and condemnation of the opposition
Movement for Democratic Change (MDC) as a Trojan horse of imperialism aimed
at delivering recolonization of Zimbabwe. In this hagiography, Mugabe emerges as
progressive pan-Africanist and an indefatigable fighter for the economic empow-
erment of black Zimbabweans through delivery of the Fast-Track Land Reform
Programme.

The land reform became the central leitmotif of the Third Chimurenga, which
was christened as the war for land restoration. Pushing forward the overdue pro-
gram of land reform was indeed a progressive part of the incomplete liberation
struggle. Landless peasants, landless war veterans, and aspiring black bourgeoisie,
including progressive intellectuals and academics, supported the land reform.
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But Sadomba (2011) depicted the land reform as championed not by Mugabe
but by the war veterans in alliance with the landless peasants. To Sadomba, what
took place was a revolution that challenged the state, ruling ZANU-PF, the MDC,
Mugabe, settler and international capital—all at once. Again, the authority and role
of Mugabe in the Third Chimurenga is contested. Sadomba presents Mugabe and
ZANU-PF as an oligarchy that was no longer with the people but that had to hijack
the war veterans and peasants’ land revolution for purposes of political survival and
regime security. Norma J. Kriger in her Guerrilla Veterans in Post-War Zimbabwe:
Symbolic and Violent Politics, 1980-1987 (2003) articulated how Mugabe and
ZANU-PF have tendentiously used veterans as storm troopers in political games
aimed at retaining political power.

MvucaBEeisM oF THE PosT-2000 PERIOD

The post-2000 period witnessed the publication of a particular breed of biographies
of Mugabe that blamed him for presiding over the collapse of the Zimbabwean
economy. The land reform program was depicted as a disaster brought about by
Mugabe as a leader. These condemnatory biographies informed by neoliberal global
politics and ideologies included Martin Meredith’s Robert Mugabe: Power, Plunder
and Tyranny in Zimbabwe (2002) and Our Votes, Our Guns: Robert Mugabe and the
Tragedy of Zimbabwe (2002); David Blair’s Degrees in Violence: Robert Mugabe and
the Struggle for Power in Zimbabwe (2002); Stephen Chan’s Robert Mugabe: A Life
of Power and Violence (2003); Andrew Norman’s Robert Mugabe and the Betrayal
of Zimbabwe (2004); Heidi Holland’s Dinner with Mugabe: The Untold Story of a
Freedom Fighter Who Became a Tyrant (2008); Daniel Compagnon’s A Predictable
Tragedy: Robert Mugabe and the Collapse of Zimbabwe (2011) and many others.
Compagnon (2011: 1) introduced his book thus:

When the Zimbabwean flag was raised officially in the early hours of 18 April
1980, symbolizing the dawn of a new era and the end of a bitter liberation war,
who could have imagined then that the crowds cheering their hero—Robert
Mugabe—would came to hate him some thirty years later after he led them to
starvation, ruin, and anarchy? Who would have expected Zimbabwe to become
the “sick man” of southern Africa, a security concern for its neighbours, and an
irritant in the mind of progressive opinion leaders such as former anti-apartheid
lead activist and Nobel Peace Prize winner Archbishop Desmond Tutu, who
would, in 2008, call for Mugabe’s forced removal from power? As we shall see,
this disaster should not come as a complete surprise since there were, from the
beginning, many worrying signs of Mugabe’s thirst for power, his recklessness,
and his lack of concern for the well-being of fellow countrymen and women,
as well as the greed and brutality of his lieutenants in his party, the Zimbabwe
African National Union-Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF).

The post-2000 titles on Mugabe reveal a Mugabe-centric approach to the under-
standing of causes of Zimbabwe’s descent to crisis. This Mugabe-centric literature
largely communicates and delivers a message of an African leader who played a cen-
tral role in the anticolonial struggle, who ascended to power on the shoulders of the
liberation struggle, who was once admired as a statesman and a voice of reason, but
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who eventually degenerated into a dictator, a tyrant, and a monster. It would seem
from a close reading of some literature existing on Mugabe since the late 1970s
that he was never a good leader. The dictatorial tendencies were there from the
beginning. This is why Compagnon projected Mugabeism as an inevitably tragic
part of Zimbabwe. But the post-2000 period also witnessed the emergence of an
array of memoirs, autobiographies, biographies, and hagiographies of other politi-
cal actors that disputed the heroic image of Mugabe. Works like Dzino: Memories
of o Freedom Fighter (2011) openly depict Mugabe as the villain who hijacked the
nationalist revolution for his own ends. But others, such as Fay Chung in Re-living
the Second Chimurenga: Memories from Zimbabwe’s Liberation Struggle (2006),
continued to present Mugabe as a respected pragmatic leader, an uncompromising
revolutionary, and a far-sighted visionary.

This literature emerged at a time when scholars were raising serious concerns
about violence, dictatorship, repression, ideological bankruptcy, patriarchy, exec-
utive lawlessness, rigging of elections, and militarism as the major constituent
elements of Mugabeism of the post-2000. It was during this period that schol-
ars increasingly became active in explaining what was happening in Zimbabwe
with Horace Campbell publishing Reclaiming Zimbabwe: The Exhaustion of the
Patriavchal Model of Liberation (2003), which emphasized the issues of mascu-
linity, machismo, patriarchy, and militarism as major markers of the Zimbabwean
model of liberation as well as the major leitmotif of postcolonial governance and
political practice. At the same time, Amanda Hammar, Brian Raftopoulos, and Stig
Jensen published a groundbreaking work entitled Zimbabwe’s Unfinished Business:
Rethinking Land, State and Nation in the Context of Crisis (2003), which dem-
onstrated theoretically, conceptually, and empirically the complex intersections of
contested histories and memories, complicated political trajectories, and well as
multifaceted political dynamics that produced a Mugabeism that was ambiguous,
militant, and violent while promising to deliver redistributive social and economic
justice.

During this same time, the opposition desk was also producing biographies of
the opposition leader Morgan Tsvangirai that countered the positive narrative of
Mugabeism. These included Sarah Huddleston’s Face of Courage: A Biography of
Morgan Tsvangirai (2005); Stephen Chan’s Citizen of Zimbabwe: Conversations
with Morgan Tsvangirai (2005); and William Bango’s Morgan Tsvangirai: At the
Deep End (2012). In these works, a concerted effort was made to create a hero and
extol Tsvangirai’s political virtues in such a way that Mugabe would emerge as lack-
ing political qualities needed to rescue Zimbabwe from crisis. Chapter 9 by Robert
Muponde in this book provides a deep literary analysis of Mugabe and Tsvangirai
as symbols of the postcolonial nation. The current book picks the topical issue of
the meaning and essence of Mugabeism and tries to further unpack it from dif-
ferent disciplinary vantage points. The key questions that continue to cry out for
a response include: Is there Mugabeism? If yes, what does it stand for or mean to
warrant all these writings? Can one speak of a Mugabe phenomenon?

MvucaBEIsSM

It is clear that Mugabeism is used in this book to encapsulate a critical scholarly
search for understanding and making sense of the ubiquitous Mugabe phenomenon
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thatisitselfinextricably intertwined with the equally complicated idea of Zimbabwe.
Its ubiquity in local, regional, continental, and global politics was well captured by
Mamdani (2008: 1) when he wrote:

It is hard to think of a figure more reviled in the West than Robert Mugabe.
Liberal and conservative commentators alike portray him as a brutal dictator, and
blame him for Zimbabwe’s descent into hyper inflation and poverty. The seizure
of white-owned farms by his black supporters has been depicted as a form of
thuggery, and as a cause of the country’s declining production, as if these lands
were doomed by black ownership. Sanctions have been imposed, and opposition
groups funded with the explicit aim to unseat him.

Mugabeism as unpacked in the various chapters of this book assumes a form of a
highly contested political phenomenon albeit one that has no coherent ideologi-
cal content. It does not exist as a coherent ideology. It is inherently eclectic. This
is why it is not reducible to a biography of Mugabe. Mugabeism has assumed a
form of populist reason. It is a multifaceted phenomenon. It masquerades as a
revolutionary phenomenon linked to pan-African anticolonial and anti-imperialist
decolonial project. Its rhetoric has a radical left-nationalist, pan-Africanist and anti-
imperialist as well as nativist orientation. On the nativist element featuring as radi-
cal nationalism, as the Marxist postcolonial theorist Benita Parry (2004: 40) noted
and argued:

When we consider the narratives of decolonization, we encounter rhetorics in
which “nativism” in one form or another is evident. Instead of disciplining these,
theoretical whip in hand, as a catalogue of epistemological errors, of essentialist
mystifications, as masculinist appropriation of dissent, as no more than anti-racist
racism, etc., I want to consider what is to be gained by an unsententious inter-
rogation of such articulations, which often driven by negative passion, cannot be
reduced to mere inveighing against iniquities or repetition of canonical terms of
imperialism’s conceptual framework.

Indeed there is an element of nativism in Mugabeism informed by autochthonous
discourses that emerged poignantly when Zimbabwean nationalism demonstrated
its antiliberatory and redemptive ethos (Ndlovu-Gatsheni and Muzondidya 2011;
Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2013). Read from this perspective, Mugabeism depicts a degener-
ated nationalism in which a single individual and his political party try to symbol-
ize the nation and as put by Issa G. Shivji (2003: 80), “Nation-building turns into
state-building. Nation is substituted by party and party leader, the father of the
nation. The National Question is reduced to a race question or ethnic question or
cultural question.”

Practically, Mugabeism is compromised by such inimical processes as primitive
accumulation and corruption, crisis of ideology, chaos, and tyranny. It is ensnared
in a nest of contradictions that often make it appear as nothing but part of politics
of survival and opportunism. Amanda Hammar and Brian Raftopoulos (2003) cap-
tured very well the discursive terrain within which Mugabeism became prominent
and the complex issues it is grappling with, trying to discipline some, accommodate
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others, and yet delegitimize those that appear to threaten Mugabe’s power and
ZANU-PF’s hegemony. They wrote of

a historicised and racialized assertion of land restitution and justice, versus an
ahistorical, technocratic insistence on liberal notions of private property, “devel-
opment” and “good governance”; a new form of “indigenous,” authoritarian
nationalism (based around claims of loyalty and national sovereignty), versus
a non-ethnicized, “civic” nationalism (grounded in liberal democratic notions
of rights and the rule of law); a radical, Pan-Africanist anti-colonial, anti-
imperialist critique of “the West,” versus a “universalist” embrace of certain
aspects of neoliberalism and globalization; and a monopoly claim over the com-
mitment to radical redistribution, versus a monopoly claim over the defence of
human rights. In large part, these polarities and their persistence are founded on
competing narratives of Zimbabwe’s national liberation history which are critical
both to the ruling party’s ongoing attempts to sustain its hegemony, and to the
counter-hegemonic moves of various opposition actors. (17)

The post-2000 period witnessed a Mugabeism that was consistently working to
delegitimize all those political formations and civil society forces that threatened
Mugabe’s power. The Movement for Democratic Change (MDC) became the face
of all those political formations and forces that were identified not only as consti-
tuted by enemies of the nation and the state but as inauthentic parties that “give
a perverted and false expression of the national will” (Luxemburg 1976: 141). It
is within this context that Mugabe (2001: 88) made it an important and personal
task to discursively unpack and delegitimize the MDC in these piercing and poetic
words:

The MDC should never be judged or characterized by its black trade union face;
by its youthful student face; by its salaried black suburban junior professionals;
never by its rough and violent high-density lumpen elements. It is much deeper
than these human superficies; for it is immovably and implacably moored in the
colonial yesteryear and embraces wittingly or unwittingly the repulsive ideology
of return to white settler rule. MDC is as old and as strong as the forces that
control it; that drives and direct; indeed that support, sponsor and spot it. It is a
counter-revolutionary Trojan horse contrived and nurtured by the very inimical
forces that enslaved and oppressed our people yesterday.

The MDC failed to defend itself effectively against this penetrating delegitimiza-
tion by Mugabe. This failure to come out clean boosted Mugabeism’s post-2000
posturing as a defender of the hard-won independence, national sovereignty, and
territorial integrity. As part of defending national sovereignty, a particular version
of history that Ranger (2004) termed “patriotic history” was propagated and it
played on real national grievances such as the historic land question, indigenization
of the national economy, and empowerment of black people (Tendi 2010).

In their various vantage points and multiple disciplinary perspectives, the con-
tributors to this book offer refreshing, scholarly, and critically reflective inter-
ventions on the complicated and contested Mugabe phenomenon. They relate
Mugabeism to the pertinent issues of economic nationalism and pan-Africanism;
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diplomacy and regional solidarity; masculinity, patriarchy, gender, and corruption
as well as challenges of global coloniality, racism, and militarism. Consequently, a
complicated albeit nuanced picture of Mugabeism is established, which is far supe-
rior intellectually and academically speaking to the existing numerous biographies
of Mugabe.

ORGANIZATION OF THE Book

The essays in this book—grouped broadly under part I, “Mugabeism, Economic
Nationalism, and Pan-Africanism”; part II, “Diplomacy, Solidarity, and Power”;
part III, “Masculinity, Gender, and Corruption”; part IV, “Coloniality, Racism,
and Militarism”—capture and interrogate various aspects of Mugabeism while at
the same time shedding light on complex and contested historical milieu, compli-
cated power dynamics, and difficult political practices as well as the equally com-
plex and contested idea of Zimbabwe from different vantage points.

David B. Moore’s chapter, which opens the first section, deploys a nuanced his-
torical political analysis as it tries to penetrate and access the meaning of Mugabe
and make sense of his political formation. The important concepts of individual
agency and sociohistorical determinations (structure) are carefully used in an effort
to understand Mugabe as the “man” who makes history and the “man” made by
history. Moore’s analysis transcends the narratives of Mugabe as the personifica-
tion of evil or virtue used by those vilifying him from “imperialist” quarters and
those celebrating him as victor for all things “Africanist.” His chapter delves deeper
into the historical formation of Mugabe’s political skills in the context of his strug-
gles within Zimbabwean liberation movements and global diplomatic spaces, then
throughout the first decade of Zimbabwe’s era of liberation and on into its crisis
phase. The chapter draws its data from archival and oral interview material gathered
over the past decade.

The following chapter, by the leading Zimbabwean economic historian Alois
Mlambo, deals with the interrelated issues of land, indigenization, and develop-
ment in Zimbabwe as ingredients of Mugabe’s economic nationalism. Just like
Moore, Mlambo is also concerned with unpacking the meaning of Mugabeism
but from the perspective of economic history. One of his central propositions is
that perhaps “the difficulty in defining Mugabeism could be the result of schol-
ars looking for a non-existent ideological coherence in what may, in fact, be his-
torically shaped and emotionally driven actions of nationalists that lived through
a traumatic colonial period whose pain and scars they seek to assuage by hit-
ting back at everything they regard as the source of their previous suffering.”
To Mlambo “Mugabeism is not, in reality, a uniquely Zimbabwean innovative
approach to address postcolonial challenges, but merely a continuation of the
African nationalism of the 1950s and 1960s and the economic nationalist ideol-
ogy that accompanied it, which saw many African countries nationalizing and
indigenizing their economies as an assertion of independence and as part of the
struggle against neo-colonialism.”

Consequently, Mlambo’s chapter situates Zimbabwe’s current controversial
policies of land reform, indigenization, and empowerment within the historical
nationalist strategies of the early independent Africa and denies that these policies
are uniquely Mugabean. Mlambo concludes that what might be Mugabean “is the
violent, authoritarian, and arbitrary implementation style and a particularly virulent
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type of nativism that defines ‘indigenes’ in a very narrow way, to the exclusion of
other groups that have equal claim to Zimbabwe.”

Chapter 4 is by Gorden Moyo, an opposition politician and scholar who served
in the inclusive government as a cabinet minister from 2009 to 2013. The chap-
ter deconstructs the “patriotic history” that sought to reproduce and portray
Mugabeism as a form of progressive pan-Africanism par excellence. This “patriotic
history” has been carefully manufactured by a pantheon of public intellectuals, rul-
ing party officials, and state media to present Mugabe’s liberation war credentials;
his populist redistributive policies on land, empowerment, and indigenization; and
his anti-Western antics as the befitting descriptors and signifiers of his pan-Afri-
canist pedigree. Mugabe’s election victory in July 2013, which is viewed as pyrrhic
in this chapter, appears to have further bolstered the pan-African claims of these
“patriotic historians.” Admittedly, the pan-African portrayal of Mugabe has earned
him some respect among a legion of people in mainland Africa and in the Diaspora
who are genuinely searching for champions of African Renaissance and bulwarks
against the Euro-American hegemony and its global imperial designs.

Moyo’s chapter tries to penetrate beyond and behind the veil of Zimbabwe’s
“patriotic historical” narratives to reveal the deeply embedded neo-sultanist
Mugabeism (personalistic rule) that hardly qualify him as a true pan-Africanist in
the same league with Marcus Garvey, William E.B. Du Bois, Frantz Fanon, Julius
Nyerere, and Nelson Mandela, among others. Moyo elaborates that more practi-
cally, the generality of the people of Zimbabwe have endured Mugabe’s versions
of practorian democracy, elective authoritarianism, and human security breaches
throughout the era of the postcolonial state. Invariably, Mugabe’s neo-sultanism
is entrenched and perpetuated by the nationalist-military oligarchy whose loyalty
is based on a clientilist system. Moyo concludes that Mugabe’s neo-sultanism not
only undermines the normative values of pan-Africanism but also the authentic
decolonial project that is imminent in postcolonial Zimbabwe.

Part IT opens with the historian Timothy Scarnecchia’s nuanced historical exam-
ination of Mugabe’s long career as a diplomat, going back to the months after the
formation of ZANU in 1963, as well as his return to international diplomacy fol-
lowing his release from prison and detention in 1974. Particular attention is given
to the years 1976-1980, the period in which Mugabe successfully negotiated not
only for the end of minority rule in Rhodesia but for international recognition of
his electoral victory in the 1980 elections leading to Zimbabwe’s independence and
his role as Zimbabwe’s first black prime minister.

Scarnecchia highlights the similarities of Mugabe’s strategies within ZANU
(and later ZANU-PF) to maintain control of the party’s leadership, with his strate-
gies in negotiating with Western powers in the early 1960s, the mid-1970s, and in
the 1980s. After consolidating ZANU-PF’s power by 1987, this strategy continued
into the 1990s and 2000s, especially in terms of President Mugabe’s responses
to Western criticisms and Western support for the opposition MDC party. Based
on archival sources up to the mid-1980s, and press coverage for the more recent
period, Scarnecchia emphasizes Mugabe’s consistent combination of diplomatic
intransigency with often close and collegial personal diplomacy in his dealings with
Western diplomats over the years.

In “Sherriff of the Club of Dictators?: Robert Mugabe’s Role in the Politics
of SADC, 1980-2013,” emerging historians Munyaradzi Nyakudya and Joseph
Jakarasi examine the role of Mugabe in the politics of the Southern African region
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through a case study of the Southern African Development Community (SADC).
They argue that from its inception as the old Southern African Development
Coordination Conference (SADCC) and its transformation to the SADC, the
body has been instrumental in shaping the region’s political, social, and economic
dynamics, particularly with reference to issues pertaining to security, self-determi-
nation, and democratization, among others.

Nyakudya and Jakarasi proceed to evaluate how Mugabe has used his eloquence
and rhetoric to influence the regional body’s policies, protocols, and general deci-
sions regarding such topical issues as regional security, the conduct of elections, the
region’s relations with the “outside” world, and positions in various global fora like
the African Union and the United Nations, among many others. While Mugabe
was not specifically instrumental in the origination of the Front Line States, he
became actively involved in the transformation of the regional body from SADCC
to SADC, always making sure that his own motivations and reading of the global/
regional politics drove SADC. In the post-2000 period, Mugabe made all the
efforts to make sure that SADC played a supportive role in his new war against the
West. This chapter provides an important background that is useful in explaining
why SADC in the past decade could not take a clear, tough, and divergent position
to that of Mugabe even if it was given a mandate by the African Union to make sure
Zimbabwe returned to normalcy.

Also writing on the theme of regional politics and solidarity, Henning Melber
discusses the dynamics of how Mugabeism impinged on Namibia with a particular
focus on the politics of solidarity and anti-imperialist posturing and rhetoric. He
reveals the popularity of Mugabe and his policies among the “hard core” Namibian
nationalists. The closeness of Mugabe and Sam Nujoma has a long history though it
was after independence that ZANU-PF and SWAPO knitted and consolidated their
solidarity. The solidarity deepened in the mid-1990s “due to the regional shifts and
subsequent strategic alliances.” Mugabe and Nujoma share common perspectives
on three issues: anti-imperialism, homophobic-antigay sentiment, and the topical
land question. But Melber ignores how the Mugabe regime soon after coming to
power had given material and diplomatic support to SWAPO through the New
York/Lisbon Accords struck with Angola and the Front Line States giving birth to
Resolution South West Africa.

Building on these commonalities, Melber argues that the leaders of Namibia
seem to be following in the footsteps of Mugabe, imbibing populism and increas-
ingly becoming vocal against what they consider to be reincarnation of imperialism.
To Henning though, the anti-imperialist position is bogus. It is underpinned by
a reverse-racist and homophobic sentiments. The anti-imperialist posture is also
increasingly focused on land question, which according to Henning is meant to
divert people’s attention from lack of delivery of services by the state. This conclu-
sion, however, does not mean that the question of land reform in a former settler
colony like Namibia can be simply ignored but is a warning against instrumental
use of genuine grievances of the people by the political elite for purposes of main-
taining regime security.

The last chapter in this section, by Busani Mpofu and Sabelo J. Ndlovu-Gatsheni,
deals with the pertinent issues of power and the paradigm of war and violence that
also define Mugabeism. Mpofu and Ndlovu-Gatsheni focuses specifically on the
will to power as the central leitmotif of Mugabeism’s proclivity toward the para-
digm war as a solution to political questions and as a guarantor of regime security.
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They counterpoise the Mugabean paradigm of war with the paradigm of peace that
has been lacking in Zimbabwe for some time.

Deploying what they have termed “a critical decolonial ethics of liberation
that privileges paradigm of peace, humanism, and racial harmony as opposed to
the imperial /colonial /apartheid paradigm of war and racial hatred,” Mpofu and
Ndlovu-Gatsheni argue for socialization of power, demilitarization of institutions,
deracialization and de-ethnicization of politics as well as depatriarchalization of
thought, if Zimbabwe is to return to normalcy. They also provide a detailed exposi-
tion of Mugabe and ZANU-PFE’s understanding of politics and power as driven by
the paradigm of war that is celebrated as Chimurenga and Gukurahundi and then
reveal its negative political consequences.

Part 11T of this book opens with the literary scholar Robert Muponde’s chapter,
which focuses on the topical issues of manhood, masculinity, and patriarchy as
constitutive aspects of Mugabeism. This chapter looks specifically at the ways in
which the powerful try to symbolize the nation, how they try to be the nation using
the contrasting examples of Mugabe as the incumbent and Morgan Tsvangirai
as the main opposition leader. Election campaigns provide the raw materials for
Muponde’s interesting and penetrating analysis.

The chapter also innovatively draws its sources and ideas from novels, poems,
songs, viral e-mail, web-based newspapers, gossip, and text messages surround-
ing post-2000 clections as it traces the movement of images and social energies
in these two broadly limned figures of seemingly diverse manhood and politics.
Muponde argues that far from being just a struggle about democratic space and cul-
ture, current renovations of the man-nation (by which he means both the persona
of Mugabe and the ideas about a single version of masculinity that he perpetuates as
the ideal of the nation) are bedeviled by their inability to imagine a more troubled
binary of masculinity beyond the austere vision represented by Mugabe, and the
softer, malleable, seemingly empathetic, “tea-boy” version represented by Morgan
Tsvangirai.

In “Grappling with Robert Mugabe’s Masculinist Politics in Zimbabwe: A
Gendered Perspective,” the Zimbabwean sociologist and feminist scholar Rudo
B. Gaidzanwa conceptualizes masculinities and articulates how they have been
deployed in politics through a careful analysis of the political career of Mugabe.
Her chapter delves deeper into the historical, cultural, social, economic, and gender
contexts in which Mugabe has used specific types and tropes of masculine behavior,
norms, and values in his political practice and political engagements. This impor-
tant chapter offers a rewarding gendered analysis of the idea of Zimbabwe from
the time of the liberation struggle up to the present, without losing its focus on
Mugabe’s patriarchal tendencies and how they impinge on politics.

Wesley Mwatwara and Joseph Mujere’s chapter shifts the focus from masculinity,
gender, and patriarchy to another cancerous aspects of Zimbabwe—that of corrup-
tion and how Mugabe has consistently failed to successfully fight against it. They
juxtapose this failure to the state media narrative that often present Mugabe as a
protector of the so-called African values and a no-nonsense leader who has taken
a clear stance toward issues such as homosexuality and lesbianism. Mwatwara and
Mujere posit that at present, Zimbabwe stands among countries most affected by
graft. Their chapter utilizes various case studies from the 1980s to the present in
its examination of how and why the all-powerful leader seems to freeze in the face
of corrupt activities involving some of his lieutenants and the impact this has had
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on the generality of Zimbabweans. Mwatwara and Mujere also discuss popular
conceptions of corruption and how Mugabe has managed to coexist with obscene
wealth and naked corruption since independence despite an earlier commitment of
ZANU-PF and Mugabe to a leadership code.

The fourth and last part of this book commences with Kenneth Tafira’s chap-
ter, which links three intricately connected phenomena that have characterized the
Zimbabwean situation in the recent past: Mugabe, land reform, and the global
white antiblack racism. It deepens our understanding of why and how Mugabe
moved from liberation era “communist terrorist,” to postindependence celebrated
statesman and back to dangerous dictator. Tafira delves deeper into the often
neglected global matrices of power together with its global media complex, which,
like an octopus’s arms and tentacles, are quick and fast, are well-resourced, and have
a devastating capacity to drown all other discourses on Mugabeism.

Unlike in previous chapters, Tafira focuses not on Mugabe but on his media rep-
resentation while at the same time unpacking the anti-Mugabe Western imperialist
discourse on Zimbabwe. He posits that the binary representation of Mugabe as a
liberator/oppressor, saint/demon is subject to both internal and external factors,
whereby he has always reacted to actions borne out of political expediencies and
opportunities. Tafira’s take is that Mugabe has consistently been in an unenviable
position. As a colonial product, just like all African liberation leaders, he was caught
up, as Du Bois explains, in a “double consciousness”; on one hand, there is commit-
ment to liberation, including traveling a journey of harsh personal experiences and
sacrifice, and on the other is confronting a desperate ambition to be accommodated
by the very system they were fighting.

In an interesting and revealing way, Tafira produces a complex picture of
Mugabeism in which Mugabe is beholden in a conflictual desire to be accepted
by the West, while at the same time unleashing anti-West, anti-imperialist and
anticolonial rhetoric that endears him to all those seeking redemption from dep-
redations of colonialism, thus earning himself the wrath of imperial assaults. The
significance of Tafira’s chapter is that it explains the ambivalences of Mugabe’s
policy positions: while seemingly oppositional to the West, his regime has also been
eager to be recognized by the same Western governments and financial institutions.
This complicates Mugabe’s decolonization project: it is difficult to discern whether
Mugabeism’s project is an honest and radical anticolonial and anti-imperialist
stance or it is something born out of bitterness of a colonial subject, who always
seeks accommodation and attention.

In “A Fanonian Reading of Robert Gabriel Mugabe as Colonial Subject,”
Tendayi Sithole systematically deploys the Fanonian perspective in an endeavor to
understand Mugabe’s subject position, subjection, and subjectivity. He admits from
the outset that Mugabe is a difficult subject to define and understand. This is
largely because he is a colonial subject that played a pivotal part in the decoloniza-
tion struggles but continues to manifest multiple contradictions as a postcolonial
actor. Sithole argues that since the dawn of the twenty-first century, Mugabe’s
signification became locked in the form of two registers—of liberal and the nation-
alist signification. The liberal signification holds that Mugabe is a villain, despot,
tyrant, human rights violator, and the figure of evil. This liberal signification, with
its hegemonic form and content, creates a liberal consensus where a world with-
out Mugabe will be a just world. This even goes to the extent of having a one-
dimensional narrative of who Mugabe is, and this is the signification that has even
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assumed the level of common sense. Mugabe is all things gone badly—a leader who
degenerated from a liberation hero to the typical postcolonial tyrant—and thus, the
cause of the Zimbabwean crisis.

Sithole further argues that the nationalist signification, on the other hand, cre-
ates its consensus of Mugabe as a revolutionary, the father of the nation, the lib-
eration hero, and the outstanding African statesman alive. This signification also
assumes the counternarrative to the liberal consensus, and Mugabe is also seen as
the victim of the colonial and imperialist vile, and advocates the cementing of the
gains of liberation struggle. The nationalist signification also advocates a national-
ist monolithic history, patriotism, and memory. The liberal and nationalist signifi-
cations are complex registers on their own as they are fraught with ambiguities and
contradictions. However, what they seek to do is to assume the point of common
sense in understanding Mugabe, thus claiming to be definitive truths themselves.

Sithole’s chapter complicates and critiques both liberal and nationalist positions
as mere political registers. He posits that truth is not absolute and that there are
various positionalities of truth in relation to Mugabe. The political idea of Mugabe
can be convincing or not depending on positionality of the truth from which he is
being looked at. He concludes that Mugabe cannot be enclosed in one explanatory
framework simply because he is a complex subject who is a product of colonialism
and that he continues to be influenced by its subjectivity as he is the president of
the neocolonial state. Sithole underlines the fact that Mugabe must not be misun-
derstood to be a sovereign subject because he is a colonial subject that is caught
up in the colonial logic and its infrastructure, which is the inherited colonial state.
Consequently, for Sithole, Mugabe cannot be unproblematically praised or simplis-
tically dismissed.

Morgan Ndlovu extends some of the arguments raised by both Tafira and Sithole
in his reflection on the trials and tribulations of Mugabe as an African leader within
a discursive context of Euro-North American-centric modernity and neoliberal dis-
pensation. His starting point is why, in spite of the advent of an age dubbed “post-
colonial” in Africa, African people are still languishing in abject poverty, violence,
and disease; this makes the present spatiohistorical temporality resemble many of
the features of the colonial past—a development that cast some doubts over the
idea of the advent of postcolonial order. Ndlovu’s chapter is therefore a retrospec-
tive decolonial epistemic analysis of the leadership of Mugabe highlighting how it is
entangled in structures that constrain and complicate agency. He posits that in spite
of the challenge of exercising leadership within the constraining structural order
of the postcolonial neocolonial period in Africa, those constituting the leadership
of Africa can be apportioned a fair share of blame for failing to outmaneuver the
snares of the colonial matrices of power. The question of Mugabe’s leadership is an
important aspect of understanding Mugabeism.

This book closes with a chapter by Kudzai Matereke and Niveen El Moghazy,
which is a critical navigation of complex civil-military relation as another lens
through which they try to unravel Mugabeism, the person of Mugabe, and his rule
as state president of Zimbabwe as well as president of a political party (ZANU-PF).
A comparative reflection of Mugabe and Mubarak of Egypt who was another long-
serving president helps Matereke and Moghazy to open up the debate of civil-
military relations wider. By casting the debate to another African postcolonial con-
text, they highlight how Zimbabwe’s civil-military relations, despite some historical
dissimilarities, are not sui generis.
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Matercke and Moghazy’s chapter grapples with some of the most difficult ques-
tions that inform the debate on political-military alliances in postcolonial Africa:
How should we understand the history of Zimbabwe’s military? How is the person
of Mugabe implicated in this history? What insights can we draw from Egypt and
Mubarak that can shed more light on Zimbabwe’s context? What are the struc-
tures, ethos, and styles of operation, and how have the two leaders been able to use
these elements in their rule? What public image does the military deploy, and how
does it define the postcolonial political terrain? The authors pursue these ques-
tions by tracing the unfolding trajectory of the military from the establishment of
colonial rule by the British South Africa Company (BSAC) through the phase of
anticolonial nationalism to the independence period. By advancing the contention
that the Zimbabwean military is both an inheritance of colonial modernity and
also of an anticolonial establishment, the authors open up space to argue how the
Zimbabwean military, like that of Egypt, albeit under different conditions, has
been amenable to political control. There is no doubt that Zimbabwe’s blocked
democratic transition has been heavily premised on the question of how to trans-
form the complex nature of civil-military relations so that the military evolves into
a “professional body” that stands outside politics and civil society.

CoNCLUSION

What emerges poignantly in this book is that seeking to understand a complex
and controversial political actor like Mugabe, whose political career spans over half
a century, is not an easy task partly because his story is inextricably intertwined
with the very development of the idea of Zimbabwe and the political trajectory of
Zimbabwe from a colony to a neocolony and to crisis and partly due to the fact that
his political behavior and policies have produced polarities domestically and glob-
ally. Mugabeism does not easily lend itself to easy dismissal or glorification. What
is also clear is that the run-up to the Sixth ZANU-PF Congress that took place in
December 2014 revealed some more disturbing aspects of Mugabeism in their most
detestable forms. Mugabe and his wife Grace actively worked together in defense
of the First Family and in the process purged all those who were perceived to be
opposed to it. The causalities included 9 out of 10 elected provincial chairperson,
100 out of 160 legislators, and 10 out of 20 politburo members (Mandaza 2014).
Joice Mujuru, who has deputized Mugabe since the 2004 ZANU-PF People’s
Congress, became the face of those who had to be purged. Her liberation war cre-
dentials were taken. She became reduced to the face of corruption in Zimbabwe. It
would seem that all these Machiavellian strategies and tactics were unleashed for
the sole reason of safeguarding the power and wealth of the First Family in a post-
Mugabe era. The question that remains and cries out for a response is posed by
Ibbo Mandaza: “If all this is designed to safe guard the interests and future of the
First Family in the first instance, will the new ‘custodial’ leadership live up to both
the political and economic challenges at hand, and when Mugabe finally departs
in the not too distant future?” (Mandaza 2014: 2). Of course, only time will tell as
no academic can scientifically predict the mysterious future of Zimbabwe precisely.
The strength of this book is not that it captures the complexities of the subject
under study better that existing works, but it courageously grapples with the murky
present with a view to shed light on the mysterious future of a country where even
discussing succession has been made a political crime under Mugabeism.
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I wish to thank Dr. Martin Rupiah for comments on this introductory chapter.

1.

From Mugabe’s speech during his acceptance of chairmanship of the AU in 2015.
At home in Zimbabwe, Mugabe had popularized the slogan of “Zimbabwe for
Zimbabweans” as he justified compulsory land acquisition from white commer-
cial farmers that were depicted as foreign settlers.

I. Mandaza, “Analysis: ZANU-PF and Triumph of Securocracy,” 2014,
New Zimbabwe.Com, http://www.newzimbabwe.com/news/printVersion
.aspxnewsID=194 (accessed December 15, 2014).

Global coloniality is a concept that refers to continuation of colonial-like rela-
tions long after the demise of direct juridical colonial administration.

It was Ali A. Mazrui that characterized Kwame Nkrumah as a Leninist-Tsar:
a Leninist on the continent (i.e., a revolutionary pan-Africanist) and a Tsar in
Ghana (i.e., a monarchical dictator).

ZIPA was a unique military formation that included ZIPRA and ZANLA in
unity for the liberation of the country amid disunity at the political level.
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CHAPTER 2

Robert Mugabe: An Intellectual Manqué
and His Moments of Meaning

DavidB .M oore

INTRODUCTION

Mugabeism that is invoked in this book is about what Mugabe and the context that
in many ways he has created “mean” for Zimbabwean and perhaps African society
at large: what do his persona and his actions “say” about Africa and its world; what
do they evoke; how do they symbolize; how do they resonate with; how do they
illustrate some of the uniquely configured cultural, social and political attributes
of this very complex world? Do we (those of us obsessed with Zimbabwe’s history
and contemporaneity) see “Africa”—and closer to home, Zimbabwe—through his
actions any differently than we did before he entered our space? If so, how? And
if not, how has he reinforced positive notions of “radical” negation of the colo-
nial negation, less enticing notions of “the dark continent” as it crawls its way
through the violent transitions of primitive accumulation (Moore 2003a, 2004a,
2011a)—or simply buttressed a postcolonial fatigue with grand narratives in the
face of multifaceted networks of power. In any case we ask, with this book’s editor:
is there ideology that could be called “Mugabeism”? Is it perhaps a political-phil-
osophical system applicable to the consciousness of the whole continent and even
beyond (Bell and Metz 2011)?

It is, and it is not. “Mugabeism” is little more than a schizophrenic form of
hybridity born of a simultaneous quest for understanding and power (that being
born of the classic Gramscian blend of violent coercion and legitimating consent
as ruling classes move in and out of political and ideological hegemony—Moore
20144a) in the context of a very unevenly developed social formation structured by
the dominance of a settler-capitalist mode of production and a new ruling class’s
attempts to replace it or work within it. Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2009b) displays this
in the abstract grandly, distilling the authority of theorists and social scientists
ranging from Mbembe to Laclau, from Gellner to Benedict Anderson (but not
Homi Bhaba: perhaps the idea of “mimicry” is too crude), and closer to Zimbabwe,
from Chitando to Mandaza, Muponde, Mahoso, Muzondidya, Jonathan Moyo,
Sam Moyo (with Paris Yeros), Blessing-Miles Tendi, and even Thabo Mbeki'—not
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to forget the always-present historian and ever-optimistic philosopher of “liberal”
nationalism Terence Ranger (2013). Terry Ranger died on January 2, 2015. His
role in the making of Zimbabwean historiography—and history itself—was huge
and will be permanent. Yet, aside from the settler-capitalism, the death-knell only
apparently rang with “fast-track” land reform and indigenization policies, and the
late historical positioning of Zimbabwe’s postcolonial moment that made what
Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2009¢: 302) calls the “young state” (and the party-state mak-
ers, to dereify that very human entity) “dream in both socialist and liberal terms”
as it “stood astride uneasily and tendentiously the fading socialist world that had
not yet entirely faded, and the emerging neo-liberal world that had not yet become
triumphant,” the ideologies wrapped up in “Mugabeism” hold much in common
with its African counterparts. A strong component of precapitalist interpellations
permeates these dreams.

Whether or not they are dismissed with the ultramodernist Marx as the night-
marish muck of ages or celebrated as the utopian basis of a new communitarian
ethos (Metz 2014), they contribute to what Gramsci (1971) would have called
“new, unique, and historically concrete combinations” of discourses and interpel-
lations, the study of which must “take into account the fact that international rela-
tions intertwine with those internal relations of nation-states.” This intertextuality
can be seen when “a particular ideology...born in a highly developed country, is
disseminated in less developed countries, impinging upon the local interplay of
combinations” (182). Notably, Gramsci did not choose between liberal or socialist
ideologies in this passage but later demanded that ‘““one must. . . distinguish histori-
cally organic ideologies. .. which are necessary to a given structure” in contrast to
“ideologies that are arbitrary, rationalistic, or ‘willed’” by intellectuals trying to
be “organic” as their modern prince grapples for power. Unless these politicians
work within and articulate “ideologies [that] are historically necessary” and “have
a validity which is psychological,” they will be whistling in the wind, because it
is these ideologies that are able to “organise” human masses, and create the ter-
rain on which men move, acquire consciousness of their position, struggle, etc”
(367-368).

Gramsci is grappling here with structure and agency (Golding 1992), and
although his “culturalism” is often appropriated by those prioritizing the latter, even
if one decides to be a structural determinist one does not have to assert that “tradi-
tion” and patronage politics (Chabal and Daloz 1999 and the “politics of the belly”
(Bayart 1989) are all that remain on the ideological terrain. One does not have to,
with ZANU-PF ideologue George Charamba (2013) claiming that the Movement
for Democratic Change lost its decade-and-a-half struggle because it had become
imbued with the philosophy of the (Western) oppressor as opposed to that of the
“Third Chimurenga”: Zimbabwe /4as lots of liberals and social democrats because
they have been produced by its structures of production and reproduction: value-
creating (as opposed to rent-secking) capitalists as well as a working class are (or
have been) part of Zimbabwe’s globally integrated political economy just as much
as are crony capitalists, peasants, and lumpen social forces. But their complex con-
catenations produce politicians with a huge array of ideological choices: those who
want to be a man for all seasons—and political seasons are produced by decisions
made within moments—may easily make choices due to political contingencies in
a context of conjunctures born of uncertainty but also promise. These particular
moments of great fluidity and flux can gel neatly into structures (Cliffe 1981).
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MvucaBe’s MOMENTS OF MEANING

Thus in order to gain access to Mugabe’s meaning, one must approach his ideo-
logical formation as he encountered momentous instances of decision-making, or
even impromptu outbursts at particular times when he has been caught off guard.
In a Bonapartist social formation, wherein stalemated class formation and struggle
produces the terrain on which a dictator’s psychology (and political tactics and
strategy) bears on a whole society’s identity, it is not out of the ordinary for the
“psychological” to impinge on the historical and ideological: this is the one of the
twists on the tale of primitive accumulation (Moore 2003b) that may produce a
nearly permanent, organic scar that will take decades to heal. Thus, asking ques-
tions that seem more prosaic than grand can be illustrative of a wider, collective
consciousness in Zimbabwe and Africa that may or may not be “Mugabeism.”

What does, or did, Mugabe 7eally mean when he said x, y, or z—when he con-
demned gays as worse than dogs and pigs and proclaimed that British prime minis-
ter Tony Blair’s cabinet was made up of “gay gangsters” (yet knew for years that his
once president Canaan Banana was gay and indeed used force to satisfy his desires)
who should just run their own country and let Mugabe mind his: this (mutual)
“demonization” means that diplomacy as usual becomes a nonstarter (Tendi 2014:
15), but does it resonate with a wider ideological consciousness in which pruri-
ent social values mix with a macho defense of sovereignty? Is Mugabeism partly
composed of feudal religious sentiments finding it hard to become (post)modern?
When Mugabe said, visibly shaken when Dali Tambo asked him in front of the tele-
vision camera about Gukurahundji, that there are some things “we don’t talk about”
(Tambo 2013), was he speaking for a “nation” formed in the blood of ethnic cleans-
ing? What did it mean for Zimbabweans at large when he said that Gukurahundi
was a “moment of madness”? For many of ZANU-PF’s ruling group, it meant a
means of evading history by closing some of its chapters (Ngwenya 2011), but for
many more it meant these moments could be easily repeated by a military machine
angering quickly when the consensual side of its party’s hegemony was unraveling,
to evince the beastly side of politics’ centaur—as evidenced in 2005’ postelec-
tion Operation Murambatsvina (Vambe 2008) and Operation Mavhoterapapi three
years later (see Willems [2013] for evidence that when coercion comes to the fore,
the consensus side of the Gramscian equation does not disappear but a/ters).

What did it mean when in July 1976 Mugabe told a visiting Stephen Solarz, a
young Democrat American congressman—soon to be head of the House’s sub-
committee on African affairs—visiting him while he was under house arrest in
Quelimane, that he foresaw his country to be a “democratic state (like Tanzania)
with a mixed economy (like Zambia),” not at all like Mozambique’s “military state”
(National Security Archives 1976; Moore 2014¢)? A few months later, at the inter-
national conference in Geneva that was the beginning of the end for Ian Smith and
at which Mugabe consolidated the internal and external political wings of ZANU
while convincing “the west” he had the guerrillas under his control, he told a BBC
reporter: “We are fighting for democracy. We would like to see a democratic state
established in Zimbabwe and this means a state based on the wishes of the major-
ity of the people. The best way that people can demonstrate their participation
is by voting and elections are quite a necessity” (Bright 2012, from BBC 1976).
Nearly 40 years later, after Operation Mavhoterapapi demonstrated to the rest of
the world and most Zimbabweans that Mugabe’s party would not countenance
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losing an election, he said at the ceremony marking the government of “national
unity” foisted on Zimbabwe by its neighbors (Raftopoulos 2013): “Democracy in
Africa: it’s a difficult proposition because always the opposition will want much
more than what it deserves” (Bright 2012). Laughter followed.

This is “Mugabeism-lite.” It is a malleable philosophy for and of the moment,
as part of a pragmatism (or opportunism) in which the primary objective is the
pursuit of power—and when that power is gained or regained it becomes a laugh-
ing matter. For the late Wilfred Mhanda (Bright 2012; Moore 2014d)—perhaps
Mugabe’s nemesis, as will be illustrated further in this chapter—Mugabe’s main
political “preoccupation is consolidating his grip on power.” By the beginning of
2000, “his grip on power was under threat. He was getting unpopular, so he had
to take the gloves off.” Democracy was an ideal easily jettisoned—as simply as
his equally lightly held ideals of “Marxist-Leninist-Maoist thought,” which were,
ironically, held at the same time as his discourses about “democracy” expounded to
the likes of Solarz (about which more later).

Is it possible that such lightly held philosophies of power—ideologies grabbed
hastily on the road to the state and the opportunities for accumulation it holds (for
that is, in the end, what the pursuit of power leads to)—add up to something larger
than the sum of their parts? Discourses that sometimes hold intrinsic meaning
while at others are just meant to please whoever in power is closest by and might
be able to deliver some of it, or to justify excessive use of its coercive side, may
have real consequences for the continent and the world, because the actions taken
upon their supposedly intellectual grounding are far reaching, especially when they
have state power behind—or in front of—them. Is it then possible that this man of
all political and ideological seasons (from the ostensibly reconciliatory and slightly
social democratic-blended-with-ethnic-cleansing discursive practices of the 1980s,
to the neoliberal Economic Structural Adjustment of the 1990s through the land-
grabbing and election stealing 2000s—see Sachikonye [2012] and Southall [2013]
for political economy analyses) could have created an ideology and philosophy that
matches what philosopher of Ubuntu Thaddeus Metz considers to be a communi-
tarian ethos of love and harmony (Metz 2007, 2014; Bell and Metz 2011)?

One thinks mostly no, when remembering Mugabe—around a year after his
tete 4 tete with Solarz—telling his newly reconstituted Central Committee in the
aftermath of his quelling the young vashandi Turks in 1977 that his sort of har-
mony would be strictly reinforced by ZANU’s axe falling on the necks of those
bold enough to break its rhythm with a bit of questioning (Moore 2011b, 2014a).
Much if not most of Mugabe’s political philosophy—values born very much of the
moments in which he made decisions about gaining and maintaining power within
the context of a political economy combining the local and the global in complex
and quickly moving concatenations of ideology and praxis—is about the purity
and simplicity of power and how to build the alliances that will paste it together.
However, stranger philosophical circles have been squared in the ideational realms
of metaphysical speculation.

To the extent that this collection of evaluations and choice adds up to a systemic
whole, it is a creed amounting to [¢tat c’est moi and (more interestingly when con-
sidering the emergence of a party capable of real opposition, combined with faction
struggles within ZANU-PF) apres moi la deluge. If that amounts to an “ism,” it is
a shallow one, summed up well with Ndlovu-Gatsheni’s list including victimhood,
conspiracies, autochthony, sacrifice, sovereignty, denialism, essentialism, nativism,
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religiosity (appropriating Christianity in all its colors, including evangelical ones
especially created for the ruling party, and “tradition”), Marxism-Leninism-
Stalinism-Maoism-Kim-Il-Sungism (the February 21 Movement—including all
children born on the same date as Mugabe—is particularly North Korean in style,
not to mention 5 Brigade with its instructors from “communism’s” last earthly
refuge), and the all-encompassing beacon of “the land is the economy and the
economy is land,” beyond which first-generation notions of human rights whither
into insignificance (Moore 2004Db). Given the most obvious signifier of dominance
in a racially structured society (Hall 1980; Hart 2013) perhaps it is not surprising
that as the philosophical-king enters his final years, the aforementioned interpella-
tions of contradiction all boil down to race (and/or land, which in “Mugabeism” is
placed under the racial signifier in most respects): at the time of writing, Mugabe’s
ideology seems to have been concentrated on that point. At a meeting of a “cheering
crowd of land-grab beneficiaries in Mashonaland West,” the line he uttered before
he reportedly collapsed—and the news item on this incident noted that report-
ing on the president’s health would soon be criminalized—was “that the remain-
ing white farmers must go” (Mathuthu 2014). The last gasps of such ideological
complexes—when the horizontal conflicts of class are hidden by the vertical ones of
race and ethnicity—are often distilled in such a manner (Mann 2005: 429).

Yet in the unevenly articulated social formations constituting African politi-
cal economy (think of feudalism plus colonial hangovers plus Cold War-isms plus
predatory capitalism with rent-seeking and resource-cursed tendencies, times post—
Cold War political liberalism-lite with heavy economic neoliberalism, unformed
civil society, and a security environment over which Al-Quedas, Boko Harams, and
Al Shabaabs hover, condemning imperialists’ notions of “democracy” once again to
second place—Stephens 2014) Mugabeism-lite makes somewhat more sense than
ideologies dressing up power with profound ethical and moral certainties, as is the
case with most justificatory philosophies as opposed to those attempting to map
out a utopian future or even fantasy (Hamilton 2014). Thus, to arrive at a sense of
Mugabeism-lite, one must delve into the historical excavation of moments when
Mugabe made an impression on the world.

MucaBEisM AND THE DipLoMmATIC CORPS OF THE
GLOBAL INTELLIGENTSIA: AN INTELLECTUAL
MaNQUE oN THE Roap 1o Power

As caveat to this investigation, however, it might bear reflecting that when one
makes claims for a name approaching an ideology, that name must have intellectual
weight. In this respect, although during the early days of Zimbabwean nationalism
Mugabe was considered to be one of the “eggheads” who took their sweet time
about joining the more down-to-earth activists (Shamuyarira 1960), a number of
people who have encountered him have not been impressed with the qualities of his
intellect: in the words of one of them, the notion of “intellectual manqué”—some-
one whose philosophical propensities remain in the realm of his or her imagination
and thus unfulfilled in reality—might be appropriate. Some of their analyses of
Robert Gabriel Mugabe’s much-lauded metaphysical prowess could bear repeating
here. So too would it be to note that the two analyses and analysts cited here in
relative detail are much more positive about Mugabe than many others. In 1962,
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British first secretary in Salisbury R. A. R. Barltrop (who gained more fame as
high commissioner and then ambassador during Fiji’s coup 25 years later—Dazly
Telegraph 2010) thought that Mugabe was “a sinister figure with a Ghanaian wife,”
the latter of which, given Nkrumah’s recent politics, was ominous enough (National
Archives, 1962).

Barltrop based this perception not on personal acquaintance but a September
dining occasion with “one of the leaders of the Asian community in Salisbury
who is also a member of the local ZAPU hierarchy,” just 36 hours before ZAPU
was banned. The dinner conversation revealed that Mugabe’s menacing nature was
manifested in his leadership of the “‘Zimbabwean Liberation Army’ (referred to in
our latest Fortnightly Summary) [which] was nothing more than a cover for the
more extreme wing of ZAPU.” This—along with “the party’s youth wing” lead-
ers, including “educated men of considerable intelligence,” being responsible for
“much of the recent. .. often quite indiscriminate. . . violence and arson” had ZAPU
moderates concerned “lest this recent wave of lawlessness should set up a reaction
amongst liberal-minded people and so lose ZAPU and the African nationalist cause
such sympathy as it at present enjoyed.” ZAPU’s “official line that they had nothing
to do with the wave of lawlessness in the Colony” was at threat, and its leaders were
finding it “increasingly difficult to keep the Youth Wing under control.”

Mugabe would find out later that he too would have to negotiate the line
between youthful extremism and liberals or other power holders versus their ene-
mies in power. When /e had power, he called young ones protesting against him a
“bunch of rapists, drunkards and drug addicts who could not be allowed into the
city because they were given to violence ... They are our children. We will discipline
them our way” (Moto in Moore 2008a). When he was on his way to power, he also
disciplined his “children” with a heavy hand, albeit with slightly more ideologi-
cal subtlety, as this chapter will illustrate later. As he was thus learning the ropes
about dealing with recalcitrant youths in the 1970s, a diplomat weightier than
Barltrop weighed in on Mugabe’s qualities: in January 1977, as he was handing
the American secretary of state’s baton to Cy Vance, Henry Kissinger opined that
Mugabe was “out of control. . .absolutely untrustworthy.” He would have preferred
Nkomo “from the beginning” if he could have chosen someone with whom to deal
on the Zimbabwe question: “Nkomo is the best. What I don’t understand is, is he
just a figurehead for Mugabe or does he have power of his own?” (Kissinger 1977,
in Moore 2014d).

To return to those interlocutors of intelligence and power who had more respect
for the current Zimbabwean president, reflections on a late 1985 interview may
assist. This researcher, following the route to a doctoral thesis, interviewed a man
who could be considered part of a corps of global intellectuals (including Kissinger,
who joked at the aforementioned meeting that Zimbabwean nationalists argued
more than Harvard faculty members) who had decided to serve the interests of
international order (and who knows, perhaps justice) rather than scholarly enter-
prise. Dr. T. H. R. “Dick” Cashmore (whose 1965 doctoral thesis on colonial
administration in Kenya has been immortalized online, with an admirable intro-
duction by John Lonsdale [2012]) had just retired from the service of his country’s
empire as a foreign and Commonwealth officer. Cashmore had been deeply involved
in Zimbabwean affairs since his membership of the 1972 Pearce Commission.
Cashmore, who had just revealed that Mugabe had postponed Zimbabwe’s 1985
election by a few weeks so he could write his MA exams at a London University
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for his umpteenth degree, was on his knees on the carpet of his Twickenham flat
in supplication to whoever up in the heavens might have been listening along with
this green PhD researcher.

“It all hinges,” he declared, “on Mugabe, that one man, that intellectual man-
qué.” It wasn’t a good thing, he continued, to have such men in power. They
are insecure of their intellectual status and thus excessively suspicious of their
superiors in that category. Moreover, Cashmore continued, the long intra-Shona
tradition of rivalry among linguistic and regional sub-groups was also detrimen-
tal to stability (Gukurabundi was not mentioned—the British foreign office was
not keen to delve there).

“And,” inquired the earthly interlocutor, eager to slip in a question that would
satisty his left-wing supervisor with no sympathy whatsoever about Mugabe’s
philosophical pretences “what about his ideology”?

“Ahhh,” replied the Phd’d civil servant, “that’s another thing about the
Shona: they pride themselves on having the best intellectual theories and ideolo-
gies about politics. They argue and argue and argue about these things. They
don’t mean that much. Besides, Terry Ranger’s piece assured us that Mugabe was
really alright in that category.”

Cashmore was referring spontanecously to Ranger’s (1980) famous “Changing of
the Old Guard” article, in which he claimed that a Castro-like Mugabe had out-
ZIPAed the ZIPA challenge to Mugabe of the late 1970s that John Saul (said PhD
researcher’s supervisor, and who had experienced some spars with Ranger during
the time they shared at the University of Dar es Salaam, where Ranger took up a
post after his expulsion from Rhodesia) had claimed would have been a good alter-
native to the wasting petty bourgeois infighting—Mugabe included—bedeviling
the struggle (Ranger 1980; Saul 1979—recounted in Moore 2011c, 2014¢; more
about ZIPA and Mugabe’s response later in this chapter). It seemed strange that an
article claiming Mugabe had transmogrified into a Marxist could be reassuring to
the jaded and now junior guardians of imperialism, but this colonial subject was
clearly not in tune with the cues of a British ruling class appearing more eccentric
every day. As for this “intellectual manqué” who postponed elections so he could
write his master’s exams, as someone else asked much later: “if he was so smart why
did he have a handful of MAs but no doctorate?”

Another British civil servant, interviewed more than 20 years later and who
knew Mugabe personally, was also not very enamored with the Zimbabwean lead-
er’s lauded cerebral capacity. Dennis Grennan (2007, 2008), in his retirement flat
in the small city of Hextable north of Newcastle, agreed that Mugabe was very
intelligent—“but not nearly as intelligent as he thought he was.” His ideology? “He
had no ideology. He was a pragmatist. Or put it this way: he was an opportunist.”

Perhaps Grennan could be called a British working-class organic intellectual.
He was raised in the poorer parts of Warrington, west of Manchester, by a father
who earned his living bare-knuckle boxing and a mother of Irish descent who was
secretary to the local Labour party. He could not accept a Grammar School scholar-
ship because his family could not afford to buy him lunch there or transport him
home and back in the middle of the day. His knee-caps had been removed in his
carly teens: due to malnutrition, the cartilage surrounding them did not develop
properly so he had the choice of removing them or wearing braces. He chose the
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former and walked well for the rest of his life: he did not jog, however. He grew up
hating communists because “they trashed our offices, not the Tories.”

During World War II, Grennan worked in a chemical factory—“the war saved
us from poverty”—but his mother objected to his inhaling dangerous fumes and
arranged a clerk’s post with the National Health Insurance. In 1945, he helped
organize Harold Wilson’s first election, forming a lasting relationship. When he
gained a scholarship to the trade unions’ Ruskin College at Oxford, he met a num-
ber of African nationalists and Joan Wicken, who would eventually become Julius
Nyerere’s personal assistant—*“she was deeply in love with him, platonically”—
and a constant source of information to the British state on southern and eastern
Africa’s politics.

Grennan’s postgraduate diploma from Ruskin was not enough for him, so
he reversed track and studied for a Politics BA at Southampton University, from
where he led the National Union of Students: he was fond of recalling the Daily
Telegraph’s headline reading “Father of 35 Heads NUS” (he had two children).
In that position, he assiduously routed out communists, utilized CIA funds to
organize summertime student conferences around Europe in competition with the
USSR’s, joined a commission including powerful industrialists and politicians that
established the well-known Labour government’s local grant system for funding
university studies, and made headlines again when he announced that the Chinese
did not invite him to a World Students’ Congress because, the embassy told him
when he asked why not, they did not want the paper tigers of imperialism to darken
their shores.

When Grennan graduated from Southampton, he and a triumvirate of politicians
from the United Kingdom’s main political parties set up the Ariel Foundation,
funded partially by the Ditchley Foundation and some of the industrialists he
had met on the university students’ funding commission. A major part of this
foundation’s intention was to introduce African nationalists to leading members
of the British establishment, to counter the efforts of such reactionaries as those
in the right-wing Conservative Monday Club, who in their efforts to stave off
decolonization were great supporters of Ian Smith and his ilk. In this respect,
he shared many tasks with the African-American Institute in the United States,
which did similar work: funding from such corporations as Corning Glass crossed
the Atlantic. Was the Ariel Foundation funded by the CIA, as one of the British
spy exposés claimed (Dorril 2000: 475, 722)? Grennan laughed: “We didn’t need
their peanuts: we had some of the biggest corporations here and in the US sup-
porting us.” Around this time, he was recruited into Her Majesty’s Service, quite
casually, at a cocktail party in Westminster (he remained a special emissary to
southern Africa until the 1980 transition to majority rule, during which he claims
to have advised the British team, led by Anthony Duff and Christopher Soames,
not to cancel the upcoming elections on account of ZANU-PF’s violence: the
consequence, he advised, would simply be more war—and regardless of coercion
and problems with PF-ZAPU’s access to some provinces, ZANU-PF was the most
popular party—Moore 2014c).

Upon Zambia’s independence, Grennan became one of Kenneth Kaunda’s many
special assistants. It was at Lusaka’s State House around 1964, he recalled, that he
met Robert Mugabe. When Mugabe was imprisoned by the Smith régime, Grennan
went to visit him and asked if there was any way he could help. Mugabe wondered
if Grennan might be able to assist Sarah, his wife (often called Sally), live in the
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United Kingdom rather than in Tanzania or at her home in Ghana. Grennan agreed,
arranging through the Ariel Foundation and the Home Office for Mrs. Mugabe to
come to London to study secretarial science, hosting her in his house for three years
(“my children thought of her as their sister”), arranging work for her at the Africa
Centre in Covent Gardens, and helping her win a battle against the Home Office
when in 1969 it decided her visa was no longer valid—the last move in his strategy
was to get a petition signed in parliament in her favor; the second last tactic was to
have Mugabe write a letter and send a telegram to Harold Wilson personally. How
did they keep in touch to coordinate all of this? “The usual channels.”

Mugabe’s telegram of June 8, 1970, and letter of a few days later combine lega-
lese and human rights discourse in classic Amnesty International style, add a touch
of nascent “executive privilege,” and end with a note of self-deprecating humor.
Wilson is asked in the telegram to “recognise [Sarah Mugabe’s] status and grant
residence permit till my release from political detention”: Mugabe had no doubt
that the scores of letters between London’s government and lobbying organisa-
tions’ oftfices debating the legal status of a woman from Ghana married to a man
from a state unrecognized by Whitehall and the political import of a prominent
African nationalist in a non-Soviet bloc party would eventually work for his wife
(although Mervyn Rees, then home secretary, seemed unrelenting in his desire
to rid the British Isles of this illegal immigrant). Furthermore, he was certain he
would eventually be free to join the global political élite. In the letter, Mugabe
documents the case’s history in legal terms, but ends with “more than that”: that
is, the British state’s “moral responsibilities towards.. .. persons in my circumstances
[and] their wives.” This is very close to the human rights discourse he would claim
to despise so many years later. He closes with a request for the exercise of execu-
tive privilege, thus foreshadowing his own disregard of the letter of the law when
matters of an apparently higher order needed to be enacted: he asked, “Sir, that
you personally exercise your mind on the case...so that justice is done to my wife
and myself.” The postscript follows: “I regret that the consequences of my writ-
ing this letter will inevitably be a surcharge on you, Sir” given that letters posted
from prisons do not have stamps so the recipient must pay (Moore 2005, 2008b).
Wilson did not intervene personally, but the petition worked and Mrs. Mugabe was
allowed back into Great Britain (Moore 2008a) after a visit to Swedish journalist
and human rights activist Per Wistberg—who had been expelled from Rhodesia in
1959, and whose June 1975 article “Where is Robert Mugabe?” in Sweden’s main
newspaper was crucial in getting Mugabe on the “western” agenda when he was
climbing to the top of ZANU in the aftermath of the Chitepo assassination, but
cooling his heels under Mozambican house arrest in Quelimane (Moore 1995b;
Sellstrom 2002a: 205).

Grennan must have been a thorn in the side of his colleagues from the other side
of the tracks: his interviews displayed a deeply felt antagonism toward the aristocrats
with whom he shared his southern African missions, in contrast to his deep—but
far from naive—appreciation for Kenneth Kaunda and Julius Nyerere, the fights
between whom over southern African politics he moderated often. When at a July
2005 “Witness to History” oral history panel (organized by Dr. Sue Onslow at the
National Archives in London) about the passing of Rhodesia this researcher asked
a diplomat of the former hue about Grennan, he was taken to the side and told
that “Grennan was an obnoxious radical pest: on one of our missions to Zambia
we made sure he was sent off to Angola, a much more congenial place for him.”
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Grennan’s vitriol was even more intense when he remembered the Rhodesian and
South African “fascists, who were worse than Hitler.”

But in spite of supporting Mugabe—far better, he thought at the time, than
Nkomo, who in a single weekend spent the £1,000 Grennan rustled up for him,
from various FCO and secretary of state officers for a working visit to London,
unabashedly on women, food, and drink, and unashamedly asked for more—he felt
that his cool and rational style was missing something. Perhaps the way Mugabe
treated Sarah—with whom Grennan was clearly smitten, remembering her as “the
best ambassador the Zimbabwean liberation movement ever had”—did not add to
his respect. Mugabe, he rued, treated her “like a dog: not cruelly, but just like a pet,
not an intelligent human being.” No matter, when in January 1976 Mugabe—under
house arrest in Quelemane because Frelimo was not certain he was a legitimate
leader—managed to persuade Machel that his wife was sick in London and needed
his company, Grennan hosted him to visits with all the relevant personalities (Smith
and Simpson 1981: 94). It was there that Mugabe informed the BBC that he was
at one with the guerrillas (Martin and Johnson 1981: 209), and tried to convince
various radical solidarity groups that his ideology was along their lines too (Ranger
1980: 78-85). Thus, the tale must twist into the convoluted politics of ZANU in
the post-Chitepo moment, contextualized by the Cold War conjuncture.

Mucaseism, THE CoLp WaR, aAND ZANU’s
INTERNAL BATTLES

The story of the Zimbabwe People’s Army, when in the aftermath of the Chitepo
assassination a group of young ZANLA commanders took the idea of unity with
ZIPRA forward and restarted the liberation war on the ashes of détente, has been
told many times since its first and official version in Martin and Johnson’s celebra-
tion of ZANU-PF’s victory (1981). Its unofficial version, from the vantage point of
the vashandis’ (“working people”—the most ideologically committed ZIPA lead-
ers) de facto leader is in Wilfred Mhanda’s Dzino: Memories of a Freedom Fighter
(2011), although variations chipping away at the detail from all angles continue to
be produced (see Mazaire’s [2011] excellent account in the context of ZANU-PF’s
disciplinarian tendencies; Sadomba 2011: 47-52; also Moore 2014b.

To abbreviate and put in ideological context a long story about a very short, but
pivotal, period of time, when Solarz was advised of Mugabe’s democratic proclivi-
ties, the junior congressman was also told that the guerrilla soldiers were under the
house-arrested man’s control. Mugabe claimed, recorded the Maputo American
embassy’s Deputy Chief of Mission Johnnie Carson (in the mid-1990s to become
ambassador to Zimbabwe), that “today the Third Force High Command was com-
posed entirely of Zanu military leaders who were loyal to him. Although he was not
living in the military camps or directing the day to day military operations, he met
with the High Command leaders to discuss overall strategy” (State Department
1976). This may have been the case with Rex Nhongo, the overall ZIPA com-
mander (not very close to the more ideologically oriented vashandi), but it was not
so with most of the officers below him. It took until January 1977 and the elimi-
nation of the vashandi leaders in ZIPA to start consolidating his control over the
soldiers, and indeed the party. Josiah Tongogara and his compatriots were released
from Lusaka’s prison, where they had been held since March 1975 on suspicion
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of assassinating Herbert Chitepo (White 2003), in order to support Mugabe’s
presence at the Kissinger-brokered Geneva Conference in October 1976. With
Machel’s help, Tongogara forced the recalcitrant ZIPA /vashandi radicals to attend
so Mugabe could be seen by the world as their leader—they had seen no point in
doing so, given they felt they should represent a// the political leaders rather than
choose one, and Nyerere had advised them not to go so as to leave the politics
to the politicians. Furthermore, their anti-imperialist stance was on record in a
widely circulated Mozambique Information Agency interview, wherein the “system
of exploitation and the capitalist enterprises and armed personnel which serve to
perpetuate it” were declared the ultimate “target of the freedom fighters’ bullets”
(in Mhanda 2011). They did not think the conference would do much to hasten
that end: only more war would. The Geneva episode ended before Christmas, a
failure in terms of its ostensible aim of getting a deal to usher the nirvana of major-
ity rule in to Zimbabwe.

Mugabe himself gained success. He managed to stitch together various exter-
nally based ZANU leaders with those based in southern and eastern Africa, and
impressed on the world that the guerrillas were on his side. Geneva was a victory
for him. He also captivated people such as Frank Wisner Jr., Kissinger’s man at the
Swiss conference. Wisner (2013), who at least in hindsight thought more of Mugabe
and less of Nkomo than did his boss, summed him up as “diffident, stand-offish,
smart, intellectually acute and by far the most impressive of the four” nationalist
leaders, the others being Nkomo

the easiest to relate to...the most worldly of the lot, he had that big bluff char-
acter and he knew how to engage in a dialogue...and [in response to a query
wondering if he was seen to be too close to the Soviets] very much in his own
bed. The only thing that was obvious to us and pretty obvious to anyone was that
he had the weaker hand. He came from the wrong ethnic group and he had the
smaller force, even though it pretended to have a big name and lots of officers and
fancy uniforms and guns, but didn’t have the same punch as ZANLA; [Sithole, ]
almost touching in his need for reassurance, affection, and palpable bonhomie
but he wasn’t a serious player, [and Muzorewa,] bumbling and befuddled. Not
impressive at all, with no clear vision for the conference.

“Mugabe,” Wisner thought, “had the coldest, clearest eyed approach.”

However, the reserved and cerebrally sharp leader had misled Solarz in July about
his control over the guerrillas. Just after his disquisition on democracy affirming his
fealty to elections in the BBC interview cited earlier, Mugabe’s answer to a question
about the relationship with the soldiers indicated his discomfort.

Q:...you are someone who has not had direct military experience, who is not a
fighter. Can you be in a strong position to lead, to direct, a victorious guerrilla
movement?

A: Why, why not? Our guerrilla movement is not divorced from the generality
of the people. I have mentioned already that the guerrillas are part of the body
of our population of Zimbabwe. The people who are fighting the war are on the
one part trained people and on the other untrained people. They all constitute
the Zimbabwean army in a broad sense of the word. Some are feeding the guer-
rillas, some are showing them the way, some are raising foodstuffs and clothing
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for them, all of these people are engaged in the struggle—they all matter to us.
(BBC 1976)

This is dissimulation, not an answer. Perhaps it indicates the birth of Mugabeism.

A few months earlier, during the trip he had made to the United Kingdom and
Europe with Grennan’s help, Mugabe concealed his uncertain status from a group
of interlocutors rather different than those from Broadcasting House or the House
of Congress. Terry Ranger’s “The Changing of the Old Guard”—the article that
Dick Cashmore perhaps jokingly said convinced his colleagues that Mugabe was
a good bet—quotes a January 1976 Mugabe interview with an apparently radi-
cal left-wing group called the Zimbabwe Solidarity Front, published in a journal
called Revolutionary Zimbabwe. A member of the Zimbabwe Information Group,
another consortium of activists charting the revolution’s progress, later stated that
the Zimbabwe Solidarity Front was “a small group...very close to ZANU in the
UK...we in ZIG often referred to the ZSF as a group of 2 Mad Maoists and a run-
ning lap-dog!” (Sanders 2014).2 Whatever the internecine politics of the London
left-wing community, Ranger thought it opportune in 1980 to quote Mugabe tell-
ing his UK supporters in early 1976 that it was time “politicians” like him showed
their control over the military leaders of the struggle. Yes, he admitted, an earlier
group of politicians had gone astray so that currently a “military committee” had
taken over, and the war did need “intensification.” Indeed “all of us who lack
military knowledge” must “undergo military training immediately.” His question-
ers thought that sentiment meant Mugabe was a militarist. On the contrary, said
the soon-to-be great helmsman struggling to keep up with the ideologically cor-
rect. Pulling Lenin to his rescue, he said that the struggle needed better political
orientation:

people like Lenin may not have had military training but they had the ideol-
ogy, they put across the Marxist theory and translated it in terms of the Russian
situation. Well, our situation is that we have people without any ideology at all
pretending they can lead the revolution. Now, in my opinion, they as well as the
cadres need not just the military training but an ideological orientation as well.
(in Ranger 1980: 83)

Mugabe may not have known about the vashandis’ efforts to establish Wampoa
College, following Chiang kai Shek’s and Mao’s model in the late 1920s in China
and thus hardly indicative of “people without any ideology of all,” but he certainly
knew how to say what his audience wanted to hear—and how to dismiss, in head-
master’s tones, anyone daring an intellectual challenge. Almost a year later, he knew
enough about how to ally with the relatively uneducated militarists he seemed to
condemn, to get rid of the vashandi challenging his directives (Moore 1995a, b). He
relied more on the axe than the word to “train” his cadres, while ridiculing “intel-
lectuals” who would use concepts like “negation of the negation”: “we will negate
them in turn.” Mazaire (2011) and Sadomba (2011) explain well how an ideology
and practice of “discipline” subsumed ZANU-PF in the ensuing years, kicked oft
by the “pacification” campaign following the vashandis’ displacement. A little over
a year later, Mugabe and his military allies did the same to another group perceived
to have challenged him: its members later joined the ZIPA /vashandi leaders in a
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prison camp in Cabo Delgado—after a few weeks in large open pits, dug just deep
enough so no one could climb out.

Mugabe did not recognize vashandi leader Mhanda’s intellectual and ideologi-
cal sophistication. One of Mugabe’s slightly critical fans, on his “left,” did: Fay
Chung’s (2006, 149, 161, 174) memoirs refer to Mhanda as a “brilliant analyst
[with] formidable intellect...bristling with intelligence and ideological righteous-
ness” although “intransigent” and “puritanical” (the latter only in comparison with
the inmates released to Geneva from Lusaka’s prison). Journalist Geoffrey Nyarota
(2006: 109) remembered him while they were both high school students as the
“mathematical wizard of Goromonzi” (the first state high school in Rhodesia, which
recruited the cream of students across the country from the late 1940s through the
1990s): when he saw him at a press conference just before independence in 1980,
he had become a “legend twice over, as a modern-day Albert Einstein and as a Che
Guevara.” Nyarota later recalled the only time in Zimbabwe that Mugabe met his
intellectual nemesis. In 1994, they both happened to be at an agricultural econo-
mists’ conference. When Mhanda was encouraged to greet Mugabe, a cabinet min-
ister asked the latter if he remembered Mhanda: he shook his head and said “not
at all” but later said he remembered his face vaguely. Mugabe asked Mhanda a few
banal questions. Mhanda left “after about three minutes” (116). Other vashandi
members with relatives working in Mugabe’s vicinity report that when asked to
discuss the ZIPA story, Mugabe refuses (Interviews 1986, 1992). Perhaps he would
like to dismiss that history as a moment of madness, as with Gukurahundi. When
an intellectual manqué runs into a problem he cannot win by force of argument
alone, and brutal force becomes the alternative. That force, of course, can run
amuck if not used intelligently.

Mucaseism: THE EnD oF AN IDEOLOGY
(1N THE DirEcTION OF A CONCLUSION)

A final episode may indicate how Mugabe’s “ideology” of pragmatic opportunism
was manifested as the liberation struggle reached its apogee. Josiah Tongogara’s
death as he drove to inform the guerrilla soldiers in Mozambique’s camps of the
news from Lancaster House has attained mythological status equal to that of Herbert
Chitepo’s (Kilgore 2011). But this is not a myth of heroism, moral fortitude, mili-
tary strength, or indeed any positive virtue, but an apologue of doubt, mystery,
suspicion, conspiracy, and double-dealing; hardly the best of stepping stones for the
“liberal nationalism” (Ranger 2013) that turned into something rather more worri-
some than “patriotic history” (Ranger 2004)—“grotesque” has been the opposite
adjective used by young Zimbabwean social scientists lately (Ndlovu-Gatsheni and
Muzondidya 2011).

In September 2004, Edgar Tekere (2007 )—an epic figure in his own right—told
the story of the night Tongogara, Mugabe, and Tekere met with Samora Machel to
discuss the road beyond Lancaster House.

Machel said: “Ok, will you continue in the Patriotic Front and go into the elec-
tions with Joshua Nkomo or will you go your own way separate way?” [Just
before the Geneva Conference ZAPU and ZANU formed the Patriotic Front,
a form of unity that had stayed more or less intact for diplomatic purposes, but
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which was far from the sort of unity envisaged by the vashandi and certainly did
not reach the military.]

I could often anticipate what Mugabe was going to say, and because I was seen
as the outspoken loudmouth he did not mind that I spoke my mind—I could
almost speak for him. So I said: “Not a chance: Nkomo is a sell-out! We’ve been
trying to get away from him ever since ZANU was born. He was negotiating with
Smith after the Victoria Falls meetings. This is not possible. We have to go to
the elections on our own.” Mugabe was quiet, as he usually was in such circum-
stances. He waited until all had had their say.

Machel looked at Magama [Tongogara] and asked him: “If you went into the
clections as a single party, who would be leader?”

Tongogara did not answer for a long time. It was quiet for a long time. Finally
he said: “The senior would have to be the leader, of course.”

Mugabe did not agree. We were to go into the elections as two separate par-
ties. Tongogara went off to inform the guerrilla leaders. He died in that road
accident soon after. (Tekere 2004)

Tekere left unsaid his thoughts about Tongogara’s death, although three years later
he claimed Tongogara had ignored Machel’s warnings about the dangers of driving
on rural roads at night, and so his death was accidental (Chimhashu 2007).

“Mugabeism,” it seems, is about alliances made in times of crisis, annulled with-
out regrets when no longer needed. Alliances with the United Kingdom for Hunters
for the air-force while Thatcher’s United Kingdom was glad to have pressure placed
on the South African Communist Party/African National Congress/ZAPU bond,
made Gukurahundi relatively painless for its prosecutors. Fifteen years or so later,
Tony “Bliar” could be demonized for demonizing Mugabe (Tendi 2014). Their
ideological content is born of contingency, their democratic content nil. It is even
hard to say that “Mugabeism” is a close ally to nationalism: in a Bulawayo speech in
the 2002 presidential election campaign, Mugabe mentioned that both the World
Bank and the IMF had agreed to assist Zimbabwe recently, but “London and
Washington” disagreed (Moore’s field-notes, February 2002); this is anticolonial-
ism, perhaps an attempt to link with pan-Africanism (Phimister and Raftopoulos
2004), and as Mugabe’s United Nations General Assembly speeches illustrate, is a
hard version of “sovereignty” discourse, but it is not informed by a critique of trans-
national capital—although it is possible that indigenization discourse is “organic”
to some elements of a newly forming capitalist class.

This form of discourse does, however, have longevity. The run-up to the
December 2014 ZANU-PF crisis, which became an open contest for the position of
the party’s vice presidency, was manipulated very effectively by the eventual winner
as he convinced the president’s wife to join his side. Reveling in the limelight, Grace
Mugabe articulated a distilled version of her husband’s ideology. At her first public
meeting (soon after she received a doctorate from the University of Zimbabwe that
took her three months to complete, thus also expressing an element of the intellec-
tualism manqué that is part of Mugabeism), she expressed the racial content of that
philosophy along with a nascent critique of one of global capitalism’s hegemonic
efforts: “Whites have never liked us. They will not even offer you tea with sugar if
you visit their homes so let’s not be fooled when they come here with aid. It’s meant
to hoodwink us. Personally I think Western aid stinks” (Sapa-AP 2014). Of course,
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such discourse ignores the fact that some of the wealthiest white Zimbabweans sup-
port ZANU-PF unapologetically.

It was not long, however, before the content of Mugabeism as expressed through
Dr. Mugabe reached its apogee—or perhaps its base—when its object was attached
most directly. Joice Mujuru, the incumbent vice president in the process of being
ousted by Emmerson Mnangagwa, was referred to in the following way: “the
youths have alerted me about someone who is spearheading factionalism...& I
told Baba [President Mugabe] to ‘baby-dump’ that person...if he does not dump
the person, we will do it ourselves” (Mushava 2014). About a month later—after
telling another crowd that she had cast a spell on the author of Dinner with Mugabe
(Holland 2008 who therefore committed suicide—Dr. Mugabe prophesized what
Joice Mujuru, by then accused of planning to assassinate the president, would do
to him if she retained power: once Robert Mugabe dies Mujuru “will. .. drag me in
the streets, with people laughing while my flesh sticks on the tarmac” (Thornycroft
2014).

These few words are the distilled essence of Mugabeism as it approaches fas-
cism (Scarnecchia 2000): a racially inflected and paranoid form of anti-imperi-
alism; mobilizing youth to a mission while simultancously invoking respect for
a father-figure (Baba); condemnation of political competition as conspiratorial
“factionalism,” which narrows down the paranoia to the personal—although in
Zimbabwe the person condemned is inevitably a puppet of the imperialists so
embodies the fear of the global and the cosmopolitan; and a touch of the super-
natural. Whether Grace Mugabe was a puppet of the Mnangagwa faction or was
able to pull their strings is an open question but not important to this essay’s task:
his discourse has moved across generations (the president’s second wife is over
40 years his junior).

This discourse has intensified since Thabo Mbeki, then president of South Africa,
noted as it was peering over the precipice in 2001 that the Zimbabwean “revolution-
ary party” had been moving further and further away from its democratic pretences
ever since 1980. As Mbeki put it, by 1997, ZANU-PF had “abandoned the con-
struction of a genuine popular democracy.” As democracy diminished (Moore and
Raftopoulos 2012), the war veterans with their “lumpen proletariat. . .declassed”
clements prone to the use of force to come to the fore. The party was then turned
into an “opponent of the democratic institutions of governance” that it had once
(ostensibly) promoted (Mbeki 2001: 384—385; Moore 2010, 2012).

The alliance with the “war vets”—and it must be added, an even more voracious
class of crony capitalists—has turned “Mugabeism” and its cypher far, far away
from the form they took when its progenitor was talking to Solarz and the BBC
or even to the Zimbabwe Solidarity Front. It will take a force stronger than either
of these, at a moment that is yet to occur (the Movement for Democratic Change
has proved not up to the task yet, and with a working class decimated in the past
15 years, the force behind the MDC has weakened—Moore 2014a, b; Chagonda
2012), to move Mugabeism to another level or to eliminate it altogether.

NoTEs

Thanks to Peter Alexander and Ian Phimister for helpful comments and to Sabelo
Ndlovu-Gatsheni for his patience.
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1. In Ndlovu-Gatsheni’s (2009: 304—-317) discussion of the National Democratic
Revolution in Zimbabwe, he makes extensive use of Mbeki’s 2001 fascinating
“discussion document,” in which he created a Marxian mode of neoliberalism
as he attempted to advise Zimbabwe’s “revolutionary party” out of its crisis, but
the reference does not appear in the bibliography. For more details, see Moore
(2010, 2012).

2. According to the ever-informative Wikipedia (2013) Harpal Brar, the leader
of the Zimbabwe Solidarity Front in 1976, is now the cternal president of the
Communist Party of Great Britain (Marxist-Leninist).



CHAPTER 3

Mugabe on Land, Indigenization, and
Development

AloisS .M lambo

INTRODUCTION

President Robert Gabriel Mugabe’s over three-decade tenure as president of
Zimbabwe has been characterized by controversy, more recently over his govern-
ment’s growing economic nationalism, or what some commentators have called its
“nativism,” that resulted in contentious policies such as the fast-track land reform
and the black empowerment or indigenization campaign. Not surprisingly, his poli-
cies have stimulated animated debate between his supporters who hail the measures
as long overdue in order to correct the inequities of the past and to consolidate
Zimbabwe’s political independence and some commentators, particularly in the
West, who dismiss these policies as irrational and motivated merely by political
expediency and the racist and nativist tendencies of one man, namely, Robert
Mugabe.

More nuanced analyses have located the land reform and indigenization pro-
grams within the intellectual tradition of radical African nationalism whose roots
go all the way back to Marcus Garvey and his “Africa for the Africans” philoso-
phy. Challenging the view of indigenization in Zimbabwe and Black Economic
Empowerment (BEE) in South Africa as evidence of a “new nationalism,” Ndlovu-
Gatsheni (2009a: 61-78) has located the postapartheid and postcolonial nativist
economic tendencies in “deep-rooted antinomies of black liberation thought and
partly current ideological conundrums linked to the limits of both the African
national project and global liberal democracy.”

James Muzondidya has shown how the Zimbabwean government’s recent poli-
cies on land and resource ownership have been both violent and divisive and accom-
panied by a virulent nationalism based on a very narrow definition of indigeniety
in which only those identified as the children of the soil (vana vevhu) are regarded
as the true Zimbabweans. Whites, coloreds, and descendants of immigrant workers
from Malawi and other neighboring countries are regarded as nonindigenes and,

therefore, not entitled to enjoy the country’s land and other resources (Muzondidya
2007).
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In his turn, Raftopoulos (1996a ) has linked the land and indigenization pro-
grams to the legacy of colonialism of unequal access to economic opportunities and
the postcolonial state’s reluctance, indeed inability, to fully address the race ques-
tion and its continued influence in the postcolonial political economy. None of the
existing studies, however, have examined the extent to which Mugabe’s policies are,
in fact, consistent with postcolonial African economic nationalism since the 1960s
and not a new initiative heralding a new type of nationalism.

Part of the challenge facing scholars of Mugabe’s policies is how to locate
the ethos that informs them in the world of ideas and practice in recent history.
Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2009b: 1139-1158) characterizes Mugabeism as “a multifaceted
phenomenon requiring a multi-pronged approach to decipher its various mean-
ings.” Thus, Mugabeism seems to be everything and nothing in particular; it does
not have its own distinct character but seems to be an amalgam of various ideas and
practices.

This chapter suggests that the difficulty in defining Mugabeism could be the
result of scholars looking for a nonexistent ideological coherence in what may, in
fact, be historically shaped and emotionally driven actions of a generation of nation-
alists that lived through a traumatic colonial period whose pain and scars they seck
to assuage by hitting back at everything they regard as the source of their previous
suffering. They are also individuals who grew up at a particular stage of anticolonial
struggle that was crafted in a nativist framework in which the goal was to drive the
white foreign intruders out of the continent in order for the indigenous' people to
rule themselves. Thus, Mugabeism is, indeed, “a creature of colonialism,” which is
reproducing the “ethnic and racial features. .. of its progenitor” (Ndlovu-Gatsheni
2009b: 1139-1158).

In addition, Mugabeism can also be traced back to the dominant intellectual /
ideological climate that shaped early African policy debates in the early postcolo-
nial period during which Mugabe’s generation first became active in nationalist
politics. They grew up on a diet of Kwame Nkrumah’s neocolonialism theory,
pan-Africanism, and Third World radicalism, and of dependency or underdevel-
opment theory. Mugabe, of course, was exposed to “Nkrumahism during his
time in Ghana, apart from his exposure to the Marxist-Leninist teaching later
in his career” (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2009b: 1139-1158). They also participated in
debates surrounding the developing world’s demand for a New International
Economic Order (NIEO) in the 1970s. Equally, Zimbabwean nationalists of that
generation would have been avid supporters of pan-Africanism, especially given
the central role that the Organisation of African Unity (OAU) played in their
liberation struggle. These various intellectual strands helped shape the think-
ing of Zimbabwe’s postcolonial leadership and account for the eclectic nature of
Mugabeism.

Consequently, it can be argued that what is being labeled as Mugabeism is
not, in reality, a uniquely Zimbabwean innovative approach to address postcolo-
nial challenges, but merely a continuation of the African nationalism of the 1950s
and 1960s and the economic nationalist ideology that accompanied it, which saw
many African countries nationalizing and indigenizing their economies as an asser-
tion of independence and as part of the struggle against neocolonialism. Mugabe’s
nativism is also consistent with early African nationalism, which defined Africans,
exclusively, on the basis of their color or their nonwhiteness of being. As Ndlovu-
Gatsheni (2009a: 61-78) has argued, “Nativism was embedded deeply in African
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nationalism and decolonization discourses to the extent that it cannot be under-
stood outside of an interrogation of the African national project.”

Given this, the present study seeks to situate recent controversial policies in
Zimbabwe in the historical nationalist strategies of early independent Africa, which
focused on nationalization, indigenization, and Africanization and took mea-
sures to economically disempower “foreigners,” in favor of the “indigenes,” how-
ever defined. It will argue that indigenization and land reform, two key pillars of
Mugabeism, are not uniquely Mugabean and that what is distinct is how the coun-
try’s historical specificities have informed the country’s policies, given where its
leaders came from as members of the nationalist struggle. It will also suggest that
both policies have hurt Zimbabwe’s prospects for development.

NaTivisT Economic NATIONALISM AND ZIMBABWE’S
LanD AnND INDIGENIZATION PoOLICY

Zimbabwe’s policies have, sometimes, been dismissed as senseless and motivated by
little more than one man’s racism and megalomania, on one hand, or hailed as a
truly patriotic and Africanist stance that is blazing a new trail in what one Mugabe
admirer referred to as a new African Democratic Socialism, on the other (Chengu
2014). Both views seem to ignore several precedents of postcolonial nativist eco-
nomic nationalism in countries that obtained their independence in the 1960s
and the fact that economic nationalism has been an integral factor of postcolonial
African economic policy. Nationalization, indigenization, and Africanization poli-
cies then reflected African leaders’ desire to take control of their countries’ econo-
mies in order to consolidate their political freedom. The following section discusses
some relevant precedents to Zimbabwe’s recent manifestations of nativist economic
nationalism.

Economic NaTionaLisM: SOME RECENT PRECEDENTS

Contrary to the view that economic nationalism is outmoded in the now global-
ized world, evidence shows that there is, in fact, a strong resurgence of economic
nationalism in the world today. In its most recent manifestation, economic nation-
alism has taken the form of resource nationalism in which governments demand
greater participation in the exploitation of their mineral wealth. Governments have
used different strategies, “including nationalization, higher mining-specific taxes,
compulsory local ownership, export control on unrefined ores and, more recently,
mandatory local beneficiation requirements” (Will et al. 2013). While African
resource-rich countries are leading the way in increasing royalty and tax demands
on foreign-owned extractive industries (Nkwazi and Philip 2013), resource nation-
alism is not exclusive to Africa, as resource-rich developed countries, notably the
United States, Australia, and Canada, “have increasingly adopted resource nation-
alist policies that include the blocking of Chinese investments and the tightening
of fiscal regimes in the extractive sectors (Will 9 May 2013).

It is being argued here that underpinning the land seizures and the indigeni-
zation drive in Zimbabwe is a form of resource economic nationalism that seeks
the restoration of the ownership and control of the economy to the “indigenous”
people after colonial rule, which, it is argued, had robbed them of their resources.
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Therefore, Mugabe’s nativist economic nationalism is not unique to Zimbabwe; nor
is it a new phenomenon. As early as 1976, Rood (427-447) was observing that

in the last decade the states of black Africa have taken over a score of large indus-
tries owned by multi-national corporations and thousands of small enterprises
owned by non-African residents. The methods of takeover, the targets, and the
stated justifications vary from country to country, and yet there is a pattern
throughout it all. Africans want control of their own house. (Italics added)

As noted, African economic nationalism in the early postcolonial period mani-
fested itself in three different forms, namely, nationalization, indigenization, and
Africanization. While each of the three forms was distinct in its application, they
were all part of the same drive to ensure local or indigenous control of the economy.
Nationalization involved the state taking over foreign-owned business enterprises
on behalf of the people, while under indigenization, the state merely facilitated
a citizens’ takeover by limiting participation in particular industries or economic
activities to citizens in order to force foreign owners to sell, or by insisting that a
given percentage of the company shares should be held by citizens. Meanwhile,
Africanization sought to transfer jobs from foreigners to citizens by, for instance,
requiring industries or institutions to “limit the employment of foreigners to a
designated number” (Rood 1976: 429-430). Examples of Africanization are
“Nigerianization” in Nigeria, “Zambianization” in the 1960s (Daniel 1979) and
Zimbabwe’s own Africanization drive in the early 1980s, following a presidential
directive instructing public institutions to Africanize.

According to a 1974 United Nations report on nationalizations in the world to
that date, out of the 875 cases of nationalization in 62 countries between 1960
and 1974, the majority were in black Africa and affected businesses in “mining,
agriculture, manufacturing, trade, public utilities, banking and insurance” sectors
(Rood 1976: 431). Some countries used both nationalization and indigenization
approaches, while others focused only on nationalization. Nationalization was also
employed in Bolivia and Mexico in 1937 and 1938, respectively, when the two
countries nationalized the oil industry. Some of the largest expropriations were
those of “most Cuban economic sectors after the 1959 revolution, the properties
of Standard Oil Company (New Jersey) in Peru in 1968, and the copper mines in
Chile in 1972 (Bucheli and Decker n.d.).

Two countries that employed the indigenization strategy extensively were Nigeria
and Uganda. Soon after independence, the Nigerian government passed the first
legislation leading toward an indigenization policy. With its 1962 Immigration
Law, Nigeria excluded foreign immigrants who would participate “in a trade or
calling, which is already adequately served by Nigerians.” In 1968, the government
established the Expatriate Quota Allocation Board to ensure “greater indigenous
participation in the control, development and management of certain resources of
the society.” The most explicit indigenization legislation was the 1972 Nigerian
Enterprises Promotion Decree, which sought, among other things, to “create an
economically independent country with increased opportunities for indigenous
Nigerian businessmen,” in the words of Nigerian leader Yakubu Gowon, as a way of
“consolidating our political independence” (Ogbuagu 1983: 250).

The 1972 decree created two categories of business activities known as Schedule
1 and 2. The first category, containing 22 selected enterprises, included businesses
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that were “exclusively reserved for Nigerians,” while the second contained busi-
nesses “from which foreigners were barred under certain conditions, such as their
sizes of operation and the levels of indigenous share participation.” Schedule 2 listed
33 businesses and industrial sectors in which foreigners could not be owners or
part owners. Enterprises in this schedule that were exempted were still required to
ensure that 40 percent of their total shares were held by Nigerians. Under the 1977
Indigenization Decree, Nigerian ownership in Schedule 2 category was raised to
60 percent. The main objective was to promote “greater participation by Nigerian
nationals in the ownership, management, and control of the productive enterprises
in the country” (Ogbuagu 1983: 241-260).

The policy targeted European, mainly British, businessmen and also Lebanese,
Indian, and Greek middlemen in the distributive and export trade because Nigerian
political leaders regarded the continued domination of the economy, particularly by
Europeans, over a decade into independence as clear evidence of neocolonialism,
and they were determined to correct the situation. Thus, Nigerianization of the
economy was an urgent priority as a prerequisite to “economic decolonization and
emancipation” (Ogbuagu 1983: 246).

A more dramatic and ruthless version of indigenization occurred in Uganda
where, in August 1972, the Ugandan president Idi Amin expelled Indians and
Pakistanis from the country and allocated their businesses to locals (Rood 1976:
437-438). Fueling this Indophobic decision was the belief that the Asians were
hoarding wealth and goods and profiteering at the expense of the African majority.
There was, of course, more to it than this, as resentment against this group had a
long history in Uganda. Some of the Asians who had been brought in by the British
to work on the construction of the Uganda Railway during the colonial period had
stayed on after the completion of their contracts and had successfully carved an
economic niche for themselves in the country’s commercial and financial sectors.
Their success was partly the result of the colonial government’s favorable policies,
which allowed Asians to venture into economic activities that were closed to the
Africans. They also had easier access to bank finance than Africans and were better
treated than the latter according to an unwritten social order in the colonial admin-
istration that placed Europeans as first-class, Asians as second-class, and Africans
as third-class citizens (New African September 25, 2012). Consequently, Asians
“dominated the commercial sector and reaped the resentment of Africans,” lead-
ing to the expulsion, which, for Amin, was the first phase of “the war of economic
liberation” (Jamal 1976: 602-616).

Justifying his decision, Amin said: “We are determined to make the ordinary
Ugandan master of his own destiny, and above all to see that he enjoys the wealth
of his country. Our deliberate policy is to transfer the economic control of Uganda
into the hands of Ugandans, for the first time in our country’s history” (Jergensen
1981: 288-290). Amin’s expulsion order also targeted other Africans then living
in Uganda, including Kenyans, Tanzanians, Rwandans, Burundians, Zaireois, and
Sudanese (Gould 1995: 185).

Other less-extreme examples of countries that introduced policies to indigenize
their economies are Zaire (the Democratic Republic of the Congo), where a 1973
indigenization law targeted Portuguese, Greek, and Belgian retailers and wholesal-
ers, and Kenya, where denying operating licenses to aliens effectively indigenized
the country’s commerce and certain industries. A more recent example of indi-
genization is the Black Economic Empowerment (BEE) policy of postapartheid
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South Africa, where the government has implemented policies that are designed to
correct the economic imbalances of the apartheid past (Andreasson 2010; Ndlovu-
Gatsheni 2009a: 61-78). Similar nativist economic nationalism debates are also
taking place in Tanzania, where demands to empower the wazawa (“Indigenous
nationals” in Swahili) have increased since the 1990s. Targeted by these demands
are Asian Tanzanians who are seen as unfairly economically privileged (www.tzat-
fairs.org,/2003/09indigenisation-uzawa).

Other recent examples include the use of state companies in several Francophone
African countries that are members of the West African Economic and Monetary
Union (UEMOA)? to increase local participation in their mining sectors by secur-
ing shareholding of up to 35 percent in foreign-owned mining companies operating
in their territories. Meanwhile, through its Citizen Entrepreneurship Development
Agency and other initiatives, the government of Botswana has vigorously sought to
promote “citizen businesses and entrepreneurial skills.” Finally, in Namibia, certain
manufacturing activities are restricted to “citizens and citizen-owned companies”
under the New Equitable Economic Empowerment Framework (NEEEF), which
is strongly supported by the government (Thouvenot 2013).

As shown, Mugabe’s economic nationalism has several precedents and con-
temporary examples on the African continent. In all cases, the justification for
dispossessing particular racial groups was always the need to ensure that the indig-
enous people recovered full control of their economy, which had been taken away
from them by foreigners during colonialism, with the government leaders pro-
jecting themselves “as champions of mass justice” (Mamdani 2008). As shown
here, equally in Zimbabwe’s case, colonial racial inequalities contributed to the
peculiarities of Mugabeism in the postcolonial period as evidenced in the recent
land reform.

TuE TairRD CHIMURENGA (J4MBANJA)

From the year 2000, Zimbabwe witnessed a sustained violent and chaotic gov-
ernment-supported land invasion campaign, known locally as Jambanja (mayhem),
that saw most white farmers in Zimbabwe driven off the land by some liberation
war veterans and other government supporters in the name of recovering the land
that had been “stolen” by the colonial settlers. Known officially as the “Third
Chimurenga,” the land invasion campaign totally transformed the pattern of land
ownership in the country, as the hitherto dominant commercial white farmers were
driven from the countryside. Hailed as the third stage of the anticolonial revolu-
tion, coming in the wake of the First Chimurenga war of resistance in the 1890s
and the Second Chimurenga (the armed struggle of the 1960s and 1970s), which
culminated in the country’s independence, the land invasions were hailed as, pre-
sumably, the final stage of the independence struggle, now focusing on economic
emancipation. The rationale was very consistent with Nkrumahism and the doc-
trine of neocolonialism, which argued that political freedom without economic
freedom was meaningless.

In tandem with the farm invasions, the government introduced the fast-track
land reform program in July 2000, declaring its intention to acquire no less than
3,000 white-owned commercial farms for redistribution. The number of listed
farms grew until 6,481 farms had been listed for acquisition by January 2002,
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while up to 2,000 farms had been invaded. As the white farmers fled the country-
side, thousands of farm workers lost both their jobs and their homes, as they were
also driven off the land and accused of supporting white farmers and the recently
established Movement for Democratic Change (MDC) political opposition party.
By 2013, it was estimated that 276,620 households had been resettled on former
white-owned farms.

Not surprisingly, the violent land reform program came under intense criticism,
especially from Western powers, the country’s opposition parties, and some schol-
ars, as unlawful land grabbing characterized by gross human rights violations and
wanton disregard for private property rights (Blair 2002; Norman 2004; Meredith
2002). Government supporters hailed the land takeover as a long overdue corrective
measure to redress past inequities, especially with regard to the land question. This
is because what came to be known as Zimbabwe’s land question dates from the years
of colonial occupation in 1890s, when the incoming white settlers dispossessed the
indigenous Africans of their land without compensation (Alexander 2006; Mlambo
2005; Moyana 1984; Moyo 1995; Palmer 1977). Thereafter, successive colonial
governments expropriated more African land, while confining the majority African
population in overcrowded and unproductive areas designated as African reserves.
In 1930, the colonial government passed the Land Apportionment Act (LAA),
which divided the country’s land area along racial lines. This act entrenched racial
segregation in the country and severely damaged the country’s race relations and
stirred African resentment of whites.

Underlining the centrality of the land question in the African nationalists’ anti-
colonial struggle, Herbert Chitepo, chairman of the Zimbabwe African National
Union (ZANU) liberation movement, stated:

I could go into the whole theories of discrimination in legislation, in residency,
in economic opportunities, in education. I could go into that, but I will restrict
myself to the question of land because I think this is very basic. To us the essence
of exploitation, the essence of white domination, is domination over land. That is
the real issue. (Cited in www.zimembassy.se/documents/Land.pdf)

The Africans were particularly incensed at the fact that, while they struggled to
survive in crowded reserves, most of the white-owned land was unused and held
merely for speculative purposes.

The expropriation of African land continued after World War IT when an influx
of white immigrants, mostly from Britain, entered the country and were allocated
land in what had, hitherto, remained as pockets of African settlement in the fertile
Highveld in the center of the country. These communities were unceremoniously
dumped in the malaria and tse-tse-fly-infested territory of Gokwe and the Zambezi
Valley in the north of the country (Nyambara 2001). Meanwhile, the passage of
yet other discriminatory laws, such as the African Land Husbandry Act in 1951
and the Land Tenure Act of 1969, further infuriated the African population and
gave potent ammunition to African nationalists in their campaigns to mobilize
the population in the anticolonial struggle. Clearly, unequal land ownership was
a major African grievance against European colonial rule. Not surprisingly, there-
fore, the redress of colonial inequities, particularly in land ownership, was at the
top of the list of the African people’s expectations at independence in 1980.
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From LancasTER House To JaMBANjA

To the disappointment of the African majority, there was no radical land reform fol-
lowing independence in 1980. The new government could not dispossess whites of
land because its hands were tied by the Lancaster House Agreement, which ushered
in the country’s independence. In order to protect the country’s white minority
from land expropriation, the British government had built into the agreement a
number of so-called Sunset Clauses, one of which related to the land question. The
document provided that the Zimbabwean government could only acquire land on
the basis of “willing seller, willing buyer” and on payment of compensation in hard
currency. This severely limited the government’s room for maneuver, as most white
farmers were not willing to sell the fertile land that the government wanted to buy
or at prices that the government could afford (Mlambo 2010: 39-69). Such land
as the government was able to acquire was often in marginal areas and in scattered
lots, making it difficult to resettle large numbers of people. As a result, government
was able to settle only 52,000 houscholds on 2.7 million hectares of land by 1989
(Palmer 1990: 163-181). The continued resistance of commercial farmers to land
reform, evident in the numerous court challenges of government land designations,
meant that, in spite of new legislation like the 1992 Land Acquisition Act and
other efforts, the government had succeeded in resettling a mere 71,000 families
altogether by 1996 (163-181).

Other factors also contributed to the slow progress of land reform after indepen-
dence. One key factor was the fact that, despite promises by Britain and the United
States at the Lancaster House Conference that they would provide the indepen-
dence government with generous funding to enable it to acquire land from white
farmers for redistribution to the land-hungry African majority, funds made available
fell far short of what the liberation movements had been led to expect. Moreover,
the government itself was not very committed to a rapid and radical land reform
program, at least in the first decade of independence. This was partly because of the
policy of reconciliation that it had adopted in 1980, which it could not be seen to
violate by economically dispossessing the white population. Government was also
careful not to kill the proverbial goose that laid golden eggs, given the centrality of
agriculture to the country’s economic well-being at the time.

Evidence of the government’s reluctance to disturb the farmers was its swiftness
in driving peasants, “squatters” in the terminology of the time, off white farms
where they had invaded out of impatience at the government’s inability to redistrib-
ute land meaningfully. Because of these considerations, Mugabe often made noises
about the need to redress the land ownership inequalities of the past in the run-up
to the country’s periodic general elections, only to do little about the issue once the
clections were over. By the end of the second independence decade, therefore, the
century-old land problem remained unresolved. A handful of white farmers held on
to the majority of fertile and productive land, while the African majority remained
crowded in the communal lands. As in the colonial period, much of the land in
white hands remained uncultivated, but was increasingly used for game tourism.

The glaring contradiction at the turn of the twenty-first century, therefore, was
that the African majority remained crowded in the increasingly barren commu-
nal areas (former African reserves), two decades after a bitter liberation war that
had been fought over colonial land alienation, among other issues, while those
who had held land before independence continued to do so, the liberation war
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notwithstanding. This provided potential ammunition for ZANU-PF to use to
mobilize the population to rally behind it should the need ever arise in the face of
a strong opposition political movement, as was the case in 2000.

TowARD ZIMBABWE’S INDIGENIZATION DRIVE

The second arm of Mugabe’s economic nationalism is indigenization policy, which
became prominent after 2000 but whose roots also lie in the colonial period and
which had slowly gained momentum since the 1990s. As with land ownership, the
colonial economy had been highly and unfairly skewed in favor of the white settler
community and at the expense of the African majority. Many impediments were
put in the path of African entrepreneurs, which prevented them from becoming
major economic players in the country. First, the exclusion of Africans from land
ownership in the so-called white areas, which included the hubs of business activi-
ties, namely, towns and cities, meant that Africans could not become owners of
serious manufacturing businesses or large-scale retail businesses or even become
owners of mines. They could only participate in these sectors as workers.

Second, banks and other finance institutions were reluctant to lend money to
African entrepreneurs because they were considered a high risk, especially because
they did not have any collateral. For these and other reasons, Africans were either
confined to small-scale retail businesses such as shops, grinding mills, tuck shops,
bars, eating houses in the African townships and in the Reserves or they became
transport operators, mostly as bus owners. For these reasons, at independence in
1980, the economy was largely in the hands of international companies and local
white entrepreneurs, often working together or in close cooperation. Africans were
completely marginalized in the economy.

Interestingly, while Lancaster House negotiations tackled the land issue, it said
nothing about other areas of economic disparity between the races and allowed
the whites to remain economically privileged (Raftopoulos 2000: 713-745). Little
changed in the first independence decade, although a few blacks, especially those
with political contacts with the new ruling elite, were co-opted by white-owned
international and local companies as middlemen, while more found employment in
the growing and Africanized Civil Service. Thus, many years into independence,
“the economic structures that produced and sustained a white elite...[were], in
their essentials, still prevalent” (713-745). As with the land issue, in the first inde-
pendence decade, the Mugabe government did not push the white population too
hard to open spaces for black entrepreneurs. Explaining this seemingly contradic-
tory approach for a government emerging out of a liberation war that was designed
to end colonial inequalities, Raftopoulos identifies three key factors. First was the
inhibiting role of the policy of reconciliation that the government adopted in 1980,
which essentially protected the white-dominated private sector, since confront-
ing it would have been seen as undermining its own official policy. Second, the
government was wary of allowing the development of a strong and independent
African business class over which it would have little or no control. Last, the ruling
clite was preoccupied with its own accumulation to worry too much about the rest
(713-745).

Growing increasingly frustrated by the continuation of the precolonial eco-
nomic patterns of white domination, black business people, who aspired to be
major players in the country’s economy but could not get their foot in the door
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because of inherited structural constraints from the colonial era, began to mobi-
lize and to demand that government take measures to empower the indigenous
business people. Thus, in December 1990, the Indigenous Business Development
Centre (IBDC) was born. Its national membership of some 4,000 comprised mem-
bers of the black middle class. In 1994 came two other black business pressure
groups, namely, the Affirmative Action Group (AAG) and the Indigenous Business
Women’s Organisation (IBWO).

In the light of the Zimbabwean government’s later land reform and indigeniza-
tion policies, it is telling that members of the IBDC were, already in the 1990s,
demanding affirmative action with respect to the “allocation of state resources,”
revision of laws to empower African business people, as well as “directives to finan-
cial institutions to finance black businesses; access to finance at well below mar-
ket interest rates; preferential allocation of government contracts and markets to
blacks; land redistribution designed to build a strong black commercial class in
the agrarian sector; and anti-trust legislation to control the monopoly position of
white capital” (Raftopoulos 1996b: 12). This affirmative action campaign was the
prelude to the call for indigenization that came at the turn of the new millen-
nium. Then, in September 1996, CNN recorded a rather ominous threat by Philip
Chiyangwa, leader of the AAG, decrying the fact that repeated pleas to the white
population for fairness in economic participation had fallen on deaf ears and warn-
ing that “someday, somehow, Zimbabweans must confront their yawning dispari-
ties. If you cannot have an answer when you go knocking on the door, you smash
it down and look whats [sic] inside. And thats whats [sic] going to happen” (CNN
September 8, 1996). In response to mounting pressure, government established
“the National Investment Trust (NIT) in 1996 in order to warehouse shares for
indigenous Zimbabweans when parastatals [public enterprises] were privatized” in
line with the economic orthodoxy of the Washington consensus. It also created
the Small Enterprise Development Corporation (SEDCO), the Agriculture and
Rural Development Authority (ARDA), and the Zimbabwe Mining Development
Corporation (ZMDC) as agencies whose task was to promote small- and medium-
scale business, farmers and miners, respectively (Chowa and Mukuvare n.d.). While
these and other measures placated the black business lobby to a certain extent, they
did not stem the growing demand for greater African involvement in the country’s
economy. Meanwhile, growing political opposition in the country at the turn of
the new century was to produce a backlash against whites and to radicalize black
business people’s demands to the point of demanding the full indigenization of
economy.

PoriticaL CoNTESTATION As CATALYST

The timing of both the land reform program and indigenization has to be under-
stood in the context of the political contestation that took place between the newly
formed Movement for Democratic Change (MDC) and the ruling ZANU-PF party
in early 2000. The two measures seem to have been ad hoc reactions by a belea-
guered government desperate to salvage its legitimacy and to regain popularity at
a time when the political carpet was being pulled from under its feet, as the MDC
appeared to gain increasing popularity. Land invasions were retribution against the
whites for their support of the MDC, while indigenization was a populist measure
introduced in the run-up to the 2008 general elections and designed to win votes
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for ZANU-PF. In both cases, the question of feasibility and economic viability do
not seem to have been considered or factored in the government decision to dis-
possess whites of land or requiring them to hand over 51 percent share control to
indigenous Zimbabweans.

This reading is in line with Bucheli and Decker’s (n.d.) argument that there is a
close relationship between economic conditions and political survival in the mani-
festation of economic nationalism in developing countries. They write: “The theory
of political survival posits that the rationale behind economic policies rulers or rul-
ing clites develop is to ensure the loyalty of those groups that guarantee said ruler
or ruling party’s political survival. This means, a ruler might support an economic
policy that does not favour the economy, but ensures his/her political survival.”
Similarly, Zimbabwe’s economic nationalist policies of radical land reform and indi-
genization were clearly driven by the need for ZANU-PF’s political survival, which
it sought to safeguard through radical and populist measures. The political context
is discussed briefly here.

Because of rapidly deteriorating economic conditions in the country and grow-
ing political intolerance, civic organizations, led by the Zimbabwe Congress of
Trade Unions (ZCTU), came together to establish the MDC in 1999. The coun-
try’s economy had progressively deteriorated in the 1990s due to a number of
factors, including the deleterious effects of the Economic Structural Adjustment
Programme (ESAP), an IMF-World Bank backed austerity program that Zimbabwe
had implemented from 1990 to 1995, the unilateral decisions by Mugabe to award
Zimbabwe’s war veterans large financial compensation packages for their role in
the liberation struggle and to send the army into the Democratic Republic of the
Congo (DRC) in 1997 and 1998, respectively. Because these actions had not been
budgeted for, the impact on the national fiscus was disastrous. By the end of the
second independence decade, therefore, the ruling ZANU-PF government was fac-
ing its most serious political opposition since independence in 1980.

The first clash between the MDC and the government occurred in February
2000 over a referendum on a government-sponsored constitution proposal. At its
formation, the opposition movement had called for a people-driven constitution
revision process to replace the Lancaster House Constitution of 1979, which had
been amended numerous times by the ruling party. Faced with mounting demands
for a new constitution, the government hijacked the idea and proposed a new con-
stitution that included provisions to increase the powers of the president and to
allow government to confiscate white-owned land without compensation. The
country overwhelmingly rejected the proposed constitution. Then, in the general
clections of the same year, the new party surprised government by winning 57 of
the 120 contested seats, taking most urban centers.

Shocked and angry at this development, government resolved to punish not only
the MDC and its supporters but also the white farmers who it regarded as the real
brains behind the MDC. In a bid to claw back some of the lost political ground
and in a desperate effort to remain political dominant in the country, ZANU used
the race card to exploit the long-standing, unresolved, and highly emotive land
question. With the slogan “Land is the economy and the economy is the land” and
a campaign that linked the MDC’s opposition politics to the historical economic
dominance of the whites as exploiters, ZANU-PF engineered an assault on both
the MDC party and its adherents and the white farmers. Government-sanctioned
farm invasions began soon after the referendum. White farmers and farm workers,
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both regarded as MDC supporters, were subjected to violence by ZANU-PF youth
gangs.

Hand in hand with the farm invasions was government’s accelerated Land
Reform and Resettlement Implementation Plan, otherwise known as the Fast Track
land reform program. This hastily drawn and implemented plan sought to get as
many black people resettled on land taken from white farmers as quickly as possible
both as a populist measure to win back political support and as a demonstration of
the extent of the African people’s land hunger as a justification for the land reform
under way. There was, thus, little government planning, rudimentary pegging, and
little or no presettlement infrastructure development. Settlers were often dumped
in areas without schools, clinics, clean drinking water, or roads and left to fend for
themselves without any agricultural inputs or agriculture extension support. By the
end of the decade, government had largely succeeded in indigenizing land, as only
a handful of white farmers were still farming by 2010.

INDIGENIZING THE REST oF THE EcoNnomy

In a bid to consolidate its popularity and to win votes in the forthcoming 2008
presidential and general elections, the government took up the decade-old cry
for indigenizing the economy raised by the IBDC, IBWO, and AAG since the
1990s and embarked on an indigenization campaign of its own. It passed the
Indigenization and Economic Empowerment Act 14, of 2007, which was gazetted
on March 7, 2008, and signed into law on April 17, 2008 (Government of
Zimbabwe 2007). Little happened thereafter until 2010 when the government
passed the Indigenization and Economic Empowerment (General) Regulations
and the Indigenization and Economic Empowerment (General) Amendment, cre-
ating measures “for the further indigenization of the economy; [and]...the eco-
nomic empowerment of indigenous Zimbabweans.” The legislation provided for
a 51 percent indigenous shareholding in all businesses with a net asset value of
US$500,000 and above in the long term and ruled that all such companies should
have an approved implementation plan. Furthermore, the law enjoined all gov-
ernment departments, statutory bodies, and local authorities to procure, at least,
51 per cent of all goods and services from companies controlled by indigenous
Zimbabweans (Government of Zimbabwe 2010).

The legislation also established a National Indigenisation and Economic
Empowerment Board (NIEEB) to advise the minister in charge of the indigenization
process and to manage the National Indigenisation and Economic Empowerment
Fund, which was also created. The fund was to finance indigenization and empow-
erment transactions. A Youth Development Fund (YDF) was created to promote
the participation of the youth in the economy (Government of Zimbabwe 2010).
Last, echoing the indigenization legislation of Nigeria in the 1970s and the exclu-
sion of Asians through licensing restrictions in Kenya in the 1960s, the law reserved
certain business lines for indigenous-owned business only. These included: “pri-
mary production of food and cash crops, retail and wholesale trade, barber shops,
hairdressing and beauty salons, employment agencies, estate agencies, grain mill-
ing, bakeries, tobacco grading, packaging and processing, advertising agencies,
milk processing, provision of local arts and craft, marketing and distribution”
(Chowa and Mukuvare n.d.). Under this law, foreigners, including black Africans
from other African countries and the Chinese and other foreigners, were ordered
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to shut down their businesses by January 1, 2014. In May 2013, the Zimbabwean
Ministry of Youth, Indigenisation and Economic Empowerment published statu-
tory instrument SI 66 ordering all businesses operating in the country to apply for
indigenization compliance certificates within six months. More significantly, the
law virtually excluded whites from agriculture and, thus, reinforced the recent land
reform program.

ConcLrusioN: AN EvaLuaTion

As argued in the chapter, the economic nationalism that underpins Mugabe’s
land reform and indigenization is not new; neither is it particularly “Mugabean.”
Numerous examples exist of earlier nativist economic nationalism that targeted par-
ticular racial or nonindigenous groups on the African continent. What is peculiarly
“Mugabean” is the violent, authoritarian, and arbitrary implementation style and a
particularly virulent type of nativism that defines “indigenes” in a very narrow way,
to the exclusion of other groups that have equal claim to Zimbabwe. Also peculiar to
Mugabeism is the relentless anti-Western, more precisely, anti-British, rhetoric that
accuses the West of plotting to recolonize Zimbabwe, hence, Mugabe’s constant
slogan, “Zimbabwe shall never be a colony again.” Racism is clearly a central part
of his version of economic nationalism, as the land reform exercise clearly targeted
white farmers who were reclassified as foreigners and enemies of Zimbabwe. In
Mugabe’s words, “The white man is not indigenous to Africa. Africa is for Africans.
Zimbabwe is for Zimbabweans.”?

Similarly, whites are excluded from those who can benefit from indigenization.
The indigenization enabling act, the Indigenisation and Economic Empowerment
Act (Chapter 14:33), defines an indigenous Zimbabwean as “any person who, before
18th April, 1980 was disadvantaged by unfair discrimination on the grounds of his
or her race, and any descendant of such person, and includes any company, associa-
tion, syndicate or partnership of which indigenous Zimbabweans form the majority
of members or hold the controlling interest.” As Derek Matyszak (n.d.) points out,
given the racist policies of the colonial system until independence, “this definition
would exclude almost every white person and include every non-white person.”

Matyszak is right about the exclusion of Zimbabwean whites from the definition
of “indigenous,” but he is wrong about the inclusion of every nonwhite person, for
as Muzondidya (2007) has clearly documented, the colored and ethnic minorities
are also marginalized in the indigenization narrative, despite the fact that they were
also disadvantaged under colonial rule.

The marginalization of groups other than the majority Shona-speaking people
in Zimbabwe’s indigenization program is very much part of the ongoing trend by
ZANU-PF to redefine indigeneity in self-serving ways that define certain groups
of Zimbabweans as not being true Zimbabweans. This parochial approach to indi-
geneity is very problematic, given the fact that Zimbabwe, like all African countries
created out of colonialism, are essentially creations of the Western colonial imag-
ination. Moreover, claims of Shona parochialists notwithstanding, Zimbabwe is
actually a nation of immigrants, including the Shona-speaking groups themselves,
as well as people of Nguni stock: whites, and migrant laborers from neighboring
countries who arrived in the early twentieth century (Mlambo 2013). Attempts
by postcolonial African elites to define who is truly indigenous and who is not
are, thus, bound to run into complex problems, especially given the fluidity of



58 € ALOISS.MLAMBO

movement in the precolonial period when populations moved about in a series of
migrations, as they looked for new opportunities (Aminzade 2014: 237).

Like other previous attempts to nationalize and/or indigenize the economy
in postcolonial Africa, despite the rhetoric of empowerment of the majority,
Zimbabwean policies have benefited only a small segment of the population, with
members of the ruling elite getting a huge share of the redistributed land and
only the already powerful and wealthy standing any chance of raising the required
investment funds to acquire a 51 percent share ownership in existing businesses.
Indeed, some poor Zimbabweans who were used as shock troops to dislodge whites
from their farms found themselves evicted from the lands they had occupied in
order to make way for senior government officials who wanted the occupied land
for themselves.

As for the economic impact of the land reform exercise and indigenization, the
jury is still out on what the long-term impact of the two policies will be. While
some scholars have argued that the land reform program has had positive effects
on the people who received redistributed land (Scoones et al. 2010), it is more
than evident that the land reform exercise ruined the country’s thriving agricul-
tural industry and turned what was, until then, the breadbasket of southern Africa
into a country unable to feed its own population and dependent on food aid. The
Zimbabwean experience is consistent with previous negative experiences of African
countries that implemented hasty economic nationalization policies, but were later
forced by deteriorating economic circumstances to reverse their earlier policies. A
good example is Zambia and its nationalization of copper mines soon after inde-
pendence and the reversal of its forced turn toward privations policies in the 1980s
(Limpitlaw 2011; Cunningham 1985).

Among other factors, nationalization and indigenization policies have proved to
be problematic, partly because they have often been hastily implemented without
prior careful planning and thorough analysis of the policy implications and have
tended to scare off foreign investment, without necessarily empowering the poor
majority of the implementing nations. If anything, they have left the majority of
the population worse off, while widening the gap between the rich and the poor
inherited from colonialism (Chawawa 2014).

Indeed, in Zimbabwe, since the announcement of the indigenization program,
foreign investment has dried up, factories have been shutting down and relocat-
ing to neighboring countries and hundreds of jobs have vanished overnight. The
damage to investor confidence that the two policies have inflicted have been made
worse by the apparent confusion within government over what indigenization really
means and how to implement it. For instance, following his recent appointment
as vice president of Zimbabwe, Emmerson Mnangagwa sought to allay the con-
cerns of foreign investors by announcing that the Zimbabwean government would
announce new policies in 2015 meant to relax the terms of the Indigenisation Act,
which appeared to have scared off foreign investment. Yet, exactly three days later,
Christopher Mushowe the new minister of youth, indigenization and economic
empowerment, was belligerently stating that “the investors should not look at us as
beggars, they should not expect us to give in to their demands.” He continued:

In fact, they (foreigners) are very lucky that they got 49%; in fact 49% is the
maximum and 51% is the minimum so it’s not cast in stone, it can be 1% to for-
eigners and the 51% for locals can be 99% because it’s a minimum. .. If we decide
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as a country that we must give foreigners 60% and we take 40%, it’s our decision
and if we decide the foreigner must take 20% and we take 80%, it’s our deci-
sion...(NewZimbabwe, December 12, 2014; Zimbabwe Independent, December
24,2 014)

Given such policy confusion and uncertainties about investment guidelines and the
security of private property and investments, it is highly unlikely that Zimbabwe
will secure the foreign investment it needs to repair its severely damaged economy.
Undoubtedly, the negative economic impact of Mugabeism on national welfare and
development will be felt in the country for a long time to come. In this respect,
Mugabeism has been a disaster for Zimbabwe.

NoTEs

1. The term “indigenous” was never defined and was used loosely to denote black
people of African descent. In the Zimbabwean case, the definition has been
further narrowed down to distinguish which black people belong and which do
not.

2. The West African Economic and Monetary Union (Union Economique et
Monétaire Ouest Africaine, UEMOA) is a regional organization of eight West
African countries (Benin, Burkina Faso, Cote d’Ivoire, Guinea Bissau, Mali,
Niger, Senegal, and Togo).

3. Mugabe in a speech to ZANU-PF Congress, Harare, December 14, 2000.



CHAPTER 4

Mugabe’s Neo-sultanist Rule: Beyond the
Veil of Pan-Africanism
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter sets out to deconstruct the Afro-radical rhetoric so constructed to por-
tray the president of Zimbabwe Robert Mugabe as a pan-Africanist par excellence.
This Afro-radical rhetoric was carefully manufactured by a pantheon of “palace
intellectuals,” ZANU-PF officials, and state media to present Mugabe’s libera-
tion war credentials; his neopopulist redistributive policies; and his anti-Western
antics as the befitting descriptors and signifiers of his pan-Africanist pedigree.
Admittedly, the pan-Africanist portrayal of Mugabe has earned him some respect
among a legion of admirers in mainland Africa and not least the Diaspora who
are genuinely searching for champions and bulwarks against the global epistemic
designs. To this group, Mugabe stands out as an exemplar and a veritable paragon
of pan-African struggles.

However, this chapter argues that beyond the veil of pan-Africanism lurks the
ugly gremlins of Mugabe’s neo-sultanistic rule, which can hardly qualify him as
a true pan-Africanist in the same league as W. E. B. Du Bois, Marcus Garvey,
Frantz Fanon, Aime Cesaire, Walter Rodney, Cheikh Anta Diop, Leopold Senghor,
Julius Nyerere, and Nelson Mandela, among others. Notably, the majority of
Zimbabweans have endured Mugabe’s versions of neo-sultanism and authoritar-
ian populism for the past three and a half decades. This chapter concludes on the
basis of evidence 