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PREFACE

In 2000, for the first time since it came to power in 1980, the ruling ZANU PF faced a serious challenge from an opposition political party.  The populace rejected the draft constitution that the government had drawn up and in June, the newly formed Movement for Democratic Change won 47% of the popular vote in the parliamentary election.  

In March of this year, Zimbabweans once again went to the polls in a general parliamentary election.  ZANU PF called for a non-violent election, reducing incidences of overt political violence from previously high levels, in a struggle for electoral legitimacy.  The MDC, faced with the question of whether to participate or not, participated to maintain their legitimacy.   However, the pre-electoral environment - not least the compromised delimitation exercise, the delayed announcement of the election date, the disputed nature of the voter’s roll, ruling party dominance within the ‘independent’ electoral institutions, limited and cost-prohibitive access to the media for opposition parties, and an almost comprehensive disregard for the recently signed SADC protocols – prejudiced the extent to which the election result can be described as a legitimate expression of the will of the Zimbabwean people.   

The ruling party’s two-thirds majority in parliament, coupled with the MDC’s acquiescence in the face of the disputed result, have opened up a space within which ZANU PF is pursuing its authoritarian rule.  Most recently, this has taken shape in Operation Murambatsvina (‘Clean Up the Filth’).  The campaign has involved forced removals, internal displacement, and latterly, the articulation of ideals of urban renewal.  The lesson being taught, to regional players and Zimbabweans alike, is that, far from being a failed state, the ZANU PF state is stronger and more in control than it has been since 2000.

The Institute has for the past three years worked extensively in Zimbabwe in cooperation with analysts, activists, church leaders, women’s organizations and umbrella groups.  We have an excellent working relationship the group of Zimbabwean academics and activists who have produced this report, and maintain links with significant players across the political spectrum.  Our objective is to build democracy in a society where civil and political liberties are progressively undermined by government, while those democratic gains that have been made over the past few years are being negated.  This suggests the need to constantly rethink and develop new strategies in the struggle for democracy. 

In the run-up to the election, the Institute entered into a relationship with a consortium of NGOs; namely Idasa, the South African Council of Churches, the South African Catholic Bishop’s Conference, the Centre for Policy Studies and SANGOCO.  The consortium intended to monitor and observe the conduct of the 2005 parliamentary election and, while it did not receive official accreditation from the Zimbabwean government, developed a strategy for unaccredited observation.  The outcomes of the consortium’s work included a statement declaring that free and fair elections were not possible in the repressive climate pertaining in March 2005 and a substantial report submitted by Idasa on behalf of the consortium.

The report that follows includes some of the material in the consortium reports.  Beyond this, it includes analyses of certain key areas in relation to the political situation in Zimbabwe, namely the media, the role of the military and the gendered implications of the election process.  The Institute has also commissioned an in-depth study (available at the end of the month) of the politicisation of the Zimbabwean economy and the implications of the economic meltdown for business, government and the people of Zimbabwe.

We acknowledge with appreciation the funding the Institute has received from the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation over several years that enables us to continue to work in the Zimbabwean situation.  It is hoped that by taking a longer-term perspective on the 2005 election and its implications, this report could be a first-step towards enabling analysts and Zimbabwean stakeholders to identify areas for constructive engagement in the future.   

Charles Villa-Vicencio

Executive Director

Institute for Justice and Reconciliation

THE POLITICAL CONTEXT AND THE ELECTION RESULTS

I

The Political Context

Zimbabwe entered the 2005 general election against the backdrop of the contested 2000 general election and 2002 Presidential election. Electoral discrepancies from both these elections were still before the courts in the run up to the 2005 election.  The international community remained polarised over the results of the previous elections, with Africa and sections of the Third world lining up behind Mugabe, while the EU and the US continued to register protests with regard to the absence of ‘free and fair’ electoral conditions in both instances.  President Robert Mugabe has consistently and successfully used the arguments of colonial redress and anti-imperialist invective to downplay the extent of the abuse involved in the consolidation of his regime’s power.  These abuses have been sanctioned and legalised by a restructured and increasingly state-commanded judiciary (Hammar, Raftopoulos and Jensen 2003; Raftopoulos and Savage 2004).

In March of this year, the Solidarity Peace Trust released a report on the role of the judiciary in the contestation of the 2000 and 2002 election results (Solidarity Peace Trust 2005). Of the 39 original petitions lodged by the Movement for Democratic Change (MDC) in connection with the 2000 election, five were never set down for hearing by the High Court, while two were dismissed on procedural grounds. Ten were withdrawn either as a result of intimidation of the complainant or because, after years of delay, MDC candidates claimed prejudice. One MDC complainant was murdered during the 2002 presidential election campaign and a further five cases were nullified on account of the death of the ZANU PF respondents before the hearings. 

Of the sixteen petitions heard by the High Court, seven were ruled in favour of the MDC and nine were ruled in favour of ZANU PF. Thirteen of the sixteen High Court rulings were appealed to the Supreme Court, with the MDC appealing six of the rulings against them and ZANU PF appealing all the rulings against them. Of the thirteen petitions presented to the Supreme Court, three have been heard to date, ten were never heard and no judgements have been given. The report concludes that as a result of these delays on the eve of the 2005 election, “justice has not been done and electoral fraud, intimidation and violence has gone unpunished” (Solidarity Peace Trust 2005: 5-6).

Morgan Tsvangirai, the opposition candidate in the 2002 Presidential election, filed his petition challenging the results on 12 April 2002. The grounds for challenging included: widespread violence and intimidation, corrupt and illegal practices, vote rigging, voter fraud, polling irregularities, illegal disenfranchisement of voters, constitutional violations and various contraventions of the Electoral Act. 

In the period that followed the filing of the election petition a number of incidents of obstruction of justice were noted. The Registrar General continuously flouted court orders and thwarted the MDC’s requests by refusing to allow the MDC to inspect the voters’ roll and refusing to allow the MDC access to inspect the used ballot papers.  In addition, the Electoral Supervisory Commission, in violation of court orders, refused to comply with the MDC’s requests, and the Registrar of the High Court persistently delayed setting the case down for hearing. 

In November 2003 the petition was finally heard in court. After the hearing, the Judge deliberated on the matter for seven months, subsequently issuing a one-page judgement dismissing Mr. Tsvangirai’s claims.  Since then, the judge has failed to provide reasons for his judgement. The election petition remains in abeyance (Solidarity Peace Trust 2005: 34). The Solidarity Peace Trust report concluded that, in the last five years, “freedom of election has been consistently subverted in Zimbabwe with the complicity of the judiciary” (Ibid: 35).

On the eve of the 2005 elections several civic sources warned of the continued obstacles to a free and fair election in terms of the SADC guidelines agreed in Mauritius in 2004. The Zimbabwe Lawyers for Human Rights concluded that:

…Zimbabwe has failed, on most accounts, to ensure a free and fair election process in the run up to the polling date on 31 March 2005. Although some efforts have been made to consider the SADC Principles, most are merely cosmetic. In view of the legislative and legal framework, there is still a long way to go and much work to be done before such aspirations are realised (Zimbabwe Lawyers for Human Rights 2005: 29).

The Human Rights Forum came to a similar conclusion:

Much of the damage to the democratic process has already been done. The chief culprit, this time around, ahead of violence and the closure of democratic space, is the politicisation of food handouts. If this is not effective there is a danger that the defective voters’ roll, the voting process and vote counting will be manipulated to secure a ZANU (PF) victory (Human Rights Forum 2005: 17).

On the issue of violence, while there was certainly a reduction of overt pre-election violence, this conclusion needed qualification. The NCA’s comment on this issue is pertinent:

At the outset the NCA would agree with the comments of the commissioner of Police: that physical violence is greatly reduced on previous elections is undoubtedly true. However, within the overall category of political violence are a great number of different variables; physical violence is not the only form of political violence. Where the ordinary person has had enormous experience of organised violence and torture in the past, and the not-so-distant past, of serious political violence, irregularities such as hate speech, threats, and intimidation are not inconsequential. When these irregularities are taken into account, it is not possible to agree with the Police Commissioner defined by the absence that Zimbabwe is “calm” and “peaceful”: peace and calm are not merely defined by the absence of physical violence (NCA 2005: 8).

A public opinion survey carried out just before the election confirmed that the shadow of violence hung over the electorate. The survey found that 53% of those interviewed thought that violence influenced the way people voted. On this characteristic of the electorate the survey concluded:

This finding is extremely worrying because it means that more than half of the Zimbabwean electorate perceive violence, rather than policy appeals, as the basis on which electoral decisions are made. Surely something needs to be done, and urgently, to rehabilitate Zimbabwe’s political culture in this regard. The case for voter education becomes compelling (Mass Public Opinion Institute 2005: 23).

It was precisely this matter of voter education that was seriously undermined by the NGO Bill (2004).  The government intended to use the Bill to make donor funding for NGO’s working on governance, including voter education, illegal. From the Bill’s inception, NGOs were preoccupied with opposing its introduction and, were effectively distracted from their work around election issues. The state conducted a strong anti-NGO media campaign and targeted particular NGOs through harassment.  These actions make it clear that the state is intent on demobilising those NGOs most critical of its policies and, returning to the status quo of the 1980’s when most NGOs saw their role as complimentary and non-confrontational with regard to the state, speaking the language of a depoliticised developmentalism. 

The attack on NGOs was carried out in tandem with the state’s assault against the labour movement. Since the late 1980’s the labour movement has stood at the forefront of civic opposition in the country.  In the 1990s, it was one of the founding organisations behind the constitutional movement and the formation of the opposition, MDC. Witnessing the central importance of labour struggles to the democratic movement in the country, the state attempted to destabilise the labour movement from the latter half of the 1990’s, both by creating an alternative labour federation and by working through affiliates within the ZCTU to undermine the leadership of the latter. 

The confrontation between the state and the labour movement was exacerbated when COSATU tried to show solidarity with the ZCTU over the abuses of worker rights and, attempted to send a fact-finding mission into the country. Two attempts to carry this out in December 2004 and February 2005 were met with the expulsion of COSATU officials from Zimbabwe, and allegations that the COSATU initiative was a US/ICFTU (International Confederation of Free Trade Unions) initiative to undermine nationalist governments in the region. 

In the words of an unnamed source quoted by the government controlled Sunday Mail:

The ICFTU have for long coveted the Cosatu role in the anti-apartheid struggle. Cosatu had demonstrated its capacity to have street power. The ICFTU has been keen to commandeer that street power against the liberation movements in the SADC region. So now they are looking for incidents that will outrage the South African public so that they can mobilise workers to demonstrate. They wanted the Zimbabwean Government to arrest the Cosatu delegation or to manhandle them (Sunday Mail, 06.02.05).

This ideological message was carried over as one of the central themes of ZANU PF’s election manifesto. Continuing its anti-colonial message from the 2000 and 2002 elections, the ruling party set out the context for the 2005 election as follows:

The March 2005 Parliamentary Elections are set to take place against the backdrop of greater but more desperate attempts by Britain’s Labour Government to effect ‘regime change’, so that Zimbabwe is re-colonised and placed under a pliable puppet government that Blair hopes to use to restore white settler kith and kin (ZANU PF Election Manifesto 2005: 11).

The Manifesto identified the MDC, the imperialist ‘sponsored phoney non-governmental organisations’ and the ZCTU as internally located agents of the West (Ibid: 16).  That is, agents who were ‘using lies and the fig leaf of democracy and human rights, to impart respectability to their continued recolonisation designs on Zimbabwe’ (Ibid: 22).  

The ruling party used its monopolisation of the electronic media to push its central messages through advertisements and political songs. The major themes of these songs in the pre-election period were the glorification of ZANU PF’s independence war credentials, and the praising of the Third Chimurenga (MMPZ 2005).  For the 59% of the respondents, in the MPOI survey quoted above, who stated that radio was their key source of information on the nation and the election, such a constant ideological onslaught must have been difficult to deconstruct (MPOI 2005: 15).  

While carrying out this multi-pronged campaign against its various internal enemies, the ruling party was confronted with significant dissent within its own structures. The major cause of this dissent was the succession battle for the vacant post of Vice President. In the run up to the party’s December congress a major faction, organised by then Information Minister Jonathan Moyo, was mobilised to vote for Emmerson Mnangagwa against the President’s choice of Joyce Mujuru. The outcome of this action, labelled the Tsholotsho Declaration, was the suspension of the six provincial chairpersons who were part of the faction, and the eventual expulsion of Moyo himself for defying the party’s decision that he should not stand as an Independent. 

Moyo’s expulsion was followed by several verbal attacks from the ZANU PF Presidium.  One of which, from Vice President Msika, reminded Moyo that he “was never part of us during the days of the liberation struggle and we will never shed tears for his departure, neither shall we beg him back into the party” (The Standard 20th Feb. 2005).  The eventual election of Mujuru to the position of Vice President was hailed by ZANU PF as a major advance for the cause of women but was, in real terms, a consolidation of the Zezuru ethnic group within the ruling party. The longer-term implications of this ethnic imbalance within the leadership of ZANU PF are likely to be felt in the battle for Presidential succession. 

Within the opposition camp, the MDC faced the major dilemma of whether or not to participate in the election given its decision the previous year to suspend electoral participation until the ruling party had complied with the SADC election guidelines. Under pressure from external allies, regional governments, forces inside the MDC, and in the absence of an alternative boycott strategy, the MDC leadership decided to enter the race. The decision caused some dissension within the civic groups, in particular the NCA, who had taken a boycott position. 

Parliamentary struggle remains the preferred option of the MDC leadership. In the wake of several years of state violence and judicial attack, they have little appetite for an extra parliamentary boycott strategy. It was also clear that the leadership were battling internal cleavages around the issue of ethnicity and, the overlapping problem of the continuing, somewhat contrived, tensions between trade unionists and intellectuals. When these factors, and the already discussed electoral obstacles, are combined with the continuing organisational weakness of the MDC, it is evident that the opposition party entered the race under severe strain. 

Weaknesses in the MDC communication strategy also lessened its potential impact on the electorate. In particular, its inability to counter the historical narrative of ZANU PF has consistently placed it as an ‘outsider’ in Zimbabwean politics. This tendency is reflected in the MDC election Manifesto, which provides no historical legitimation for its emergence, and is ‘trapped in the present’ (MDC Manifesto: A New Beginning 2005).  

The Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition summed up the problems facing the MDC as follows:

Perhaps the greatest challenge facing the opposition is not one of collapse, but to avoid Zanufication. MDC has the onerous task of continually presenting a credible alternative political programme to change-hungry Zimbabweans. After five years of electoral politics and three consecutive defeats its key activists and leaders may begin to suffer from burnout, impasse of perception and frustration. MDC thus needs fresh inspiration in the face of elusive political power, regional pressure and greater repression  (Crisis In Zimbabwe 2005:11).     

Notwithstanding these obstacles, once the MDC entered the campaign a feeling of hope once again emerged on the Zimbabwean political scene, indicating the latent reserves of resistance within the Zimbabwean populace. It is against this background that the election results presented below need to be understood. 

II

The 2005 election: An analysis

The official results of Zimbabwe's March 31 parliamentary election, announced on 2 April, gave the ruling Zimbabwe African National Union - Patriotic Front (ZANU PF) 78 seats, the opposition Movement for Democratic Change (MDC) 41 seats (down from 57 in 2000), and 1 seat to an independent, the former information minister, Jonathan Moyo.
  Since the announcement, President Mugabe and his supporters have been basking in the glory of their ‘victory’ while those in the opposition appear thoroughly devastated and incapacitated by the result.  However, evidence suggesting widespread rigging and falsification of the election results, coupled with the Zimbabwe Election Commission’s (ZEC) failure to give a convincing explanation for count anomalies, has created serious doubts about the accuracy and legitimacy of the results. 

Voter figures released by the newly constituted ZEC are at variance with those announced as polled by ZANU PF candidates in several constituencies. The discrepancies between the Zimbabwe Electoral Commission figures for the total votes cast and the final results announced is so wide that it points to the likelihood of mass rigging of the results. Analysis of voting patterns at polling stations where the independent Zimbabwe Electoral Support Network (ZESN) observers were deployed has also shown that the ZEC results vary with the data collected by ZESN observers in eight constituencies, namely Chipinge South, Buhera South, Makoni East, Mutasa South, Gwanda, Gweru Rural, Harare South and Zhombe.

Statistically, a difference of 5% or more between any two numbers is significant.  In Zimbabwe’s 2005 general elections, the differences in figures are so wide that any reflective analysis based on the official results might be deceptive and raise more questions than answers.  However, in the absence of any alternative authoritative results to work on, the best one can do is to simply factor in the controversy over the results and base the analysis on these ‘deceptive’ official figures.
Continuities and Discontinuities

If the results announced by the ZEC are to be believed, the 2005 election heralded a marginal 8% (202,745 votes) increase in the number of votes cast in comparison to the 2000 election.  According to the official results, in both 2000 and 2005, 48% of registered voters cast their vote (2,493,925 of 5, 2888,804 in 2000, and 2,696,670 of 5,658,624 in 2005).  Of the total votes cast, 39% (1,041,292) were for the MDC while 48% (1,569,867) were for ZANU PF.  By contrast, in 2000, the MDC received 47% (1,171,051) of the vote and ZANU PF received 49% (1,212,302).  Thus, in 2005, while the MDC vote declined by 11%, the ZANU PF vote increased by a massive 29%.

As in 2000, ZANU PF triumphed in the rural areas while MDC held its ground in the urban constituencies.  In addition, ZANU PF regained all the rural seats it had lost to the MDC in the 2000 election and won all the rural seats in the Shona-speaking provinces of Masvingo, Midlands, Mashonaland Central, Mashonaland East and Mashonaland West.  The party also managed to win 4 seats in rural Matabeleland, historically apathetic to the ruling party.  For the first time in post-independence history, even the Chipinge seat, which had previously voted ZANU Ndonga, is now under the control of ZANU PF.  All this, to a certain extent, suggests a consolidation of ZANU PF support in rural constituencies.

Significantly, ZANU PF also managed to get more of the urban vote in 2005 than it did in 2000. In Harare, for example, ZANU PF got 112,153 votes or 32 % of the vote, compared to 85,286 votes or 22% of the vote in 2000.  It also got a significant proportion of the vote in the small towns of Gweru, Kwekwe and Masvingo, where it lost to the MDC.  In Kwekwe, for instance, ZANU PF took 46% of the vote, compared to 35% in 2000, and there were only 1,865 votes, compared to 7,032 in 2000, that separated the ZANU PF losing candidate from his winning MDC counterpart. In Masvingo, ZANU PF got 48% of the vote, compared to 39% in 2000, and the MDC’s margin of victory over ZANU PF was a mere 193 votes whereas in 2000 it was a massive 4 394.  ZANU PF also managed to retain power in the small towns of Chinhoyi, Chegutu, Marondera and Bindura.

Table 1: ZANU PF Support in Select Urban Areas
Constituency
2000Vote
2005 Vote
% Increase/ Decrease

Harare Province
85 286
112 153
+ 32%

Budiriro
4,410
4 886
+ 11%

Chitungwiza 
6,056
8 136
+ 34%

Dzivarasekwa
6,084
5 014
- 18%

Glen Norah
3,517
4 648
+ 32%

Glen View
3,543
3 993
+ 13% 

Harare Central
3,620
4 423
+ 27%

Harare East
4,391
4 363
- 1%

Harare North
4,852
5 134
+  6%

Harare South
4,730
11 545
+ 144%

Hatfield/Epworth
5,413
9 408
+ 74%

Highfield
3,234
4 296
+ 33%

Kambuzuma
2,542
5 555
+ 119%

Kuwadzana
4,349
5 024
+ 16%

Mabvuku
5,572
9 418
+ 69%

Mbare
4,465
4 016
- 10%

Mbare West
3,078
-
-

Mufakose
3,965
7 498
+ 89%

St Mary's
6,135
6 078
- 1%

Zengeza
5,330
8 718
+ 64 %

Bulawayo Province
22 350
22 611
+ 1%

Bulawayo North East
2 864
2 506
- 12%

Bulawayo South
3 193
3 777
+ 18%

Lobengula Magwegwe
2 197
2 892
+ 32%

Makokoba
2 196
3 438
+ 57%

Mpopoma-
2 540
3 243
+ 28%

Pelandaba
2 696
-
-

Nkulumane
3 644
3 228
- 11%

Pumula Luveve
3 020
3 527
+ 17%

Other Urban Seats
41 923
54 140
+ 29%

Gweru Urban
3 877
5 689
+ 47%

Mkoba
4 840
5 608
+ 16%

Mutare Central
3 091
5 088
+ 65%

Mutare North
5 564
7 066
+ 27%

Kwekwe Central
8 352
11 124
+ 33%

Masvingo
8 023
10 103
+ 26%

Chinhoyi 
8 176
9 462
+ 16%

In contrast, the MDC lost some ground even in areas where it had previously triumphed, especially in Manicaland where it conceded to ZANU PF all the rural seats it had won in 2000.  Unlike 2000, where the MDC managed to get a few rural seats from the other Shona-speaking provinces of Manicaland, Mashonaland West and Masvingo, in 2005 the MDC did not get a single seat outside Ndebele-speaking provinces.  All, except one, of the MDC’s rural seats were received from the two Matabeleland provinces, Matebeleland North and Matebeleland South.  It can thus be argued that, while ZANU PF has made some significant inroads into the MDC’s urban strongholds, the MDC is still failing to penetrate ZANU PF’s rural base to the same degree. That the majority of the seats won by the MDC are in urban areas has led commentators to argue “five years on, the opposition remains cocooned in the cities” (Zimbabwe Independent, 08.04.05).  

The Turnout 

The results of the 2005 election show a significantly lower voter turnout in the urban areas than in 2000.  The low voter turnout in urban areas partly explains the decline in the total number of votes for the MDC whose core support has been in the urban areas. The lowest voter turnout was in Bulawayo province, just 32% in comparison to the overall turnout of 48%.  In 2000, Bulawayo had a significantly high turnout of 48%. The turnout in Harare was also a lower than the levels recorded in 2000 (42% in comparison to 49%). The other MDC strongholds, Matabeleland North and Matebeleland South, registered turnouts of 43% and 46% respectively.  These turnouts were low in comparison to other rural provinces and thus, negatively affected the MDC vote.  In contrast, turnout in the ZANU PF strongholds of rural Mashonaland was high, with a range between a 57% turnout in Mashonaland Central and a 53% turnout in Mashonaland East. 
Table 2: Voter Turnout in Urban Areas

Urban Constituency
2000 Votes cast
2005 Votes cast
Decrease/ Increase in Voters

Harare
389 968
352 415
-37 553

Budiriro
25 657
22 085
-3 572

Chitungwiza 
21 801
20 585
-1 216

Dzivarasekwa
25 599
16 897
-8 702

Glen Norah
21 808
19 602
-2 206

Glen View
20 219
18 461
-1 758

Harare Central
17 942
15 501
-2 441

Harare East
22 660
13 719
-8 941

Harare North
24 789
16 570
-8 219

Harare South
18 111
22 553
+4442

Hatfield/Epworth
17 557
21 459
+3 902

Highfield
17 294
17 130
  -164

Kambuzuma
16 827
23 227
+6 400

Kuwadzana
20 406
19 226
-1 180

Mabvuku
23 313
25 880
+2 567

Mbare
15 560
17 079
+1 519

Mbare West
16 596
-
-

Mufakose
19 548
21 281
+1 733

St Mary's
23 875
20 024
-3 851

Zengeza
20 406
21 136
 +730






Bulawayo
170 396
109 687
-60 709

Bulawayo North East
24 315
13 489
-10 826

Bulawayo South
24 526
15 981
-8 545

Lobengula Magwegwe
19 626
15 630
-3 996

Makokoba
17 060
16 009
-1 051

Mpopoma-
17 749
15 742
-2 007

Pelandaba
19 857
-
-

Nkulumane
24 788
15 113
-9 046

Pumula Luveve
22 475
17 723
-4 752






Other Urban Seats
141 865
128 352
-13 513

Gweru Urban
17 185 
13 855
-3 330

Mkoba
19 674
15 934
-3 740

Mutare Central
22 943 
18 653
-4 047

Mutare North
21 289 
18 896
-2 393

Kwekwe Central
24 143 
24 389
    +246

Masvingo
20 754 
21 067
   +313

Chinhoyi 
15 877 
15 558
  -319

The high voter apathy in the urban areas can be explained in a number of ways.  Many people, especially educated urbanites, were aware that this election would not change the government.  Whatever the result, the president would remain as the head of government until 2008. Since Zimbabwe's presidential ‘democracy’ rendered anyone winning parliamentary elections ineffective, because they could not form a government, there was little at stake in the elections.  

It has also been suggested that people were unconvinced that the MDC would provide the new beginning they promised. The electorate perceived the opposition not only to be a dwarf against the ruthless ZANU -PF machinery but also unable to solve their short-term needs. Fully aware that they would continue to live in poverty and under a repressive regime, many simply decided to stay away from the polling stations.

Prospective voters were also faced with a dilemma when it came to the choice of representatives because both ZANU PF and the MDC fielded a plethora of weak candidates.  In the case of the MDC, for instance, the party did not have a wide pool of candidates to choose from and, in some cases, it had to settle for those candidates who presented themselves, even if they were mediocre. Further to the above, the performance of many of the MDC MPs in parliament over the past five years has not been impressive and many voters were not happy with some of the incumbent MPs endorsed by the party for re-election.  Among ZANU PF supporters, the lack of enthusiasm in the elections could also be explained by the party leadership’s imposition of candidates in many of the constituencies.  Voters were clearly ambivalent about many of the candidates from both the MDC and ZANU PF and decided not to vote.

However, given the controversy over the accuracy of the voters’ roll, it might be deceptive to read these results as a low voter turnout. Critics have argued that the actual number of voters currently domiciled in Zimbabwe is not more than 3.5 million.  If this is the case, the 2,696,670 votes cast according to the official results, represent an incredible 77% voter turnout.

Understanding the ZANU PF ‘victory’ and MDC ‘defeat’ 

Notwithstanding the controversy over the official results, the outcome has generated interesting debate, particularly around the issue of its wider political significance and its implications for the future of politics in Zimbabwe.

Both inside and outside of Zimbabwe, the ZANU PF victory has been described as a ‘landslide’.  The state and allied media projected the ZANU PF ‘win’ as a historic victory in which the ruling party finally claimed the two-thirds majority it has always wanted, and needed, to enact comprehensive constitutional change.  For the media, ZANU PF’s ‘resounding victory’ has given the party the popular mandate and legitimacy it needed after the disputes over the 2000 and 2002 election results (Sunday Mail, 03.04.05; The Herald, 04.04.05; Mail and Guardian Online, 02.04.05).

In a similar vein, the MDC’s loss in this election has been seen as a ‘crushing and humiliating defeat’ (Sunday Mail, 03.04.05).  Having done exceptionally well in 2000 and 2002, the MDC has, it has been argued, failed to consolidate its dramatic gains. One example being the loss, in by-elections, of six of the seats it had won in 2000. The euphoria, which surrounded the birth of the party five years ago, has thus been replaced by disillusionment on the part of many of its supporters.

The defeat of the MDC by such a wide margin in the 2005 election has also been interpreted as signifying the beginning of its decline into political oblivion. Writing in the Herald of 4 April, Caesar Zvayi, a government apologist and columnist of the paper had this to say: 

The opposition party is apparently set to go the way all opposition parties have gone in Zimbabwe; to the dustbins of history after losing the just ended poll to ZANU PF by a massive 37 seats, compared to the five that separated the two parties in June 2000” (The Herald, 04.04.05).

Going by the above, one could be tempted to conclude that the most visible outcome of the 2005 election was the emergence of ZANU PF as a convincing winner and the MDC as a vanquished party. However, this would be a false conclusion based on a simplistic reading of the results. 

The Complex Picture 

First, contrary to popular opinion, the MDC did not concede 16 seats in the 2005 elections, from its previously held 57 attained in the 2000 election.  Before the 2005 elections were even held, the government, through the delimitation exercise, had reduced the number of potential seats the MDC could retain from its 2000 tally by 3. Bulawayo, Matabeleland South and Harare all had one seat scrapped during the re-delimitation exercise. Manicaland, Mashonaland East and Mashonaland West, where ZANU PF enjoyed popular support, each gained one additional constituency.

Second, while the mainstream media has loudly touted the ZANU PF win as a landslide, the truth is that this was hardly a convincing victory. The party narrowly missed the elected two-thirds majority it desperately wanted in these elections to put the controversies of 2000 and 2002 in the past.  Having received 78 seats, with the other remaining seat going to the independent Jonathan Moyo, ZANU PF fell short of getting two thirds of the contested seats by 2.  From a practical point, this is not a problem for ZANU PF since the party has a built-in two-thirds majority in the house via the 30 appointed seats. However, at an ideological level, the failure by ZANU PF to get a two-thirds majority was a blow, particularly after its attempt to dismiss the MDC as and ‘unpatriotic’, externally founded party, without any internal legitimacy.

During the campaign period, President Mugabe and his supporters not only infamously dubbed the elections the “anti-Blair” elections but also maintained that the 2005 election would result in the “burial of the MDC for good” (Financial Gazette Online, 17.02.05). Clearly, ZANU PF wanted to post a convincing victory in these elections and would have wanted nothing short of an elected two-thirds majority. While a lot of posturing has been done about the 78 seats ZANU PF received, it was hardly the unambiguous declaration of support President Mugabe and his party needed to show the world and the region that MDC has no internal legitimacy. 

On the other hand, the 41 seats the MDC received, while significantly lower than the number won in 2000, do not in anyway condemn it to oblivion.  Nor do the 1,041,292 votes received by the MDC.  They represent approximately 40% of the total votes cast and are equivalent to two-thirds of the votes cast for ZANU PF.  Moreover, the MDC retained almost all the seats in the urban areas.  They won all of the seats in the country’s second largest city of Bulawayo and all, except one, of the 18 seats in the capital and seat of government, Harare. 

The failure by ZANU PF to get seats in urban areas confirms that they still have great difficulty in winning over the urban working class. In general, the party continues to have little support within its urban constituencies. In Bulawayo, ZANU PF candidates continued to fare badly, receiving just 20% of the popular vote.

Harare South, the only seat won by ZANU PF in the capital, is a mixed rural/urban seat that has been the site of intensive resettlement. The marginal increase in the ZANU PF votes in many other peri-urban constituencies such as Harare North, Hatfield-Epworth, Kuwadzana and Dzivarasekwa can also be explained by the incorporation of people from resettled farms in these constituencies.  The same goes for the urban seats of Bindura, Chegutu, Chiredzi, Chinhoyi and Marondera whose electorate is mainly drawn from the surrounding farms. 

In his post-election speech to the ZANU PF Central Committee Mugabe conceded the limits of his party's appeal in urban areas:

Foremost, while the numbers indicate a notable trend of a shrinking opposition and some significant gains for us in the urban areas, our appeal in this variegated and volatile constituency remains somewhat limited and mixed. The apathetic and, at times, hostile urban voters confirm that our campaign in urban areas is far from being effective (The Herald, 11.04.05).   

Without minimising the significance of the ZANU PF victory, this is an election in which the MDC loss was not as severe as has been projected in both the domestic and international media.  Before the elections, most pollsters forecast that the MDC would win about 30 seats. These figures were based on a simple estimation of the number of seats that could be categorised MDC safe seats.  That is, those seats where the MDC had such overwhelming support that it would have been extremely difficult for ZANU PF to rig the vote, even if it had tried.  And, others where ZANU PF might have been willing to concede ground for open competition in an attempt to give the electoral process some veneer of legitimacy.

Even with the odds so stacked against them, the MDC won seats in 41 constituencies, confounding the predictions of most critics and forecasters. The MDC won 80 percent and 76 percent of the vote in the country’s two largest cities, Bulawayo and Harare. They held on to eight of their Matabeleland constituencies in spite of the fact that voters were subject to intimidation and threats to their food supplies.  The MDC also won back Lupane, which had been lost to ZANU PF in a by-election.  Binga, Hwange East, Hwange West, Nkayi, Bulilima, Mangwe, Matobo and Umzingwane remained loyal to the MDC. 

Even in those constituencies where the MDC lost, the margins of ZANU PF victory were ample but cannot be characterised as landslides. In a number of the constituencies where ZANU PF was declared the winner, such as Chipinge North, Chimanimani, Kariba, Chegutu, Bikita East, Matobo, Hwange East, Gutu South and Mutasa South, official returns show that it was a close contest between the two parties. Given the conditions under which the election took place, this was a very credible performance. 

A province-by-province analysis shows that the MDC has actually made significant inroads in rural areas since 2000.  The MDC’s performance in many of the rural constituencies, in terms of the total vote count, was even better than 2000. In a number of rural constituencies across the country the MDC candidates lost to their ZANU PF counterparts by very narrow margins. Results from a number of constituencies in the Midlands, Manicaland and Masvingo also show a significant growth in the MDC support base.

In the Midlands, results from the 2005 elections show that the MDC support base in all five of the Gokwe constituencies has grown by more than 100% since 2000.  For instance, in Gokwe Chireya, the 2005 election results show that support for the MDC among the electorate has more than doubled from its 2000 level while in Gokwe Senga it has more than trebled. In spite of having retained these constituencies, ZANU PF’s support has grown by a mere 6% and 20% in the same period.

In Manicaland, though ZANU PF won all the rural seats in the province, the MDC received a significant share of the vote. In Chipinge South, for instance, where the MDC candidate polled 12 163 votes to ZANU PF’s 16 412, the MDC support base among the electorate quadrupled from its 2000 level, while in Buhera South and Makoni North it almost doubled.  Interestingly, in the 2002 elections ZANU PF had been voted in overwhelmingly in Makoni North. 

Most importantly, the MDC also managed to either retain or increase its 2000 support base in the other nine constituencies of Buhera North, Chipinge North, Makoni East, Makoni West, Mutare West, Mutare South, Chimanimani, Nyanga and Mutasa.  In contrast, ZANU PF’s support among the electorate in the same constituencies either remained similar to what it was in 2000 or only grew moderately. 

In addition to the above, the MDC managed to make significant inroads in some parts of rural Masvingo, which has traditionally voted ZANU PF. Its support among the electorate in four of the province’s 12 rural constituencies of Gutu South, Bikita East, Zaka East, Zaka West increased considerably in the recent election.  It also managed to retain the core of its support in Bikita West, Chiredzi, Chivi and Mwenezi. In Gutu South, the MDC almost caused an upset when its candidate received 12 788 votes, up from 6 606 in 2000, and narrowly lost to the ZANU PF candidate who received 15 160 votes. 

Table 3: MDC Support in Select Rural Areas, 2000 & 2005 Elections

Constituency
2000

MDC Vote
2005

MDC Vote
%

Increase in Vote
2000

ZANU PF Vote
2005 ZANU PF Vote
%

Increase in Vote

Gokwe
5 987
8 987
50%
11 082
14 113
27%

Gokwe Chireya
3 674
8 951
144%
17 088
18 111
6%

Gokwe Kana
3 967
6 306
59%
15 923
16 568
4%

Gokwe Nembudziya
3 615
7 104
97%
12 644
23 664
87%

Gokwe Senga
3 240
9 048
179%
14 956
17 922
20%

Buhera North
10 316
11 286
9%
12 850
15 714
22%

Buhera South
7 821
13 893
78%
14 016
15 066
7%

Chimanimani
11 410
11 031
-3%
8 072
15 817
96%

Chipinge North
9 283
10 920
18%
3 728
16 647
347%

Chipinge South
3 283
12 163
270%
10 248
16 412
60%

Makoni East
7 391
7 708
4%
7 509
9 201
22%

Makoni North
3 357
6 077
81%
14 835
18 910
27%

Makoni West
7 356
7 954
8%
11 138
14 436
30%

Mutare South
7 273
8 220
13%
6 673
11 552
73%

Mutare West
5 818
7 055
21%
11 498
13 216
15%

Mutasa South
9 278
6 605
-29%
5 281
10 135
92%

Mutasa North
-
9 380
-
-
9 715
-

Nyanga
10 016
9 360
-7%
8 891
12 602
42%

Bikita East
5 050
8551
69%
7 047
13 009
85%

Bikita West
7 726
7 936
3%
7 445
12 628
70%

Chiredzi North
8 675
6 671
-23%
10 154
17 385
71%

Chiredzi South
6 414
6 170
-3%
11 611
14 165
22%

Chivi North
3 938
4 304
9%
10 947
14 990
37%

Chivi South
4 312
4 684
9%
12 056
12 749
6%

Gutu North
8 179
6 554
-20%
14 867
23 368
57%

Gutu South
6 606
12 778
93%
11 434
15 160
33%

Masvingo North
7 224
6 584
-9%
8 146
12 615
55%

Masvingo South
5 444
3 377
-38%
14 954
13 498
-10%

Mwenezi
1 881
3 549
89%
22 676
25 453
12%

Zaka East
6 778
8 462
25%
12 730
13 078
3%

Zaka West
7 444
9 126
23%
10 928
13 278
22%

In many of the constituencies in the provinces of Masvingo, Midlands and Manicaland the MDC significantly improved on its 2000 performance. Even in the ZANU PF traditional stronghold areas of Mashonaland, the MDC did well as its candidates received a significant proportion of the total votes cast.  Seats won by ZANU PF such as Chinhoyi, Kariba, Seke Rural, Manyame, Hwedza, Goromonzi, Chikomba, Mutoko South and Mutoko North showed significant support for the MDC.

The overriding message from these results is that, unlike in the past, voting patterns in the rural areas are changing and ZANU PF can no longer assume total domination of these zones. The MDC emerged from these elections with its core support base strong. In addition, the MDC’s above average performance seriously challenged ZANU PF's claims that 2000 represented some aberration.  As an editorial commentary in the Zimbabwe Independent of 16 April pointed out:

[Following the results of the March 31 elections], Mugabe will have difficulty selling himself as the unchallenged voice of Zimbabwe. He does not speak for the cities, for the youths, or for commerce and industry. And when the blatant cheating is taken into account, there are many rural people he manifestly doesn't speak for. Mugabe's legitimacy remains in doubt so long as the many discrepancies in the final figures are open to challenge (Zimbabwe Independent, 16.04.05).

THE SADC PRINCIPLES AND THE ELECTION PROCESS

The Zimbabwean question has become an industry with its own unique set of “experts”. It continues to be interesting, appetizing to the press, and divisive within the international community. It has captivated governments in Africa, Europe and Asia, as well as journalists, political scientists, economists and historians.  To some, the March 2005 elections offered a platform for the increasingly beleaguered Zimbabwean government to correct past mistakes.
 Electoral disputes, allegations of state sponsored political violence, intimidation, and manipulation of the electoral process; all to the advantage of ZANU PF, have been the hallmarks of Zimbabwe’s recent political history. 

In 2005, more than ever before, the Zimbabwean Government wanted to restore its much-maligned legitimacy. ZANU PF wanted to use the March 2005 elections to re-engage with the international community and, as a result, was determined to hold an election that made it difficult for the opposition and the international community to allege that it had been won on the basis of state-sponsored violence.  The Mugabe government also wanted to reassure the growing voices of dissent within the continent.  Its attention was therefore focused on the African continent in general and the SADC region in particular. In doing this, the government was keenly aware of the need to be perceived to be complying with the principles adopted by the Southern African Development Community (SADC) in 2004.

After a six-month standoff during which almost all the opposition political parties threatened to boycott the election, ZANU PF introduced a series of reforms designed to ingratiate itself to the SADC leadership.  In comparison to the June 2000 and March 2002 elections, the pre-election period was marked by a significant decrease in the use of physical violence. Voting was confined to one day and counting was to be done in situ. The number of polling stations was increased and the government allowed the opposition some limited and managed access to the state media. Analysts found it difficult to conceptualize a ZANU PF victory without the use of extensive violence and intimidation, and, as a result, many extolled the party’s apparent transformation. 

This section is an attempt to answer one question.  Were the March 2005 Parliamentary Elections in Zimbabwe in compliance with the SADC Principles and Guidelines for Free and Democratic elections?  

I

The SADC Framework & its Predecessors

This report uses the SADC principles as a benchmark for assessing the conduct and outcome of the March 2005 parliamentary elections in Zimbabwe.  The aim is twofold. First, to demonstrate that the SADC Principles and Guidelines for democratic elections are the latest in a long list of frameworks that have been used to ‘assist’ the Zimbabwean Government to re-establish its democratic legitimacy, restore the rule of law and address its more authoritarian practices.  Second, to establish whether the elections were free, fair, democratic and genuinely representative of the will of the majority of the people.  

The commitment, made by the SADC Heads of State in August 2004, to the values of democracy, human rights, free and fair elections, citizen participation and non-discrimination was not new.  In 1991, the Zimbabwean government hosted the Commonwealth Heads Of Government Summit in Harare.  It is evident from the proceedings and final text of the Harare Commonwealth Declaration that the summit was, among other issues tabled, committed to dealing with the apartheid regime in South Africa. The emphasis on non-discrimination and non-racialism was an integral part of the worldwide anti-apartheid campaign. 

The Harare Commonwealth Declaration of 1991, was founded on a shared commitment to the following fundamental principles:

· The liberty of the individual under the law, equal rights for all citizens regardless of gender, race, colour, creed or political belief.

· The inalienable right of every eligible individual to participate by means of free and democratic political processes in framing the society in which he or she lives.

· That racial prejudice and intolerance is a dangerous sickness as well as a threat to healthy development. Further, that racial discrimination is an unmitigated evil.

· That every individual is entitled to dignity and equality;

· That socio-economic development should seek to satisfy the basic needs and aspirations of the vast majority as well as removing the wide disparities in living standards amongst the human race;

· Democracy, democratic processes and institutions which reflect national circumstances, the rule of law and independence of the judiciary, just and honest government;

· Fundamental human rights, including equal rights and opportunities for all citizens regardless of race, colour, creed or political belief;

· Equality for women, so that they may exercise their full and equal rights;

· Provision of universal access to education for the national populations;

· Extending the benefits of development within a framework of respect for human rights;

· The protection of the environment.

All the SADC governments - except Mozambique, Angola, the DRC and South Africa- that later became signatories to the Grand Bay 2004 Principles and Guidelines, were signatories to the Harare Declaration. 

The Harare Principles were followed three years later by an implementation framework known as the Millbrook Action Programme (MAP).  MAP delineated an enforcement mechanism, via Peer Review, for those states that volunteered to abide by the process.  The existence of this binding enforcement mechanism was one of the strengths of the Harare Declaration.  The seizure of power through unconstitutional means was the only deviation punishable by suspension, or some other form of sanctions.  However, the definition of ‘unconstitutional means’ was narrow and did not include electoral fraud.  The three approaches to deal with electoral fraud outlined under MAP were: investigation of the violation of the principles by the Commonwealth Ministerial Action Group (C-MAG); censure by the Secretary General and, potential suspension if the member state failed to take remedial steps to address the offensive conduct.

Despite the strength of the Harare Declaration, the nature and racial architecture of the Commonwealth became its Achilles heel in dealing with Zimbabwe. Further, because the Harare Principles framework was voluntary, when the political determination within the Commonwealth weighed heavily against Zimbabwe, Mugabe announced a withdrawal from the “racist Commonwealth” ahead of the Abuja Summit (2003).  The Zimbabwean government, having voluntarily withdrawn from the Commonwealth, thus escaped censure for its abhorrent conduct in the 2000 and 2002 electoral processes. The Commonwealth was no longer in a position to intervene, and until agreeing to the SADC principles in 2004; Zimbabwe had been operating outside of enforceable electoral norms and standards. 

The SADC Framework

The 1992 Treaty establishing the SADC community specifically states that “human rights, democracy and the rule of law” are principles that should guide the actions of member states (Article 4). Article 5 commits member states to “promote common political values, systems and other shared values which are transmitted through institutions, which are democratic, legitimate and effective”. In particular, SADC member states are committed to “consolidate, defend and maintain democracy, peace.”   

SADC’s Protocol on Politics, Defence and Security Cooperation obligates member states to “promote the development of democratic institutions and practices within territories of state parties and encourage the observance of universal human rights as provided for in the Charter and Conventions of the Organization of African Unity [African Union] and the United Nations.” 
SADC’s Strategic Indicative Plan for the Organ (SIPO) – the implementation plan of the protocol - emphasizes “the development of principles governing democratic elections aimed at enhancing the transparency and credibility of elections and democratic governance as well as ensuring the acceptance of election results by all contesting parties.” 

It is this framework that informed the Grand Bay principles adopted without reservation by all SADC Member States in Mauritius in 2004.  The principles form the basis of a regional Peer Review Mechanism (PRM) similar to the MAP of the Commonwealth and are reformative rather than coercive or punitive. Compliance with the SADC Principles and Guidelines is voluntary.  Member states are enjoined to domesticate the Principles through amending their laws, transforming their political culture and practices as well as reforming all relevant institutions. This will require a great degree of national consensus and collaboration between different stakeholders in each member state.

The SADC Principles bind member states to abide by the following in the conduct of democratic elections:

· Full participation of the citizens in the political process;

· Freedom of association;

· Political tolerance;

· Regular intervals for elections as provided for by the respective National Constitutions;

· Equal opportunity for all political parties to access the state media;

· Equal opportunity to exercise the right to vote and be voted for;

· Independence of the judiciary and impartiality of the electoral institutions; and

· Voter education;

· Acceptance and respect of the election results by political parties proclaimed to have been free and fair by the competent National Electoral Authorities in accordance with the law of the land;

· Challenge of the election results as provided for in the law of the land. 

The new principles are anchored in notions of sovereign statehood and non-interference in the internal affairs of member states. As such, they - at the very most - approximate the Harare Declaration framework. They do not take sub-regional protection of citizens’ rights and freedoms further than other pre-existing frameworks. Similarly, it can be argued that the definition of deviant conduct is substantially similar to that adopted in earlier frameworks.  In addition, the SADC guidelines lack mechanisms for evaluation and monitoring, and do not delineate a process by which to hold member state’s accountable for undemocratic behaviour.  Finally, the guidelines do not incorporate an understanding of citizen participation, as contained in the 1991 Arusha Declaration on Popular Participation, and have only a weak mechanism for ensuring civil society and opposition political party participation in the entire electoral process.

As one of the first SADC countries to hold elections after the adoption of new Principles and Guidelines, the Zimbabwean case was always going to determine the extent to which SADC was committed to ensuring the adherence of signatory governments.  There are three mechanisms through which SADC monitors the implementation of the Grand Bay principles: the SADC Organ on Politics, Defence and Security, the SADC Troika and SADC Election Observer Missions.  In the absence of substantial comment from either the Organ on Politics, Defence and Security or the Troika, this analysis will focus on the guidelines established for observer missions and the actions taken by the government of Zimbabwe in its effort to implement the principles.

SADC Electoral Observer Missions (SEOMS)

The Grand Bay principles guarantee an observer role for SEOMs and stipulate that missions should be deployed three months prior to voting day.  The Chairperson of the Organ shall officially constitute the SEOM but only after receiving an official invitation from the Electoral Authority of the Member State that is under-going an election. SEOM’s are supposed to be gender balanced and strict restrictions apply to the members’ interactions with receiving governments, the media and political players.
  An officer in the Chairperson’s office (in the case of the Zimbabwean election, President Thabo Mbeki’s office) is designated as the official spokesperson of the SEOM. 

The SADC principles therefore severely restrict scope for electoral observation outside the scrutiny of the state.  The invitation clause assumes that there are credible electoral institutions in each of the SADC States.  In addition, the restrictions included in the Code of Conduct for Election Observers are largely administrative.
  There is no clear sense of how these delegations are to be constituted. And, as there is no written obligation to balance governments and other stakeholder interests in constituting SEOMs, they tend to be government dominated.  It is also not clear how minority views or dissenting opinions are to be processed in dealing with SEOM reports.

Responsibilities of the Member State Holding Elections

The SADC member state holding elections has specific obligations that include but are not limited to the following:

· Taking necessary measures to ensure the scrupulous implementation of the SADC principles in accordance with the constitutional processes of the country;

· Establishing impartial, all-inclusive, competent and accountable national electoral bodies staffed by qualified personnel, as well as competent legal entities including effective constitutional courts to arbitrate in the event of disputes arising from the conduct of elections;

· Safe guarding the human and civil liberties of all citizens including the freedom of movement, assembly, association, expression, and campaigning as well as access to the media on the part of all stakeholders, during the electoral processes;

· Taking all necessary measures and precautions to prevent the perpetration of fraud, rigging or any other illegal practices throughout the whole electoral process, in order to maintain peace and security;

· Ensuring the availability of adequate logistics and resources for carrying out domestic elections;

· Ensuring that adequate security is provided to all participating in elections;

· Ensuring the transparency and integrity of the entire electoral process by facilitating the deployment of representatives of political parties and individual candidates at polling and counting stations and accrediting national and/other observers/monitors;

· Encouraging the participation of women, disabled and youth in all aspects of the electoral process in accordance with national laws;

· Issuing invitation by the relevant Electoral Institutions of the country in election to SADC 90 (ninety) days before the voting day in order to allow an adequate preparation for the deployment of the SEOM;

· Establishing where none exist, appropriate institutions where issues such as codes of conduct, citizenship, residency, age requirements for eligible voters and compilation of voters’ registers, would be addressed.

When applied to Zimbabwe, several issues arise with respect to the above obligations of the state. 

First, 2005 was not the first time the government had an obligation to observe these basic rights. Most of the rights and freedoms set out in the SADC principles have been part of Zimbabwean law since independence.  The Electoral Act that Zimbabwe used during the disputed June 2000 and March 2002 elections specifically prohibits fraud, undue influence, intimidation, violence and other forms of coercion in the electoral process. This fact notwithstanding, Zimbabwe has witnessed an ever-increasing spiral of violence since the June 2000 parliamentary elections. MDC supporters and white commercial farmers were targeted as enemies of the state and dissidents. Civil society activists have been on the receiving end of state-sponsored violence.

The Constitution of Zimbabwe provides for freedoms of association, assembly, expression and movement. Zimbabwe is a signatory to the two United Nations Covenants on civil and political rights and socio-economic and cultural rights. However, for the last decade its political environment has been characterized by authoritarianism, violence and the abuse of law by state agencies. If Zimbabwe has difficulties in observing and respecting its own laws and institutions, it is improbable that general principles emanating form a regional authority will have a great effect.  At the time of embarking on the 2005 parliamentary poll, Zimbabwe was already in conscious violation of its past, present and future obligations under national, regional and international law. 

II

The SADC Principles in the context of Zimbabwe’s 2005 Elections

Timing of implementation

The SADC Principles were signed in August 2004, seven months before Zimbabwe held its Parliamentary elections in March 2005. The time between Zimbabwe adopting the Guidelines, and implementing them was quite short. The confusion and at times duplication of roles between various state bodies involved in the electoral process demonstrated the unpreparedness of government. Organizations such as the Zimbabwe Election Support Network called for the election date to be postponed to allow for the SADC Principles to be implemented in full. The Zimbabwean government was firmly against this. 

Submissions and conclusions drawn in various reports from ZESN, Lawyers for Human Rights, MISA, MDC, the US, EU and independent media illustrate that the Zimbabwean Government failed, on most accounts, to ensure a free and fair electoral process. Although some efforts were made to consider SADC guidelines and principles, these efforts were cosmetic and fell far short of the standard of scrupulous compliance envisaged by the SADC framework (Zimbabwe Lawyers for Human Rights, 2005: 52).

Legal framework 

Zimbabwe’s constitutional framework is problematic and, as a result of successive amendments, does not allow Zimbabweans to assert their right to free choice. This constitutional framework also made it difficult for the SADC principles to be effectively implemented without highlighting the contradictions between the two.  Since 2000, the National Constitutional Assembly has led calls for the overhaul of the 1979-sponsored Lancaster House constitution.  

The constitution allocates massive powers to the executive, including the allocation of 30 seats to the President’s party ahead of the polls. The participation of the ruling party through the Ministers of Justice, Home Affairs, Defence and of Security in the running of electoral institutions undermines the independence of these institutions. Finally, the executive interference and intimidation of the judiciary renders the constitution too weak to act as a framework for free and fair elections. 

In addition, a number of laws designed to regulate all sectors have severely curtailed public space. Most of the laws that Zimbabwe enacted post 2000, meant to deal with the growing and evident public discontent, bear a strong resemblance to the repressive laws introduced to fortify the Smith regime that governed Rhodesia. Furthermore, these laws have been selectively applied to hinder democratic progress. They have, understandably, been condemned, and run counter to the spirit of SADC Principles.

The Public Order and Security Act (POSA)

This piece of law does not promote public order or public security, and has been used to limit the freedoms of assembly, expression and movement.  In the name of POSA, police have arrested, detained and harassed scores of activists, opposition members, civil society leaders, civic organizations and ordinary people. 

In terms of section 24 of POSA, organizers of public meetings are required to notify the regulating authorities (the police) of any intended meetings. Regulating authorities have misinterpreted their powers to ban meetings that they consider to be undesirable and have unlawfully and unreasonably abused the provisions of POSA to violently disperse meetings, and arrest, detain and charge participating individuals either with conduct likely to incite violence or insulting official state authorities. 

In instances where public meetings have been allowed stringent conditions that include specific times, censure of the content of meetings and attendance of members of the police in plain clothes, have been imposed.  These have served to undermine and restrict civil society initiatives and programs.  Several MPs from the opposition were arrested for holding meetings at their offices, houses and other such places where one does not ordinarily require police permission.

The Access to information and Protection of Privacy Act (AIPPA) 

This act does not achieve what its long title suggests, namely to broaden access to public information and protect personal privacy. Instead, it has facilitated the arrest and harassment of large numbers of journalists from the independent press by the Police and the security apparatus of government under the instructions of the Media and Information Commission. Four independent newspapers have been closed down under the regime of AIPPA, sending many media workers to join the ranks of the unemployed and depriving Zimbabweans of vital sources of information. 

As a result, the state-controlled organisations and corporations have dominated the media. The service rendered to ZANU PF by this state owned media is reflected in the comparative statistics on pre-election coverage.  According to the Media Monitoring Project (MMPZ), during the campaign period, the ruling ZANU PF party enjoyed 83%, MDC 13%, Zanu NDONGA 2% and independents 2% of airtime on television.  The ratios of state newspaper coverage were - ZANU PF 81%, MDC 17% and 2% to independent candidates (The Media Update, 14-20 March, 2005). 

At the same time, private media groups came under attack from the government appointed Media and Information Commission. The Weekly Times, a Bulawayo based private newspaper, was closed in February 2005 becoming the fourth newspaper to be closed by the Government sponsored Media and Information Commission.  In addition, private radio stations such as Voice of the People, SW Radio and Voice of America/Studio 7 were declared illegal and their frequencies blocked within Zimbabwe.  This, despite the fact that, Studio 7, for example, had made an effort to remain neutral, allowing ZANU PF candidates airtime to disseminate their campaign messages.

Other pertinent Legal Instruments

Further to the above, the pre-electoral environment was compromised by the Zimbabwe Electoral Commission Act.  The Act banned voter education by civics unless approved by the ZEC and restricted foreign funding for voter education programs by civil society unless approved by the Commission.  Coupled with the Non Governmental Organizations Bill, the Act served to incapacitate and silenced NGOs in the run up to the election. Even though the NGO bill was not signed into law, the threat of action in its name bred a counterproductive self-censorship in the majority of the organisations that could have participated in voter education and election monitoring. 

Chaotic Voter registration

The SADC principles and guidelines for democratic elections state that there must be no discrimination against voters, and the voters’ rolls must be up dated and accessible (SADC Principles and Guidelines, Paragraph 4.1.3 and 4.1.4). The institutions that carried out the voters’ registration exercise for the 2005 poll were partisan. 

The Registrar General (RG), whose office carried out the exercise long before the Zimbabwe Election Commission (ZEC) came into existence, is a self-declared supporter of ZANU PF. The processes of voter registration and inspection were carried out in conditions that were not transparent, and reports have emerged that registration of selected voters continued even after the declared deadline. 

The voter’s roll used for the 2005 poll was outdated, and its inaccuracy was compounded by the presence of ghost voters.  International observers of both the 2000 and 2002 elections had previously condemned the same voters register. The African Union Observer Mission to the 2005 general election noted in their preliminary report that, “several prospective voters could not find their names on the roll and were thus turned away from the polls” (AU Observer Mission Report, 2005). 

Delimitation Process    

The SADC principles call for greater transparency and fairness in the conduct of the electoral process, by creating institutional and administrative frameworks that are safeguarded from political manipulation. 

A four-member delimitation commission under the chairmanship of Justice Chiweshe was appointed by President Mugabe to draw up the boundaries partitioning Zimbabwe into 120 constituencies.  Reacting to the appointments, the MDC issued a strong statement on 16 September 2004. The MDC contended that the appointments to the Delimitation Commission were an exercise in deception. They argued that the appointments “represent yet another breach of the SADC protocol on elections and further vindicate the MDC’s decision to suspend participation in elections. The majority of those appointed have long and close ties to ZANU PF and have no history of independence and fairness” (MDC Press Statement, 16.09.04).  
The MDC insisted that the new Commission included questionable characters and disputed, in particular, appointment of two of the Commissioners. As noted by the MDC Secretary General, Welshman Ncube:

Job Whabira is a former Mugabe Permanent Secretary in the Ministry of Defence, who achieved notoriety for defying several court orders to release Standard journalists Mark Chavunduka and Ray Choto after the army arrested and tortured them for a story that the paper had published.
 Justice Chiweshe handed down a number of questionable judgments that kept MDC MP Fletcher Dulini Ncube and others accused in the Cain Nkala murder case in custody despite lack of evidence against them. All of the accused have since been proved innocent (Ibid). 

The MDC felt that the appointments that had been announced would ensure that the Delimitation Commission, “loaded” as it was with individuals who because of their close historical and present ties to ZANU PF, could be relied upon to do the bidding of ZANU PF. 

Further, the MDC were of the view that the delimitation of constituencies had already been conducted in a manner that undermined the spirit of the SADC Guidelines. Ncube told the nation that the MDC has documentary evidence that the process of re-drawing constituency boundaries, ahead of the March 2005 parliamentary elections, had already been carried out, under the instructions and guidance of officers from the notorious Central Intelligence Organization (CIO).

Some of the MDC’s charges were not unfounded.  The results of the delimitation were later to prove them right. A later report on the process suggested that there had been a lot of movement of people back to the rural areas in a manner that significantly altered the make-up of certain urban constituencies.  The delimitation exercise seems to have drawn on two complementary strategies. 

One, the elimination of constituencies from perceived opposition strongholds and their addition to constituencies in which ZANU PF support was known to be weak.  This method was applied in Harare South constituency that extends to the new Nehanda settlement.  Mutare Central constituency was divided into two, Mutare central and Mutare North, which extends to the northern timber plantations. Hatfield constituency in Harare, Marondera east in Mashonaland East province, Chinhoyi and Kariba constituencies in Mashonaland West province were also extended to cover peri-urban settlements. 

Two, to stretch urban constituencies and extend them to include peri-urban settlements that emerged after the land resettlement exercise. For example, Mbare East and West constituencies were merged. In Matabeleland South, Gwanda North and Gwanda South were merged into Gwanda constituency. Bulawayo South constituency was eliminated. In the same process, new constituencies were set up, one in Mashonaland West, called Manyame and the other in Mashonaland east, called Mudzi West.

The reorganisation of the constituencies seemed to yield positive results for ZANU PF, whose support experienced an apparent resurgence in some urban areas.  Commenting on this change, MDC Member of Parliament for Glen Norah and Shadow Minister for Foreign Affairs, Priscilla Misihairabwi insisted:

We cannot begin to talk about resurgence when the whole thing could turn out to be a fraud. We are now investigating the figures and hopefully will be able to get to the bottom of this. The Delimitation Commission has ensured that MDC lose 3 constituencies Kadoma West, Bulawayo North and Mbare East, long before the elections.  Resultantly, MDC lost four seats before the poll began (Interview by authors). 

Intimidation and violence

One positive element of this election was the reduction in the use of overt violence by the ZANU PF and its agencies. Joyce Mujuru, in one of her very early statements following her elevation to vice President, called for a violence free election.  After her statement, a number of senior ZANU PF members, including President Mugabe, seconded the call.  The Police joined in the chorus of non-violence threatening to unleash the long arm of the law on offending people.  

Observers have argued that in the context of Zimbabwean politics naked violence was beginning to yield diminishing marginal returns. In 2000 and 2002, people had been beaten, their property destroyed, burned and others killed, but still, the MDC had massive support. As a strategy then, naked violence was proving increasingly less effective. They had to resort to using the threat of violence, rather than violence itself, and in so doing, succeed in keeping voters intimidated.

While this was positive, the call came too late. For a long time, rural areas had been sealed and declared “no go areas”. Overzealous chiefs and traditional leaders, ZANU PF councillors and members of the CIO prevented NGOs from carrying out their duties.  The absence of overt violence did not, therefore, bring peace into the hearts and minds of people. In addition, the government’s infiltration of soldiers, police, youth militia and district administrators into the electoral institutions, processes and programmes, invoked painful memories and stress.  Voters who had clear memories of torture, rape, and abduction at the hands of some of these newly appointed officials, began to suspect that their vote would no longer be their secret.  This stress was exacerbated by the fear of the unknown after the poll – a realm of threats: threats of expulsion, job losses and retributive violence.

Food was also used as a political weapon and an instrument of intimidation. The government declared a monopoly on food importation and trading in cereal grains, making it difficult for businesses, church groups and civil society organisations to mitigate the impact of food insecurity (Crisis Coalition Report, 2003: 8).  ZANU PF exacerbated a desperate food security situation by using food aid as political bait to woo votes. The strategy appeared to include starving people and then providing food with conditions attached.  Voting for ZANU PF became a precondition for survival. 

Militarization of electoral institutions

The ZANU PF Government has begun to rely on military personnel to perform roles that are usually performed by civilians.  This is the case in most sectors regarded by the government as ‘strategic’, such as the Grain marketing Board, and the National Oil Company of Zimbabwe (NOCZIM). Retired Colonel Samuel Muvuti heads the GMB, while another former military man heads NOCZIM.  This trend of appointing persons with a military background has been continued in institutions such as the Electoral Supervisory Commission (ESC), the Delimitation Commission and the Zimbabwe Electoral Commission ZEC. 

Sobuza Gula-Ndebele, a lawyer and former colonel in the Zimbabwe National Army (ZNA) was the Chairman of the ESC charged with the running of elections from the 2000 to January 2005. Gula-Ndebele has since been appointed the country’s Attorney General and as such, government’s chief lawyer.  During Gula-Ndebele’s tenure, the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of the ESC was Brigadier General Douglas Nyikayaramba who at the time of his appointment to the ESC was a serving soldier. He has since been appointed by President Mugabe to head Second Brigade. 

Justice Chiweshe, appointed as the head of the Delimitation Commission in September 2004, was later appointed as chair of the Zimbabwe Electoral Commission. Judge Chiweshe is a former judge advocate responsible for military tribunals in the Zimbabwe National Army (ZNA) and a veteran of the liberation struggle. The secretariat of the electoral commission has a background in the army and intelligence. Mr. Utloile Silaingwana, the spokesperson of ZEC is a former officer in the Zimbabwe National Army. The Chief elections officer, Mr. Sekeramayi is the young brother to the Minister of Defence, Sydney Sekeramayi and a former officer in the president’s office (Crisis in Coalition, March 2005: 8,9).

III

Did the March 2005 elections “scrupulously” comply with the SADC principles governing democratic elections?

In the run-up to the March 2005 parliamentary elections, various stakeholders noted the SADC Principles and Guidelines Governing Democratic Elections (“the SADC Principles”) and began to study the extent to which Zimbabwe had achieved compliance with these Principles.  Although the SADC Principles are merely aspirational the new Electoral Act [Chapter 2:13] in section 3 incorporates into domestic law “General principles of democratic elections” which, although not directly incorporating the SADC Principles, reflect their intent and aspiration (Electoral Act, Section 3). 

The SADC Guidelines can therefore be used to judge how far Zimbabwe can be said to have complied and how probable it is that Principle I – “Acceptance and respect of the election results by political parties proclaimed to have been free and fair by the competent national electoral authorities in accordance with the law of the land” - will ultimately be realized.

The March 31 election did partially comply with some aspects of the SADC principles and guidelines for democratic elections. The following summarises the extent of compliance with the principles of the declaration.

2.1.1 Full participation of the citizens in the political process:

There was partial adherence to this aspect as the registrar general’s department gave notice for and advertised the need for people to both register and check the voter’s roll. 

However, as noted in the observer reports, ancillary aspects in the process of voting were not followed. Issues of partisan editorial policies in the state media encourage, a partisan participation in political processes. And, Zimbabweans resident out of the country were unable to exercise their right to vote.

2.1.2 Freedom of association:

POSA made it impossible for the government to comply with this SADC requirement, both in the pre-election and campaign periods.  The Act limited both the freedoms of association and assembly (Chapter 11:17).  And, the Police have repeatedly abused their power, in terms of the Act, by regularly banning meetings of the opposition and NGOs (ZESN, 2005: 1). 

2.1.4 Regular intervals for elections as provided for by the respective National Constitutions:

The constitution of Zimbabwe is specific on the frequency of parliamentary and presidential elections. A parliamentary election must be held within four months after parliament is dissolved or has come to the end of its five-year term (Constitution of Zimbabwe, Section 58(1) and 63(4)). The SADC guidelines suggest that parliament should be involved in the fixing of election dates. The president had powers to fix election dates without approval or consultation with cabinet or parliament. The Zimbabwe government complied with the principles in as far as elections are held regularly.  However, parliament continues to be excluded from the process.

2.1.5 Equal opportunity for all political parties to access the state media:

There was little compliance with this aspect as the ruling party got an average of 83% in the state media whilst the main opposition received an average time of 12% coverage and independents and other parties shared the remaining 4% (MMPZ, 2005).  As explained, the state media ensured inequitable access to the media. This was compounded by the closure of alternative, private media groups in Zimbabwe. 

2.1.7 Independence of the Judiciary and impartiality of the electoral institutions:

As intimated in earlier paragraphs, members of the ruling party dominate the Judicial Services Commission and the parliamentary committee on standing rules and orders. The Chairperson of the Zimbabwe Electoral Commission’s independence is questionable given his earlier service in the army and on the Delimitation Commission. The same aspect applies to the staff of the ZEC. Mr. Silaingwana, the spokesperson is former army personnel, Mr. Sekeramayi - the Chief Election Officer in ZEC is the young brother to the Minister of Defence, Mr. Sydney Sekeramayi. 

The argument is not that former army officers must not be employed in electoral bodies, but that they can only be perceived to be impartial if they are de-linked from their erstwhile military institutions. The army in Zimbabwe is openly partisan, as demonstrated by the declaration they made before the 2002 Presidential elections. The then Commander of the Defence Forces, General Zvinavashe, declared that the defence forces would not recognise a President who had not served in the liberation struggle.  The army has subsequently been deployed to suppress civic demonstrations, or silence disloyal media. 

Peaceful voting on polling day does give the appearance of a good election. However, the peace that obtains on the day of voting is not a reliable benchmark. The electoral process, in its entirety, and the conduct of the same, is the real benchmark of a free and fair election.  Due to the fundamental issues cited above, it is not possible to describe the election as having been free and fair, or to assert that the government complied with the SADC Principles on the conduct of democratic elections. In addition, the anomalies cast serious doubt on the legitimacy of the electoral outcome.

Since the 2000 Parliamentary elections Zimbabwe has endured nine by-elections and a presidential poll. Like the 2000 poll, subsequent elections have been characterized by violence, coercion and gross violation of human rights. The government response has been to operationalise the political maxim - “democracy for our friends and dictatorship for our enemies.”

Investigations by human rights groups indicate that more than 90 percent of the human rights abuses in the last five years can be attributed to groups sympathetic to the establishment. Scores of women have been raped and some infected with the deadly HIV/Aids virus. Many perceived opponents of the government have been maimed, some sustaining lifetime disabilities. Several reports produced by the Zimbabwe Human Rights NGO Forum confirm that there has been organized violence facilitated and or sponsored by the state through direct action or glaring omission.  The government’s extensive manipulation of the media and the judiciary has also been documented. In some cases justice has been deliberately denied to ‘perceived’ opponents of the government through inordinate delays. A case in point is the MDC election petitions. 

The two most influential factors in all these elections have been the “margin of terror’’ and the unevenness of the political playing field. The political playing field is uneven due to the constitutional architecture of Zimbabwe. Zimbabwe’s Constitution facilitates the exercise of arbitrary power rather than its limitation, and works counter to the achievement of SADC sanctioned electoral conduct. The President, and the minister responsible for elections, have quasi-legislative powers that have been and will continue to be inimical to democratic processes in Zimbabwe.

MEDIATING THE 2005 ELECTIONS IN ZIMBABWE

The contest for Zimbabwe’s sixth parliament in March 2005 was played out both in the mainstream media and in the sphere of popular culture. In particular, music and popular art forms constituted a terrain outside the conventional press where hegemony construction (and resistance) was tried out by both the authoritarian state and the opposition. The elections were of fundamental importance to both ZANU PF and the main opposition MDC because of the critical question of legitimacy in the context of a political and economic crisis. With so much was at stake, both parties deployed tremendous human and other resources to the waging of the electoral “war”. 

This report examines both the construction of the elections through music as popular culture, as well as patterns of media representation of the polls within and outside of the country. The intention is to establish the contexts of this cultural and media framing of the elections and, given that modern electoral politics is predominantly a mediated experience, contribute to the broader debate about the role of “mediation” in political contestation in Zimbabwe (McNair, 2003). This analysis is divided into two parts dealing with the role of the media and the use music as popular culture in the 2005 election.   
I

Media and the 2005 Elections in Zimbabwe

The Zimbabwe context  

The March 31 parliamentary elections in Zimbabwe attracted significant media coverage within the country, region and to an extent globally. The media framed the elections in the same manner in which they have framed the Zimbabwe crisis since 2000. Within Zimbabwe the bifurcated terrain of the political debate, which pitches ZANU PF against the opposition MDC, informed the media’s coverage of the elections. As was the case in the 2000 and 2002 elections, the public media generally gave substantial positive and uncritical coverage of the ruling party, while the private press offered a critical scrutiny of the state’s ostensible electoral reforms ahead of the poll, and dismissed the ruling party’s claims to unfettered victory. 

The elections in Zimbabwe took place against the background of a significantly low media density occasioned by the forced closure of the Daily News, the Daily News on Sunday, the Tribune and the Weekly Times. This ensured that media access by the majority of Zimbabwean voters, especially residents of rural areas, was predominantly limited to state owned radio. The launch of the weekly UK-based The Zimbabwean newspaper in early March gave the initial promise of increased media pluralism and diversity in urban Zimbabwe. However, the paper’s circulation remained erratic, amidst threats of a ban by the state. In the run-up to the elections, the state also allegedly jammed the reception of UK-based SW Radio in Zimbabwe using imported Chinese equipment. This ensured the state’s uninterrupted dominance of the airwaves. On the other hand, the state also introduced a public broadcasting glasnost that allowed opposition parties access to the media for the brief period identified as “election time” by the Electoral Act.  

It is important to note that although the elections took place after the sacking of Information Minister Jonathan Moyo, the legal arsenal he is credited with crafting remained firmly in place and continued to negate the practice of journalism in the country. These laws include, among others, the Access to Information and the protection of Privacy Act (AIPPA), the Broadcasting Services Act (BSA) and sections of the draconian Public Order and Security Act (POSA). In other words, the 2005 elections were held in a political and legal environment that prejudiced the media more than conditions prevailing in previous elections. In the controversial 2002 elections, for example, there were more independent newspapers and AIPPA was not yet law.   

In the run-up to the elections the Media Monitoring Project of Zimbabwe (MMPZ) released a report arguing that possibilities for untrammelled media coverage of the elections were slim. The report cited both the broader legal-political constraints and the unwillingness of the state broadcaster to give coverage to opposition contestants. However, the Zimbabwe Broadcasting Corporation (ZBC) belatedly “opened up” space for opposition political messaging in line with both the Electoral Act and the SADC guidelines. Although several representatives of opposition parties had the opportunity to participate in televised debate and sell their manifestos to the electorate, the whole process was arguably, too little too late. In its news bulletins the ZBC continued to reflect the predominantly ruling party perspective on both the Zimbabwe Crisis and the elections, while portraying the opposition, especially the MDC, as puppets of neo-colonialism.   

The public press, in particular the Zimpapers flagship Herald and Sunday Mail, did not even attempt to include the opposition in their coverage (except when they were up for ridicule by ZANU PF officials), partly on the premise that the press was not obliged by law to open up to opposition parties at election time. Ahead of the elections, both papers sought to present the ruling party as having successfully weathered the storm following the so-called “Tsholotsho declaration” and as having braced themselves for electoral victory. The papers also uncritically bought into President Mugabe’s branding of the elections as “anti-Blair”. The Herald announced on its front page a day before the elections that “ZANU PF will win” (30.03.05), and quoted extensively from President Mugabe’s speech at a rally, in which he excoriated both the MDC and the British premier Tony Blair. 

The private press, especially the Zimbabwe Independent, highlighted some discrepancies ahead of the poll, and maintained a critical line in relation to the official hype about electoral reform. The paper also unravelled the administrative chaos that characterised the run-up to the poll. A week before the elections the paper wrote that confusion was “reigning supreme over the issue of polling officers, polling agents, polling stations and the voters’ roll, among other important concerns” (24.03.05). Editorially, the paper implicitly endorsed the opposition. In an editorial entitled: “Decide the future you deserve”, the paper argued that the impending elections presented the voters with the choice whether “to push Zimbabwe over the precipice or redeem its image from being a pariah of the continent” (24.04.05). The voters were also asked in the editorial whether they would “remain stuck in the quicksand the ZANU PF government has dragged them into” or take the road that led to “eternal bliss” (24.04.05).   

There was a predictable mood of celebration in the public press after the election, while the Zimbabwe Independent and the Standard dismissed the election outcome and fore grounded the objections raised by the international community. The Independent declared in its Muckraker column: “This is not victory”. The Financial Gazette, which throughout the pre-election season maintained a rather dispassionate stance, simply called on the “nation” to get back to work and in particular the ruling party to focus on the economy and mend its international relations. 

The Herald ran several articles highlighting the reports of the SADC and AU observer missions, among several other “friendly” missions who endorsed the elections as free and fair. The paper even quoted unnamed “UK officials” who praised the country for “showing maturity” in the elections (04.04.05). The paper wrote that the unnamed officials had “join(ed) other observers, both local and foreign who have hailed the poll as one that was conducted professionally, amid peace and tolerance from the contesting parties” (04.04.05).  Among the few “detractors” who raised questions about the freeness and fairness of the poll identified by the Herald was the Zimbabwe Election Support Network (ZESN) which had “raised its usual claims of the alleged unfairness of the laws such as POSA, AIPPA and other processes concerning the election” (04.04.05).

Besides playing itself out in the Zimbabwean media, the electoral contest attracted significant coverage in the regional media, in particular South Africa, as well as the international media. The Department of Information and Publicity claims to have accredited over 200 regional and international journalists to cover the elections. In broad terms, this coverage of the elections by both local and the international media conformed to existing stereotyped understandings and framing of the Zimbabwe crisis. 

Framing the elections in South Africa

In South Africa there was profound media interest in the elections, especially in the widely read and influential weeklies the Sunday Times and the Mail and Guardian (M&G). The elections were also given significant attention and coverage by the public service broadcaster, the South African Broadcasting Corporation (SABC) and private free-to-air broadcaster, E-TV. Both television stations deployed large crews to Harare ahead of the elections, and held live broadcasts from Zimbabwe. The newspapers also deployed sizeable editorial teams, and both the Sunday Times and the M&G had elaborate daily online updates on the elections. 

The SABC deployed the biggest team of journalists to Zimbabwe. According to the broadcaster’s MD for News, Snuki Zikalala, the SABC sent an editorial team of 59 to various parts of Zimbabwe and spent R2 million on its coverage of the elections.
 Each of the SABC’s three TV news stations carried news and other programmes on the elections. 

Both SABC 1 and SABC 2/SABC Africa covered the elections in terms of what could be roughly termed the Pan-African/pro-Mugabe frame. The stations emphasized Zimbabwe’s compliance with the Southern African Development Community (SADC) guidelines on democratic elections. The observations of SADC and other “friendly” missions were given prominence, and criticism of South Africa’s policy of “quiet diplomacy” or the allegations of vote rigging were either kept off the agenda or treated as unsubstantiated (and therefore, likely false). 

The public commercial station SABC 3 framed the elections somewhat differently from both SABC 1 and SABC 2. In most of its news bulletins, the station generally adopted a critical stance on the elections, framing Zimbabwe as a state in crisis. There was more critical reportage on government corruption and brutality. At the same time, erratic editing was evident, perhaps suggesting tension between the typical “Western” view of Zimbabwe and the “Pan-African,” pro-Mugabe perspective. Snuki Zikalala’s post-election interview with President Mugabe, during which the Zimbabwean leader was given free rein to present a one-sided interpretation of the crisis, also reflected the station’s contradictory approach to the Zimbabwe crisis. 

Private free-to-air channel ETV consistently pursued a critical editorial line on the elections, highlighting factors such as pre-election state-orchestrated violence, draconian legislation, harassment of opposition activists and the private media as well as the questionable autonomy of the institutions running the elections. ETV, which also ran live broadcasts from Harare, questioned the impartiality of the SADC election observers who endorsed the elections as a legitimate expression of the Zimbabwean electorate. In one particular incident, ETV’s Managing Editor for News, Deborah Patta, had a highly critical and emotionally charged interview with SADC observer mission team leader Mlambo-Ngcuka during which she challenged her to account for the discrepancies between the repression on the ground and the observer mission’s uncritical endorsement of the electoral process. 

Newspapers in South Africa

The major newspapers in South Africa adopted a critical approach to the Zimbabwe elections, and consistently questioned the state’s commitment to electoral reform by highlighting the contradictions between the rhetoric of reform and the reality of state authoritarianism on the ground. The press also criticised President Mbeki’s “quiet diplomacy” on Zimbabwe and called for “louder” condemnation of the role played by the Zimbabwean political elite in the closure of democratic space. Although much of this press was generally sympathetic to the opposition MDC cause in the run up to the elections, post-election reports revealed a sense of frustration with the MDC’s handling of both the election and the results. 

Some papers, like the M&G, criticised the MDC leadership’s lack of vision, while others argued that the party was naïve to participate in an election with all the odds stacked against it.  The international media shared this frustration with the MDC.  Several international journalists challenged MDC President Morgan Tsvangirai to act decisively. These challenges seemed to call for a “Ukraine” response, peaceful protests aimed at reversing a flawed election result, also dubbed the “orange revolution” by the media.  As a result, although the South African media reported the MDC’s claims that ZANU PF had engaged in massive vote rigging, these claims were not followed up in any depth. In general, there was a tangible sense of fatigue in relation to the Zimbabwe Question in the aftermath of the elections. 

The Sunday Times and Mail & Guardian on Zimbabwe: A closer look

Ahead of the election, the Sunday Times carried a number of reports alleging electoral fraud by President Mugabe’s government. In an editorial comment entitled “Don’t let Mugabe cheat his people,” the paper made the following critical observation: “With just three weeks to go, it is already clear that Zimbabwe’s March 31 parliamentary elections are massively flawed. Those who believe otherwise ignore the high level of state repression which has formed the backdrop to election preparations” (06.03.05). The paper dismissed the so-called electoral reforms as being too little too late. It interrogated the independence of the newly created electoral commission, and criticised the role of the police and army in the elections.

The Sunday Times argued that given the failure of “quiet diplomacy” to effect any meaningful reforms in Harare, it was time for the SADC leadership to “(get) tough with Mugabe and not allow him to cheat his people as he did in 2000 and 2002” (06.03.05). While the news stories were generally balanced, the comment and opinion pieces tended to be dismissive of the so-called electoral reforms being implemented in Harare. When President Mbeki made the famous statement that he had “no reason to think that anyone in Zimbabwe will act in any way to prevent a free and fair election,” the paper took a swipe at him for undeservedly giving Mugabe the benefit of the doubt (06.03.05). The broadsheet even ran a cartoon depicting Mugabe and a uniformed, truncheon-wielding army officer laughing at Mbeki’s misplaced confidence (06.03.05).  In the run up to the poll, the Sunday Times also prioritised and gave voice to the opinions of the opposition MDC. In several articles the MDC secretary general, Welshman Ncube, was quoted outlining the party’s misgivings about the impending poll. Ncube told the Sunday Times that, by arriving in Zimbabwe so late, the South African observer mission “would not get the full opportunity to observe the perversions which have been taking place” (13.03.05).  

After the elections, the Sunday Times coverage focused on the MDC’s count-based allegations of “electoral fraud”. In its first issue after the poll, the paper ran the bold headline “How Mugabe stole the election” (03.04.05). The article used President Mugabe’s pre-election declaration that ZANU PF would never lose an election to justify the theory that ZANU PF had “stolen” the election through a systematic process of repression and intimidation. “ZANU PF’s victory in this week’s parliamentary elections was the culmination of a strategy that began over five years ago—and included redrawing constituency borders to benefit ZANU PF, repressive legislation and outmanoeuvring critics” (03.04.05).  The story went on to outline the different measures adopted by the party ahead of the elections to skew the playing field in its favour; including the victimisation and closure of news media organisations, banning foreign funding for political parties and civic organisations, using food aid as a campaign tool, restricting opposition movements and appointing ZANU PF sympathisers to the judiciary. 

In other post-election pieces, the Sunday Times mapped out scenarios for the future of Zimbabwe (03.04.05; 10.04.05).  These articles argued that the international community needed to pay more attention to Zimbabwe in light of a fraudulent election and the escalating crisis. The paper also called on the South African leadership to acknowledge the tyranny in Zimbabwe and confront Mugabe. The articles dismissed the strategy of “quiet diplomacy”, arguing that it had created “a bad precedent that effectively says any tin pot despot can visit untold miseries on his or her country and be left alone as outside intervention would be construed as an intrusion into ‘domestic affairs’” (03.04.05). 

The Mail & Guardian, like the Sunday Times, devoted considerable space to the Zimbabwe election and adopted a generally cynical editorial framing of the elections, consistently interrogating the façade of electoral reforms ahead of the elections. Besides the weekly print reports, the paper’s online edition also ran an “election special” series focusing on developments in the run up to and after the elections. 

A week before the elections, the paper predicted a ZANU PF win under “a democratic façade,” but argued that the opposition MDC would not be the only loser in the elections. It lamented the death of democracy and the escalation of repression in the country and called on South Africa to review its policy of “quiet diplomacy” in light of its failure to persuade Mugabe to reform. The continued crisis in Zimbabwe was viewed as a negation of the lofty continental programmes such as the “African Renaissance” and the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). In the paper’s analysis, the failure of South African diplomacy would lead to a situation where “the only solution for Zimbabwe is the slow organisational grind that will rebuild the people’s power at the grassroots” (24.03.05). 

While portraying the MDC as victims of state repression, the paper did not necessarily view the opposition party as a capable government-in-waiting. Several editorial and opinion columns ahead of the elections questioned the opposition’s decision-making capabilities. In an editorial comment entitled “Only Mugabe can save Zim,” the paper argued that both ZANU PF and the MDC were in such a bad shape that only Mugabe could pull the country out of the crisis (18.03.05). The article argued that the MDC had become “an ineffective opposition party that lacks vision and strategy” (18.03.05). 

After the elections, the paper maintained its pre-election argument that free and fair elections would not be possible in the current political and legal context in Zimbabwe. The paper dismissed the elections as a sham, and continued to criticise President Mbeki’s stance on Zimbabwe.  As for the South African observer mission’s endorsement of the election, the M&G had this to say: 

What on earth were the hordes of South Africa observers doing in Zimbabwe? They certainly didn’t see the election we witnessed, if their reports are anything to go by. Living it up at the Meikles, no doubt, and probably shopping up a storm on their allowances. We should ask for our money back (emphasis added) (08.04.05) 

The same edition carried a question and answer interview with the National Constitutional Assembly chairman, Lovemore Madhuku, who argued for street protests to force the state to write a new constitution. Editorially, the paper endorsed Madhuku’s argument for street protests as “the course open to the opposition” (08.04.05).

What emerges from the framing of the Zimbabwe elections, both within and outside of the country, is the link between the internal polarities in the interpretation of the country’s crisis, and the international divisions about the same crisis. In this context, media framing of the elections took the form of an either-for-or-against Mugabe outlook. While this may be a useful tool for the sale of newspapers, it tends to limit the scope of the debate about political contestation in Zimbabwe in general, and not just at election time.  

II

Singing History: The use of Music in the Construction of the 2005 Elections

Contrary to Minette Mans’ reading of music as an instrument of diversity and unity in post-independence Namibia, in post-2000 Zimbabwe, and particularly in 2005, music as composed and commissioned by the ruling ZANU PF party is an act of war (2003). It cannot be an act of peace. Nor can it be listened to and composed without being thought of as contributing to a war effort. War is waged on others not only by means of words but also by means of music (Kayambazinthu and Moyo, 2002: 88). In this context, music functions in the same way as hate speech.

In the 1970s liberation struggle in Zimbabwe, music was conceived as complementary to the work of the bullet. As Pongweni argues: “The war was a landmark in our cultural history”, because it did exactly what art was supposed to do (1982: iii). It therefore follows that the resources, the creativity and energies that go into the creation of art, could be considered similar to the ones that go into making war. “Given the important role of songs during the armed struggle, we can make the point that the guerrilla who was significantly called Comrade Shoot Straight, was not a more vital part of the war machinery than his colleague who composed stirring revolutionary songs. Prowess on the battlefield was as much valued a part of the guerrilla as his ability to break into celebratory or exhortatory song – at the appropriate moment” (Pongweni, Ibid: vi).

It is necessary to start by taking issue with Pongweni’s formulations, because they have much to contribute to our understanding of the construction of the election through music in 2005. First, he quotes Feng Xeufeng’s (1981) fable about a snake that thrust its head from its hole in the ground and bit and killed a cock-partridge. The fable goes:  

The partridge hen in her grief and indignation lamented day and night. Her plaintive cries cast a dark veil of desolation over the forest in spring. Her cries touched a great composer passing that way, who stopped to listen. He said, ‘Only music can express this soul-stirring agony.’ He composed a melody conveying agonized protests and longing for vengeance, which stirred the hearts of all who heard it and made their blood boil no matter whether on chilly mornings, bright days or lonely nights. Then everyone went out to look for snakes and killed any snakes they came across, whether he was the murderer of the cock-partridge or not. Art is for justice. It should encourage people to wipe out evil (Ibid: vi).

What is shocking in the fable is that the snake is given neither the right of reply nor, the benefit of the doubt. It is stereotypically cast as the representation of “danger,” for which it is often feared, maligned and killed in real life, whether it is harmful or not. The partridge is cast as the innocent victim going about his unexplained business. Nor is the context fully developed to enable us to ask questions about the nature of the conflict between the bird and the snake. The second thing that should horrify us, is not only the prejudgment that the composer makes about who deserves to be immortalized in song, or deserves to die, but the ways in which he manipulates the hen’s sorrow and turns it into a weapon. The song is used to commit indiscriminate mass violations and murders of untried snakes. Zimbabwean history provides a good example of the violence that can be precipitated by such a characterization of the uses of art (literature, music, etc). It is not far fetched to consider the characterization of all Ndebeles in our history books and novels and folktales as warlike, ruthless, invaders, raiders, part of the reason the Gukurahundi had an easier time massacring them in the 1980s. 

It is the arbitrariness with which “any snake” is killed, when only one is known, or alleged to have killed the partridge, that should warn us against a naïve celebration of all music as meant for justice or liberation. We should also ask questions about what Pongweni understands by “people,” and how the “people” define what is “evil”.  Clearly, an unfairly polarized environment, such as the one pertaining in the snake-partridge fable or in the post-2000 Zimbabwean political landscape, illustrates that the ‘us’ versus ‘them’ dichotomy does not allow for the music to be listened to, and understood by the snake as creativity.  It is, rather, a declaration of war. It may be that that kind of hate music would forever be traumatizing for any survivor of the snake family, just as it is traumatizing for those defined as the “puppets of Tony Blair” in the songs and music of ZANU PF’s Third Chimurenga. 

Soon after the snake-partridge incident, Pongweni writes: “The music of anger and strife is a symphony denouncing fascist deeds. It makes the listener and singer angry and combative’ (Ibid: vi). The snake must be the fascist. We note again how Pongweni does not seem to think that it is important to critique the militarization of musical taste and culture.  That is, to interrogate the manner in which the fable rejects reasonable debate in favour of the leap from anger to open combat. Again, we must note how the snake is represented as devoid of music and culture. 

In addition, the music is not used to engage the snake in order to bring mutual understanding, and promote co-existence, but rather to create a unitary, utopian, single-identity society in which the world stands against all snakes. Even the ambiguity, that is the partridge itself, which is not really part of humanity, is subsumed under the “people,” all against the snakes. This should make it easier to appreciate the kind of “people” and society Pongweni has in mind when he praises the lack of debate and rationality in the uses of music, and when he does not cringe from the idea that music could be used not only to cause but also to celebrate genocide. It is genocide or ethnic cleansing, and the absolute hatred for difference and contestation that the indiscriminate killing of snakes shows. This is all too clear in post-2000 Zimbabwe. In the 2005 election, popular music was used to amplify and entrench the trends set in the 1970s.

The snake also pays the price for political silence, and for not being able to sing/compose its own songs to counter those of the “people”. We must keep this point in mind when we approach the demonized realm of opposition politics post-2000, an opposition politics that has yet to raise its own voice in song and, in so doing, give rise to a culture that reaches across both what it opposes, and what it includes. Precisely because Pongweni’s understanding of the role of music pre-1980 in the killing of an anomalous other, or any oppositional other, is that of eliminating the danger represented by an adversarial other, it should make it easier for us to understand the role of music post-2000. The jingles on radio and television, part of Jonathan Moyo’s media policy strategy implemented in July 2000, were intended to divide rather than unite the people. In 2005, they go further to treat the opposition as an external threat, a danger to “the people” created by outside forces. 

The election in 2005 can thus be seen as similar to the election in 1980. It was an election fought as part of a war, and votes were meant to be used as bullets to cut down and bury the enemy. In 1980, the enemy was Ian Douglas Smith. In 2005, it was Smith’s skin-relative, Tony Blair. But of course, the rhetoric and symbolism of burial could easily be traced to the 1970s Chimurenga songs, where references to breaking the skulls of sell-outs and white Rhodesians (‘mabhunu’) dominate the war songs. Tony Blair is the chimerical incarnation of Ian Smith, who by virtue of his being old and frail, cannot be beheaded, although Mugabe has on many occasions expressed regret that he didn’t deliver Smith’s head on a platter to the British. 

In other words, nothing much has changed in terms of how the music of the pre-1980 “resistance” is used, save that the colours of the enemy have slightly changed. The dichotomies and symbolism remain the same: Tsvangirai is characterized as another puppet, just like Muzorewa, Chirau, Chikerema and Joshua Nkomo before him. The real “people” are ZANU PF, and these are the ones who respond to the cries of the partridge hen, which should be the metaphor of the motherland in grief, dispossessed by the sly and evil snake Tony Blair. Eliot Manyika, the ZANU PF political commissar released a song warning Tsvangirai not to sell the country to the British. In other songs, by contrast, he celebrates ZANU PF as having “mbiri yechigandanga” (the heritage of the ‘terrorist’).

What could be said then about the way ZANU PF has used music in the construction of the 2005 election is that, first; it makes the election look like a war to bring closure to the war of the 1970s. But more, it is a war, or an election that seeks to redefine citizenship, and what makes people real patriots. It also tries to define what could be called the national questions. But it must be said that the 2005 election was interesting because at least the opposition was able to counter in their rallies ZANU PF music with their own. In other words, it was an election won through music. One could easily say the music is the election, making culture very central to the construction of the national questions, and the contestation of those questions. 

The election jingles composed by the opposition MDC offer a refreshing, perhaps promising musical politics.  Although we just managed to listen to two of the jingles, which were never aired on radio or TV, but were heard at MDC rallies, we came to the conclusion that the opposition music represents the hope of disrupting the snake-partridge dilemma in culture and politics. First, the jingle called “Zimbabwe” has a refrain on the desirability of a new Zimbabwe and a new beginning, in which the repression and hardships of the past (no name-calling!) and shortages that continue to dominate the Zimbabwe economic scene, will be overcome by people making a “change” and working for a happy dawn in politics characterised by peaceful co-existence and productive work. Poverty and corruption will come to an end; the land will be given to the people, etc. “Vote MDC. Vote for a better Life. Free Zimbabwe, Free Yourself”. The most carnivalesque celebration of hope is in the jingle about “Change”, which exhorts people to change all aspects of life: thinking, talking, and doing things without fear. It cuts across the three national languages Shona, Ndebele and English and is characterised by an energetic beat, and a polyphony of voices that cut across gender and age, in itself a snub at the ruling party’s desire to make the Zimbabwean space inhabitable by only one type of citizen (the ZANU PF supporter). 

What ought to be said about the newness of the opposition’s music is its lack of mudslinging, a departure from the ruling party’s habit of calling everyone it differs with an enemy or sell-out. The strong refrain around changing habits of thoughts goes down well in a musical fusion of what might be called the best of the pan-African spirit. The beat itself is a combination of all musics of the black world: it could easily be a beat from the Congo, Zambia, Malawi, Haiti, Trinidad or Brazil. It is the simultaneous identification with the national and the global, which makes the opposition’s jingles’ beat truly post-national in the best sense of the word. It helps to open up the musical space, and the space for electoral aspirations that go beyond the restrictive prescriptions of sovereignty and patriotism that the ruling party seems to be stuck with. 

 All the same, a study of opposition music alongside ruling party music, would help us to problematise terms that are casually understood to mean “the people”, “resistance”, and “popular music”, because these terms have now been complicated, if not upended in the 2005 election. ZANU PF considers itself to be the “people”, and its music is therefore “popular”, “resisting” a dominant power bloc represented by Tony Blair (or the infiltrators MDC and civic groups). MDC, and now the National Constitutional Assembly (NCA) makes songs, representing a new beginning and a new Zimbabwe, and a new constitution, also in the name of “the people” of Zimbabwe. Therefore their songs/music are “popular”, and they resist a dominant power/culture represented by Mugabe through ZANU PF. What is resistance then? What is popular music/culture? And who are the “people”?

The media and cultural construction of the 2005 elections occurred within the context of existing relations between rival centres of power both within and outside of the country. In a society riven by political and economic crisis, and where the interpretation of the crisis assumes a dichotomous outlook, both music and the media became theatres for the construction of sites of hegemony and resistance in Zimbabwe. Outside the country, the framing of the elections was a macrocosm of the polarised internal scenario. The global divisions between the “Pan-African”/pro-Mugabe camp supported by SADC and the “Western” anti-Mugabe camp manifested themselves in the media, especially the South African media.  

ZIMBABWE’S 2005 ELECTIONS

A PERSPECTIVE ON THE ROLE OF THE MILITARY AND ITS IMPLICATIONS
This report focuses on the role and impact of the uniformed forces in the March 2005 Election in Zimbabwe. Since the disputed parliamentary elections of June 2000 and the equally disputed presidential of March 2002 election, the contested results of which are still before the courts, violence has been a feature of the electoral process. In the ongoing political struggle, the fundamental question is whether the role played by the uniformed forces in the electoral process benefited a particular political party to the detriment of others and, if so, what implications that has for the country’s political processes in the future?

The unique history of Zimbabwe’s liberation war, events during the early period of independence leading to the collapse of the March 1980 Coalition Government and the inept policy choices of the political opposition in 1999 and 2000 have combined to propel the armed forces into the hands of the ruling party at a time when ZANU PF’s political popularity has begun to erode for several reasons. Some of these include globalization, exhausted nationalism as well as stagnating developmental policies amongst many other reasons. Furthermore, as the crisis continues to deteriorate, the state’s response has been to militarise strategic sectors such as, in the area of food security and distribution – the Grain Marketing Board; and in the Energy/Oil procurement and distribution networks, the Transport, Banking and Service Industries.  However, this close relationship between the uniformed forces and the ruling party has perverted the development of truly national defence and security institutions. The more the current uniformed forces are seen, and appear to be partisan towards, the ruling party, the more they loose their national character. That is, a uniformed force in alliance with ZANU PF will be perceived as a party-political faction rather than as a national symbol. Hence, it is incumbent upon both the ruling party and the armed forces to establish an independent working relationship with one another as part of a joint sacrifice in the interests of national unity.

For the purposes of this discussion, the defence and security apparatus in Zimbabwe is represented by the following civilian and uniformed forces from within the Defence Council and its subordinate structures; the Police, the Armed Forces, Customs and Immigration, a significant portion of undeclared functionaries in the Civil-Service, War Veterans and, more recently, former Chiefs and Headmen/Women; and Detainees and Restrictees. 

This critical examination of the role of uniformed forces in the Zimbabwean election takes into account what can be described as the normal increased security concerns and deployments in any democracy during elections. However, having accounted for the special role and function of uniformed forces during elections, it is important to interrogate the same participation, weighed against factors that may be construed as acting in such a partisan manner In addition, it is necessary to be realistic and acknowledge the leverage an incumbent regime has when it comes to the pressure they can and are likely to exert on uniformed forces. Some of the more traditional dimensions include: suspension, delayed promotion or dismissal from jobs, of those uniformed members who are found or perceived to be non- supporters of the ruling party or government. Of course, worse treatment awaits those who are found to be members of the political opposition. 

Elections are synonymous with periods of power vacuum, as democracies have to operate without a substantive Commander-In-Chief during this brief period. In addition, elections themselves are the only mechanism for gaining or losing power, representing a zero-sum game in which only the registered political parties have the constitutional right to fight for political office through the ballot box. In this context, political parties have been known to use every means possible, including attempting to influence the conduct and behaviour of the uniformed forces, to gain power. However, if this happens, then it dilutes, undermines and weakens the credibility of the democratic process.  A particular trend to be wary of in an environment characterised by the race for political supremacy, is how each of the political parties relates to the armed forces.  If either party uses the relationship to interfere with and impact on the political process, to what extent does that dynamic undermine the democratic process? 

This report attempts to isolate the role and function of the armed forces in a particular segment of the electoral process. Next, the report makes an evaluation of what new threats face the country, representing the sort of ‘security’ challenge that should seize the attention of policy makers and security practitioners? Finally, based on the level of participation in the various dimensions that make up the electoral process, the report will make a conclusion on whether or not the involvement by the military constitutes a positive or negative contribution to the evolving democracy in the country. 

I

The role of the Armed Forces in the Pre-Election period

The political crisis in Zimbabwe, witnessed in the fiercely fought Parliamentary Election of June 2000, resulted in a polarised political landscape. The ruling Zimbabwe African National Union Patriotic Front – ZANU PF secured a narrow victory over the Movement for Democratic Change and ZANU Ndonga (62:57:1 seats in parliament respectively). The MDC challenged over 40 results in the constituencies. The majority of these were not addressed in the five-year life of the elected parliament. The 2000 parliamentary elections were quickly followed by the equally contested 2002 presidential election. The ruling party appeared to have lost its earlier dominance and popular support. 

Between the parliamentary elections of 2000 and the presidential elections of March 2002 a foreign image building company, in conjunction with the ruling party and officials from the uniformed forces, accused the opposition MDC of treason.
  During the court case, it was proved that the government had paid over US$10 million to the foreign company with the express purpose of discrediting the opposition.  Ironically, the same company was also found to have accepted money from the MDC for image building and assistance with fundraising. The courts gradually acquitted the MDC Vice President, Gibson Sibanda, the Secretary-General, Professor Welshman Ncube and the Gweru MDC Parliamentarian and shadow Minister of Agriculture, Renson Gasela, at the end of 2004, but the damage had been done.  The accusations had diverted the MDC’s focus from electoral issues to a struggle for personal and party survival.  The court case effectively paralysed the leadership of the MDC.  Their passports were surrendered to the courts as part of the conditions of bail and, the MDC leader, Morgan Tsvangirai, was only acquitted several weeks before the beginning of the political campaign in February 2005. 

During the intervening period, the intelligence community of the armed forces and its Minister, Nicholas Goche, were involved in what has turned out to be a sting operation in which MDC leaders were video-taped allegedly plotting the assassination of President Mugabe and launch of a military coup against the ruling party in the United Kingdom and in Canada.  The involvement by elements of the armed forces in this case reflected partisanship while the admitted payments by the government, through the Central Intelligence Organisation demonstrates poor decision-making and corrupt use of state resources.

On 9 January 2002, against the backdrop of robust campaigning by both the ruling ZANU PF and the MDC, the armed forces leadership held a press conference and announced the criteria for their ‘preferred’ presidential candidate. The key requirement was that the candidate would have had liberation credential – in other words, with a recognised history of having participated consistently in the nationalist armed struggle from the 1960s.  The statement made it clear that, in the event of his winning, the armed forces were not prepared to serve under leader of the opposition MDC, Morgan Tsvangirai. The announcement was a stark contrast to the previously non-partisan stance adopted by the armed forces prior to the elections in 1990 and 1995.  As such, it has since remained a shadow on the country’s political landscape. The incumbent, President Robert Mugabe, won the subsequent hard fought presidential election.

The two events, the sting operation on the political opposition and the announcement of 9 January 2002, unequivocally situated the uniformed forces in the ruling party’s camp. 

A final pre-election dimension that reinforced these ties was the reaffirmation of targeted sanctions by the United States and the European Union.  The sanctions restricted the movement of ZANU PF and government leaders as well as senior military officers. In a political crisis in which the MDC has been seen as a proxy of the West, this development was presented as yet another piece of evidence in support of the claim that the MDC has been fighting a Western-led battle to effect regime change in Zimbabwe. For many of the uniformed forces, this created the impression that their future was safest in the hands of the ruling party.

A Review of the Voter Registration phase

The Registrar General, lawyer Tobaiwa Mudede, publicly admitted that a contingent of administrators and clerks from the armed forces was seconded to his department to work on the registration of voters for the 2005 election. Registration of voters was officially carried out between May and June 2004 in the various centres, including using mobile units covering 40 – 50 registration centres in the rural areas. 

There were a number of problems associated with voter registration and inadequate political party and civic access to the voters roll.  The political opposition criticised a perceived emphasis on rural registration. It has also been alleged that in the urban areas, more attention was paid to the ‘registration of births and issuance of national identity cards’ (EISA, Election Update 2005 Zimbabwe, No.2: 4-5). In addition, the constitutional requirement for the inspection of the roll, carried out between 17 January to 4 February in only 150 selected centres while over 5 000 remained closed, raised questions of gerrymandering. Apart from rendering a service to a department that has traditionally not found ways and mechanisms to cope with the management of affairs of the 12 million population, it is difficult to identify negative aspects of the involvement of the armed forces in the office of the Registrar General. However, this should not detract from the general mismanagement of the registration of voters and the voter’s roll. 

The Delimitation Commission and the Zimbabwe Electoral Commission (ZEC)
A retired military Judge Advocate and now High Court Judge, Justice George Chiweshe was appointed to lead the delimitation commission for the 2005 election. It was also later admitted that administrative and other support staff of the DC had been drawn from the uniformed services.  In contrast to the stipulation, by previous Commissions, that successful completion of the task required no less than six months, Justice Chiweshe asserted that the task could comfortably be completed in just two months.  The 2005 electorate was some 600 000 people larger than that in 2000.  Two months was arguably an insufficient time period within which to complete the assessment of over 5 million voters to be placed in 120 constituencies divided into 10 administrative provinces.

Controversy arose when the Delimitation Commission ruled that the three urban areas of Harare, Bulawayo and Matabeleland South had registered a decrease in population and therefore each lost a constituency. In contrast, Manicaland, Mashonaland East and West provinces, characterised by lying in large rural areas associated with the strongholds of the ruling party, each gained one. These were then allocated to the adjacent rural areas in a trend that had seen the MDC support being registered in the urban areas against that of the ruling party that was dominant in the outlying areas.

The fact that the elements of the armed forces were used to undertake the now politically contentious delimitation of constituencies has created an unjust sense of injury within the political opposition and those holding fair-minded inclinations. Stated differently, the perceived integrity and professionalism of the armed forces has been sullied through its participation in a process that appears to have been part of a broader-gerrymandering effort by the incumbent regime.

The ZEC was appointed only days before the close of nominations and just a few short weeks before voting day. Given these time constraints, the same officials from the DC, including military officials, became part of the ZEC.  The public complaint against the ZEC arose in response to its inability to reconcile the vote-count discrepancies and, their reluctance to mount any serious action to rectify the shortcomings. The South African government, as well as observers from the African Union, called for an urgent response by the ZEC on concerns raised by the political opposition but there has been little progress on this issue since the election.
II

Dragging the Military Issue into the Election Campaign

Over and above what could be considered a normal increase in the presence of the armed forces, the actual campaign period was also characterised by legislated and overt deployment of excess forces. The Public Order and Security Act (POSA) engendered an environment in which the police asserted unlimited powers to ban political meetings and curtail the freedoms of expression, association and assembly. In terms of the provisions of POSA, political parties and activists numbering more than three are required to inform and seek permission from the Police before holding a meeting. Furthermore, under its provision, making comments that ridicule the office of the presidency is a criminal offence. 

In practice, the police invoked the provisions of POSA in what was perceived as biased and unprofessional manner, generally in cases involving MDC meetings. In contrast, the police turned a blind eye to the activities of the ruling party. While Zanu PF functions occurred without incident, meetings held by the political opposition were subjected to injudicious scrutiny and sometimes rejected on the grounds that they did not allow opportunity for an appeal. POSA was further used to circumscribe the opposition’s distribution and placement of campaign posters in the urban areas. The opposition was required to seek clearance and the assent of a government appointed commission that was running the capital, Harare, after the Minister of Local Government had suspended the elected opposition council.

On one occasion, in Bindura, the police refused to grant an advance booking for a venue. Once the meeting was in progress, a ZANU PF delegation that arrived without seeking a booking was allowed to just walk into the venue.  As a result of intervention by the South African observer delegation, which asked to be shown the record book to determine who had been registered first, the MDC was allowed to proceed with their campaign.

A significant incident occurred during the campaign of the breakaway former Minister of Information, Professor Jonathan Moyo, standing in the hotly contested constituency of Tsholotsho. In addition to publicly humiliating Moyo in broadcasts on the state-owned radio stations, the ruling party lodged a treason charge against Moyo.  It was alleged that Moyo had contacted the only non-former ZANLA military Commander, Lieutenant General Phillip Sibanda in a bid to organise a military coup against the government. The charge was a serious but appears to not have been followed through in the case of Moyo. However, for General Sibanda, these allegations during a tense political campaigning period must have constituted severe embarrassment and a loss of status among his troops. The comment by the President placed a cloud on his leadership and office as a military commander and may have resulted in him being to security restrictions. We also need to remind ourselves that the political opposition, the MDC, have been exposed in the government run media for allegedly attempting to establish links with some of the senior officers in the armed forces.  So far, they have had little obvious success.

Management of the Elections – “The Command Centre”
Once voting was completed in the 8 000 constituency polling stations, the counted votes were submitted to the “Command Centre”, believed to have been manned by members of the armed forces. There was no outside access to the Command Centre. This included the competing political party agents, monitors, whether local or external, the media and even the African Union and SADC observers. Even the Zimbabwe Electoral Support Network did not have access to the Command Centre, a facility at the core of the electoral process but insulated from public scrutiny. This facility, beginning with the language describing its role and function, has never been fully explained. As a result, there are strong suspicions that it formed an integral part of the rigging that allegedly took place before the official results were announced.

III
Implications Post – Election

State policy and practice have continued to emphasise the ‘military question’ and to suggest that military interests are best left in the hands of the current ruling party. This assertion is supported by the ‘Look East’ policy that has included the acquisition of military assets. Six JL-8K-8 Karakorum – Trainer/Fighter aircraft from China have replaced the now moth-eaten British Aerospace (BAE) Hawks.
 The selection of the Chinese built aircraft, with the aid of funding (25%) from Pakistan, links the present strategy to Pakistan Air Marshall Doudipota’s temporary command of the Zimbabwean Air Force during the second half of 1982, following the destruction of some of the newly delivered Hawks by the then apartheid South Africa. In light of these historical facts, the current acquisition makes both strategic and tactical sense. 



List of K-8 Overseas Customers 

Pakistan
   12
More to be locally assembled

Myanmar
   12


Sri Lanka
    6
6 more expected after 3 lost in guerrilla attack in 2002

Zambia
    8


Namibia
    4


Egypt
   80
Locally assemble K-8E with some improvements

Zimbabwe
    6


Kenya

Strongly rumoured still to be confirmed

In acquiring the K-8 Karakorum fighter jets, Zimbabwe joins at least two other SADC countries and a number of Developing states that, together, have so far taken delivery of some 128 Trainer/Fighter aircraft. On one level, the decision taken is more than justified by the similarity between the K-8 Karakorums and Zimbabwe’s current air force inventory.  The fighter jets were also purchased at a fraction of the actual cost of replacement. However, it is difficult to justify such expenditure, even at the reduced cost of US$ 10 to 20 million for eight aircraft, in the midst of a severe drought and with the prospect of an impending food crisis.  Zimbabwe’s economy is in regression, with rising inflation and an average growth rate of minus 8% over the last few years.  In this context, attention needs to be focused on economic recovery and not ‘paper tiger like military might.’ Military expenditure must be conducted with extreme caution as it could hasten economic collapse. 

However, when it comes to addressing the issue of military expenditure, it is useful to remember that, in the initial stages of the crisis, the government of Zimbabwe curbed its security related expenditure.  Spending on these areas may in fact provide the necessary balance required as the country faces a multitude of challenges. The first sector of the armed forces to feel the pinch as a result of the deterioration of UK-Zimbabwe relations was the police force.  Land rovers that had been pledged to revive police and other civil policing functions were withdrawn without substitute (Reference). As the first casualty in the security sector, any restructuring of the uniformed forces should begin with the police. This is the area that party expenditure should be directed towards, after the regeneration of the productive sector. Such a dual strategy should be based on the understanding that the police act as a compliment to improved security and stability in the country. The second sector that experienced stress was the military, when the British Military Assistance and Advisory Training (BMAT) programme was withdrawn.  Subsequently, the British refused to continue to provide aircraft spares at a time when the country was embroiled in the. However, any resolution with regard to the armed forces is unlikely to happen until the political impasse between Whitehall and Harare is addressed. Thus, a focus on the rehabilitation of international relationships and networks will need to be a priority.
It must also be pointed out that, while the US and EU supported economic sanctions continue, it is unlikely that either international player will militarily interfere in the Zimbabwean situation.  It is more likely that the political isolation will continue, aid will be withdrawn and, the international community will wait for the economic sanctions to weaken the incumbent regime’s ability to govern. If communal strife ensues, consensual policing should be a priority as gung-ho para-military style policing is likely to exacerbate the situation. Given such a scenario, the government should seek to normalise conditions and reduce excess expenditure, especially in areas that do not necessarily impact on the nation’s productive capacity. The immediate post-election re-equipment of the army, although justified in terms of its strategic and tactical choices, cannot be considered to have, in any way, aided economic recovery.  In addition, it has been cast as part of a larger geo-political struggle between the East and the West.  Zimbabwe can ill afford to become a pawn in the geo-political struggle for dominance in Africa as it would only lead to more rapid economic collapse and could result in the maintenance of authoritarian governance.

IV
New Threats in the Zimbabwean Crisis

The following constitute the perceived new threats in the continuing Zimbabwean crisis.  The list is not in any order of priority as the evolution and resolution of each may in fact lie in a cascading and integrated problem-solving approach. That is, what happens at one particular level has implications for the other factors, making it difficult to prioritize the solutions. In outlining these potential threats the aim is to open up debate and alert current policy makers in Zimbabwe to the dangers of resorting to military solutions for problems that require integrated solutions 

a) The political polarization that has divided the country between urban/workers and rural/peasants and, political opponents who have so far failed to find common ground, represents one of the most damaging dimensions of the crisis. As a result of this configuration of the character of the conflict, the gap between urban and rural politics has now been bridged and could prove disastrous for the country’s stability in future (I’m not sure what you are arguing here, I don’t think the gap has been bridged, but I could be wrong). To this end, if the recent reports that certain zealous chiefs and headmen/women are enforcing party political allegiance amongst the communities are true, they may be the catalyst that ignites rural uprisings emotions last witnessed in 1893-94, the liberation struggle and during the 1980s in Western Matabeleland.

Zimbabwe’s isolation from a polarised international and regional community is a further threat.  The country could find false friends whose interests do not extend beyond their own gain. And, there is the growing threat of a brain drain into the Diaspora leaving the nation denuded of the important skills and human resources required to turn around the economy when the situation arrives. A review of the Constitution; the moderation of the winner-take-all electoral system; an end to the use of patronage in political appointments and other related matters lie at the core of addressing the political polarisation riddle besetting the country.

b) Over the last five years, food security has emerged as one of the biggest threats to internal stability and regional security. Zimbabwe, traditionally a net-exporter of food, faces a situation in which at least two thirds of its population are unable to feed themselves, even from the traditional subsistence activity. Reviving staple food production should be one of the most important national priorities. However, recent attempts by government to allocate trillions of dollars have met with little success, the agricultural support was swallowed in the crevices of the corruption that is rampant in the state bureaucracies. 

c) Inflation – ‘the number one enemy’. Although inflation has been acknowledged in public policy statements, practice has demonstrated that policy makers and practitioners in Zimbabwe are still paying lip service to this phenomenon. Inflation represents both one of the key causes of and, an aggravating factor in, the Zimbabwean crisis. It is common knowledge that inflation is out of control in Zimbabwe.  The Governor of the Reserve Bank has, over the last year or so, partly succeeded in bringing down the rate of inflation.  However, recently, inflation has again begun to escalate, forcing officials to deploy police, intelligence and army units to fight “economic saboteurs” (Reference). This approach is missing the point. Before the elections, the Governor himself is on record pleading with the state to desist from awarding a 1, 400% civil-service salary increase; an equally high hiking of domestic wages; and promising to pay billions to former Restrictees and Political Detainees as well as Chiefs and their aides. The fight against inflation must be conducted using enabling policies and not through the deployment of security forces on the streets.  Stated simply, those with the keys to the country’s vaults need to take concerted and substantive action against to stem hyperinflation.

d) Expenditure not directed at reviving the economy, investment or development should be curbed sharply in the immediate and short-term future. As was argued in the section discussing arms procurement, China is one an alternate source for the military equipment the state deems necessary. However, the country is still under pressure from the West and needs to be seen to be spending wisely if it hopes to secure aid for reconstruction. If history teaches us anything, then the recent Russian history since 1945, in which they were led to allocate substantially more resources towards defence and security leading to their collapse in 1986 should provide a salutary lesson for Zimbabwe. In other words, other alternatives should have been explored for the replacement of the grounded British Hawks, particularly with sanctions in place. 

e) The prevalence and impact of HIV/AIDS. Zimbabwe is home to a significant proportion of the approximately 29 million Africans living with HIV Aids. However, according to a recent government survey, the country’s former flagship primary health sector has collapsed according to a recent assessment made by government itself. While there is a local call to pay attention to this pandemic, accessing funds at the international level, from the Global AIDS fund, has been difficult given the hostile political environment and the NGO bill. Again, the political rapprochement recommended earlier could have a positive impact on the state’s ability to manage the pandemic.

Having identified several key threats, the next step is to fashion the appropriate tools with which to respond. All of the above recommendations necessitate a change in the political environment. National consultation is the key to the redirecting and, appropriate use, of resources to alleviate poverty and generate the maximum impact, engaging in political moderation, and adopting commensurate policy options with minimal demands on the defence and security structures. In fact the less the uniformed forces are involved in the conflict resolution process in Zimbabwe, the better. 

Conclusions

The armed forces in Zimbabwe have clearly become like a kind of political football, subject to both from buffeting winds in the external environment as well as the internal dynamics of the ruling party.

The uniformed forces were involved in all facets of the March 2005 election: the management of the campaign period; voter registration; the delimitation commission; voting, counting and announcement of results through the command centre. The uniformed forces received attention in the immediate post electoral period and have since been on the streets quelling spontaneous riots in Mabvuku, Tafara and the opposition stronghold of Chitungwiza. 

The role and function of the military in the majority of the above cases has been dogged by controversy and a strong perception of coercion. This runs counter to the traditional role normally associated with this national institution. If the argument presented here is correct, then in the future, there is a need to restrict the participation of the armed forces in politics and the electoral process. However, the “War Cabinet” era, in which policies have to be supported by military force, has not entirely come to an end. The uniformed forces remain central to the ruling party’s control of the day-to-day activities of the Zimbabwean people. There is a definite need for the military to return to barracks as the political situation normalises. For now, the idealistic and normative attributes of the military in a democracy in Zimbabwe have been largely compromised.

The use of the military in the management of Zimbabwe’s political affairs, barely 100 days after the March elections, is again dominating the headlines. 

The country’s political leaders have decided to remove by force literally millions of squatters and informal settlements that have developed over the last twenty years. The numbers leapt dramatically since 2000 when the current crisis referred to in this paper started. As the formal economy declined, at an average 8% per year, thousands of workers were thrown onto the streets and forced to fend for themselves selling trinkets and other wares. However, government has now decided to curb this development that had begun to take root with all the negative social ills related to unplanned settlement and business practices. 

In order to effect this, government announced its intention to enforce basic law and order, especially local government provisions from 1 July. For reasons that have not been made clear, authorities then decided to enforce this well before the 1st of July. Thousands of shacks, businesses and other illegal structures were razed down and some destroyed with the use bulldozers, forcing residents to begin fighting back. In the melee, it was clear both the municipal authorities and the police could be overwhelmed again resulting in the deployment of the military to dissuade those resisting. 

While the intention to rid the cities of undesirables and illegal squatters may have been welcome, the decision to ‘jump the gun’ as it were and then use the military to ‘enforce’ such controversial decisions continues to place the latter at odds with the ordinary people in Zimbabwe. Given the continuing crisis in Zimbabwe, it is prudent for those in power to seek to manage the internal affairs of the country based on consensus and minimal use of the coercive instruments. 

THE NGO BILL:

IMPLICATIONS OF THE GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO CIVIL SOCIETY

A vibrant civil society is a mark of democracy.  In any democracy, civic organisations have two key roles.  They act as watchdogs to the state and, they offer social and humanitarian support to citizens in areas where it is more appropriate or financially possible for NGOs to do this than for governments. Governments and the NGO sector in any nation may find themselves working for common aims. It is, however, important that the civil society organisations are not co-opted into serving government agendas and, that governments do not unduly interfere with the autonomy of the civil sector.  By the same token, the civic sector needs firmly established mechanisms to ensure internal regulation and accountability. As was articulated by the Hon. Paul Themba Nyathi, ‘part of the establishment of the whole NGO concept is to make sure that people in their own sovereign right have an opportunity to determine the parameters of their own development. The State merely creates an environment in which development takes place’ (Parliamentary Debates, (PD), Zimbabwe, 23 November 2004: col 2127).
  

The Rhodesian State had an antagonistic attitude to civic movements, precisely because they challenged the State on human rights issues.  As a result, what started as peaceful protests against government conduct with regard to human rights became an armed struggle when the State refused to reform and, instead, criminalised those who sought to change the racist and exclusionist nature of its policies. This led to a prolonged armed struggle in which the State used increasingly violent and repressive measures against both the formal liberation movements and civil society in general. By Independence, civil society, including the trade union movement, was severely weakened.

In the immediate wake of Independence in 1980, the humanitarian and NGO sectors worked hand in hand with the new government in its attempt to realise the extensive social change necessary to rectify the imbalances of a century of colonialism. From the 1980s until the mid 1990s, civil society worked in partnership with the government, downplaying or solving ‘in house’ any developmental shortcomings. Even the government sanctioned massacres in Matabeleland and the Midlands in the 1980s were not widely publicised by the civic organisations that were aware of them. The Catholic Commission for Justice and Peace, for example, preferred to meet face to face with the then Prime Minister, Robert Mugabe, to discuss the atrocities, rather than to seek international publicity for these terrible events (CCJP and LRF 1997). 

Even before the rise of the civil movement in the late 1990s, NGOs had begun to lose their autonomy in the face of the State engineered closure of democratic space in the country. The Rhodesian Public Voluntary Organisations Act (1966) allowed for a significant degree of government intervention in NGO affairs and in the late 1990s, the Zimbabwean Government began to exploit these powers.
   

In the mid 1990s, civil society in Zimbabwe moved away from more cooperative relations with government to increasingly confrontational ones. After sixteen regressive constitutional amendments in a few years, and inspired by the South African consultative constitutional initiative, civil organisations found common ground around the issue of the need for a new constitution in Zimbabwe.  These civics formed a broad-based coalition with strong support throughout the nation. The labour movement and other NGOs combined to form a National Constitutional Assembly (NCA) and, in the course of 1999, this movement gave rise to the formation of a new political party, the MDC. The NCA in alliance with the MDC campaigned to reject a Government derived constitution, and in a referendum in February 2000, ZANU PF faced its first ever poll defeat. 

In the wake of this defeat, the Government unleashed a wave of repressive tactics not unlike those used by the Rhodesian government in the 1970s. As human rights violations escalated, including murder, torture, detention and the destruction of property, the international community joined civil society within Zimbabwe in criticising this oppressive backlash and the general breakdown of law and order. The State increasingly reacted by conflating groups critical of its policies into one general threat to the nation’s development. 

Over the last five years, ZANU PF has mounted a concerted propaganda campaign to this effect and has implemented policies of retaliation. A spate of draconian laws aimed at the media and the political opposition have further constrained the work of the NGO community. However, the drafting of the NGO Bill (2004) posed the biggest challenge to this sector since Independence.  Whether or not it is ever passed, the Bill is a clear indication of the Government’s perception of NGOs and, its intention to silence them.  

I
Conflation of MDC and civil society by ZANU PF

Both the MDC and key members of civil society have persistently claimed that many of the problems facing Zimbabwe are the result of poor governance. Many of Zimbabwe’s NGOs recognise, as does the MDC, the need for: workers’ rights; an impartial and professional police and army; prosecution of those who violate the rights of others; the separation of judicial and state powers; access for all to health and education; plans to rescue the economy in order to begin to rebuild a reasonable standard of living for the 80 per cent of Zimbabweans living below the poverty line.  

The close initial ties between the MDC and the civic sector and, the commonality of their quest to hold the current regime accountable for undermining the rights of its citizens, has led to accusations from Government, despite no hard evidence to this effect, that the NGO sector is financially and materially supporting the MDC.  In addition, ZANU PF claims that the NGOs are in allegiance with, and operating with the funds of, foreign powers bent on local regime change. 

The ZANU PF Election Manifesto of March 2005 links the “Blair Factor”, the “Bush Factor” and the “NGO Factor” as forces arraigned against Zimbabwe’s national sovereignty:

…As the ZANU PF Government decisively implemented its bold land reform programme, the western world led by the Blair Administration began to build and sponsor opposition to the Party, Government and the Land Reform Programme. Apart from the MDC itself, the imperialist world launched and sponsored phoney non-governmental organizations (NGOs), which in reality were disguised opposition, to fight ZANU PF…. In both the June 2000 general election and the 2002 Presidential Poll, they organized and campaigned for the MDC, using their pseudo-humanitarian face and the abundant resources made available to them through organisations like the British Westminster Foundation, to penetrate, inveigle and subvert communities into supporting the opposition (ZANU PF Election Manifesto 2005: 6). 

Over the last five years, although the NGO sector has been under increasing attack, a nucleus of human rights organisations has nonetheless systematically continued to document and to disseminate information about politically motivated human rights abuses in Zimbabwe. It is the responsibility of civil society in any nation to speak for those whose rights are being abused and to draw both national and international attention to such abuses in the hope that they will stop. It is also their responsibility to source medical, social and legal support for victims where possible.  

As a result of lobbying by Zimbabwean civil society, the Human Rights Commission of the African Union undertook a Fact Finding Mission in June 2002.  Their report, officially released in January 2005, found the Zimbabwean Government responsible for systematic political abuses including torture. This African Union report, above all others, incensed and humiliated Zimbabwean officials.  It was the first time that a reputable African body had reprimanded them. The Zimbabwean Government’s response, released in January 2005, makes it clear that Zimbabwean civic organisations are being held responsible for this damaging AU report. 

The Government’s response to the AU report focuses on debunking its NGO critics, complaining about procedural shortcomings in the Fact Finding Mission, and reluctantly acknowledging some human rights abuses while justifying these in the context of land reform. The response describes NGOs as being “embroiled in the national politics against the Government” (Comments by the Government of Zimbabwe on the Report of the Fact Finding Mission of the African Commission on Human and People’s Rights: EX.CL/167 (VI): 140, January 2005).  It went further to suggest that

…[NGO]s resorted to whatever means they could employ to bring about the downfall of the Government. They fuelled and collaborated with the opposition parties to effect what they termed regime change in Zimbabwe. 

Such comments are in keeping with the Government’s vision of itself as a nation-state defending itself against foreign attack, rather than a Government repressing the rights of its own citizens. However, in releasing the report, the AU should be given credit for finally indicating to the Zimbabwean Government that torturing its own citizens, while looking to Africa to accept such actions as in keeping with decent practise, is counterproductive. 

By 2005, the lobbying efforts of human rights NGOs in Zimbabwe could arguably be seen to have had two important outcomes: 

1. Fewer ‘crude’ human rights abuses: there has been widespread recognition that the 2005 election was more ‘peaceful’ than previous elections, with fewer reports of overt violence and torture. The Zimbabwean Government appears to have learnt that assault and torture can be documented to detrimental effect. The Government may also have understood that twenty-five years of their proven ability to act on threats of violence, meant that the threat of post-election violence was, in itself, sufficient insurance of an election victory. 

2. Heightening of antagonism towards the NGOs by Government:  this has been the inevitable response to civil society’s embarrassing exposure of Government and their attempts to support and protect political victims. 
II

Repressive legislation affecting the NGO sector since 2000

In the wake of the Presidential election in 2002, the Government signed the Public Order and Security Act (POSA) and the Access to information and Protection of Privacy Act (AIPPA).  Both Acts had been in de facto operation for several months prior to the March 2002 election, and have been widely used since then to interfere with Zimbabweans’ rights to freedom of movement, expression and association. 

POSA has impacted negatively on NGO activities since its advent.  The Act states that if more than two people hold a formal meeting in a public venue, they need to inform the police of their intention four days in advance.  The police have frequently used this information to prevent or disrupt such meetings. While the Act has mainly been used to inhibit rallies and other opposition group gatherings, it has also been used to prevent or interfere with NGO meetings. In 2002, a group of civil society activists were arrested in a restaurant take-away for allegedly holding an unauthorised gathering (Physicians for Human Rights, 2002).  In 2004, NCA members meeting in Gweru to discuss the issue of constitutional reform were tear-gassed in their hotel room. And, private executive meetings of the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Unions (ZCTU) have been invaded and disrupted by the Central Intelligence Organisation (CIO). 

The state has primarily used AIPPA to target journalists and the media. However, it contains clauses that entitle the State to act against anyone, including NGOs, who release information into the public domain. For example, organisations claiming human rights abuses that the State refutes. This knowledge has led to some degree of self-censorship by NGOs. Immediately prior to the 2005 Election, Lovemore Madhuku of the NCA was taken in for questioning by the police in Harare after the Assembly released a report alleging violations in the pre election period. Madhuku was given 24 hours to support the allegations or face charges. Threats linked to this report continued for some months post election.

The NGO Bill (2004)

After years of anti NGO rhetoric and threats of new legislation to control the sector, it was in August 2004 that the Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare finally produced the first draft of the NGO Bill. The NGO Bill was steam-rolled through Parliament in November 2004, but has yet to be signed into law.  In May 2005 Mugabe announced that he would not sign the NGO Bill in its current form. He is alleged to be unhappy with certain aspects of it, although exactly which aspects are unsatisfactory is not clear (Mail and Guardian, 19 May 2005).  In June 2005, it was reported that the NGO Bill would be retabled in the current parliamentary session, with the adjustments that Mugabe wanted (The Zimbabwean, 3-9 June 2005: 3).

Whether or not the Bill is passed, its current format and the public debate that has surrounded it are important indicators of the intentions and motivations of the Government in relation to the NGO sector. Two of the most significant clauses of the unsigned Bill ban foreign funding for “human rights” NGOs and exclude foreign based NGOs from registering or operating in Zimbabwe if their primary objective involves issues of human rights or governance. To be considered foreign, only one member of the staff or the board needs to be domiciled outside Zimbabwe. In the Zimbabwean context, all NGOs are predominantly or exclusively foreign funded. 

The then Minister of Labour and Social Welfare, Paul Mangwana, drew a direct parallel between laws restricting foreign funding of political parties and those restricting NGO funding. 

When it comes to foreign funding, if you look at the definition in the Political Parties (Finances) Act it is the same as in this particular Bill.  Our concern is against anyone outside Zimbabwe whose sources of funds we do not know, attempting or trying to manipulate the events in Zimbabwe by empowering those dealing in governance issues to the detriment of national security (PD 23 November2004: 2109).  

Minister Mangwana’s rhetoric suggests that the Government intends to use the NGO bill as a mechanism to simultaneously shut down troublesome NGOs and close off one of the channels through which it believes the MDC receives foreign funding. 

III

The Threat of the NGO Bill and its Impact on Civil Society

The possible applications of the Bill extend beyond the shutting down of a handful of political human rights NGOs.  All humanitarian work and virtually all NGO work is rights-based at some level.  By definition, “human rights” encompasses the rights to food, to shelter, to education, and to health.  The Bill is therefore a threat to all humanitarian assistance whether given by national or international NGOs operating in Zimbabwe, or conducted by various church groups around the country. 

This fact was repeatedly raised during the debate on the NGO Bill in Parliament. As the Hon. David Coltart argued, 

Let us use the organisation of World Vision as an example…. I am just assuming that World Vision’s constitution includes a provision that its work includes the promotion of human rights…. My question to the Hon Minister is does he not now have very serious concerns that because of the wide definition of governance in Section 2, that will now lead to the closure of virtually every single foreign NGO in this country? (PD, 23 November 2004: 2111).  

Minister Mangwana’s response is revealing.  

The agreements that we have with the bodies of the donors and other NGOs is that they can only come and operate in our country in full conformity with the laws of our country…. If our laws are saying you cannot have a constitution whose objects [sic] are to deal with matters of governance and human rights, they have to comply…. they are urged to amend them if they still want to operate in our country. We have a sovereign right. … I maintain our position that if the example that you have given of World Vision, if they have a constitution which deals with matters of governance, they have to amend them (Mangwana PD, 23 November 2004: 2112).

It is therefore of great relevance to note that in spite of there being widespread concern about the future of the NGOs most directly linked to documenting political abuses, humanitarian NGOs have been subject to similar government interference, and will continue to be.  

Interference with humanitarian NGOs 

The litany of government interference in the work of humanitarian NGOs includes: the failure to renew appeals to the World Food Programme (WFP) during 2004 in spite of widespread hunger and crop failure; the shutting down of two NGO feeding schemes in late 2004; the cancelling at one week’s notice of residence permits to personnel from SNV (a Dutch NGO), and to certain development workers from MS Zimbabwe (a Danish NGO); the failure to renew the residence permits of priests, some of whom have been in the country for 18 years (Interviews, Harare and Bulawayo, February 2005). 

Independent assessments of the food situation by the UNDP, among others, have indicated that around three to five million Zimbabweans will need food aid in 2005.  Yet, in the run up to the 2005 Election, the Zimbabwe government repeatedly claimed bumper harvests and the success of the land resettlement programme.  A trip through the countryside was enough to reveal, to anyone who was looking, the harsh reality of fallow fields and drought stricken crops. It is apparent that keeping out international and local NGO food distributors was a ploy to ensure that food distribution remained in the hands of the ruling party during their electoral campaign. Reports of political manipulation of food were rife in some areas, with detailed cases documented in Insiza, Gwanda, Beitbridge, Masvingo (Solidarity Peace Trust, 2005).  

ZANU PF considers rural areas to be its support base, and for some years now, the movement of NGOs in and out of rural areas has been restricted and carefully monitored. By ensuring the absence of the WFP from starving rural areas, the government has not only maintained total control of maize distribution, but also reduced the possibility of outsiders being able to monitor the political use of such control. Keeping all developmental NGOs, not just food distributing agents, out of rural areas as much as possible has served the dual purpose of reducing the exposure of these, often very isolated, communities to alternative points of view and, reducing the number of possible witnesses to ruling party abuse of food distribution. The recent cancelling of work permits for some international development workers and priests indicates that this trend will continue. The fear of having further development workers expelled may also tempt international NGOs into greater compliance with the ruling party agenda, and may even ensure their silence when abuses are observed.   

In June 2005, the Government finally admitted the shortages, and invited the WFP to step up food relief to Zimbabweans.  It is obvious that harvests for the current season will fall dramatically short of what is needed and, as the country does not have enough foreign exchange to purchase fuel and other essential items, donated food is the only hope for millions. The President indicated that he would only discuss food aid with WFP if there are no “political conditions” attached! Considering the current politicisation of GMB maize distribution in Zimbabwe, fears must be expressed that attempts will be made to manipulate the distribution of WFP food. Such actions by the Government suggest that the broad definition of “human rights” in the NGO Bill is deliberate. The Government seeks to control not only those NGOs that speak out on gross violations but also, NGOs working with strategic resources such as food. 

The NGO Response

The Government has not openly moved to close any of the more forthright human rights NGOs since the drafting of the Bill.  However, the repeated press statements and public speeches vilifying such organisations, the timing of the NGO Bill immediately before the 2005 Parliamentary Elections and, the withholding of the decision not to sign it, cannot be seen as accidental. The mere existence of the Bill seriously undermined the work of NGOs, particularly those who work in areas of governance, at a key moment in Zimbabwe’s history. At a time when NGOs should have been preparing for and documenting events linked to the election, they were in partial disarray. 

Once a draft of the Bill was released in August 2004, the National Association of NGOs (NANGO) quickly grouped NGOs together to form a lobbying force that entered into dialogue with the government around the Bill. However, early in 2005, several NGO commentators noted that they found this regrouping problematic.  The NGOs that regrouped to save themselves from closure became so distracted by the Bill that they did not appear to be giving sufficient thought to the formation of a common stance on electoral issues (Interviews, Harare, February 2005). There was a perception that NGOs, including senior staff and boards, poured time, money and expertise into strategising around their own survival rather than electoral issues. 

There are reports of disagreements between board members and staff as to how visible it was safe to be, in terms of the Bill, as board members can be arrested for transgressions by their organisation.  Several key human rights NGOs reported that they have already suffered a brain drain, with highly skilled staff sensing funding insecurity in their sector and moving on to other jobs either within or outside of Zimbabwe.  Furthermore, NGOs reported a growing lack of trust among their staff and an increased fear of infiltration by the CIO that continue to make operating effectively difficult. These factors have, and will continue to have, a direct bearing on job security in this 10,000 strong sector.  

Certain activists have decided to move out of the NGO sector into the private sector, registering as medical or legal private practitioners in order to conduct their human rights based activities outside of the Bill’s reach. Others have become individual consultants for similar reasons. Although it is unclear how representative such instances are, the trend towards the privatisation of human rights work raises a series of questions.  What is their mandate and constituency, once they move into the realm of private practice? How will networking between civil society activists take place?  And, how will donors respond to this? 

By January 2005, in some embassies, funds to civil rights NGOs had already been reduced.  New proposals were not being considered and old funding partners were reporting reluctance by donors to sign further contracts or to administer funds. This threat to NGO functioning is derivative of donor policy, particularly with regard to funds administrated directly through embassies in Harare. Donors point out, quite rightly, that, where diplomats are involved, they may not break the laws of their host nation, even if those laws are unjust.  As a result, three-year proposals are being cut to one year, and there is generally much greater caution among donors as to what they are prepared to fund at this crucial time. 

The above analysis suggests that the Government’s aim has been to restructure their relationship with NGOs so that it more closely resembles the situation pertaining in the 1980s, when NGOs did not confront Government, but worked in partnership with an increasingly authoritarian regime. In response, some NGOs are ducking for cover and hoping that self-censorship will enable them to escape the anticipated round of NGO closures if the Bill is enacted. Undoubtedly, other NGOs will resort to cooperation with Government if it secures their jobs and the survival of their organisations.

The current backtracking by Government on signing the Bill could be partly a result of lobbying efforts by embassies in Harare.  If signed into law, the Bill would place Zimbabwe in violation of various international treaties and conventions including the Cotoneau Agreement between the African-Caribbean-Pacific alliance and the European Union, which has clauses entrenching the need of signatories to respect and allow for independent civil societies in their nations.  It is thus of critical importance that donors rethink their stand, particularly now that the NGO Bill has been shelved, and exploit the current reprieve to the full. 

The Response of the Churches
A further factor worthy of comment in relation to the NGO Bill is the reaction of the churches. Pro-democracy church alliances have issued strong statements over the last five years, including the Zimbabwe National Pastors Conference, the Manicaland Churches and Christians Together for Peace and Justice. In Bulawayo, churches under the leadership of Archbishop Pius Ncube have held regular events supporting victims of torture, who have used the safety of the cathedral to testify. In addition, the threat of the Bill being passed seems to have united certain church bodies.  The Catholic bishops of Zimbabwe unanimously agree that they will not seek registration for any church-linked activities including humanitarian and human rights work, on the basis that this is God’s work and they will not have it prescribed by the State (Interview with Archbishop Pius Ncube, January 2005).   Some other church groupings have taken a similarly strong stand. 

However, the Government is making a concerted effort to divide the churches.  Funding for projects and resources is being parcelled out through churches seen to support the Government’s position, notably the churches gathering around a Reverend Musinda of dubious religious credentials (Interviews with church leaders, January and February 2005). And, the same Reverend Musinda immediately condemns pro-democracy statements by church leaders in the State media as being the voice of evil (The Herald, 27.03.05). 

Yet, the Church remains a space that has not been exploited to its full; levels of fear among priests and pastors are high and there is a need to encourage and resource pro-democracy congregations and activities, to counter balance the State resources already being used to undermine the growing voices against injustice in the church arena. 

IV

NGOs and the 2005 elections

In February 2005, the threat of the NGO Bill and the attendant donor vacillations with regard to funding meant that civic NGOs were dealing with reduced funding security, in some cases with temporary staff on short-term contracts and a lack of job experience, and with a correspondingly reduced ability to make things happen on the ground. Considering that this was the reality only weeks before the March Election, it is worth noting that some key NGOs nonetheless managed to respond to the demands of the election period. 

The Zimbabwe Electoral Support Network (ZESN) managed to register and deploy 6,000 observers  - an excellent effort considering the huge expense and time constraints involved in identifying, training, registering and deploying this group at very short notice. However, by contrast, in 2002 ZESN trained and had ready for registration 12,000 potential observers, even though the government-dominated Independent Electoral Commission only registered 400 of them.  In 2005, there were 8,235 polling stations, which meant that with 6,000 observers, a substantial number of polling stations were not observed by ZESN. 

Furthermore, within each polling station, the new system of three ballot boxes meant observers struggled to oversee the process effectively. An optimum situation would have involved a minimum of two ZESN observers per polling station. However, the actual costs of this would have been prohibitive. ZESN worked together with the Zimbabwe Council of Churches (ZCC) to cover extra polling stations, but the appropriateness of this arrangement must be questioned given that the ZCC remains, to date, the only national observer group to call what was clearly a deeply flawed electoral process, “free and fair” (ZCC Statement, issued 3 April 2005).   

In the immediate aftermath of the 2005 election, NGOs saw themselves as having done a good job, all things considered. There was a notable sense of achievement and relief that they had pulled together when necessary and delivered something at least. However, this analysis was not entirely agreed with by embassy officials and other informants who were still waiting anxiously some weeks after the election for a detailed analysis of what happened, in particular around the counting of votes. It seems polling officers and observers were inadequately trained, returned incomplete information or no information at all, and that the NGOs do not have staff with the skills needed to collate and analyse the information gathered. 

A crucial opportunity to fully document what actually happened on voting day has been lost.  This means that ZANU PF’s apparent sweep back into power may not be challenged in court as adequately as it should be. While both the MDC and civil society reported dissatisfaction with differences in voting and counting figures and, reported polling officers and observers being excluded from polling stations for several hours during either voting or counting in some areas, comprehensive details of these events had not been forthcoming more than two months after the election.  

In mid May, six weeks after the election, ZESN did produce a statistical analysis done by a hired consultant that was very useful in that it at last documented their own observer findings against those of the Zimbabwe Electoral Commission, with obvious anomalies in some constituencies. However, as ZESN had not covered all polling stations countrywide, a sampling technique had to be used to give an indication of likely voting patterns in the 114 constituencies where they had partial results; six constituencies had insufficient ZESN data and were excluded from the analysis. 

The inability of NGOs to prepare voters for a new electoral process with transparent boxes, one day of voting, and three alphabetically divided voting queues, may also have contributed to large numbers of voters being turned away and to some voters, intimidated by their lack of understanding of the processes involved, deciding not to cast their vote. This inability was linked both to resources and time, and also to the revised legislation, in terms of the Electoral Act, which severely restricts the rights of NGOs to conduct voter education. 

Months before the 2005 elections, many NGOs regarded the poll as being of little significance. There was a high level of expectation that ZANU PF would ensure that they would win their two-thirds majority, and that the election would certainly not result in any real change of governance. This may have influenced the degree to which NGOs did or did not use resources in relation to this election. In 2005, there have been visibly fewer reports put into the field by NGOs in the post election period, and they have taken notably longer to be released. This points either to a reduced capacity, or to a reduced interest among NGOs in relation to election 2005. 

V

NGOs: post election 2005

In the weeks after the election, there was a perceptible urgency among NGOs.  ZANU PF has made it clear that their two-thirds majority will be used to engineer substantial changes to the constitution, including the introduction of a senate. The changes may lead to the cancellation of the presidential election currently scheduled for 2008 and, Mugabe has indicated an intention to change the constitution to nullify property rights, making all land in Zimbabwe State land. There are strong indications that all this will happen within the next few months. It is therefore apparent that there is little likelihood of elections being a vehicle to return Zimbabwe to greater democracy and accountability any time soon. 

The appointment of Nicholas Goche as Minister of Public Services, Labour and Social Welfare, is an unequivocal indication that the oppression of civil society will continue, whether or not the NGO Bill is passed.  Goche was previously Minister of State for National Security and Head of the CIO. NGOs are directly answerable to his Ministry and within weeks of the announcement of Goche to this post in April a committee, set up in accordance with the PVO Act, descended on NGOs and demanded access to their audits and their records of monetary transactions. This team was reportedly demanding access to documents beyond their mandate in terms of the law. As a result, after three days of harassment, the NGO Zimbabwe Human Rights (Zimrights) obtained a restraining order against the committee (Zimrights, May 2005). 

In addition, there have already been concerted attempts to remove the current leadership of the ZCTU and to replace them with ZANU PF appointees. Indications are that, by the time of the International Labour Organisation’s convention in June 2005, this coup could be complete. If this attempt is successful, the most powerful civil society grouping will have been neutralised. The attack on the ZCTU is just one example of the extent to which the civic sector’s ability to react to the State agenda is being lessened by the day.  And yet, not one civic group has expressed concern for or outrage at the Government’s treatment of the ZCTU.

Clearly, the ability of Government to intimidate and interfere is not dependant on the NGO Bill becoming law.  The NGO sector needs to regroup and alert Zimbabweans to the attempt to thrust a constitution upon them without due consultation. Whether civil society will be able to forge and maintain a powerful enough group, quickly enough, in the face of huge state pressure to prevent this, is unclear. Beyond any advocacy that may be needed both within and outside of the nation in relation to the impending constitutional changes, NGOs face the larger task of returning to their grass roots work wherever possible and, channelling their resources into the empowering of ordinary Zimbabweans. 

This will take careful strategic planning and patience.  The task is a daunting one.  The challenge for NGOs is to find ways of restoring the confidence to resist oppression in themselves and their fellow Zimbabweans. This will require NGOs to brace themselves against continual attacks from Government using both direct and indirect methods. Whether or not the NGO Bill is ever passed, there will be no change in Government’s intentions to control flows of information and access to humanitarian resources, as well as to limit and control all movement in vulnerable rural areas.   

“Operation Murambatsvina”

Since late May, the Government has instigated “Operation Murambatsvina”, or “Operation Clear out the Dirt”. Under the guise of cleaning up the cities by removing illegal housing and vending, the police have destroyed the homes and livelihoods of hundreds of thousands of Zimbabweans countrywide.  

The sensation is that of a slow earthquake; every day Zimbabweans awake to yet more devastation, as their towns fall around them on the blades of bulldozers and under the blows of sledgehammers. The intention of Government seems multifaceted: to punish the towns where MDC support is strongest; to clear urban areas of the informal sectors and their inhabitants, and thus to depopulate the city centres and reduce any likelihood of a popular uprising; to internally displace masses of Zimbabweans into rural areas where they will be subjected to the repressive control of the ZANU PF dominant traditional leadership. Zimbabwe is being turned into a nation of peasants; the already poor are being reduced to abject poverty.  

“Operation Murambatsvina” has had the effect of illustrating to civil society how ineffectual they are against the might of this regime. The human catastrophe unfolding is beyond the scope of reaction by Zimbabwean NGOs on the ground. Statements of condemnation have been issued by local churches and NGOs, as well as by international bodies such as the United Nations and Amnesty International.  But the ability of NGOs to respond materially with emergency food and shelter on the scale needed is limited.  NGOs are trying to fulfil the role of the absent international media at the same time as responding to the humanitarian disaster: They are almost the lone channels for information to get to the outside world. 

At the time of writing, the predominant sense in the country, including among NGOs, is of disbelief and disempowerment. A brave attempt by a legal NGO to get a ruling declaring the knockdown of houses illegal has been dismissed by the biased Zimbabwean courts.  As “Operation Murambatsvina” continues, it’s full implications for civil society and the nation as a whole cannot yet be evaluated, but it makes future prospects for democracy in Zimbabwe, bleak. 
HER STORY: GENDER AND THE 2005 PARLIAMENTARY 

ELECTIONS IN ZIMBABEWE
As women of Zimbabwe, fair elections are ones that ensure we are part of the organs processing and making decisions on elections, fair elections are ones that enable women to vote free from intimidation, violence, vote-buying conditions and free elections are ones that enable us to participate as candidates with no limitations, no hindrances and no inhibitions.



(Women in Politics Support Unit, WiPSU 

Statement on the Delimitation Commission, 2004)
In the wake of the 1995 Beijing Platform for Action and the 1997 SADC declaration on Gender and Development, the government of Zimbabwe developed a national rhetoric in support of the increased representation of women in Zimbabwe’s political decision-making structures.  The ruling ZANU-PF party enacted changes in the legal, employment and educational rights of women.  They ceded to the demands of their Women’s League, not only advocating for the target of 30 per cent women’s representation by 2005 but also nominating Africa’s second-ever female vice-president.  In the March parliamentary election, 20 women were elected to parliament.  President Mugabe has the power to appoint a further 30 members of parliament.  Of these, only 6 were women, taking the total number of women in the new parliament to 26 – a mere 17 per cent of the total. If the ruling party was serious about reaching the 30 per cent quota, all 30 appointees should have been women.

In Zimbabwe, in spite of the rhetoric around women’s participation, ‘most women lack many basic elements of citizenship, so that they are not equal in law – let alone practice – to men’ (Jacobs 1999: 19).  This marginalisation of women in Zimbabwe has been influenced by three major historical factors – ‘indigenous African societal patterns, the conquest of the continent by Europe and the apparent lack of vision, of courage, in the leadership of the postcolonial (post-independence) period’ (Alexander 2003: xxxi). As a result, the role of women in politics and society continues to be shaped by a patriarchal gaze and, from independence, has been frustrated by an institutional framework that constructs the citizen as a masculine citizen.

I
Gender in Zimbabwean Politics

You have to git man off your eyeball 

(Walker 1992:171)
Women should, numerically speaking, make up the majority of the voters in Zimbabwe.  While neither major political party fields an adequate number of women in elections, do the majority of women vote and if they vote, they do not appear to vote for the women chosen to represent them – why?  The women of Zimbabwe face historical, systemic and institutional barriers to their equitable participation in public life and decision-making.  As a result, ‘the engendering of democracy in … Zimbabwe, as elsewhere, will imply widespread change including much rearranging of everyday assumptions and everyday life’ (Jacobs 1999: 21). 

The Zimbabwean constitution is written for a male citizen, the he’s and his’ of the nation.  Until 1996 when sex was added as a criterion, Section 23 of its declaration of human rights only prohibited discrimination on the grounds of ‘race, tribe, place of origin, political opinions, colour or creed’.  This right is, however, undercut by Section 23, 3 which upholds the sanctity of African customary law.  What this has meant for women in Zimbabwe is that, not only do they live in social and cultural situations in which their needs and sensibilities are ‘not considered a priority, or even legitimate’, but they also live with precious few substantive legal or institutional guarantees of their right to equality of life, liberty or justice (Dangarembga 1988: 12). 

Women fought alongside men in the Zimbabwean liberation struggle.  They overcame their two-fold subordination at the hands of men and the colonisers, surviving rape and abuse in the military camps, to claim their right to self-determination.  The way these women are remembered and celebrated places less emphasis on their role in the war than it does on the idea of them as mothers and wives of soldiers.  Out of all the women who led troops, conducted reconnaissance and were sent to study in Eastern Europe, only one sat at the Lancaster House negotiating table (Mahlunge 2004: 7).  The 1980s did herald significant changes for women; the Legal Age of Majority Act, the Matrimonial Causes Act and the Labour Relations Act.  However, as noted by Everjoice Win, by 1990 ‘what was once a well funded, well structured and focused Ministry of Women’s Affairs was whittled down to, first a department, at some point just a desk, and at some other time, a one person corner’ (Win 2004, Zimbabwe Standard).  

In 2000, the Ministry of Women’s Affairs was traded in for the Ministry of Youth, Gender and Employment Creation.  This had led to a situation in which the majority of the population, women, find the political discourse around their issues obfuscated – not least by the allocation of sizeable funds to National Youth Service training.  When ‘young women from many parts of the country have testified hundreds of times about the rape and abuse they have endured at the hands’ of young men in green uniforms, the priority placed on gender equity within the new Ministry could have been called into question (Win 2004, Zimbabwe Standard).  The increased vocalisation of women’s concerns, particularly as the ZANU-PF Women’s League advocated for a 33 per cent representative quota at all levels of political decision-making, has resulted in the establishment of separate ministries for youth and gender following the 2005 election.

Women’s Day celebrations in Zimbabwe have, over the past five years, become an increasingly state-managed affair that reflects little of the lived reality of ordinary Zimbabwean women.  As the economy has weakened, so the health and education infrastructures have suffered.  Women now find themselves, even where they have land under the Resettlement Act, struggling to feed and clothe their families (Jacobs 1999).  The reality of a rising HIV infection rate confines many women to their homes as full-time nurses for other family members.  The emasculation of many husbands and fathers through the loss of employment has led to an increase in domestic violence that comes in tandem with the increase in political violence, particularly in the rural areas.  Young girls are once more finding that their right to an education is less important than their ability to earn a wage or work in the fields to help their families survive.  As the situation worsens, women represent an increasing percentage of the illiterate in Zimbabwe and this further prejudices their ability to participate in elections or organise themselves to demand a better future.

II

Gender and the 2005 Parliamentary Election

‘Our definition of self guides our actions, but it guides them within the constraints of the possible actions available to us – and our choice is expanded or limited by our access to resources.’



(Anita Garey, 1999)

Fifty-eight women stood as candidates in Zimbabwe’s sixth national parliamentary election in March of this year.  Neither of the main political parties fielded a candidate pool with thirty per cent female representation.  ZANU PF fielded 30 women, the MDC fielded 18 women, ZANU-Ndonga fielded 8 women and 2 women ran as Independent candidates.  20 of the 58 women were elected to parliament, 14 of them running for ZANU PF and 6 of them running for the MDC.  As a result of the Presidential appointment of a further 30 MPs, 6 more women joined the new Zimbabwean parliament.

Women thus make up 17 per cent of the new parliament, a far cry from the 30 per cent target set by the SADC Gender and Development Declaration but an increase of 7 per cent from the historical low-point of a 10 per cent representation of women following the parliamentary election in 2000.  In fact, at 17 per cent, the current parliament has the highest number of female MPs in Zimbabwe’s history.  The country’s new Development Cabinet also has an increased number of women in ministerial posts and, on the surface, indicates some change with regard to the nation’s perception of the roles of women. This is evident in the appointment of women to non-traditional ministries, such as Science and Technology or Small and Medium-Scale Enterprises, as much as it is evident in the appointment of Joyce Mujuru as Vice-President. 

However, while the statistics reveal an increase in women’s representation in the decision-making structures of the Zimbabwean government, the reality of their position within their political parties calls into question the qualitative power of female MPs.  At the fourth national congress the women of ZANU PF, acknowledging women’s gains within the senior ranks of the party but noted that they were disturbed by the level to which such gains had not been implemented at provincial and local levels (Central Committee Report 2004: 110).  By contrast, there are no women in the senior ranks of the MDC. In addition, while the ZANU PF Women’s League managed to establish a party precedent by which women are fielded in all new constituencies resulting from any re-delimitation exercises, the women of the MDC found it difficult to establish a similar precedent.  As the MDC struggles to make political headway, the party line is that they cannot afford to not field certain male members should they lose their constituencies through re-delimitation.

The internal politics of the two main parties subverted gender concerns in two further ways in the 2005 election.  ‘Women were played off against each other in primaries and fielded in precarious seats during the election’ (Lowe Morna, 2004). Not one of the female MPs in the new parliament was elected in a non-party stronghold, whereas the majority of the women fielded who lost their seats ran in constituencies that were not traditional strongholds for their parties (Crisis 2005:13).  It has been argued that Zimbabweans, historically, vote along party rather than candidate lines (Jambaya 2005).  If gender was of real concern to the two main political parties, they should have fielded the majority of their female candidates in their own strongholds. 

Women who currently have public power can also make or break the gender cause and ‘their failure to rise to the occasion can be seized upon by unprogressive forces as proof of the unsuitability of women for such responsibilities’ (Makuni 2005, Financial Gazette).  The mercenary and self-serving manner in which the floor-crossing Mayor of Harare, Sekesai Makwavarara, has conducted herself in office is an example of the extent to which the actions of one woman can prejudice the work of others.  Women in the public arena also face marginalisation as a result of the perception (or in some cases reality) that their exercise of power is a function of the men they know or the men that they have married.  It is widely acknowledged that, while her campaign platform may have been ‘gender equality’, Vice-President Mujuru is seen as the public face of a powerful man (and his ethnic faction) rather than a politician in her own right.

The public face of women in politics resonates not only in the male-dominated halls of party and state power but also in the everyday world of voters, and particularly, women voters.  The participation of women in politics, at decision-making levels or through voting, is circumscribed by their position in Zimbabwean society as a whole and, ‘the gendered impact of the electoral systems and processes’ in place (WiPSU 2002: 1). 

The electoral systems in place in Zimbabwe and the violence of the electoral environment in which the past two elections have been conducted both militated against the possibility of the 2005 election being conducted in a democratic environment.  To analyse the elections from the standpoint of women is not to deny the difficulties faced by other Zimbabweans.  It is, however, necessary to illustrate, using the criteria set out by the Women in Parliament Support Unit in ‘Elections as a Gendered Process’, the extent to which women face additional hurdles in the process (WiPSU 2002).  

1. Citizenship

In 1982, the Legal Age of Majority Act afforded women the right to vote, to represent themselves and to make contracts.  Other progressive legislation since that time has furthered their equality in the workplace, within marriage and in terms of their right to education.  However, women are still second-class citizens in Zimbabwe as discrimination is still allowed under customary and family law.  

More recently, the requirements for registration of citizenship, under the Citizenship of Zimbabwe Amendment Act (2001), prejudiced women’s ability to register to vote.  This is particularly true for unmarried women and women in the rural areas who, if they received adequate information on the new legislation, were not able to fulfil the registration requirements or to afford the costs involved in renouncing foreign citizenship held by themselves or their parents.

2. Registration of voters
The Zimbabwean voters roll remains one of the most contested issues of the 2005 election.  The passing of the General Laws Amendment Act (2002) made the registration process costly, difficult and gendered.  

· Women living in the cities, female heads of households and women migrating to the city for work were often unable to register as they could not provide adequate proof of residence  

· Women in the rural areas were faced with a number of constraints that included the prohibitive distance of registration offices from their homes, the arbitrary whim of headmen in allowing registration and security concerns derivative of experiences of violence and intimidation

· Women migrating for work were, in most instances, unable to prove residence in town and unable to travel to their constituency of origin to register

On polling day, an average of 10 per cent of voters were turned away from the polls as they were not on the voters roll.  Statistically, some 50 per cent of those turned away will have been women.

3. Voter Education

Historically, voter education in Zimbabwe has been a gender-neutral process.  What voter education occurred in the 2005 election, continued this trend.  The Zimbabwe Election Support Network (ZESN) made announcements on the date and specifics of polling day, principally in the print media.  WiPSU did run print adverts as part of their ‘Vote for a Woman’ campaign, though, given the prohibitive cost of print advertising, these were few.  Furthermore, where voter education occurred, it was mainly in print media and largely urban, thus depriving women in the rural areas of information on which to base their choices.  

In the absence of information about the candidates and, particularly in light of the extent to which the state-run media focused on the anti-Blair and anti-MDC campaign messages of the ruling party rather than issue-based platforms from both parties, women may have withdrawn from the process, as they did in 2000.

Adult literacy levels in Zimbabwe are high (86 per cent).  However women (and particularly rural women) make up 60 per cent of the 14 per cent illiterate population (Central Committee Report 2004: 113). In the absence of adequate voter education both the process of registering and the process of casting a vote may have been too daunting a prospect for these women.

4. The right to express a political opinion

In a range of Zimbabwean newspapers a week before the election, women contesting the election were not featured at all.  In the immediate aftermath, two articles appeared – one discussed the historic nature of the fact that Sabina Mugabe would sit in parliament with her two sons and one headlined Mujuru’s victory in her constituency, though with less than one sentence on her in the article that followed.  The rest was silence.

Women are marginalised in both Zimbabwean society and politics. As one male participant in a WiPSU study noted, ‘culturally, politics is a man’s sphere, hence women should stay away from it’ (WiPSU 2001: 26).  In this context, the lack of attention to their voices and experiences is not surprising.

In addition, women have been subject to and intimidated by the increasing violence of the past five years.  The level of female victimisation is not immediately obvious in most reports on the violence in Zimbabwe as the statistics are seldom disaggregated by gender.   However, women have been systematically raped, tortured, beaten and – if a home is burnt to the ground – subject to the burden of relocation in an unstable economic environment.  Women in Zimbabwe live in fear – of militias, of politics, of poverty and often, of the men in their lives.  Their ability to exercise their right to express a political opinion is heavily circumscribed by their macro-cultural and social environment.

5. The right to freedom of association, assembly and movement  

The Public Order and Security Act (2002) limits the freedom of association of all Zimbabweans.  While the Act specifically references notifying the police of a meeting, the police have liberally interpreted their mandate such that meetings of three or more people require police permission.  The result has been the restriction of all forms of association and assembly in the country.

A salient example of the extension and abuse of POSA is provided by the history of arrest and abuse suffered by Women of Zimbabwe Arise (WOZA).  WOZA is a women’s organisation that emerged in response to the worsening crisis in Zimbabwe and out of a desire to enable women to organise outside of political party structures (Sokwanele 2004).  The women have engaged in several peaceful demonstrations on issues such as love, hunger and corruption.  Every single one of these non-violent campaigns has resulted in the arrest and detention of some WOZA members.

In addition, freedom of movement in Zimbabwe (and particularly the rural areas) has become an activity for the brave.  The rising poverty has resulted in increased crime rates but there is the ever-present threat of being harassed or beaten by groups demanding to see party cards or using the breakdown of the rule of law to take advantage of other citizens.  The high levels of rape in the violence and human rights abuse highlight the specific dangers faced by women in the current climate.

6. The right to campaign

Statistics released by the Media Monitoring Project of Zimbabwe have highlighted the extent to which, while the media was less partisan in the 2005 elections than in previous elections, the right to campaign is state-granted rather than constitutionally guaranteed. As noted above, the state media’s coverage of the election campaigns was weighted towards male contestants, rendering women less visible in the party campaigns.

However, while the media can in no way be described as gender-sensitive, it is important to note that the 2005 parliamentary election was carried out in a far less violent and repressive environment than either the 2000 or the 2002 elections.  There was an absence of independent media organisations but the state-owned media made a show of allocating advertising space and airtime to all political parties.  The cost of advertising – both on television and in the papers – must be noted as prohibitive for groups wanting to campaign for women.  This both limited the extent of campaigns, such as WiPSU’s ‘Vote for a Woman’, and limited their reach beyond an urban newspaper reading audience.

7. Conducting elections

A population’s ability to cast their vote, assuming they have been able to register to vote, is conditioned by the ease of access to polling stations, the environment around polling stations and the time it takes to cast a vote.  As noted, the 2005 parliamentary election was conducted in a considerably less violent environment than in previous elections.  In addition, the government accredited a significantly larger number of civil society and opposition polling agents.  Voting took place on March 31st and, again in contrast to previous elections, the queues were not long and voting took less time.  Voters were separated into three queues according to surname such that three people were voting at any one time.

Reports indicate that it was mainly in the urban areas that this change in environment was tangible.  Several polling stations in the rural areas were located on the homesteads of chiefs in the area, prejudicing the neutrality of their location.  For rural women in particular, the distance they were required to travel to polling stations was, in some instances, prohibitive and intimidation was reported in a number of areas around the country.

The re-delimitation of constituencies further resulted in confusion on Election Day.  A number of those who were turned away from polling stations were trying to vote in the wrong constituency – though, in many cases, they had voted at the given polling station in every previous election.  For mothers with children and ailing family to care for at home, the need to find a new polling station and queue again may have been too much of an effort.

8. Secrecy of the vote

While the levels of pre-election violence and intimidation were dramatically lower in the 2005 Parliamentary election, many Zimbabweans remained unconvinced that their vote was their secret; the memory of prior intimidations and the fear of violent reprisal will both have been significant factors.  The low voter turnout is arguably a function of a ‘learnt’ apathy for politics.

In addition, prior to the election, Zimbabweans were worried by the idea of translucent ballot boxes. On Election Day, it was clear that the worry was potentially justified.  The ballot boxes were all but transparent and votes cast that were not folded a number of times lay open and visible behind the plastic.  Several Zimbabweans also found the new voting process intimidating and, to some, a process that would enable the government to more easily track their vote.  This fear stemmed from the separation of voters into surname groups; A to L, M, and N to Z. This separation was maintained throughout the voting process – when the voter’s name was checked in the register, which pad of ballot papers a ballot came from, which booth the vote was cast in and the ballot box into which it was placed.

The notion of a ‘secret ballot’ is not intrinsically easy to understand given the level of constant identification of a voter that the process involves.  Since the majority of the illiterate population in Zimbabwe is female, with many of them living in the rural areas, this would have meant that rural women needed assistance when voting.  If three other people supervise the casting of your ballot, it can be difficult to believe that your vote is your secret.  The need to ask for assistance in voting could have meant that some rural woman did not want to vote.  

In contrast to both the 2000 and 2002 elections, the 2005 parliamentary election saw some increase in the space for women to participate.  The increased number of women in parliament could be interpreted as a reflection of this opening up of space for women. However, as illustrated earlier, the difference between the quantitative presence of women within state structures and the qualitative effect of that presence highlights a fundamental flaw.  The rhetoric embodied in the SADC Declaration on Gender and Development (1997), the National Gender Policy (2004) and ZANU-PF’s amendment of the Party Constitution to include a 30 per cent quota for women in all decision-making structures, has yet to be translated into an institutional framework that guarantees gender equity.

Women in Zimbabwe, whether in the public or private realm, have to work to define themselves as equal participants and have to work even harder to translate that equality into a lived experience of being valuable to their society.  Their actions are constrained by a culture, history and state system that remain patriarchal at base.  Their choices are limited by their access to resources, whether it is access to enough food for their families or an education or the financial independence to run an election campaign.

III
Engendering politics in Zimbabwe – the way Forward

‘Feminists have long argued … that democracy without rights and safeguards for women is not deserving of the name’ 


(Jacobs 1999: 20)

It is tempting, in the midst of a struggle for change, to focus only on outcomes – a new dispensation, a return to the rule of law, a stable economy.  In this conception, an issue like gender equity is often seen as of negligible importance in the now.  But the question is not, why gender?  The question is, without gender, what?  ‘For as long as there is no equitable representation of women in politics and decision-making and other sites of power, then Zimbabwe is under-utilising the potential of its human resources and the country is not benefiting from the knowledge and perspectives women bring’ (WiPSU 2001: 1).

This report has focused on two groups of women in Zimbabwe; the women in positions of political power and, the women with no power.  There are countless variations in between the two extremes, not least of which includes those women in decision-making positions within the private sector and civil society.  The focus on the role of women in politics is derivative of an understanding that unless women ‘win the battle for a voice within their parties’ and thence, within parliament, engendering democracy will not be a concern of the state (IRIN, May 3).  Without state support, engendering democracy at local levels becomes difficult and any objectives may be frustrated by the absence of political will to carry them forward. Nevertheless, the challenges for all women in Zimbabwe are threefold: 

· They need to subvert societal understandings of the role women should play in society and gain access to all levels of decision-making.  They need to gain access in sufficient numbers, what is called a ‘critical mass’, in order to ensure that their voices are heard and their presence can be translated into positive action (Lowe Morna 2004: 32). 

· In translating their presence into action, the women of Zimbabwe will need to work against the social, political, personal and institutional factors that have previously constrained their participation. At the same time, there will be a need to institutionalise their participation and strengthen their participation through the creation of legislative and constitutional safeguards. 

· ‘Once citizens who had previously been reduced to non-citizens bring “other” views, paradigms begin to change’ (Lowe Morna 2004: 34). Women’s effective participation in decision-making can then enable the transformation of national outcomes and objectives according to the needs of every citizen, not just the male citizen.

In Zimbabwe’s struggle to construct a new democratic future, engendering the political playing field will not only be an important, but also an essential, part of the process of transition.  Women’s future access to, participation in and transformation of politics in Zimbabwe will rest on the construction of an institutional framework in which their representation is constitutionally safeguarded, the use of that framework to establish gender equity throughout the structures of the state and, the engendering of society through education.  In as much as men need to learn to value women as equals and not just mothers or daughter or lovers, women need to ‘git men off their eyeballs’ and stake their claim in their future and in the future of their children. 

INTERNATIONAL RESPONSES TO THE ELECTION

How did Africa and the wider world react to Zimbabwe’s 2005 election? To what extent did their perspectives on the ‘Zimbabwe crisis’, as it had evolved between 2000 and 2004, condition their assessments and responses?  These questions are addressed in the first part of this chapter that focuses on the reactions of the SADC region, excluding South Africa (discussed elsewhere in this Report), of the African Union, and of those African countries that were invited to send election observers to Zimbabwe. Part two examines American, British, European Union and other international responses to the election campaign and outcome.  The conclusion seeks to draw the chapter together. It does so partly within the context of the Mugabe regime’s recent crackdown on the informal sector in Harare and other urban areas. 

I

African Reactions
Zimbabwe placed greater store on the peer evaluation of its recent election by African states and institutions than it has at any other time before. The nation had smarted under scorching criticism of the conduct and outcome of its 2000 and 2002 elections from such bodies as the Commonwealth and European Union Observer teams and from individual countries such as the US, UK and Sweden amongst others. There would be ‘no repeat’ of the chorus of adverse reports by observer groups, reports that tarnished the credibility and legitimacy of the 2000 and 2002 elections considerably. 

In contrast to the international reaction to earlier elections, the majority of reports from African observer missions had been mild, favourable, or at worst, indifferent.  The preparations for the 2005 election therefore included a choreographed vetting of which observer teams to invite. Those that had written critical reports in the past were barred: the list ranged from the EU and Commonwealth to the SADC Parliamentary Forum. The invitations to observe were thus mainly confined to those who would be likely to ‘endorse’ the election, or at worst, be mildly critical of it. Even so, a ‘compromise’ was that national observer teams made up of embassy officials from western countries such as the US, UK, and Germany, amongst others, carried out observation of the 2005 election.

This explains the store that was placed on the SADC Principles and Guidelines on Democratic Elections adopted in Mauritius in August 2004. A SADC-endorsed framework for conducting and evaluating an election was the least risky route back to ‘legitimacy’ for the Mugabe government. It was a framework that could be fudged, or ignored in parts, with impunity and without the threat of SADC imposed sanctions.  Although the opposition movement continuously highlighted significant gaps between the Principles and Guidelines and the actual conduct/realities on the ground, the SADC framework remained the backdrop to the 2005 election.   

Part of the explanation of the favourable ‘rating’ of Zimbabwe’s previous elections by African observer teams relates to their expectations of what constitutes ‘democracy’ and, thence, a ‘free and fair election’. They have operated on what could be loosely termed the ‘lowest common denominator’ of electoral conduct and democracy. It is a plus if elections are held as and when due, and if the technical aspects of election administration are conducted relatively efficiently (and this has been the case in Zimbabwe). By African standards then, the Zimbabwean electoral machinery performs reasonably well on Election Day. 

Most African states do not ensure equitable access to the public media or to state resources to parties other than the ruling party during an election campaign. For them to take the Zimbabwean state seriously to task on this issue would be to open themselves up to accusations that they ‘do not practice what they preach’. There has been extensive rigging (in Nigeria, Zambia, Malawi etc) and violence (in South Africa, Zanzibar, Lesotho, Togo and again in Nigeria) and Zimbabwe would not be an exceptional case, according to this reading.   The deficit in democratic and electoral systems in most African countries therefore works perversely to provide cover to the flawed Zimbabwean system. Hence the Mugabe proposition: ‘judge us by African and not by Western or other standards'. A recent exception to the trend of uncritical evaluation is the report of the African Commission of Human Rights that criticized Zimbabwe’s human rights record: even so the report took two years to see the light of the day. 

It is widely acknowledged that Zimbabwe’s multi-layered crisis includes a fast shrinking economy (Sachikonye, 2002; Raftopoulos and Phimister, 2004; Games, 2005). Conventional readings and expectations have been that the grave effects of the economic decline would compel neighbouring states to steer Zimbabwe towards a political settlement of some sort. By the same token, it was assumed that Zimbabwe’s leaders would retreat from brinkmanship for fear of the consequences of the economic fall-out. The logic is the same as that applied in the imposition of both ‘smart’ and ‘development aid’ sanctions. 

The economic consequences of the Zimbabwe crisis were expected to include a decline of foreign investment in the SADC region, a negative effect on currency values (e.g. on the Rand) and contraction in tourist numbers as well as trade volumes in the region (Field, 2003). Furthermore, the emigration of several million Zimbabweans, due to economic hardships, would exacerbate unemployment and social hardships in neighbouring states such as Botswana and South Africa (Sachikonye, 2004). There was, therefore, sufficient incentive for SADC states to intervene and defuse the spiralling crisis.

However, these possibilities have not all had the anticipated outcomes. Initially, there was a negative impact on investment, tourism and trade, but the situation appears to have stabilized as the region has adjusted to co-existing with the Zimbabwean crisis. Investment in the region has been picking up. Currencies, particularly the rand, have appreciated in value. Zimbabwe’s skilled workers and professionals have been a major asset in the region as they fill gaps in such fields as education, health and business. Even Zimbabwe’s land reform crisis has been turned into an advantage: white farmers were invited not only into Zambia, Malawi and Mozambique but as far afield as Nigeria. The region appears to have settled for stability and lowest common denominator ‘electoral democracy’, rather than support for change, in the form of substantive democracy, in Zimbabwe.  Thus African solidarity has its own opportunistic and contradictory aspects and outcomes! This background should not be ignored in an assessment of African responses to the 2005 election.  

The stipulation of the SADC Principles and Guidelines that the host country should allow observation 90 days before an election was dishonoured. Foreign observer teams, almost three quarters of whom were African, were invited to observe the elections in mid-February, although the government only began granting accreditation some three weeks before polling day. Most observer teams from African states and organizations arrived in the country during the last two weeks of the election campaign. A number, such as the African Union team as well as the SADC Electoral Commissions Forum (ECF), arrived during the last week of the campaign. An attempt to send a SADC legal experts team in February received scant support from the Mugabe government.  Some of the experienced but previously critical African observer groups, the SADC Parliamentary Forum and Electoral Institute of Southern Africa (EISA) were shut out completely.  

Those observer groups that were invited did not disappoint their hosts. The preliminary assessment by most of them stressed the peaceful environment in which the election was held.  Phumzile Mlambo Ngcuka who described the election as ‘’peaceful, credible, well managed and transparent’’ (SADC Observer Mission, 2005). She added that ‘’the polling stations opened and closed at the appointed times and SADC was impressed by the orderliness and patience of voters, who we believe, were able to express their franchise peacefully, freely and unhindered’’ (SADC Observer Mission, 2005). This tranquility was a stark contrast to the violence and lawlessness that marred the 2000 election. For its part, the South African government observer mission headed by Membathisi Mdladlana stated that the election, by and large, conformed to the SADC Principles and Guidelines governing elections. Furthermore, the conduct of political parties and candidates had showed much tolerance and maturity; above all, the election outcome ‘’reflected the will of the people’’ (Mdladlana, 2005). 

The SADC ECF and AU Observer Mission statements expressed similar sentiments.  However, the AU mission, in particular, identified the need for attention to and improvement in certain areas. For instance, the head of the AU Observer Mission, Dr Afari-Gyan noted that the MDC had alleged serious discrepancies in the official results in some constituencies. Dr Afari-Gyan expressed hope that the Zimbabwe Electoral Commission (ZEC) and Electoral Supervisory Commission (ESC) would “promptly look into the allegations with a view to assuring the Zimbabwean people of the authenticity of the results of the election’’ (Kajee, News from Africa, 21.04.05). 

In its own assessment, the SADC ECF Mission recommended equitable access to the state media by all political parties and the need to ensure timely authorization for voter education by relevant institutions. The SADC ECF also pointed out the need to improve civic education in relation to voter registration. Furthermore, there was an imperative, in its view, to rationalize the functions of ZEC and the ESC to streamline election administration. It went further to stress the need for wider publication and dissemination of information relating to the updating and verification of the voters’ roll. Finally, the Mission was concerned about the number of people (up to 10 per cent of voters in some constituencies) who were turned away from polling stations. This pointed to the fact that the voter registration process required improvement.

Despite these instances of mild criticism, the majority of African observer mission statements and reports lent a general ‘legitimacy’ to the 2005 election.  This had been the expectation of the Zimbabwe Government.  Although the contents of most bilateral observer mission reports were not published, the public statements made suggest most, if not all, the groups were suitably deferential. For instance, the Botswana National Observer Mission (2005) remarked that:

the Zimbabwe poll was characterized by an atmosphere of peace and tranquility. The mission satisfied itself that the poll complied with the SADC Principles and Guidelines governing democratic elections, and concluded that the elections were free and fair…These findings are consistent those of the Batswana who served on the SADC Election Observer Mission which reported separately (Botswana Observer Mission Statement, April 8 2005).

 At the same time, the Botswana Mission qualified its statement. It conceded that the designation of the elections as free and fair was not only contingent upon what happened on the polling day but also upon the existence of a conducive political environment in the country, political and civil societies being accorded the democratic space to organize freely without fear and intimidation, all actors having equal access to the news media, the political field being level and all parties being able to maintain political visibility and being able to embark on voter education and mobilization (Ibid). However, the Mission did not weigh these factors preferring to state that its mandate “was limited to observing the poll”, and to join the SADC bandwagon of not seeing serious flaws in the election (Ibid). 

A fortnight after the election, the Mugabe government orchestrated the country’s Silver Jubilee celebrations. The government ensured that the celebrations would be a golden opportunity not only for public relations and propaganda but also to acknowledge, with awards, those countries and leaders who contributed to the country’s independence struggle. Most of the awards went to the figures and countries that featured in the Frontline States of yore: Angola, Botswana, Mozambique, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe itself. This was a club in which Robert Mugabe had been quite comfortable before the rise of Nelson Mandela and the hegemonic thrust of South Africa. In this context, it was scarcely surprising that awards were accorded, some posthumously, to Julius Nyerere, Seretse Khama, Augustinho Neto, Samora Machel, and to Kenneth Kaunda. 

In ZANU PF’s view, the Silver Jubilee recalled and legitimized not only the liberation struggle but also the March 31 election outcome. The high-level turnout of African Heads of State and Government for the Silver Jubilee was in stark contrast to that at the 2002 inauguration of Mugabe. The symbolism of the participation of the SADC states was not only a reminder of the solidarity shared during the independence/liberation struggles but also pragmatism and ambivalence amongst states in the region towards a neighbour ‘in crisis’.  

The election outcome suggests that political survival need not directly depend on one’s economic record.  Nearly a quarter of Zimbabwe’s population of 12 million are scattered precariously across the globe as they struggle to fend for their families and themselves.  Allegations of election rigging have been documented and put before the Electoral Court. To be specific, the results from 16 constituencies are being challenged by the MDC. It is worth remembering that previous challenges from the 2000 election are still before the courts. 

Robert Mugabe used the 2005 election to ensure his political survival. He is now the longest serving leader in Southern Africa, and amongst the longest serving in the wider African continent.  It would appear that the economic price that Zimbabwe must pay for Mugabe’s political survival is one of similar hardship.  After all, Nyerere and Kaunda, both of them Silver Jubilee award winners, ruled for almost as long despite disastrous development records. 
II

European, American and Other Reactions
The declared results [ZANU-PF 78; MDC 41; Independent 1] of Zimbabwe’s parliamentary election at the end of March were promptly dismissed as neither free nor fair by the European Union and the United States of America.  Denied observer mission status by the Mugabe regime, both the EU and the US had repeatedly pointed up the climate of repression which long predated the comparative calm prevailing in the week immediately before polling day. In this they were in complete accordance with the view expressed in a Human Rights Watch briefing paper: 

It is imperative that SADC electoral observers and others do not assess whether the March 31 elections are free and fair only on the basis of observations of the final weeks of the elections. They must take into account the effects of the past five years of violence, recent reports of intimidation, continuing electoral irregularities and the use of restrictive legislation’ (‘Not a Level Playing Field’, March 2005). 

Yet for all that a rigged election had been anticipated, official EU and in particular British, reactions were curiously muted. Beyond describing the result as ‘phoney’, and threatening unspecified action against Mugabe and his government, the EU did nothing (Daily News, 03.04.05). The German Bundestag, where an all-party motion tabled in mid- March had called on Zimbabwe to adhere to the SADC’s electoral guidelines, remained silent (German Bundestag, Printed Paper 15/5117, 16 Mar 2005). In Britain, the former colonial power, the silence was scarcely less deafening. ‘New’ Labour’s ineffectual Foreign Secretary contented himself with remarking that Mugabe had ‘yet again denied ordinary Zimbabweans a free and fair opportunity to vote, further prolonging the political and economic crisis he has inflicted on their country’ (Mail & Guardian, 02.04.05). 

By contrast, the American reaction was rather more robust. A State Department spokesman who observed that ‘the election process all along has been tilted in favour of the [Zimbabwe] government’, was quickly backed up by the Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice (New African, April 2005). Her statement noted that ‘although the campaign and Election Day itself were generally peaceful, the election process was not free and fair’ (Ibid). She called on the ZANU-PF government to address ‘political and economic problems that have wrecked what only a few years ago was one of Africa’s success stories’ (Ibid). Rice had earlier roused Mugabe’s ire when she identified Zimbabwe as an ‘outpost of tyranny’ (Ibid). He, in turn, had denounced her when launching ZANU-PF’s election campaign on 11 February. ‘That girl born out of the slave ancestry’, sneered Mugabe, ‘who should know from the history of slavery in America, from the present situation of blacks in America, that the white man is not a friend. She says Zimbabwe is one of five or six outposts of tyranny. Ah well, she has got to echo her master’s voice. The white man is the slave master to her’ (Ibid). 

But for once, the Zimbabwean dictator’s acute sense of what played well with the black diaspora seems to have deserted him. African American reactions to his remarks, at least as reported in New African, a magazine normally sympathetic towards Mugabe, were generally hostile. Such was the exception taken to Mugabe’s reference to Rice’s slave ancestry that few were prepared to question her characterisation of Zimbabwe under Mugabe. Even Donald Payne, the ranking member of Congress’ Select Committee on Africa, and a long-time supporter of Mugabe, distanced himself from his erstwhile friend. ‘The old man [Mugabe] is saying a number of things that aren’t nice. He is trapped in a corner, but that doesn’t mean he should say anything to get out’ (New African, April 2005). 

Whether or not this controversy influenced the criticism subsequently made of Mugabe’s conduct of the election must remain a moot point, but certainly the attack launched by Senator Russell Feingold, himself an African American, was unprecedented both in its forcefulness and in its prescriptions for the future. The election results came as no surprise, the Senate was told. ‘In addition to reported irregularities on voting day itself, the ruling party had waged a campaign of intimidation, coercion, and institutional manipulation well in advance of the balloting in order to ensure victory’ (The Zimbabwean, 15.04.05). Moreover, continued Feingold, last month Senator John McCain and I wrote to the Secretary of State ‘urging her to reaffirm the United States’ commitment to supporting genuine democratic processes and institutions in that troubled country’ (Ibid). 

What America required in Zimbabwe, Feingold insisted, was a post-election strategy ‘for supporting civil society, encouraging respect for civil and political rights, and bolstering the forces fighting against corruption’ (The Zimbabwean, 15.04.05). A plan for future reconstruction was also needed: ‘once Zimbabwe’s corrupt leadership finally released its grasp on power, the country will require substantial international assistance to turn around its devastating economic decline and to rebuild institutions, such as the once independent judiciary, so that the rule of law can be effectively restored’ (Ibid). 

Although the United States had been quickly joined by Australia and Canada in denouncing the poll as a fraud (Daily News, 03.04.05), others declined to see Zimbabwe’s election result in the same light. United Nations Secretary-General, Kofi Annan, stressed the peaceful nature of the actual polling day itself compared to previous violent occasions. He did, however, express concern that ‘the electoral process has not countered the sense of disadvantage felt by opposition political parties who consider the conditions were unfair’ (UN News Service, 04.04.05). Mugabe’s government, a UN spokesman said, ‘must take responsibility now to build a climate of confidence that will be essential for national unity and economic recovery in Zimbabwe’ (Ibid). 

By contrast, no such scruples inhibited Iran. Its embassy in Harare released a statement congratulating Zimbabweans for successfully holding the election ‘in a peaceful atmosphere without any tension’ (The Herald, 04.04.05). ‘The Observer Team of the Islamic Republic of Iran for the parliamentary elections of Zimbabwe, while expressing its appreciation for the invitation of the Government of the Republic of Zimbabwe, considers the election as free and fair and the outcome of the election as a great victory for the Zimbabwean nation’ (Ibid). The large turnout during the poll not only demonstrated the ‘political maturity of the people’, noted the embassy, but also ‘the confidence they have in their government’ (Ibid). 

Nor did Russia or China notice any objectionable features of Zimbabwe’s election. Indeed, the authorities in Beijing had long made it perfectly clear where their sympathies lay. In November and December 2004 successive consignments of Chinese manufactured armoured personnel carriers, mobile water cannons and riot gear arrived in Harare. These followed on from the delivery some months previously of ‘sophisticated internet monitoring technology’, itself part of a much larger US$ 240 million arms deal for fighter aircraft and assault rifles (The Zimbabwean, 22.04.05; and Independent Online, 13.04.05). ‘The Chinese are set to make a killing (literally)’, reported The Zimbabwean, ‘as a result of President Robert Mugabe’s “Look East” policy’ (The Zimbabwean, 22.04.05). 

Two notable exceptions aside, British and American press coverage of the Zimbabwean election was generally hostile. Only New African (April 2005) argued that the West was so biased against ZANU-PF that ‘anything short’ of an MDC victory would be deemed not ‘free and fair’. Not only had Zimbabwe’s ‘compliance with the SADC guidelines on elections… confounded its critics’, but ‘considering media access in its totality (both local and foreign)’, the MDC actually enjoyed an advantage over ZANU-PF (New African, April 2005). This was because ‘there are several shortwave radio stations based in Western countries and pliant African countries that beam to Zimbabwe. The white-owned section of the South African media has also been at the disposal of the MDC… [and] better still for the opposition, Western media giants such as CNN, Sky News, BBC, VOA and others have all given the MDC a lot of access’ (Ibid).  

The May issue of New African gave up some two and a half pages to the full preliminary report of the SADC observer mission. The report, originally read out to the media by the South African minister for minerals and energy, Phumzile Mlambo-Ngcuka, congratulated ‘the people of Zimbabwe for a peaceful, transparent, credible, and well-managed election which reflects the will of the people’. This happy outcome contrasted sharply with the once and future actions of the old colonial power. The same issue of New African pointedly devoted its cover story to ‘How the British Undermined Democracy in Africa. An Exclusive Account of Nigeria’s First Elections.’ (New African, May 2005). 

Its sister publication, African Business, while somewhat more cautious in its overall assessment, also came to Mugabe’s defence. ‘The country is ticking over and the majority has continued to show its faith in the ruling party by voting it in again during the recent elections’, an editorial argued. ‘Claims of vote rigging and intimidation have not been sufficiently substantiated’. Chiding the West for being ‘very sympathetic to the plight of “Mugabe’s black victims” as long as they stay put in their own country and do not add to the already long queues of asylum seekers wishing to gain entry into European countries’, African Business advocated an end by both sides to the ‘deafening, high-octane trading of insults’. ‘What is at stake’, it editorialised, ‘is not how many points Mugabe scores against the British and the US and vice versa but the future of the country’s young generation’ (African Business, May 2005).

This was not a point of view shared by most other magazines and newspapers. The conduct and outcome of the elections were condemned across the political spectrum by, amongst others, The Times, The Independent, The Guardian, The Daily Telegraph, The Financial Times, The Washington Post, The Christian Science Monitor, The New Statesman, and The Economist. Reminding readers that there had been ‘few grounds to be optimistic about Zimbabwe’s elections’, The Guardian concluded that ‘the grim result has vindicated those who warned that Robert Mugabe would stop at nothing to ensure that he returned to power’ (The Guardian, 05.04.05).  An editorial in The Times was blunter still. ‘Robert Mugabe is a problem that many have wished would simply go away’, it observed. ‘But this weekend’s election result shows that the 81year old dictator is far from fading, with possibly his most fraudulent election victory yet. So shambolic was the vote-rigging that in many areas the broadcast result differed by thousands from the total number of people recorded as having voted’ (The Times, 04.04.05). 

Citing sources ‘close to the South African Government’ to the effect that Mugabe had agreed to limit violence ‘on the understanding that the election would be deemed sufficiently free and fair’, The New Statesman described at some length for its British readership just how the election was stolen. Before the election, the MDC had warned that the voters’ roll was stuffed with ‘ghost voters’. The ‘ghosts’, almost all of them ZANU-PF supporters in the after-life if not before, proceeded to vote in the period between the Zimbabwe Electoral Commission’s initial announcement of the number of votes cast in a particular constituency, and the same commission’s subsequent declaration of the actual result. In the Manyame constituency, north of Harare, the electoral commission first announced that 14,812 people had voted. ‘The MDC candidate won 8,312 votes, which should have made her the winner. But at the end of the day’, explained the magazine, ‘the number of votes suddenly rocketed to 24,303. A majority of the 9,491 extra votes went to the ZANU PF candidate (who happened to be President Mugabe’s nephew). So he won, after all’ (The New Statesman, 15.04.05).  

When reporting the violent context and fraudulent outcome of the Zimbabwe election, several British and American newspapers and magazines chose to emphasize what they saw as the disreputable role played by South Africa and in particular by its president, Thabo Mbeki. The Economist (09.04.05), for example, found it hard to reconcile Mbeki’s ‘grand plan to lead the whole of Africa into a new era of peace, prosperity and accountable government’, with his ‘diplomatic cover for an incompetent despot’. Some observers, concluded its editorial, ‘fear that Mr Mbeki just doesn’t like to see a fellow liberation leader lose power. And some ask whether, if South Africa’s ruling party were ever threatened with electoral defeat, it would bow out gracefully’. 

The influential Washington Post, previously one of Mbeki’s admirers, now denounced him as a ‘bankrupt democrat’ who had practically encouraged the theft of Zimbabwe’s election. Mbeki himself ‘led the creation of the grandly titled New partnership for Africa’s Development, which commits members to the rule of law and other principles of good government; he’s the driving force behind the peer-review mechanisms that’s supposed to police compliance with those pledges’, noted the paper. Boosted by Bush and Blair as a ‘player’, Mbeki has felt emboldened to advance South Africa as a candidate for a permanent seat on the UN Security Council’. But, asked the Washington Post, do Mbeki’s NEPAD principles mean anything in practice? 

In the run-up to Zimbabwe’s election, when the regime’s thugs were denying food to suspected opposition sympathizers, Mbeki actually undercut the international pressure for a fair contest. He expressed a serene confidence that the election would be free and fair. He allowed his labor minister, who was serving as the head of the South African observer mission in Zimbabwe, to dismiss the regime’s critics as “a problem and a nuisance”. He quarrelled with the Bush Administration’s description of Zimbabwe as an outpost of repression. 

In short, concluded the Post, Mbeki did everything ‘to signal that mass fraud would be acceptable’ (Washington Post, 04.04.05).

All of the above strongly suggests that it is Mbeki rather than Mugabe who has lost most from this particular electoral farce, itself best understood as simply the latest in a long line of Zimbabwean elections characterised by violence and intimidation (Kriger, African Affairs, 2005). The vast majority of Western commentators expected nothing better of Mugabe, and indeed many criticisms echoed those made three years previously after the equally fraudulent presidential election of March 2002 (Bond and Manyanya, 2003). By contrast, it is Mbeki’s precipitate endorsement of the results that has been roundly condemned, not least in the United States. 

The latter part of Feingold’s Senate speech was devoted to precisely this problem. ‘We must also take a hard look at the disappointing passivity of leaders in many southern African states who have failed to speak and act in support of basic human rights and the rule of law in their own neighbourhood’, he declared (The Zimbabwean, 15.04.05). ‘These decisions raise real doubts about the commitment of these regional leaders to democracy, and over the long term, these failures threaten the prospects for stability and prosperity throughout the region’ (Ibid). But Feingold’s most bitter judgement was reserved for South Africa. 

With its painful history, its tremendous promise, and its special moral authority, [South Africa] might have been a powerful protector of the rights of the people of Zimbabwe. Instead, South Africa’s leadership has chosen, time and again, to sweep repression and abuse in Zimbabwe under the rug and to lend support to a bullying President… This South African choice is perhaps one of the greatest disappointments of all’ (Ibid. See also Daily News, 08.04.05). 

It was a choice which anyway only stored up trouble for the future, thought The New Statesman. While Mbeki has argued with some justification that it is ‘ridiculous for the outside world to care so much about Zimbabwe and not about the Democratic Republic of Congo, where more than two million have died in a decade of civil war’, the octogenarian Mugabe’s death coming sooner than later could well see ‘dissent among the Zimbabwean armed forces … turn to anarchy, and factional rivalry to warlordism’. If that happened, today’s argument over numbers might tomorrow see Mbeki facing ‘a much bigger problem on his border’ (The New Statesman, 15.04.05).  

As for Mugabe, for the moment he appears to be enjoying the first if not the last laugh.  Not only did the death of Pope John Paul II fortuitously sweep coverage of Zimbabwe from much of the Western press, but also the subsequent funeral saw Mugabe in Rome along with other international leaders. Denied the audiences he sought with some EU leaders (Zim Online(SA), 08.04.05), Mugabe nonetheless caused maximum embarrassment to Britain in particular by shaking hands with a bemused Prince Charles and by causing prime minister Tony Blair to change his seat in order to avoid an unwanted encounter (The Herald, 11.04.05). That Blair’s ‘New’ Labour government was sufficiently widely suspected of conniving at postal voting fraud, for some commentators jokingly to suggest that Zimbabwe should be invited to monitor Britain’s election was no doubt a source of additional satisfaction for Mugabe (The Independent, 26.04.05; The Spectator, 16.04.05). 

Immediately after the British election, in fact, the lead item on ZTV’s main evening news bulletin made precisely this point. Claiming that the British poll was neither free nor fair because of ‘lack of transparency, suppression of media freedoms and fraud’, the government-controlled broadcaster said that the use of black ballot boxes and postal voting both raised ‘a lot of questions about the democracy preached by the British’ (Independent Online, 07.05.05). Advising the British that ‘those who live in glass houses should not throw stones’, Zimbabwe had earlier chalked up two additional victories over what it termed ‘imperialist forces’. It was re-elected to the United Nations Commission for Human Rights, and with the unanimous support of the Africa bloc, was also chosen to sit on the executive board of the World Food Programme (Mail & Guardian, 28.04.05; and The Zimbabwean, 06.05.05).  

Little wonder, then, that April’s independence celebrations, marking 25 years of freedom, witnessed Mugabe in full rhetorical flight even as Chinese–made jet fighters thundered overhead. ‘To this day we bear the lasting scars of that dark encounter with colonialism, often described in the West as civilising’, his National Sports Stadium audience was told. ‘We made our own democracy and we owe it to no one, least of all the Europeans. Let it be forever remembered: it was the bullet that brought the ballot. Our ballots have not needed Anglo- American validation’ (Independent Online, 18.04.05).  

III

In this concluding section, let us consider the wider significance of the reactions from within Africa and the wider world to the conduct and outcome of the election. First of all, Africa: there is clearly a marked degree of consistency with the reports of previous observer missions.  A few exceptions aside, these have been neither critical nor rigorous. Such recommendations as they have ventured to make have been mild and polite. Fitting into an established pattern where elections in neighbouring states have been concerned, there is implicit regime solidarity in the tone of all of the reports, whether by the AU or SADC Observer missions. Secondly, although there were initially high hopes that the SADC Principles and Guidelines would provide useful conditions and benchmarks for Zimbabwean electoral authorities to follow, most of them were either ignored or flouted. Harare’s cynical attitude towards the Principles and Guidelines substantially devalued their potential usefulness. Thirdly, the reports by the various African Observer missions reveal just how they actually value electoral democracy, never mind democratization more broadly. At worst, government and regional observer missions chose to ignore serious and numerous violations of freedom of association (restrictions under POSA), freedom of expression (closure of several newspapers and other restrictions under AIPPA) and instances of politically inspired detention and torture as well as political discrimination in food distribution. At best, the governments and missions may be playing for time. As the tenure of the ‘’freedom fighter’’, ‘’nationalist’’ leader and ‘’founding father’’, Robert Mugabe, will draw to a close in a few years anyway, why not exercise a little patience and liberation solidarity?

However, this is not a view shared in other quarters, notably by civil society actors. It has been argued that African governments and observer missions have seriously compromised their credibility in global eyes by rubber-stamping a process that domestic observers within Zimbabwe have disputed (Kajee, 2005). According to this position, and as discussed in section two above, grand visions of African Renaissance and ‘new deals’ embodied by NEPAD and the Commission for Africa respectively have been jeopardised by the ‘double-speak’ of African diplomacy ’s endorsement of the Zimbabwean election. Nor will the consequences of this behaviour be confined to one country or region:

the observer missions’ partisanship directly jeopardizes the work of the AU, NEPAD and the fledgling African Peer Review Mechanism (APRM) designed to improve governance on the continent. In turning a blind eye to the alleged fraud in the Zimbabwe elections, a dangerous precedent may be set for the same dubious processes to pass unchecked in countries like Angola and Liberia. Mechanisms of cheating, after all, are the same the world over, and thieves learn from their peers too (Kajee, 2005).  

But for all that African reactions to Zimbabwe’s recent election have been found wanting, American and European responses have also lacked substance.  Observers have been quick to underscore the hypocrisy of American and British condemnation. The selective and self-serving indignation expressed by Washington and London has all too often undercut Mugabe’s domestic opponents and permitted him to occupy the commanding heights of anti-imperialism (Bond and Manyanya, 2003; Phimister and Raftopoulos, 2004). Indeed, the election was fought by ZANU-PF on an explicitly ‘anti-Blair’ platform. No less important, though, for Mugabe’s continued survival, has been the somewhat formulaic nature of the American and EU response. The West has no vital interests at stake in the region. No further sanctions have been imposed on Zimbabwe’s ruling clique, trade continues as before, and despite recent criticisms levelled at Mbeki, business goes on as usual. 

At the time of writing, the South African president was on his way to the White House to solicit additional Western aid. With African and European observers each seeing only what they wanted to see in Zimbabwe, it is now ordinary town dwellers in that unhappy country who are paying the price for taking democracy seriously. Towards the end of May, the Mugabe regime launched ‘Operation Murambatsvina’ (‘drive out the rubbish’) against so-called illegal squatters and street vendors. Poor people, suspected by the authorities of supporting the opposition MDC or being a potential breeding ground for unrest, continue to lose their livelihoods even as their homes are demolished.

SOUTH AFRICA’S ZIMBABWE POLICY AND THE 2005 ELECTIONS 

The responses of South African actors to the 2005 parliamentary elections in Zimbabwe represented a divergence of views – an outcome one would not expect, given that election observation is ostensibly an impartial activity, conducted by custodians of public faith. The elections, the reports and the dissension that ensued may therefore be understood as flashpoints of a broader challenge facing Zimbabwe and the Southern African sub-region. 

Whereas the endorsement by South Africa’s official observer missions of Zimbabwe’s 2002 presidential elections was met with shock and frustration in many quarters, the positions developed in 2005 by the South African parliamentary observer mission and the SADC Observer Mission headed by South Africa surprised few. It was, for many, more of the same – an extension of South African quiet diplomacy. 

What was surprising was the systematic non-arrival or outright denial of accreditation for observers deemed likely to produce an unfavourable report on the elections. This applied to international, regional and civic groupings; most notable among South African organizations was the exclusion of the Electoral Institute of South Africa (EISA) and the Zimbabwe Observer Mission, a coalition of churches and leading civil society organizations. In response, the latter developed a strategy for unaccredited observation, which resulted in a statement declaring, in short, the impossibility of holding free, fair and legitimate elections amidst the repressive conditions that currently prevail in Zimbabwe.
 

At this historical juncture, it is becoming pressing that South Africans working with the crisis in Zimbabwe engage critically with the South African government’s policy on Zimbabwe. Failure to find terms – whether cooperative or adversarial - with this framework has left South African civics increasingly sidelined. Accordingly, the paper that follows hones in on South African policymakers’ commitment to “quiet diplomacy”, seeking to unpack the constraints, inducements and ambiguities that have marked the South Africa government’s preference for persuasion - or “quiet diplomacy” as it is popularly known - in response to the growing crisis in Zimbabwe. It highlights salient moments in the trajectory of this policy commitment, culminating in discussion of South Africa’s participation in Zimbabwe’s 2005 parliamentary elections. The paper moves toward a critical analysis of factors driving “quiet diplomacy”, in the hope of forging groundwork for a more productive engagement of government by South African civil society. 

I

The African Renaissance: Ambiguities and Incentives

It may be instructive, before proceeding, to glance at one particularly formative moment in the making of South African foreign policy since 1994, namely the position taken during the Mandela presidency against abuses in Nigeria under the Abacha dictatorship. Assuming support for a position based purely on human rights, Mandela found his calls for international sanctions unheeded and his unilateral behaviour chastised as ‘un-African’. The action moreover produced no useful outcome, except a harsh lesson in the necessity of respecting collegiality and multilateral process when developing foreign policy in Africa.

Against this background, the Mbeki administration has gone to great lengths to develop consensus in areas of shared concern with African countries. A salient achievement has been Mbeki’s articulation, shaping and driving of an African Renaissance, grounded in the African Union (AU) and the New Partnership for Africa’s development (NEPAD). Integral to Mbeki’s vision of Africa and accordingly to South African policy in Africa, the notion of an African Renaissance has been variously understood. One interpretation binds South Africa’s economic activities to the continent’s welfare in the context of globalisation, “with its seemingly endless vistas, shrinking horizons, and economic logic” (Vale and Maseko, in Jacobs and Calland, eds., 2002: 26). A second interpretation involves “using the African Renaissance to unlock a series of complex social constructions that are more immediate, and turn on issues of identity.” (Ibid). The first interpretation is generally termed ‘globalist,’ the second, ‘Africanist’. 

In the course of this paper, the tensions between the logic of South African economic expansion in Africa and the rhetoric of identity will become increasingly evident. Suffice it to note here the expression of this vision in NEPAD’s founding document, which emphasizes the following goals:

· The promotion of peace and security (entailing the strengthening of conflict prevention and resolution capabilities of the region and rendering assistance in monitoring and addressing issues that affect regional stability)

· The promotion of democratisation and human rights (including the monitoring of elections in the region and rendering assistance in this regard upon request)

· The pursuit of sustainable development and alleviation of poverty. 

(South Africa Yearbook 2001/2002, 2001. Reprinted at www.gcis.gov.za/docs/publications/yearbook02/chap11.pdf). 

In keeping with these goals, South Africa’s Minister of Foreign Affairs, Nkosazana Dlamini-Zuma, has stated that  the country’s foreign policy objectives are essentially “an outward projection of the country’s domestic objectives” - democracy, good governance, people-centred development, peace, stability and security, promotion of cooperation and partnerships, as well as good neighbourliness (Nkosazana Dlamini-Zuma, “Budget Vote 3: Speech Delivered by Minister Dlamini-Zuma, 8 May 2001.” Reprinted at www.dfa.gov.za/docs/speeches/2001/dzum0508.htm).

Such ideals are not quite so easily shared. South Africa’s wealth, infrastructure and status within the region position it to play a leadership role on the continent:

In hierarchical understanding of politics, it appears natural … that South Africa should provide such leadership. Because of this, South African commentators have been odious in their belief that their country and their experience of political transformation and managing market economics in particular has everything to teach Africa and by implication, that Africa has nothing to teach South Africa … These impulses have certainly fed wider international understandings that South Africa is the only country that can offer leadership south of the Sahara – a point, incidentally, enthusiastically embraced by the United States as it seeks to implement a version of the theory of pivotal states as a central plank of its post-cold war foreign policy. (Vale and Sipho, in Jacobs and Callands, eds., 2002: 131-132)

Although this leadership role is explicitly unpacked in policy statements and pronouncements of its leaders, it is a tempting role for South Africa. Questions about how to play such a role without arousing hostility and non-cooperation, particularly in other countries with similar aspirations, present a continual challenge. Whether a ‘hegemonic power’ or simply a ‘pivotal state,’ (Daniel, Naidoo and Naidu 2003: 14-16)
 the ambiguities of any sort of political advantage, whether perceived or real, have prompted South Africa to adopt an extremely cautious, “self-effacing posture” (Lodge 2004) in Africa, particularly in its relations with such groupings as SADC, the African Union (AU), the Commonwealth – not least on the issue of the crisis in Zimbabwe. 

It was in this context, and as the crisis in Zimbabwe unfolded in violence in mid-2000, that a policy of quiet diplomacy was officially adopted by the ANC National Executive Committee (NEC) at its conference from 5 to 7 May 2000. At this conference, the ANC NEC stated:

1. The ANC is confident that the route to follow in the Zimbabwean situation is one of ‘quiet diplomacy’ instead of a fanfare approach.

2. The ANC believes that it is through this ‘quiet diplomacy’ that we can ensure co-operation amongst various stakeholders in Zimbabwe.

3. The ANC further mandates its officials to pursue all means necessary including meeting various parties to ensure democracy and deepening of democracy within our region. (Smuts Ngonyama, “ANC Statement on Zimbabwe,” Reprinted at www.anc.org.za/ancdocs/pr/2000/pr0526a.html).

This policy has found various manifestations since 2000. It is not the task of this paper to provide a lengthy historical overview of South African policy on Zimbabwe since then. It is our task however to highlight salient instances of the policy that help reveal it’s underlying patterns and driving factors. Specifically, it will be argued that South African multilateralism in the African context has contrasted sharply with a centralization of decision-making processes in the national context. This in turn poses a range of dilemmas for civil society organizations and other structures, including members of the tripartite alliance, seeking to exercise their right to democratic participation in the areas of human rights, civil liberties and democratic stability in the region. In order to lay the basis for this argument, it is necessary to look briefly at several historical moments in which South African quiet diplomacy has found shape and form. We begin, however, by glancing at the historical context in which South Africa’s choice of a policy of quiet diplomacy took form. 
In 2000, the South African government’s response to the crisis unfolding in Zimbabwe comprised an acknowledgement of Zimbabwean grievances with regard to land and a view that the British government and white farmers should play facilitative roles in resolving the issue (Mbeki, ANC Today, 2(12), 2002; Mbeki, ANC Today, 3(49), 2003). As the year progressed, South African hopes were that, once the parliamentary elections were out of the way, Zimbabweans could proceed to address land questions through a managed, productive process. Bilateral meetings after the 2000 election included senior South African government ministers and their Zimbabwean counterparts. The discussions centred around post-election plans for economic recovery and a possible South African contribution to such a programme, with a particular focus on trade and finance issues. (Jo-Ansie Van Wyk 2002). South Africa also played a role in persuading the United Nations to despatch an envoy to Harare to discuss assistance for the land reform programme. The envoy, Mark Mallock Brown, visited Harare in December 2000 for high-level talks pertaining to the land issue. Additionally, the Mbeki government sought to draw a third party from outside the region to weigh in on its diplomatic overtures, which resulted in visits over the following three years led by Mbeki and President Olesegun Obasanjo of Nigeria.

These diplomatic initiatives produced little change in Zimbabwe. The meetings, moreover, left Mbeki frustrated and moreover, somewhat humiliated. Allister Sparks has observed:

Mugabe felt that he could twist Mbeki around his little finger. He seemed to enjoy publicly humiliating him. He did so right after the Victoria Falls summit of 2000. At that meeting, Mbeki thought he had negotiated a deal in which Mugabe agreed to withdraw the war veterans from the farms they had started invading and occupying, in return for South Africa interceding with Britain to reinstate a 1998 donors’ agreement to provide money to compensate those whose land was to be expropriated. But a few days later, Mugabe reneged on the deal by publicly encouraging the war veterans to continue occupying white farms. (Sparks 2003: 268)

As the situation worsened in Zimbabwe, an understanding grew - on-the-ground in Zimbabwe, throughout the region as well as in the South African government – that Mugabe was part of the problem and that resolving the crisis would only be possible in a post-Mugabe dispensation. 2001 was marked by a strategic shift towards moderate and pragmatic elements within ZANU PF. This shift in turn opened up space for the notion of inter-party dialogue and an expectation of some sort of government of national unity or transitional administration, tasked with restoring normalcy and preparations for legitimate elections. However, South Africa’s aspirations of mediating in the crisis were severely challenged in the coming years, in at least four arenas: 

· SADC 

· Zimbabwe’s 2002 presidential elections

· The Commonwealth

· Relations between government and opposition in Zimbabwe

We examine each in turn, highlighting ways in which South African quiet diplomacy has found form in each context, before moving on to the 2005 parliamentary elections.

The SADC

In response to the deteriorating situation in Zimbabwe, a series of SADC meetings were held in 2001 and 2002. The dilemma for SADC states, including South Africa, was how to admonish the Mugabe government on these matters without appearing to side with the West against it. This partly explained the muted nature of their criticism of the government and the divisions among them over a collective approach on Zimbabwe. The agenda items aside, several SADC countries, such as Namibia, Angola and the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), tended to support the Zimbabwe government on most issues, in part as a result of being allies in the Congo war (Lloyd M. Sachikonye, “South Africa’s Quiet Diplomacy”, 2004). Like the DRC, a number of African countries, including several in SADC, have benefited from Mugabe’s deployment of Zimbabwean armed forces in situations of crisis (see Martin R. Rupiya, in Raftopoulos and Savage, eds., 2004). This in turn has helped produce a support base in regional, continental and international forums.

Amidst such complexity, South Africa’s approach to the Zimbabwe crisis was cautious and sometimes contradictory. First, it had to contend with issues of regional solidarity vis-à-vis the wider international community; second, it had to desist from interventions that could make the political and economic situation even more unstable within Zimbabwe; third, it needed to not jeopardize its prospects of playing a catalytic leadership role despite the divisions within SADC; and fourth, it needed to ensure its larger role Africa-wide would not be compromised through an erosion of its support in the sub-region. 

The land issue formed a convenient cause around which to rally in the name of historical redress and justice for the Zimbabwean people and on which to criticise the seemingly dismissive approach that the Blair government had taken on the issue of ‘historic responsibility’ and compensation for white farmers (Mbeki, ANC Today, 3 (49), 2003). As the land reform programme degenerated into violence and elite ‘land-grabbing’, some SADC heads of state did explicitly deplore the ways in which the programme was being carried out in Zimbabwe. This did not, however, detract from the groupings’ core preoccupation, namely support for the land reform programme (Lodge, 2004). 

Mugabe translated this mix of support for land reform, regional solidarity and resistance to outside interference into a rhetoric under which it would become possible to suppress the opposition growing in Zimbabwe amidst the crisis. The rural areas, including commercial farms, were sealed off from the opposition parties, while the ruling party’s war veterans, youth and militia mobilised the population for elections by coercion and intimidation. Mugabe himself warned other SADC leaders about the challenge they shared:

There [is] a Western – and especially Anglo-American – plot to destroy Zanu-PF because it was a national liberation movement. If this plot succeeded in Zimbabwe, it would then be applied successively against all other ruling liberation movements in Southern Africa (Quoted in RW Johnson, “The Final Struggle is to Stay in Power”).

Undoubtedly, the rhetoric had a resonance. A renowned member of the ANC National Executive Committee, Dumisani Makhaye, echoed Mugabe’s sentiments, during his opening of an ANC conference of the Mpumalanga province:

We are meeting here when the Western powers are geared towards rolling back the frontiers of liberation in southern Africa. They want to impose presidents of their choice in our region. Zimbabwe is only a strategic hill. The objective is South Africa. The gross interference in the internal affairs in Zimbabwe is a dress rehearsal for South Africa. Their strategy is to weaken as much as it is possible governments and parties of the former national liberation movement in southern Africa (Makhaye, Speech; “Opening the ANC Conference of the Mpumalanga Province”).

Amidst such views, South Africa would have risked isolation in SADC and perhaps further afield in the African Union (AU) – such tags as ‘regional big brother’ or ‘superpower’ would then have been derisively applied to it (Sachikonye, unpublished) The dilemma of the Mbeki government then, as it is now, was how to juggle between. sensitivities in SADC and the AU and the need to apply pressure on the Harare government. It was not beyond Mugabe to play the different currents against one another:

There is a view that Mugabe was prepared to isolate South Africa within SADC if it became too critical, thereby gaining leverage within the region. South Africa had already experienced the onslaught of propaganda levied against it when it spoke against Zimbabwe (Field, in Colvard and Lee 2003: 360). 

The wish not to be outflanked by Mugabe on the regional and continental platforms seems to have entered the calculations of the South African leadership, hence the toning down of its rhetoric. Much was at stake in the AU and NEPAD. This would not be overshadowed by Zimbabwe.  

Thus there was an aspect of a ‘lowest common denominator’ approach by SADC, including South Africa, to the Zimbabwe crisis. This did not, however, prevent several initiatives aimed at resolving the crisis between 2000 and 2002. There were meetings by SADC foreign ministers devoted to the Zimbabwe question. In addition, SADC appointed a task team, comprising Botswana, Mozambique and South Africa, in 2001 to work with the Zimbabwe government with a view to assisting the latter in finding solutions to the economic and political issues affecting the country (Mbeki, ANC Today, 1(39), 2001). 

Although this team was constrained to a certain degree by the position of other SADC members, its brief was to move the Mugabe government to a more constructive programme of action (Field, in Colvard and Lee 2003: 360). The team met with the Zimbabwe government authorities, representatives of the opposition, the Movement for a Democratic Change (MDC) and civil society. The task team set a deadline for the restoration of the rule of law and resolution of the land crisis. The idea took hold that dialogue between the major political parties, ZANU PF and MDC, was imperative in resolving the crisis. As we will see below, South Africa, initially together with Nigeria and later largely on its own, would play a central role in encouraging what was termed “inter-party dialogue”. It would be a dialogue, however, that neither party would acknowledge.

In sum, the challenges of behaving multilaterally were significant. Rather than risk isolation and division, South Africa worked alongside other SADC countries in a slow and muddled process. South Africa seemed to have learnt something from its unilateral approach to the Abacha dictatorship. As one African National Congress (ANC) international relations expert put it:

There is no way in which South Africa can stand alone and outrightly condemn (Zimbabwe), knowing that their condemnation will not have an impact but will actually worsen the situation. We did that with Nigeria when Madiba took a position without consulting the Commonwealth, without consulting SADC, and without consulting the OAU; and what happened? Everybody stood aside and we were isolated because it was a terrible mistake we made … We acted as this bully, and people resent being bullied (Kindra, Mail & Guardian, 2 March 2001).

South Africa would not risk making the same mistake in its own neighbourhood.

The 2002 Presidential Elections

The 2002 presidential elections in Zimbabwe presented a challenge that, it is generally acknowledged, became a defining historical moment in South Africa’s engagement with the Zimbabwe question. Much has already been written on the elections, highlighting in particular the incongruity between South African endorsements of the elections and the reports that emerged of up to 26,000 violations of human rights over the election period (Human Rights NGO Forum, 2002). At least eleven of the most significant SADC Norms and Standards were flouted, including voter registration, voter education, election monitoring, conduct at several major polling stations (including Harare and Chitungwiza) and access to the public media. 

The two South African observer missions – one governmental, one parliamentary – stood alone in their endorsement of the elections. The South African Observer Mission, comprising observers drawn from a range of sectors - business, unions, religious bodies, NGOs, and government – and appointed by President Mbeki declared the outcome “legitimate” (Motsuenyane, “Interim Statement”). The South African Parliamentary Observer Mission declared the elections a credible expression of the will of the people of Zimbabwe. A minority report signed by virtually all non-ANC parties represented in the Mission refused to pronounce the elections free and fair. The South African Parliamentary Observer Mission effectively became a grouping of ANC MPs.
 

In contrast to the South African pronouncements, the Commonwealth Observer Group and the Norwegian Election Observation Mission concluded that conditions in Zimbabwe did not allow for a free expression of the will of the electorate. The SADC Parliamentary Forum indicated that the election did not comply with the norms and Standards for elections in the region. The Zimbabwe Election Support Network was unable to endorse the election. (SADC Parliamentary Forum, “2002 Zimbabwe Presidential Election Observation Report”; Commonwealth Observer Group to the Zimbabwe Presidential Election, “Preliminary Report of the Commonwealth Observer Group to the Zimbabwe Presidential Election, 9-10 March 2002”; Zimbabwe Election Support Network, “Post-Election Assessment – Elections in Zimbabwe 2002”). 

Much debate has ensued. At least two possible interpretations are possible. One is simply that the different observers observed different things. Given the prolific violations that become part and parcel of the process, it may be more plausible to suggest that the implications of any condemnation were such that the report was determined by what the government viewed to be political expedient. To journalists who had been based in Zimbabwe throughout the elections, to the majority of electoral observer missions and to a range of civic actors on-the-ground in Zimbabwe, the endorsement was seen as a betrayal of the democratic process itself, the implications of which would include the demise of public faith in democratic means of creating change in Zimbabwe.

The Commonwealth

At the Commonwealth summits held in Brisbane in 2002 and in Abuja in 2003, South Africa became further isolated. As a matter of principle, South Africa was uncomfortable with the prominence given to the crisis in Zimbabwe. Against the suspension of Zimbabwe from the Commonwealth in Brisbane, Mbeki pushed for the lifting of Zimbabwe’s suspension in Abuja - despite the fact that the latter had ignored the corrective measures on governance and electoral reform recommended by the Commonwealth. The persistence of repression and the enactment of further legislation including the Public Order Security Act and the Access to Information Protection of Privacy Act, underscored Zimbabwe’s arrogance towards the Commonwealth’s calls for reform. The vociferousness of South Africa’s denunciation of the Commonwealth consensus stirred surprise in many quarters, as did the fact that the South African position reflected the views of all fourteen of Zimbabwe’s partners in the SADC.

Having failed to restore Zimbabwe to full membership, it was left to the South African delegation to articulate its frustration upon returning home. South Africa’s Deputy Foreign Minister argued that the decision to retain the suspension had been “procedurally wrong,” and had “undermine[d] the very principles of democracy” (Mercury, 10 December 2003; The Guardian, 12 December 2003). President Thabo Mbeki went further. In his “Letter from the President” in the ANC weekly on-line newspaper, he observed that response to the situation in Zimbabwe situation reflects what Ngugi wa Thiongo called a “reality turned upside down” in which “imperialism has distorted the view of African realities” (Mbeki, ANC Today, 3(49) 2003).

Those who fought for a democratic Zimbabwe, with thousands paying the supreme price during the struggle, and forgave their oppressors and torturers in a spirit of national reconciliation, have been turned into repugnant enemies of democracy … Those who, in the interest of ‘kith and kin’, did what they could to deny the people of Zimbabwe their liberty, for as long as they could, have become the eminent defenders of the democratic rights of the people of Zimbabwe.  (Mbeki, ANC Today, 3(49) 2003).  

Public debate about human rights was spurious, Mbeki implied in his letter, a diversion away from the core issue, land, and “a tool” for overthrowing Zimbabwe and rebuilding it according to the designs of those “who are richer and more powerful than we are” (Mbeki 2003). 

South Africa’s commitment to multilateralism and quiet diplomacy had had a somewhat ironic twofold outcome: a consolidation of the SADC countries around the Mugabe administration; and a wedge between the SADC community and the wider Commonwealth. This left Nigeria displaced from its earlier role as co-mediator. Mbeki had been described by US president George Bush six months earlier as “an honest broker” and the “point man on Zimbabwe.” Now South Africa, in consort with SADC, had become the sole actor to whom the international community could look in the hope of influencing the situation in Zimbabwe. 

Relations between government and opposition in Zimbabwe

This growing profile added impetus to the South African government’s efforts to produce dialogue between the ruling party and the major opposition party, the Movement for Democratic Change (MDC). Moreover, Mbeki had taken it upon himself, at the annual World Economic Forum Africa meeting earlier in the year, to predict that some kind of political agreement would be made by 30 June 2004. Pressure was growing on the South African government, specifically, to produce a result of some kind in Zimbabwe.

Mbeki visited Harare not long after the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting (CHOGM).  He met Mugabe, as well as, for the first time, the leader of the opposition, Morgan Tsvangirai. Emerging from that visit, South African officials maintained that talks between ZANU PF and the MDC were at an advanced stage with near consensus on constitutional matters, which in turn would lay the basis for further areas in which consensus could be achieved. 

However, neither of the parties to the “negotiations” was prepared to publicly acknowledge its contact with the other. On the contrary, the militancy of Mugabe’s rhetoric escalated, with a particular accent on denying the MDC’s right to dialogue. At a Heroes Day rally in mid-August 2003, he insisted, referring to the MDC, that “those who would go together with our enemies abroad cannot at the same time want to march alongside us as partners. No, we say no to them, they must first repent” (Phimister, in Raftopoulos and Savage, eds., 2004: 279). On another occasion, he argued that as long as the MDC was “dictated from abroad,” negotiations would be “extremely difficult … We can’t discuss with allies of the Western countries that want to destroy our economy” (Business Day, 25 February 2004).

Mbeki’s deadline came and went. When queried at the 2004 summit, he appeared unfazed: “Generally things are moving quite well towards addressing insecurity and instability on the continent. All of these conflicts [in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, the Sudan, Liberia, and Zimbabwe] are … moving in the right direction” (Cape Argus, 03.06.04). Around that time, Mugabe shifted his focus to the 2005 elections:

Eleven years I spent in prison fighting for democracy, for one man, one vote and for us to now hear a voice from London saying there is no democracy, no freedom, no human rights observed in Zimbabwe is very offensive and repulsive … We will not allow erstwhile imperialists to come and judge our election … [which] must be supervised only by people of our region, people of Africa, people in the Third World. (Phimister, in Raftopoulos and Savage, eds. 2004: 284)

From a South African perspective, the prospect of elections held out an alternative to the stalemated inter-party dialogue process. Democratic elections acknowledged as free, fair and legitimate, were touted as the mechanism necessary for unblocking the Zimbabwean crisis. Increasingly, the parliamentary elections scheduled for 2005 became the focus for South African actors in government as well as among a range of organizations in civil society, including the trade unions, churches and NGOs.

II

The 2005 Parliamentary Elections

The 2005 parliamentary elections in Zimbabwe were marked by a variety of seemingly contradictory processes. Within Zimbabwe, the political terrain had, since 2002, become increasingly marked and shaped by repressive legislation that controlled, among other things, the flow of information, the operations of civic groups and the civil liberties of Zimbabwean citizens. Without repealing any of this legislation, the Mugabe administration, in the weeks running up to the elections, permitted opposition parties significant freedom to conduct activities that pertained directly to the elections. Overt political violence decreased dramatically. Hopes grew, perhaps naively, both within Zimbabwe and among international analysts, of a legitimate election.

The South African government, on the other hand, hinted at the possibility that it might be more critical, this time round, of conditions in Zimbabwe, prompting a few observers to suggest that South Africa might be departing from its policy of quiet diplomacy. A number of comments were made by the ANC urging the opening of a “democratic space” in Zimbabwe (IRIN News, “Zimbabwe: South African ‘Quiet Diplomacy’ Tested by Recent Events”).  The relationship between the neighbours appeared to be further troubled when an alleged South African intelligence agent operating in Zimbabwe was arrested. The South African foreign ministry downplayed the incident, holding to a steady course and weathering Harare’s accusations (International Crisis Group, 2005). In addition, Zimbabwe instituted a strict accreditation process for would-be observers that allowed in virtually none of the bodies or groupings that had been critical in previous elections. The SADC Parliamentary Forum, the Electoral Institute of South Africa, and the Zimbabwe Observer Mission, all found themselves excluded. 

Amidst the surprising freedom Zimbabweans enjoyed in the run-up to the election, the structures of repression remained firmly intact and observers were “cherry picked” producing, in the words of one observer, a “vertical” playing field that would ensure, whatever happened at the polls, that the election result would slide toward ZANU PF. A number of excluded groups denounced the election well ahead of the day. Some unaccredited missions, most notably the Zimbabwe Observer Mission, went ahead, albeit without the capacity and authority that an accredited mission would have enjoyed. Unsurprisingly, however, accredited South African observer groups generally endorsed the election result.

The findings of the missions are already well known. Government’s South African Observer Mission reported that “the elections were a reflection of the will of the people of Zimbabwe, the political climate was conducive to a fair vote, with sufficient political space for all parties to campaign, the parties showed tolerance and maturity, and electoral institutions performed smoothly and fairly” (Statement by the Leader of the South African Observer Mission, South African Minister of Labour Membathisi Mdladlana, 02.04.05, cited in International Crisis Group, 2005) – a pronouncement clearly in continuity with the “quiet diplomacy” approach. In the other two official missions in which South Africans were involved, a range of tensions, dissension and contradictions emerged – invariably voiced by non-ANC members who argued that a favourable report had been predetermined. 

Independent Democrat member of the South African parliamentary observer mission, Vincent Gore, withdrew four days after arriving, claiming that “the upcoming Zimbabwean elections are not going to be free and fair … the mission is being used as a vehicle to rubberstamp … various statements already made by government that the elections will be free and fair” (“ID pulls out of Zim observer mission”, iAfrica, 18.03.05). Democratic Alliance member, Roy Jankielson, claimed that the head of the mission threatened to revoke his observer status and abandon him to the Zimbabwean authorities if he did not behave (“SA's mission imploding”, Cape Times, 30.03.05). Freedom Front member, Willie Spies issued a statement indicating the elections had not complied with SADC guidelines. The discord in the group was further exacerbated when the head of the mission, ANC chief whip Mbulelo Goniwe announced that “the mission unanimously agreed that the elections were credible, legitimate, free and fair and conformed to SADC guidelines” (“SA mission split over poll finding”, Cape Times, 04.04.05).

Similar discord was evident in the SADC Observer Mission, led by South Africa, which formally pronounced the poll “peaceful, transparent, credible and well managed.” ANC member, Nthabiseng Khunou, said that the election had been “meticulously planned and executed”. Democratic Alliance (DA) member, Diane Kohler-Barnard, the only non-ANC MP on the SADC mission apart from three Mauritians, described a very different picture, noting in particular “the Zim public is frightened, beaten, starved” (South African Institute of International Affairs, Pointer on Zimbabwe, May 2005). 

South African journalists that had managed to enter Zimbabwe voiced much criticism of the missions. One noted that South African observers had violated four out of five internationally accepted principles articulated by the Swedish-based, Independent Democratic Elections Agency, namely:

· that election observation should be transparent 

· that election observers much be comprehensive in their review of the election, consider all relevant circumstances

· that election observers must be non-partisan and neutral

· that election observation must be accurate.

· that election observers must recognize and respect the sovereignty of the host country

According to the report, South African officials went to great lengths to make sure no one knew where they were, thereby violating the first principle. The remaining three, the report said, were violated by the missions’ continual refusal to engage local actors. On one occasion the South Africans refused to hear part of an expert briefing on how the SADC principles were vulnerable to subtle breaches in the context of undemocratic laws. Moreover, they restricted their meetings with Zimbabwean civil society, which comprised a short, acrimonious briefing the Crisis in Zimbabwe Coalition, visiting not one civil society or faith-based organization in Bulawayo. The report concluded that observers adhered to the fifth principle – that election observers must recognize and respect the sovereignty of the host country – at the expense of the other four.

Above all, the continuation of quiet diplomacy was reflected in the statements of President Mbeki over the period. In the run-up to the polls, a number of senior government officials had scolded those who had prejudged the elections. In the final days before the election, President Mbeki made a public statement, “I have no reason to think that anybody in Zimbabwe will act in a way that will militate against elections being free and fair.” (CNN, “Cooperation Urged in Zimbabwe”). Unfazed by the cries that he himself was prejudging the election, the President repeated his argument in the aftermath of the election, criticizing “those who have predetermined that these elections can be nothing but illegitimate” (Mbeki, ANC Today, Vol. 5, No. 13, 1-7 April 2005).

III

Analysing South Africa’s Politics of Persuasion

South Africa’s policy of quiet diplomacy has been read in several ways. One has to do with the admiration and popularity amongst black South Africans of Mugabe and the resonance his rhetoric and policies have within the South African context. In part, this has to do with Mugabe’s liberation credentials, as well as his role as leader of a major frontline state against the apartheid regime. More immediately, it is the result of his policy of reclaiming land from white owners, in particular former colonial and present-day neo-colonial powers. South Africa’s policy, by this reading, is grounded in comradely solidarity – enhancing Mbeki’s link with African liberation struggles and reducing opposition, to Mugabe and to South African quiet diplomacy alike, to the voices of racist and neo-colonial disgruntlement, in South Africa, in Zimbabwe, and abroad. Tim Hughes puts the paradox of popularity at home for a seemingly ineffective Zimbabwe policy as follows: 

Despite the personal, diplomatic and political capital invested in the Zimbabwe crisis … Mbeki has nothing to show for his endeavours save for failure, embarrassment and a diminished reputation in the West. Moreover all the social and economic indices in Zimbabwe continue to deteriorate and the consequential impact on the region continues to radiate … Conversely, however, Mbeki’s reputation may have been enhanced domestically and regionally through his defence of Mugabe and ZANU-PF (Hughes 2004:  123)

There are difficulties with such a view, not least the fact that some of the sharpest criticism of Mbeki’s policies has come from the left-flank of the tripartite alliance. Following the 2002 presidential elections in Zimbabwe, COSATU argued for a review of the South African Observer Mission’s conclusions and declared its support for striking Zimbabwean unionists. Three months later, it met with the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Unions, thereafter calling for fresh elections in Zimbabwe, an interim government and a new constitution. Ahead of the 2005 elections, members of a COSATU fact-finding mission were deported from Zimbabwe, declaring as they left that they fought against apartheid in South Africa and they would now do the same against Mugabe in Zimbabwe – a new phase in African liberation struggle.

The strongest support for Mugabe within the direct ambit of the ANC is among its youth. The ANC Youth League has been particularly vocal in its support for Mugabe, reiterating his language of defending the region against neo-colonial aggression. While the relationship between Mbeki and the Youth League is complicated, he is surely, in the words of Tom Lodge, “unlikely to defer to its promptings against his better judgement”. (Lodge 2004: 8). While sentiment on the ground, particularly as reflected in the positions of the Youth League, may be a significant pressure, it is unlikely to be a sufficient explanation, at least on its own, of the Mbeki administration’s determined commitment to quiet diplomacy.

A second reading of South Africa’s policy of quiet diplomacy has to do with pragmatic concerns. The prospect of political and economic collapse in Zimbabwe has, throughout the Zimbabwe crisis been viewed as a bleak scenario that would threaten South African interests massively. It would, as the British parliament’s Select Committee on Foreign Affairs acknowledged in 2003 be “disastrous … [involving] a massive influx of refugees, disrupted trade links … and generalized chaos on the border” (United Kingdom Parliament, Select Committee on Foreign Affairs, Fifth Report: South Africa and Zimbabwe, 2003). Chris Landsberg of the Centre for Policy Studies noted at the time that “a policy of force [would] aggravate an already unmanageable situation and hasten a meltdown” (Landsberg, “South Africa must retain its voice of reason”, The Star, 2003). With this scenario in view, South Africa declined to withhold substantial economic support to Zimbabwe, and to its parastatals in particular. These factors have become less of a consideration over the past two years - South Africa already hosts over a million Zimbabwean refugees, trade has in general deteriorated dramatically, and the debts of a number of Zimbabwean parastatal institutions have had to be written off. 

Nevertheless, inasmuch as stability is a priority concern, it would appear that a ZANU-PF government remains the option preferred by Pretoria. The success of the MDC in the parliamentary elections of 2000 appears to have surprised observers, policy makers and strategists on both sides of the Limpopo. The threat by commander of the army, General Vitalis Zvinashe, ahead of the presidential elections two years later, that the armed forces would reject a change of government would have been cause for grave concern. In the words of Tom Lodge, “a military coup and the resulting political crisis in Harare would represent a major security challenge to Pretoria, especially given the shortcomings in South Africa’s own military establishment, with its best units already deployed quite extensively in African peacekeeping missions” (Lodge 2004: 8). In this context, developing consensus around some sort of government of national unity after elections appeared the most pragmatic option.

A third way of looking at South Africa’s Zimbabwe policy is to situate it within Mbeki’s larger African vision. A cornerstone of South Africa’s engagement with the continent has been the reform and reconstruction of African continental institutions in ways that promote economic cooperation in regional contexts and institutional renovation in national contexts. The accomplishments of this effort have been mixed but significant. African ratification of the Union’s commitment to democratic principles, popular participation and good governance has been slow but plodding. The international community has been responsive. In 2002 alone, G8 countries pledged more than US$20 billion worth of new support. More recently, the debts of a number of African countries were written off. Mbeki is widely seen as driving this transformation, but this role has not gone uncontested – not least by Libya and Zimbabwe. His “prudent promotion of democracy” (Landsberg in Lodge, 2004) within an Africa-wide framework for good governance and the ensuing - groundbreaking - doctrine of intervention, as evidenced in Togo in early 2005, has depended on a fragile set of alliances. SADC support for South Africa has through this process been crucial.

Reading South Africa’s Zimbabwe policy in this light invites questions about the extent to which South Africa has in fact succeeded in promoting democratic principles through its multilateral and pan-African policies. There are signs of growing success, not least in Burundi, the DRC, Togo and Cote d’Ivoire. Carefully crafted, well-timed statements about limitations on terms of office have been viewed as influencing developments in Zambia and Namibia. Yet such developments remain both discreet and somewhat inchoate. The larger tests of democratic robustness have been at home, as evidenced in the release from public office of Deputy President Jacob Zuma. Alongside such initiatives, South Africa’s response to the crisis in Zimbabwe looks less explained and more of an anomaly.

Alternatively, South Africa’s ethical commitment to promoting democratic governance at home and elsewhere in Africa should itself be situated in the context of expanding economic interests in Africa. Arguments focused on economic relations with Zimbabwe have been developed, noting both the extraordinary costs to South African business of continuing to provide support to collapsing parastatals and, more cynically, the prospect of converting such debt into equity positions as part of an eventual reconstruction package (Hughes, 2004). But whether such a de facto arrangement can be viewed as an adequate explanation or a driving force in South African Zimbabwe policy is extremely problematical. To appreciate the economic context to South Africa’s policy of quiet diplomacy in Zimbabwe, it is necessary to look further afield.

Observers such as Stephen Gelb and Tom Lodge have noted the mixed outcomes resulting from the expansion of South African business into other parts of Africa. South African exports, for example, compete well in other African markets against local industrial production as well as against imports from further abroad. The import of South African commodities may therefore have contributed to industrial decline in advanced economies such as Kenya and Zimbabwe. African markets currently draw about a quarter of all South African exports. In Lodge’s words, “Africa represents a crucial market for the economic sector within South Africa that government is most concerned to nurture and that is most capable of creating new jobs … South African government policy that has broadly supported continental trade expansion has facilitated this process” (Lodge 2004: 9-10). Dale McKinley puts it a little more cynically: “… Mbeki’s bottom line remains one of securing the strategic interests of South African capital whilst simultaneously consolidating his government’s role as the main African arbiter of both a regional and continental capitalist political economy” (McKinley, 2004: 362)

It may well be, to quote Lodge, that “Thabo Mbeki’s grand vision of African regeneration must construct its institutions through the realist protocols of a regional community of vulnerable nation states that share strong historical predispositions to resist the expansion of South African power” (Lodge 2004: 10). This brings with it a range of tensions, embedded in ways of reading that vision. At the outset of this paper, two readings of African Renaissance were articulated. The first, linked South Africa’s economic activities to the continent’s welfare in a global context. The second, described as Africanist, evoked a complex set of social constructions pertaining to identity. In the words of Ian Phimister, “above all, it would appear that Mbeki’s support finds its strongest expression within a politics of liberation solidarity … decisively shaped by Mugabe himself. It is primarily political sympathies of this kind that have drawn Mbeki and the ANC ever closer towards Mugabe and his regime” (Sachikonye, 2004).

This raises questions about the extent to which the ANC is succeeding in its transformation from liberation movement to government. Critics such as Freeman have gone so far as to argue that, along with Zanu-PF, Swapo and the MPLA, the ANC has remained ‘militaristic, vertical, undemocratic, violent and repressive’ (Freeman 2004:19, as cited in Southall 2003). Inasmuch as that may be so, the projected outcome of South African policy on Zimbabwe will comprise “the reform and renewal of an erstwhile liberation movement whose assumed right to govern in perpetuity is bound up with the future of every other ruling party in the region” (Phimister, in Raftopoulos and Savage, eds. 2004: 290) – a sentiment given evocative expression by Mbeki, drawing on Mozambican president Joachim Chissano:

Today, just like yesterday, our strength lies in our ability to act together. We are like vital organs. We can only live or die together. Our experience of the common liberation struggle of our peoples and of safeguarding our independence, whose roots date back to the glorious experience of the Front Line States, gives us the conviction that we will be victorious… None has a possibility to succeed while another fails’ (as cited in Freeman 2004:11).

The growth of South African political influence and economic interests in Africa alongside a failing economy and growing repression in Zimbabwe lies in blatant contradiction to this vision. Until the crisis in Zimbabwe can be seen and named for what it is – a growing “normalization of authoritarian rule” (Raftopoulos) - the African Renaissance can be expected to be become increasingly Janus-faced: smiling on those within its parameters; hostile and ferocious to those outside, trying to get in, and continually mistaken for enemies.

    
    APPENDIX ONE

Election Results Table

CONSTITUENCY
2005 Registered

Voters
2005 Total Votes cast
2000

Total Votes cast
2000

MDC votes
% of Total

Votes cast
2005

MDC votes
% of Total

Votes cast
2000

ZANU PF votes

2005 

Zanu PF 

vote
% 

of  Total Votes

MASH WEST (12/13)












Chegutu 
52592
25374
23,066
10,412
45
8286
33
12,169
52
16542
65

Chinhoyi
42368
15558
15,877
7,602
50
5773
37
8,176
52
9462
61

Hurungwe East
54463
26553
19,746
4,315
22
6091
23
14,814
75
19670
74

Hurungwe West
54947
25861
24,452
4,532
19
7663
30
18,991
78
17295
67

Kadoma
44988
19071
17,875
12,049
67
10023
53
5,666
32
8740
46

Kariba
51274
24142
22,940
7,332
32
9540
40
15,048
66
13719
57

Makonde
45240
22250
17,088
3,294
19
3643
16
13,066
77
18607
84

Mhondoro
41245
24303
21,564
10,783
50
8312
34
9,118
42
15448
64

Manyame
37744
18434



4015
22


13966
76

Kadoma East/Ngezi
38229
19769
15,040
3,362
22
2404
12
11,678
77
16801
85

Kadoma Wst (Sanyati)
41049
22250
17,163
4,581
27
4990
22
11,758
69
16512
74

Zvimba North
46496
21647
22,047
5,872
27
4834
22
16,175
73
16140
75

Zvimba South
42719
21032
23,726
4,689
19
2439
12
16,508
70
17797
85

SUB-TOTAL
593,354
286,244
240,584
78,823
33%
78013
27%
153,167
64%
200,699
70%














MASH EAST (12/13)












Chikomba
55792
26050
20,819
6,776
33
7403
28
13,417
64
17928
69

Goromonzi
56540
26123
25,369
9,489
37
8578
33
14,459
57
16782
64

Hwedza
54933
26664
24,605
6,049
25
8314
31
18,044
73
17608
66

Marondera East
53742
29929
21,774
10,629
49
10060
34
10,692
49
19192
64

Marondera West
45505
21252
16,947
4,570
27
4457
21
11,221
66
16029
75

Mudzi East
38250
22420
30,210
2,371
8
2676
12
27,149
90
18005
80

Mudzi West
38540
22796



3636
16


18547
81

Murehwa North
40064
22353
18,259
4,104
23
4137
19
13,694
75
17677
79

Murehwa South
44090
24463
18,321
4,426
24
4586
19
13,895
76
19200
78

Mutoko North
38218
20652
20,193
2,447
12
3782
18
17,374
86
16257
79

Mutoko South
38355
23481
21,161
1,177
6
3358
14
19,228
91
19390
83

Seke Rural
51437
24873
22,262
10,851
49
8843
36
9,236
42
15434
62

UMP
55249
35634
30,436
2,128
7
3289
9
27,748
91
31357
88

SUB-TOTAL
610,715
326,690
270,356
65,017
24%
73,119
22%
196,157
73%
243404
75%














MASH CENTRAL (10)












Bindura
55268
30978
24,920
11,257
45
8616
28
13,328
54
21279
69

Guruve North
48904
27739
23,551
2,370
10
2679
10
20,513
87
24165
87

Guruve South
42165
20781
23,227
3,239
14
3375
16
19,988
86
16801
81

Mazowe East
52566
26716
26,830
7,473
28
7567
28
18,824
70
18041
68

Mazowe West
49320
19871
21,523
7,085
33
5474
28
14,024
65
14397
72

Mt Darwin North
48326
32344
23,794
2,037
9
2205
7
20,629
87
28943
89

Mt Darwin South
50506
32261
25,434
2,295
9
2712
8
22,733
89
29549
92

Muzarabani
49632
27677
23,168
3,727
16
3108
11
19,441
84
24569
89

Rushinga
38355
25721
22,949
2,483
11
2298
9
20,027
87
22494
87

Shamva
55139
35265
25,081
5,621
22
4848
14
19,460
78
29287
83

SUB-TOTAL
490181
279,353
240,477
47,587
20%
42,882
15%
188,967
79%
229,525
82%














MIDLANDS (16) 












Chirumanzu
38582
19340
17,183
5,185
30
4971
26
10,708
62
12373
64

Gokwe
44701
23657
19,375
5,987
31
8987
38
11,082
57
14113
60

Gokwe Chireya
48403
28307
23,321
3,674
16
8951
32
17,088
73
18111
64

Gokwe Kana
42196
23854
21,407
3,967
19
6306
26
15,923
74
16568
69

Gokwe Nembudziya
51980
30768
17,749
3,615
20
7104
23
12,644
71
23664
77

Gokwe Senga
49444
28010
21,377
3,240
15
9048
32
14,956
70
17922
64

Gweru Rural
43161
19994
17,895
10,190
57
8230
41
6,889
39
11226
56

Gweru Urban
37938
13855
17,185
12,172
71
8011
58
3,877
23
5689
41

Kwekwe Central
54404
24389
24,143
15,388
64
12989
53
8,352
35
11124
46

Mberengwa East
51215
23890
26,712
3,117
12
2297
10
23,595
88
17915
75

Mberengwa West
47384
23066
23,839
3,889
16
4730
21
18,315
77
17533
76

Mkoba
40471
15934
19,674
14,587
74
10191
64
4,840
25
5608
35

Shurugwi
48913
21325
21,928
6,524
30
5113
24
14,891
68
16212
76

Silobela
46545
21485
22,707
15,985
70
12293
57
5,848
26
8768
41

Zhombe
44851
24050
20,631
8,165
40
8579
36
10,757
52
14750
61

Zvishavane
55634
25187
25,628
10,373
41
8388
33
13,971
55
16311
65

SUB-TOTAL
745,822
367,111
340,754
126,058

126,188
34%
193,736
57%
228,887
62%














BULAWAYO (8/7)












Bulawayo North East
43985
13489
24,315
21,100
87
10804
80
2,864
12
2506
19

Bulawayo South
43915
15981
24,526
20,781
85
12120
75
3,193
13
3777
24

Lobengula Magwegwe
52445
15630
19,626
17,041
87
12603
81
2,197
11
2892
19

Makokoba
49596
16,009
17,060
12,901
76
12,138
76
2,196
13
3,438
21

Mpopoma-
47229
15,742
17,749
14,813
84
12,392
79
2,540
14
3,243
21

Pelandaba
-
-
19,857
16,462
83
-
-
2,696
14
-
-

Nkulumane
48862
15,113
24,788
20,380
82
11,587
77
3,644
15
3,228
21

Pumula Luveve
53958
17,723
22,475
18,901
84
13,810
78
3,020
13
3,527
20

SUB-TOTAL
339,990
109,687
170,396
142,379
84%
85,454
78%
22,350
13%
22,611
21%














MAT SOUTH (6/7)












Beitbridge
52697
21,968
21,680
7,608
35
6,297
29
12,988
60
14,305
65

Bulilima
51656
17,958
20,446
11,767
58
10,528
59
8,679
42
6,775
38

Mangwe
52093
24,584
18,420
11,761
64
10,951
45
5,617
31
13,109
53

Gwanda
43768
22,099
18,159
13,039
72
8,840
40
4,358
24
12,537
57

Gwanda South

-
18,531
7,944
43
-
-
9,913
54
-
-

Insiza
43179
16,414
18,327
12,049
66
10,145
62
5,304
29
5,723
35

Matobo
47029
20,257
22,250
14,701
66
10,074
50
6,419
29
9,572
47

Umzingwane
50836
22,627
16,823
12,878
77
13,198
58
2,887
17
8,784
39

SUB-TOTAL
341,258
145,907
154,636
91,747
84%
70,033
48%
56,165
36%
70805
49%














MAT NORTH (7)












Binga
56259
30,435
23,163
19,894
86
21,906
72
2,675
12
7,264
24

Bubi Umguza
54896
25,466
21,866
12,837
59
9,502
37
6,645
30
15,158
60

Hwange East
39718
18,802
19,611
15,271
78
9,488
50
3,617
18
8,203
44

Hwange West
38587
15,657
18,006
15,132
84
10,415
67
2,445
13
4,899
31

Lupane
47576
22,741
18,711
14,439
77
11,749
52
3,300
17
10,301
45

Nkayi
53721
24,794
24,116
15,601
69
16,513
67
5,746
23
7,254
29

Tsholotsho
51975
20,757
17,952
12,318
69
6,310
30
5,634
31
5,648
27

SUB-TOTAL
342732
158,652
143,425
105,492
73%
85,883
54%
30,062
21%
58,727
37%














MANICALAND (14/15)












Buhera North
53805
27874
23,166
10,316
45
11286
40
12,850
56
15714
56

Buhera South
53686
30518
21,837
7,821
36
13893
46
14,016
64
15066
49

Chimanimani
52821
27642
20,025
11,410
57
11031
40
8,072
40
15817
57

Chipinge North
55923
28176
15,936
9,283
58
10920
39
3,728
23
16647
59

Chipinge South
54877
30704
17,799
3,283
18
12163
40
10,248
58
16412
53

Makoni East
38966
17340
15,104
7,391
49
7708
44
7,509
50
9201
53

Makoni North
43890
25878
19,522
3,357
17
6077
23
14,835
76
18910
73

Makoni West
46077
22793
20,279
7,356
36
7954
35
11,138
55
14436
63

Mutare Central
42228
18653
22,943
17,706
77
13289
71
3,091
14
5088
27

Mutare North
39814
18896
21,289
15,500
72
11597
61
5,564
26
7066
37

Mutare South
40708
19772
15,039
7,273
48
8220
42
6,673
44
11552
58

Mutare West
40188
20896
18,329
5,818
32
7055
34
11,498
63
13216
63

Mutasa South
38155
17204
15,452
9,278
60
6605
38
5,281
34
10135
59

Mutasa North
39590
19573
-
-
-
9380
48
-
-
9715
50

Nyanga
46039
22729
19,608
10,016
51
9360
41
8,891
45
12602
55

SUB-TOTAL
686767
348,648
266,328
125,808
47%
146,538
42%
123,394
46%
191,577
55%














MASVINGO (14)












Bikita East
45786
22604
12,509
5,050
40
8551
38
7,047
56
13009
58

Bikita West
41645
21069
15,171
7,726
51
7936
38
7,445
49
12628
60

Chiredzi North
54992
25682
19,359
8,675
45
6671
26
10,154
53
17385
68

Chiredzi South
54602
22134
18,819
6,414
34
6170
28
11,611
62
14165
64

Chivi North
41084
20021
18,647
3,938
22
4304
21
10,947
59
14990
75

Chivi South
43033
18046
18,051
4,312
24
4684
26
12,056
67
12749
71

Gutu North
56409
30668
23,724
8,179
35
6554
21
14,867
63
23368
76

Gutu South
55554
28104
23,262
6,606
28
12778
45
11,434
49
15160
54

Masvingo Central
47139
21067
20,754
12,417
60
10298
49
8,023
39
10103
48

Masvingo North
40522
19631
16,420
7,224
44
6584
34
8,146
49
12615
64

Masvingo South
37844
17460
20,398
5,444
27
3377
19
14,954
73
13498
77

Mwenezi
56552
30162
28,117
1,881
7
3549
12
22,676
81
25453
84

Zaka East
49154
22243
19,508
6,778
35
8462
38
12,730
65
13078
59

Zaka West
50918
23072
22,262
7,444
33
9126
40
10,928
49
13278
58

SUB-TOTAL
675,234
321,963
277,001
92,088
33%
99,044
31%
163,018
59%
211,479
66%














HARARE (19/18)












Budiriro
49919
22,085
25,657
21,058
82
17053
77
4,410
17
4,886
22

Chitungwiza 
50439
20,585
21,801
15,480
71
12024
58
6,056
28
8136
40

Dzivarasekwa
39307
16,897
25,599
18,516
72
11617
69
6,084
24
5014
30

Glen Norah
45254
19,602
21,808
17,866
82
14841
76
3,517
16
4648
24

Glen View
45319
18,461
20,219
16,467
81
14231
77
3,543
18
3993
22

Harare Central
49445
15,501
17,942
14,207
79
10462
67
3,620
20
4423
29

Harare East
42428
13,719
22,660
18,129
80
9259
67
4,391
19
4363
32

Harare North
43064
16,570
24,789
18,976
77
11262
70
4,852
20
5134
31

Harare South
44455
22,553
18,111
12,430
69
10716
48
4,730
26
11545
51

Hatfield/Epworth
46896
21,459
17,557
11,740
67
11652
54
5,413
31
9408
44

Highfield
39902
17,130
17,294
12,616
73
12600
74
3,234
19
4296
25

Kambuzuma
54086
23,227
16,827
13,722
82
17394
75
2,542
15
5555
24

Kuwadzana
42501
19,226
20,406
15,691
77
13870
72
4,349
21
5024
26

Mabvuku
53883
25,880
23,313
17,495
75
15543
60
5,572
24
9418
36

Mbare
39084
17,079
15,560
10,754
69
12643
74
4,465
29
4016
24

Mbare West
-

16,596
13,118
79
-
-
3,078
19
-
-

Mufakose
55310
21281
19,548
15,233
78
13369
63
3,965
20
7498
35

St Mary's
44552
20024
23,875
17,740
74
13473
67
6,135
26
6078
30

Zengeza
46727
21136
20,406
14,814
73
12129
57
5,330
26
8718
41

SUB-TOTAL
832,571
352,415
389,968
296,052
76%
234,138
66%
85,286
22%
112,153
32%



























TOTAL
5,658,624
2,696,670
2,493,925
1,171,051
47%
1,041,292
39%
1,212,302
49%
1,569,867
58%

APPENDIX TWO

Guidelines for the Observation of Elections 

In determining the nature and scope of election observation, SADC Member states are guided by the following factors: 

· Constitutional and legal guarantees of freedom and rights of citizens. In Zimbabwe, the rights provided for in the current constitution need to be expanded. Further laws such as POSA, AIPPA and NGOA severely restrict freedoms and rights of citizens;

· Conducive environment for free, fair, fair and peaceful elections. In Zimbabwe the question of violence, intimidation and political intolerance make the political environment unsuited for free, air and peaceful elections;

· Non-discrimination in the voters’ registration. The use of traditional leaders, war veterans, youth militia or individuals linked to political parties to carry out voter registration should desist forthwith;

· Existence of updated and accessible voters roll. The voter’s roll in Zimbabwe has been in shambles for a long time;

· Timeous announcement of the election date. This was not an issue in Zimbabwe since the government had already announced that the next general election would be held in March 2005.

· Funding of political parties must be transparent and based on agreed threshold in accordance with the laws of the land. This was not a huge factor in Zimbabwe since the applicable position is clearly spelt out in the Political Parties Finance Act;

· Polling stations should be in neutral places. In Zimbabwe, there is need to ensure that polling stations are located in neutral places and that every political contestant (and his/her agents) is provided with adequate security. Given the extent of polarization in Zimbabwe as well as claims that security arms of government are partisan, it is difficult to determine which sites are neutral and which are not. In fact some rural areas have been declared inaccessible to the opposition since the legislative elections of 2000. This may well be a deficiency that a multi-stakeholder dialogue and consultation could have resolved within a fairly short time;

· Counting of votes at polling stations. This is an important requirement given the opportunities that arise to manipulate the tallies attributable to respective stations. 

APPENDIX THREE

Code of Conduct for Election Observers

SADC Electoral Observer Missions are required to maintain strict impartiality in the conduct of their duties:

· They should not, at any time, express bias or preference in relation to national authorities, parties and candidates in contention in the election process.

· They should also not display or wear any partisan symbols, colours or banners;

· They should immediately disclose to the relevant SADC structures any relationship that could lead to a conflict of interest with their duties or with the process of the observation and assessment of the elections;

· They should base all reports and conclusions on well documented, factual, and verifiable evidence from multiple number of credible sources as well as their own eye witness accounts, identifying the exact information and the sources of the information they have gathered and used as a basis for their assessment of the electoral process or environment in their reports;

· They should seek a response from the person or organization concerned before treating any unsubstantiated allegations as valid;

· They should report all information gathered or witnessed by them honestly and accurately;

· They should not accept or attempt to procure any gifts, favours or inducements from a candidate, their agent, the parties or any other organization or person involved in the electoral process;

· They may bring irregularities to the attention of the local election officials, but they must never give instructions or countermand decisions of the election officials;

· They are expected to refrain from making personal or premature comments or judgments about their observations to the media or any other interested persons, and will limit any remarks to general information about the nature of their activity as observers;

· They should undertake their duties in an unobtrusive manner, and will not interfere with the election process, polling day procedures, or the vote count.

APPENDIX FOUR

Zimbabwe Observer Mission Project

Press Statement
April 7, 2005

The bravery and demeanour of Zimbabweans who contributed to what was largely a peaceful election day deserves both acknowledgement and respect.   The insistence of Zimbabweans, members of SADC and citizens of countries surrounding Zimbabwe on the application of the SADC Principles and Guidelines Governing Democratic Elections and minimum standards for elections was admirable.

The drop in violence is welcomed and acknowledged as a significant improvement on the 2000 and 2002 elections.  In the last weeks before Election Day there was a marked opening of public space for opposition voices, voter education and access for the international media. This created a surge of optimism by the opposition and encouraged all who were observing the election.

The coalition issuing this statement comprises the South African Council of Churches, the Southern African Catholic Bishops Conference, SANGOCO, Idasa, the Centre for Policy Studies and the Institute for Justice and Reconciliation.  It requested but was not afforded observer status. Members of the consortium did visit the country prior to and during the elections.  They consulted widely with NGO and political groupings in Zimbabwe, interviewed a cross-section of Zimbabweans and followed the election process both from within and outside of the country. 

Of particular concern is the realization that:

· Zimbabwe has become an authoritarian state and the election was held within this context. A normal election remains difficult to contemplate without significant changes in the constitutional, legal, institutional and cultural environment.

· The governing party has at its disposal the resources and privileges of incumbency, which it employed to its own advantage. Numerous donations to communities accompanied government ministers as they campaigned and were used as vote buying. 

· We consider the politicization of observation missions, in particular the preferential treatment of invited missions in accordance with their stated friendship to ZANU PF to be regrettable.  In particular, conclusions arrived at by the South African Observer Missions failed to address the critical issues affecting free and fair elections standards and have thus compromised their role as honest and non-partisan observers. 

· The suspension of excessive violence and the opportunity to vote do not in themselves constitute a free and fair election as required by the SADC guidelines. The guidelines require states to adhere scrupulously to an extensive set of criteria, all of which are underpinned by the African Union’s democratic philosophy.

· The election has fallen short of these stringent SADC standards and the AU commitment to democracy. Delayed and limited implementation of electoral reforms, remaining restrictions on political activity, abuse of the resources and privileges of incumbency and serious allegations of fraud by the MDC which remain to be answered have undermined confidence in the election outcome.

· Indication are that previous violence and intimidation had cowed voters, that the inequities introduced by early election arrangements (demarcation and voter registration in particular) and other forms of alleged electoral bias calls into question the objectivity of the electoral commission and the outcome of the elections. 

Because we are convinced that future elections should not be countenanced without significant changes in Zimbabwe, we believe that both political parties and others who wish Zimbabwe well should seize the opportunity to redouble their efforts to achieve these necessary changes. 

The coalition welcomes the fact that Election Day and the weeks immediately preceding it were largely peaceful. It hopes that this was a prologue to continued legally sanctioned peace and openness.  In this regard we call on civil society throughout the region to commit themselves to supporting the efforts of Zimbabweans to wrest peace, prosperity and the necessary political reforms from the elections, which are now behind them.

Based on the present evidence and analysis of the SADC guidelines, the coalition cannot pronounce the elections as being free and fair without qualification.  We particularly regard as morally questionable the pronouncement by the South African Observer Mission that primarily due to the peaceful climate that prevailed during the elections, the elections are necessarily free and fair. As to the credibility and legitimacy of the outcomes, the coalition believes that this judgment must and will be made by the people of Zimbabwe, their courts and their political parties. 

Molefe Tsele

 
- 
tmm@sacc.org.za; 27 82 458 0237  

Fr Richard Menatsi
 
-
rmenatsi@sacbc.org.za; 27 12 323 6458

Charles Villa Vicencio 
-
charles@ijr.org.za; 27 082 897 7964

Chris Lansberg 

- 
chris@cps.org.za; 27 11 642 9820

Zanele Twala


- 
zanele@sangoco.org.za; 27 82 8941979

Paul Graham 


- 
pgraham@idasa.org.za; 27 82 571 3887
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� See Appendix 1 for a table of the Election Results


� Historically, there has been substantial evidence of election rigging in Zimbabwe. John Makumbe’s “Behind the smokescreen” (2000) provides more scientific evidence.


� See Appendix 2 for the SADC Guidelines for the Observation of Elections.


� See Appendix 3 for the SADC Code of Conduct for Election Observers.


� See the two later sections of this report for analysis of the statements and conduct of the SADC observer missions with regard to the 2005 elections.


� MDC Secretary general’s statement to the media, 16 September 2004.  As part of their advocacy, the MDC issued a critique demonstrating the Zimbabwe Government’s lack of compliance with SADC norms on 17th of every month since the SADC Guidelines were signed in Mauritius in August 2004 until March 2005.


� AMANI Trust, an organization working in the field of Organized Violence and Torture has issued several reports demonstrating that politicians and their supporters relied on the threat of violence for electoral support.  This appears to have been particularly with people who had previously been victims of organized violence and torture before.


� SABC Managing Director for News, Snuki Zikalala, disclosed the figures during his Press Freedom Day address at Stellenbosch University, 03 May 2005.   


� This information is in the public domain and the main opposition leader, Morgan Tsvangirai was then indicted and the famous South African lawyer, George Bizos was engaged to represent him in the case. The eventual court decision was to throw the case out and found Tsvangirai not guilty.


� Again incident widely reported in the public media.


� At � HYPERLINK "http://mil.jschina.com.cn/huitong/FT7_K-8_L-15.htm" ��http://mil.jschina.com.cn/huitong/FT7_K-8_L-15.htm� on 3 May 2005, p. 1-2.


� Produced by Government Printers in Harare. All references to Parliamentary Debates (PD) in this chapter are to the 23 November 2004 report.


� For example, in 1998 the Association of Women’s Clubs was placed under Government control, but successfully appealed through the Courts on the grounds of their constitutional right to freedom of association.


� The current author interviewed various NGO players and findings from these interviews are summarised in this section. Specific NGOs and commentators are kept anonymous for fear of reprisals in the current climate.


� See Appendix 4 for the Press Statement released by the Zimbabwe Observer Mission


� Robert S. Chase et al define a ‘pivotal state’ as “so important that its collapse would spell transboundary mayhem: migration, communal violence, pollution, disease and so on. A pivotal state’s steady economic progress and stability, on the other hand, would bolster [its] region’s economic vitality and political soundness and benefit American trade and investment.” Robert S. Chase, Emily B. Hill and Paul Kennedy, “Pivotal States and U.S. Strategy,” Foreign Affairs, 75, 1996: 37.


� On the day of the release of Motsuenyane’s interim report, 13 March 2002, the ANC issued the following press statement: “The African National Congress congratulates the people of Zimbabwe for a successful 2002 Presidential Election. ‘The high voter turnout in both rural and urban areas, determination and patience displayed by the people during the election was commendable. These elections have shown how the people of Zimbabwe value democratic processes,’ said ANC Spokesperson, Smuts Ngonyama, reacting to the news. As the ANC, we further offer our warm congratulations to ZANU PF and Robert Mugabe for a convincing majority win. ‘Indeed the people of Zimbabwe have spoken and left [sic] their will be respected by all.’ Now that the elections are over, the ANC calls upon all the people of Zimbabwe to focus on the fundamental task of reconstructing and developing their country to ensure a better life for all the people. ‘In this regard, they should count on the support of the African National Congress to carry out this task,’ said ANC Secretary General, Kgalema Motlanthe. Finally, the ANC compliments the other parties for participating in the elections and congratulate all those who put a lot of effort in the Presidential elections including various Observer Missions from South Africa and elsewhere in the world, for a job well done!” Reprinted at � HYPERLINK "http://www.anc.org.za/ancdocs/pr/2002/pr0313a.html" ��www.anc.org.za/ancdocs/pr/2002/pr0313a.html� (accessed 23 March 2005).
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