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Abstract 
 
Located in the heart of southern Africa, Rhodesia represents a 
distinct and significant chapter in post-colonial history. Emerging 
in 1923 as a self-governing British colony, it defied the 
decolonization trend that swept across the continent after World 
War II. The country’s 1965 Unilateral Declaration of 
Independence, which established a contentious white minority rule, 
starkly deviated from international norms, thrusting its internal 
policies and governance strategies into the global spotlight. Against 
the backdrop of political isolation and controversy, the Rhodesian 
Defense Forces (RDF) emerged as a formidable military entity. 
Known for their tactical brilliance and a string of operational 
victories, the RDF displayed remarkable proficiency in both 
guerrilla warfare and conventional military strategies. However, the 
military triumphs of the RDF were deeply intertwined with 
Rhodesia’s broader political landscape. This research delves into 
the intricate relationship between Rhodesia’s often contradictory 
public policies and the RDF’s military achievements. It asserts that 
an army’s effectiveness hinges on the political and strategic 
directives set by its governing state. While the RDF showcased 
notable battlefield successes, the broader policies of Rhodesia, 
compounded by challenges from the international political arena, 
significantly influenced its wartime direction. This study not only 
emphasizes the deep interconnectedness of military prowess and 
state policy but also provides a nuanced understanding of 
Rhodesia’s multifaceted history during its most tumultuous 
periods. 
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Introduction 
 

Rhodesia, nestled in the heart of southern Africa, remains an 
essential chapter in the narrative of post-colonial politics. Initially a 
product of British colonial ambitions which was established as a self-
governing British colony in 1923, later transitioned into an entity that 
defied the decolonization trend sweeping across the continent post 
WWII. In 1965, Rhodesia’s Unilateral Declaration of Independence - a 
document establishing a white minority rule independent of Great 
Britain - set it on a collision course with international norms, drawing the 
spotlight onto its internal governance and policy frameworks. This 
political trajectory, underscored by assertiveness and isolation, led to an 
environment where statecraft and military strategy often found 
themselves at cross-purposes. 
 

Amid the turbulent political landscape of Rhodesia, a period 
marked by its declaration of independence from British rule and the 
subsequent Rhodesian Bush War, the Rhodesian Defense Forces (RDF) 
emerged as a formidable military powerhouse. The RDF was an 
amalgamation of diverse security entities: the Rhodesian Army, the 
Rhodesian Air Force, members from the British South African Police, 
and personnel from the Rhodesian Ministry of Internal Affairs.1 What 
distinguished the RDF from many of its contemporaries was its 
composite nature and its reputation founded on rigorous training 
regimes and tactical ingenuity. This reputation was not just theoretical; a 
consistent record of operational victories against insurgent groups 
cemented it. Demonstrating adeptness in guerrilla warfare and more 
conventional military strategies, the RDF often showcased a remarkable 
capacity to reverse the trajectory of battles, asserting dominance even 
when faced with seemingly insurmountable odds.2 
 

Yet, for all their military success, the RDF’s operations were not 
conducted in a vacuum. The broader policy environment, shaped by 
Rhodesia’s unique political circumstances, often posed challenges that 
the RDF could not overcome through force of arms alone. This 
research, therefore, seeks to navigate the connection between military 
achievement and public policy. To what extent did Rhodesia’s public 
policies shape and, at times, undercut the operational victories of the 
RDF? Through this lens, a deeper understanding of the complexities of 

 
1 United States Army, Bruce Hoffman, Jennifer M. Taw, and David Arnold. “Lessons 
for Contemporary Counterinsurgencies: The Rhodesian Experience.” RAND, 1991, 
vi. 
2 Wood, J.R.T. “Operation Dingo: Rhodesian Raid on Chimoio and Tembué, 1977.” 
Africa@War 1 (2011). 
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Rhodesian history is pursued, focusing on the intersection of military 
strategy and state policy. In doing so, this paper argues that the strength 
of an army, no matter how formidable, is intrinsically linked to the 
political directives of the state it serves. 
 
The Political Landscape of Rhodesia 
 
Tracing Rhodesia’s Political Journey from Colonial Legacy to Self-Determination 

 
Rhodesia’s political history is a complex narrative that spanned 

colonial influences, aspirations of autonomy, and the struggles of 
defining its identity. Its roots trace back to its establishment as a British 
colony, a period marked by the persisting influence of British policies, 
values, and governance structures. Yet, this colonial imprint was not just 
about foreign dominion; it set the stage for how Rhodesia would 
perceive itself and how the world would perceive it. 
 

In the wake of the late 19th-century ‘Scramble for Africa,’ 
Rhodesia emerged under British dominion.3 But beneath the umbrella of 
British protectionism, it wasn’t a mere territory; it was an ideological 
battlefield. The British colonial framework was constructed upon dual 
objectives: ensuring economic prosperity for the metropolis and 
upholding the broader ambitions of the British Empire. The British 
South Africa Company, led by Cecil Rhodes, shaped the region’s early 
political and economic contours. Exploiting natural resources, 
particularly minerals, dovetailed with a broader mission to encourage 
colonialism and British settlement.4 Yet, underlying these colonial 
pursuits, endeavors lay a stark reality: racial hierarchies became 
entrenched. Land acquisition policies favored white settlers, 
appropriating vast tracts of fertile land and pushing the indigenous 
populace to less arable regions.5 This policy-induced segregation didn’t 
just marginalize the indigenous communities economically; it set a 
precedent for the ensuing political marginalization. 
 

Moving to the mid-twentieth century, the broader African 
continent was experiencing tectonic shifts. These profound changes, 
primarily driven by rising nationalist movements, economic pressures, 

 
3 Bonello, Julie. “The Development of Early Settler Identity in Southern Rhodesia: 
1890–1914.” The International Journal of African Historical Studies 43, no. 2 (2010): 341–
42. http://www.jstor.org/stable/25741433. 
4 Slinn, Peter. “Commercial Concessions and Politics during the Colonial Period: The 
Role of the British South Africa Company in Northern Rhodesia 1890-1964.” African 
Affairs 70, no. 281 (1971): 365–70. http://www.jstor.org/stable/721057, 167–170. 
5 Floyd, Barry. “Land Apportionment in Southern Rhodesia.” Geographical Review 52, 
no. 4 (October 1, 1962): 565-566. https://doi.org/10.2307/212615. 
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and global geopolitics, made the continuation of colonial rule 
increasingly untenable. The decolonization wave was inevitable, and the 
British government, aware of this, leaned towards granting 
independence.6 However, in Rhodesia, there was a divergence from this 
pan-African trend. The white minority, fearful of losing their hegemony, 
took a drastic step: the UDI of 1965. This was more than a declaration; it 
was a political gambit to assert white minority rule in a continent 
progressively rallying behind majority rule.7 This period saw policies that 
further entrenched racial divides, fortified defense capabilities, and 
sought to legitimize the UDI regime’s governance. There was also an 
intensified surveillance state and curbing of dissenting voices, particularly 
those from the black majority and leftist whites.8 
 

Rhodesia’s UDI didn’t exist in a vacuum; it elicited international 
repercussions. The act was met with near-universal condemnation. The 
United Nations, backed by its member states, imposed economic 
sanctions aimed at crippling the Rhodesian economy and forcing a 
political change.9 While causing financial hardships, these sanctions 
paradoxically affected Rhodesia’s domestic policies. The need to 
counteract these sanctions led to various resourceful, albeit often 
unsustainable, self-sufficiency policies. Industries, particularly agriculture 
and mineral mining, were revamped to mitigate the effects of economic 
isolation.10 Moreover, the sanctions bolstered a siege mentality. There 
was a surge in nationalistic fervor among the white populace, leading to 
stricter laws and consolidation of power.11 Yet, the international isolation 
and internal pressures began straining the socio-political fabric. While 
the government tried to maintain its stance, beneath the surface, 
fractures were evident. The black majority, encouraged by global support 
and an inherent right to self-determination, became increasingly restive, 
culminating in intense guerilla warfare and negotiations for a new state 
structure. 
 

 
6 “Rhodesian Independence: Background and Consequences.” Freedom of Information 
Act Electronic Reading Room, October 1, 1965. 
7 Pattenden, Hugh. “Britain and the Rhodesian Mercenary Issue, C.1970–1980.” The 
Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History, March 17, 2021, 777, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03086534.2021.1896647. 
8 Courville, Cindy. “Intelligence Ethics: The African Authoritarian State Security 
Apparatus,” November 15, 2012, 38-41. 
9 UN Security Council. “UN Security Council Resolution 232 (1966),” December 16, 
1966. 
10 “Rhodesia: Economic Progress Despite Sanctions.” Freedom of Information Act 
Electronic Reading Room, November 1974. 
11 Stephen E. C. Hintz. “The Political Transformation of Rhodesia, 1958-1965.” 
African Studies Review 15, no. 2 (1972): 173–75. https://doi.org/10.2307/523917. 
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The Evolution of Political Power and Resistance in Rhodesia: NDP to ZIPRA and 
ZANU 
 

In the early 1960s, the political landscape of Rhodesia was 
marked by rising tensions between the indigenous African majority and 
the ruling white minority. At the forefront of this struggle was the 
National Democratic Party (NDP), founded in January 1960 by 
influential black leaders such as Joshua Nkomo.12 Formed as a response 
to the oppressive white minority rule, the NDP quickly resonated with 
the African population, championing majority rule and ending racial 
discrimination. 
 

However, the white minority government, alarmed by the NDP’s 
influence, sought to consolidate their hold over the nation further. 
Under the leadership of Prime Minister Ian Smith and the Rhodesian 
Front (RF), the 1961 constitution was enacted. On the surface, this 
constitution seemed to make concessions to the African majority by 
allocating 15 seats out of a total of 65 in Parliament to them. However, 
this was a deceptive move. 
 

Central to this system was the implementation of the A and B roll 
balloting. This dual voting system was devised to superficially achieve 
equality while subtly preserving the racial and classist status quo. The A 
roll was largely reserved for white citizens and a small number of 
Africans who met high-income and educational qualifications, while the 
B roll, with much lower qualifications, was intended for the broader 
African populace. The catch was that the A roll had more representation 
in Parliament, ensuring that the political power remained 
disproportionately in the hands of the white minority.13 
 

To stifle the growing momentum of the African liberation 
movement, the government banned the NDP by the end of 1961.14 
However, the flames of resistance couldn’t be quelled so quickly. Former 
NDP members, rallying under Nkomo’s leadership, formed the 

 
12 Day, John. “Southern Rhodesian African Nationalists and the 1961 Constitution.” 
The Journal of Modern African Studies7, no. 2 (1969): 222–30. 
13 Times, New York. “Voting Requirements Raised.” The New York Times, September 
12, 1964, https://www.nytimes.com/1964/09/12/archives/voting-requirements-
raised.html; and “Rhodesian Independence: Background and Consequences.” Freedom 
of Information Act Electronic Reading Room, October 1, 1965. 
14 James Muzondidya, Walking on a Tightrope: Towards a Social History of the Coloured 
Community of Zimbabwe (Trenton, New Jersey: Africa Research & Publications, January 
2005), 167–170. 
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Zimbabwe African People’s Union (ZAPU).15 ZAPU’s establishment 
marked a shift towards a more militant approach in advocating for the 
rights of the African majority. 
 

The year 1965 witnessed a pivotal moment in Rhodesian history. 
The government, in defiance of British pressures for African-majority 
rule, unilaterally declared independence on November 11.16 This 
Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI) further isolated Rhodesia 
internationally, deepening its commitment to racial politics and setting 
the stage for an intensified conflict. Amidst this backdrop, 1963 saw a 
significant schism within ZAPU. Dissatisfied members, led initially by 
Ndabaningi Sithole and later by Robert Mugabe, branched out to 
establish the Zimbabwe African National Union (ZANU).17 ZANU’s 
formation was rooted in the belief that white minority rule could only be 
overthrown through armed struggle. 
 

Recognizing the gravity of their mission, both ZAPU and ZANU 
felt the imperative to militarize their efforts. ZAPU birthed the 
Zimbabwe People’s Revolutionary Army (ZIPRA), trained and supplied 
predominantly in the Soviet Union, while ZANU, influenced by Maoist 
principles, founded the Zimbabwe African National Liberation Army 
(ZANLA).18 Thus, from the inception of the NDP to the emergence of 
militant wings like ZIPRA and ZANLA, Rhodesia’s journey was marked 
by political maneuvers, resistance, and the indomitable spirit of a 
majority seeking their rightful place in the nation’s governance. The stage 
was set for a prolonged conflict, with the aspiration for freedom and 
equality at its heart. 

 
The Rhodesian Defense Forces 
 
The Evolution and Tactics of the Rhodesian Defense Forces 

 

 
15 Anthony Lake, The ‘Tar Baby’ Option: American Policy Toward Southern Rhodesia (New 
York: Columbia University Press, June 1976), 32. 
16 Stapleton, Tim. “Rhodesia’s Unilateral Declaration of Independence: An 
International History.” Canadian Journal of African Studies 47, no. 2 (August 1, 2013): 
344–45. https://doi.org/10.1080/00083968.2013.829956. 
17 Ndlovu-Gatsheni, Sabelo J. Do ‘Zimbabweans’ Exist?: Trajectories of Nationalism, 
National Identity Formation and Crisis in a Postcolonial State, 2009, 117-118. 
18 Mutanda, Darlington. The Rhodesian Air Force in Zimbabwe’s war of liberation, 1966-
1980, 2016, 177; and Central Intelligence Agency, Intelligence Organizations of the 
Departments of State and Defense, and National Security Agency. “Rhodesia-Looking 
Ahead.” SPECIAL NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE, August 5, 1977, 
3-5. 
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In the wake of Rhodesia’s complex political narrative, the 
evolution of its military structure, epitomized by the Rhodesian Defense 
Forces (RDF), emerges as a significant chapter. A powerful military 
apparatus became imperative as Rhodesia grappled with the challenges 
of asserting its sovereignty. The RDF was not just an armed force; it 
embodied Rhodesia’s ambitions and resilience in the face of internal 
strife and international censure. 
 

The inception of the RDF was inextricably linked to the post-
UDI phase. With the unilateral proclamation and the subsequent 
international isolation, Rhodesia found itself in a precarious position, 
facing external diplomatic pressures and internal insurgencies. The 
Rhodesian government saw the necessity of a robust military force to 
safeguard the newly declared state. Thus, the RDF was formed, 
underpinned by a dual mandate: to protect the country’s territorial 
integrity against external threats and to quell internal uprisings that 
challenged the white-minority rule.19 
 

Tactically and strategically, the RDF exhibited a remarkable 
aptitude. Their operations, crafted to counter insurgencies, became a 
testament to their adaptability and effectiveness. Initiatives like the 
Fireforce operations exemplify this prowess. Fireforce operations were a 
revolutionary approach to counter-insurgency operations. This 
methodology hinged on the rapid deployment of aerial and ground assets 
in response to real-time intelligence about insurgent activities. 
 

A coordinated response was immediately initiated upon obtaining 
actionable intelligence regarding insurgent positions. Helicopters, laden 
with specialized squads of soldiers, were mobilized. These aircraft 
facilitated swift troop deployment and offered an invaluable aerial 
perspective for strategic oversight. The first cadre of soldiers was 
strategically inserted proximal to the insurgent location, effectively 
obstructing their primary egress route. Subsequent deployments were 
orchestrated to encircle the insurgent group, thus creating a tactical 
containment. To bolster the ground operations, certain helicopters, 
equipped with armaments, provided suppressive fire from the air. 
Additionally, the potential deployment of fixed-wing aircraft augmented 
the aerial firepower, ensuring comprehensive coverage.20 
 

 
19 Bell, J. Bowyer. “The Frustration of Insurgency: The Rhodesian Example in the 
Sixties.” Military Affairs 35, no. 1 (1971): 1–2. https://doi.org/10.2307/1984104. 
20 Pettis, Stuart. “The Role of Airpower in the Rhodesian Bush War, 1965-1980.” Air 
University Press, 2006, 5–6. 
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What distinguished this strategy was its inherent flexibility and 
rapidity. The Rhodesian forces could calibrate the magnitude of their 
response – be it the number of troops or aircraft – based on the 
difficulties of the situation. This adaptability enabled the Fireforce 
operation to address both diminutive and expansive insurgent groups 
with marked efficiency. Historically contextualized, the Fireforce tactic 
emerged as one of the most productive of its era, characterized by a 
favorable operational success-to-loss ratio.21 Strategies like Fireforce, 
though resource-intensive, yielded significant successes, often pushing 
back rebel advancements and maintaining territorial control. 
 

Yet, within the broader RDF structure, one unit deserves distinct 
mention: the Rhodesian Special Air Service (SAS). Modeled after its 
British counterpart and serving as an integrated squadron of the British 
SAS, the Rhodesian SAS was conceptualized to undertake high-risk, 
specialized missions.22 This elite unit underwent rigorous training 
regimens, equipping them for a wide range of operations, from deep 
penetration raids to intelligence collection in hostile territories.23 While 
the SAS’s contributions within Rhodesia are well-documented, their 
expertise was not confined to this theater. Given their unique skill set, 
members of the SAS found themselves involved in various global 
conflicts beyond Rhodesia’s borders. For instance, during the Congo 
Crisis, the SAS’s prowess in guerrilla warfare and covert operations 
became invaluable assets.24 Such external engagements underscored the 
SAS’s reputation and validated the RDF’s training and operational 
excellence emphasis. 
 

The RDF’s reputation for efficiency was not achieved by chance. 
It was carved out of rigorous training regimes, a meticulous 
understanding of the terrain, and an unwavering commitment to 
Rhodesia’s political cause. The fusion of seasoned combat veterans, who 
often brought experiences from global theaters such as East Africa and 
Burma, with young, zealous recruits birthed a force that was both 

 
21 United States Army, Bruce Hoffman, Jennifer M. Taw, and David Arnold. “Lessons 
for Contemporary Counterinsurgencies: The Rhodesian Experience.” RAND, 1991, 
21–23, 43–44. 
22 Peter Abbott, Modern African Wars (I): Rhodesia 1965–80 (London: Osprey 
Publishing, 2001), 18. 
23 Rhodesian S.A.S. Combat Manual, 1981; and C (Rhodesia) Squadron 22 SAS 
Regiment. “Introduction - C (Rhodesia) Squadron 22 SAS Regiment,” October 11, 
2022. http://www.therhodesiansas.com/. 
24 Barbara Cole, The Elite: The Story of the Rhodesian Special Air Service, (Transkei, South 
Africa: Three Knights, 1984), 7-13 
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experienced and dynamic.25 This, coupled with international partnerships 
(usually discreet due to sanctions) and international recruits from the 
West with combat experience, allowed the RDF to benefit from a 
confluence of tactical philosophies and strategies.26 
 

As Rhodesia navigated its unique political journey, the RDF 
emerged as a linchpin, safeguarding its aspirations and asserting its 
defiance. From their tactical brilliance to the renowned expertise of the 
SAS, the RDF remains a testament to the synergy of political objectives 
and military might in winning battles. However, their ability to succeed 
in combat with insurgents (By the end of the Bush War, there were 1,361 
RDF casualties while it is estimated that there were over 10,000 
insurgent casualties) did not culminate in victory due to policy that was 
at odds with military operations.27 
 
Military Successes vs. Policy Decisions 
 

Within Rhodesian history, the juxtaposition of the Rhodesian 
Defense Forces’ military triumphs against the backdrop of political 
policy decisions emerges as a focal point of study. This relationship 
paints a vivid picture of the interplay between the valiant efforts of 
soldiers on the front lines and the strategic choices crafted in hallowed 
political chambers. Though the RDF demonstrated unwavering 
operational prowess, their battlefield achievements often found 
themselves in tension with the overarching strategies devised by the 
Rhodesian government. This divergence often stemmed from policies 
that prioritized the preservation of the colonial legacy over forging a 
sustainable and peaceful path forward for Rhodesia. 
 

The Land Tenure Act of 1969 is a powerful example of this 
policy-military disconnect. Instituted ostensibly to structure land 
ownership, the Act essentially reinforced racial divisions in land 
allocation.28 While the RDF was on the frontlines, grappling with 

 
25 Binda, Alexandre, and David Heppenstall. Masodja: The History of the Rhodesian African 
Rifles and Its Forerunner, The Rhodesia Native Regiment. 30 Degrees South Publishers, 
2012, 41–42, 59–77. 
26 “The VVA Veteran, a Publication of Vietnam Veterans of America,” n.d. 
https://vvaveteran.org/32-2/32-2_rhodesia.html.; and White, Luise. “‘WILL 
TRAVEL WORLDWIDE. YOU PAY EXPENSES’: Foreign Soldiers in the 
Rhodesian Army.” In Fighting and Writing: The Rhodesian Army at War and Postwar, 172–
78. Duke University Press, 2021. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv1g4rv94.12. 
27 Tucker, Spencer. The Roots and Consequences of 20th-Century Warfare. ABC-CLIO, 2016, 
444. 
28 Christopher, A. J. “Land Tenure in Rhodesia.” South African Geographical Journal 53, 
no. 1 (January 1, 1971): 39–52. https://doi.org/10.1080/03736245.1971.10559483. 
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insurgencies that were to a large extent, ignited by land-based grievances, 
this Act further deepened racial conflicts. Such policies cemented 
perceptions of an administration prioritizing white minority interests 
over an equitable future for all Rhodesians. The insurgents, recognizing 
this, leveraged the discontent stemming from the Act to bolster their 
ranks. Rather than stabilizing the nation, the legislation became a 
motivational tool for insurgent forces, providing them with a clear-cut 
narrative of racial oppression to attract support and galvanize resistance. 
 

Within the structure of the RDF, African soldiers were notably 
admitted into the military, though they were considerably fewer in 
number compared to their white counterparts. Despite receiving salaries 
lower than those in all-white units, these black soldiers earned more than 
the majority of black salaries outside the military. Yet, discrimination was 
unmistakably present. The decision to maintain partly-segregated units, 
based on racial lines, mirrored a wider policy hesitation towards 
complete integration. A pivotal question arose: how could a force, 
internally divided, present a unified defense against an unwavering 
insurgent adversary? 
 

Yet, it’s noteworthy that on the battlefield and in the barracks, 
soldiers were predominantly united in their mission, their focus often 
transcending racial divides.29 Their primary concern was halting terrorist 
attacks and ensuring the safety of Rhodesia’s populace. Yet, 
fundamentally, the partial segregation strategy conflicted with the RDF’s 
primary mission – to safeguard Rhodesia and its diverse citizens from 
pressing threats.  

 
In a broader sense, these policy contradictions highlight the 

inherent tension in Rhodesia’s journey: a military force adept at adapting 
to the complexities of modern warfare was simultaneously tethered to 
policies that seemed out of step with the changing socio-political realities 
of the time. These decisions, whether influenced by ideological rigidity or 
political expediency, created an environment where the RDF’s military 
successes were continually undermined by the very system they were 
sworn to protect. The widening divide between the RDF’s military 
achievements and Rhodesia’s overarching policy choices laid bare a 
complex problem that plagued the nation throughout the conflict. At the 
heart of this disconnect was a fundamental misalignment of priorities 
and vision. 

 
29 Burns, John F. “How Blacks View Their Lamer Role in Rhodesia’s Army.” The New 
York Times, January 4, 1979. https://www.nytimes.com/1979/01/04/archives/how-
blacks-view-their-larger-role-in-rhodesias-army-conscription.html. 
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In its tactical brilliance, the RDF was adept at creating pockets of 
stability, often in areas that were previously centers of insurgent activity. 
Their focus was clear: maintain territorial sanctity, deter external 
aggression, and ensure that the specter of insurgency did not disrupt the 
daily life of the average Rhodesian (although this was often limited to the 
white Rhodesian). This mission required a pragmatic approach, often 
calling for collaboration with local communities and emphasizing 
winning hearts and minds as much as winning battles. However, this 
military pragmatism seemed at odds with the larger policy framework 
that Rhodesia’s political establishment espoused. Rather than 
consolidating the gains made by the RDF, political policies often 
exacerbated latent tensions. These policies, steeped in racial biases and 
aimed at preserving the power dynamics of a colonial past, perpetuated 
an environment where the underlying causes of discontent persisted, if 
not flourished. 
 

The RDF’s victories on the battlefield were somewhat pyrrhic. 
Their successes in reclaiming territories and neutralizing threats were 
undeniable. Yet, without a supportive policy backdrop, these gains were 
often fleeting. The secured territories would eventually witness 
insurgencies’ resurgence as the structural injustices and inequalities that 
fueled the conflict were unaddressed, additionally leading to a lack of 
motivation and discipline among RDF units.30 
 
The Importance of Geopolitics 
 

In 20th-century African politics and international dynamics, 
Rhodesia’s geopolitical context initially supported its military endeavors. 
With the solidarity of colonial counterparts such as South Africa and 
Portugal, the early years saw Rhodesia buoyed by economic and military 
backing, particularly against the weight of international sanctions.31 With 
countries like South Africa at its helm, this mutual support system stood 
as a bulwark against the encroaching tide of African nationalism. 
Crucially, the logistical support flowing from Portuguese territories, 

 
30 White, Luise. “‘WHAT INTERESTS DO YOU HAVE?’: Security Force Auxiliaries 
and the Limits of Counterinsurgency.” In Fighting and Writing: The Rhodesian Army at 
War and Postwar, 197–210. Duke University Press, 2021. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv1g4rv94.13. 
31 Filipe Ribeiro de Meneses, and Robert McNamara. “The Last Throw of the Dice: 
Portugal, Rhodesia and South Africa, 1970–74.” Portuguese Studies 28, no. 2 (2012): 
201–8. https://doi.org/10.5699/portstudies.28.2.0201. 
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especially Mozambique, bolstered many an RDF operation, ensuring 
they remained effective and well-supplied.32 
 

However, Rhodesia’s reliance on close neighbors would become a 
detriment in the later years of the Bush War. Under the authoritative 
leadership of António de Oliveira Salazar and his successor Marcelo 
Caetano, Portugal staunchly upheld its commitment to its colonial 
territories.33 Salazar, in particular, was a driving force behind this policy, 
fueled by a blend of deep-rooted national pride, economic interests in 
the colonies, and the conservative ethos of the Estado Novo (National 
Dictatorship) regime he helmed. For Rhodesia, Salazar’s firm pro-
colonial stance meant a reliable ally in Mozambique, a crucial buffer and 
conduit for trade and resources. However, the landscape shifted 
dramatically after the Carnation Revolution of 1974, precipitating the 
Estado Novo’s end. Salazar’s death and the subsequent political changes 
in Portugal expedited the demise of Portuguese colonial rule, leaving 
Rhodesia increasingly isolated and exacerbating the pressures on its 
colonial paradigm.34 
 

The end of Rhodesia’s alliance with Portugal is representative of 
the anti-colonial attitude in Africa during the time. The turn of the 1970s 
signaled an impending upheaval in the geopolitical equilibrium that had 
thus far favored Rhodesia. The post-World War II era had seeded 
significant momentum towards decolonization globally, and by the time 
the 1970s dawned, this transformative wave was profoundly reshaping 
the African political landscape. A combination of factors fueled this 
drive for independence. Nationalist movements, driven by visionary 
leaders, championed the cause of self-determination and liberty. The 
colonial powers, already reeling from post-war economic hardships, 
found the cost of maintaining their expansive empires increasingly 
unsustainable.35 Moreover, the Cold War era’s superpower dynamics 
meant that the US and the USSR often championed decolonization – the 
former seeing it as a way to contain communism and the latter as a 
means to court new, emerging nations.36 Additionally, international 

 
32 Meneses, Maria, Celso Rosa, and Bruno Martins. “Colonial Wars, Colonial 
Alliances: The Alcora Exercise in the Context of Southern Africa.” Journal of Southern 
African Studies, 2017, 4–7. 
33 “Decree N° 48597.” DIARIO OD GOVERNO, September 27, 1968. 
34 Story, Jonathan. “Portugal’s Revolution of Carnations: Patterns of Change and 
Continuity.” International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-) 52, no. 3 
(1976): 417–25. https://doi.org/10.2307/2616554. 
35 Eloranta, Jari, and Leigh Gardner. “War and Empire.” In Cambridge University Press 
EBooks, 535–42, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316671603.020. 
36 Unger, Corinna R. “American Development Aid, Decolonization, and the Cold 
War.” In Cambridge University Press EBooks, 190–212, 2022. 
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institutions, most notably the United Nations, amplified the principles of 
self-determination, putting added pressure on colonial regimes. 
 

In this context of rapid transformation, Rhodesia’s unwavering 
commitment to its colonial heritage stood out as an anomaly. The 
rupture in this geopolitical status quo was vividly illustrated by the 1975 
collapse of the Portuguese colonial regime in Mozambique. With the 
ascent of the FRELIMO-led (Mozambique Liberation Front) 
government, which extended its sympathies and tangible support to 
Rhodesian guerillas, Rhodesia grappled with heightened challenges. 
Suddenly, supply routes that Rhodesia had previously relied upon were at 
risk of disruption, and its guerilla adversaries, emboldened by regional 
shifts, began to operate from fortified bases just beyond its borders.37 
 

The external pressures didn’t halt in Mozambique. As 
neighboring states like Zambia amplified their endorsement and 
sustenance of anti-Rhodesian forces, the RDF was trapped in a 
tightening net of challenges. Its troops, already stretched, now grappled 
with mounting border tensions and an intensifying internal threat matrix. 
This entanglement was exacerbated by a deepening international 
isolation from Rhodesia’s defiant policies, which constrained the RDF’s 
access to pivotal military resources and alliances. Consequently, as the 
region’s geopolitical landscape evolved, Rhodesia’s policies not only 
rendered it diplomatically marginalized but also critically undermined its 
military strategy. 
 
International Sanctions and Military Resourcing 
 
The Impact of International Sanctions on the RDF’s Military Capacities 
 

Sanctions, predominantly led by the United Nations following 
Rhodesia’s Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI) in 1965, were 
aimed at economically pressuring the Rhodesian regime into 
relinquishing its minority rule. Yet, beyond the broader economic 
impact, these sanctions directly impinged upon the RDF’s operational 
capabilities. The immediate consequence of these economic sanctions 
was a palpable strain on military resourcing. Critical military supplies, 
ranging from weaponry, ammunition, and equipment to aircraft spare 

 
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108297554.010; and “Milestones: 1945–1952 - Office 
of the Historian,” n.d. https://history.state.gov/milestones/1945-1952/asia-and-
africa. 
37 Sumich, Jason, and João Honwana. “Strong Party, Weak State? Frelimo and State 
Survival Through the Mozambican Civil War an Analytical Narrative on State-
Making.” Crisis States Research Centre, December 2007, 11–12. 
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parts, became increasingly scarce. The RDF, accustomed to relying on 
international suppliers for a significant portion of its military hardware, 
was suddenly compelled to look inward. This meant the exploration of 
local alternatives and the need for improvisation in maintenance and 
equipment utilization.38 Furthermore, sanctions affected the RDF’s 
access to cutting-edge military technology. As global defense industries 
progressed with innovations, the RDF faced challenges in modernizing 
its arsenal. While they exhibited commendable ingenuity by modifying 
and repurposing existing equipment, the inability to readily access 
advanced weaponry undoubtedly hindered some of their operational 
capabilities. 
 
Diplomatic Isolation and Strategic Military Partnerships 
 

Diplomatic isolation, a result of the international community’s 
stance against Rhodesia’s UDI, had ramifications that transcended the 
realm of mere political posturing. For the RDF, this isolation translated 
into a shortage of strategic military partnerships, which historically are 
crucial for information exchange, joint training exercises, and strategic 
cooperation. In the rapidly evolving global defense landscape of the 
1960s, joint military exercises would have offered forces the opportunity 
to learn from their counterparts, adapt novel strategies, and integrate 
advanced tactics.39 Due to Rhodesia’s diplomatic isolation, the RDF was 
excluded from such collaborative engagements. This isolation impeded 
their exposure to global best practices and potentially limited their 
strategic growth. 
 

Moreover, intelligence sharing, a cornerstone of modern defense 
partnerships, was notably absent. In an era where intelligence could 
dictate the success or failure of operations, the RDF’s inability to engage 
in intelligence exchanges with potential allies placed them at a relative 
disadvantage. The challenges posed by insurgent forces, often operated 
transnationally, required insights only a cooperative intelligence network 
could offer. Yet, it’s worth noting that while these policies imposed 
constraints, they also fostered a spirit of resilience and adaptability within 
the RDF. The need to circumvent sanctions led to innovative resource 
management strategies. Similarly, diplomatic isolation, while limiting in 

 
38 UN Security Council. “UN Security Council Resolution 232 (1966),” December 16, 
1966; and United States Army Special Operations Command and The Johns Hopkins 
University Applied Physics Laboratory National Security Analysis Department, and 
Paul J. Tompkins Jr. “UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE CASE STUDY: THE 
RHODESIAN INSURGENCY AND THE ROLE OF EXTERNAL SUPPORT: 
1961–1979.” Assessing Revolutionary and Insurgent Strategies, n.d., 101–3. 
39 Muralidharan, MP. “Significance of Joint Maritime Exercises.” Indian Defense Review 
37.4, January 2, 2023. 
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many aspects, drove the RDF to develop self-reliant intelligence and 
training mechanisms. 
 
Political Warfare 
 
Contextualizing its Meaning in Rhodesia 
 

Political warfare, broadly defined, encompasses the use of non-
military tools and tactics to achieve national objectives, often involving 
the manipulation of ideologies, politics, and public perceptions.40 In the 
Rhodesian context, political warfare manifested as a multi-faceted 
campaign that sought to leverage internal policy decisions and external 
diplomatic pressures to influence the trajectory of the conflict. 
 

Internally, the Rhodesian government’s policy decisions, such as 
the Land Tenure Act of 1969 and the sustained racial segregation, 
directly and indirectly impacted the RDF’s operational environment. 
These policies often misaligned with the RDF’s stability and territorial 
integrity objectives, created socio-political rifts. As the RDF worked 
tirelessly on the battlefield, the political decisions at home often 
exacerbated the root causes of the insurgency they sought to suppress. 
 

Externally, Rhodesia faced diplomatic pressures after its 
Unilateral Declaration of Independence. The resultant sanctions and 
diplomatic isolation strained the nation’s economy and served as tools of 
political warfare against the RDF. The international community 
effectively engaged in warfare that transcended conventional battles by 
limiting access to essential military resources and curbing opportunities 
for strategic partnerships. Rhodesia’s circumstances resonate with several 
instances in military history where the machinations of political warfare 
wielded as much, if not more, influence than actual combat. This is 
common as nations often jockey for advantage on the political front, 
sometimes determining outcomes before battles begin. 
 

For instance, the Korean War (1950-1953) epitomizes this blend 
of political maneuvering and military confrontation. While UN forces, 
primarily from the United States, clashed with North Korean and 
Chinese troops on the battlefield, the larger Cold War context framed 
this conflict. The truce, which led to the contentious division of the 
Korean Peninsula, was as much a product of political bargaining 
between the major powers as it was of actual warfare. 

 
40 LUCAS, SCOTT, and KAETEN MISTRY. “Illusions of Coherence: George F. 
Kennan, U.S. Strategy and Political Warfare in the Early Cold War, 1946-1950.” 
Diplomatic History 33, no. 1 (2009): 39–66. http://www.jstor.org/stable/44214002. 
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Similarly, the Suez Crisis (1956) revealed the profound impact of 
international politics on military operations. When Britain, France, and 
Israel launched a military campaign against Egypt to regain control of the 
Suez Canal, they achieved early battlefield successes. However, intense 
diplomatic pressure from the United States and the Soviet Union, driven 
by Cold War considerations, compelled a premature withdrawal, 
underscoring the preeminence of political factors over military gains. 
 

The Balkans in the 1990s offer yet another instructive example. 
The Yugoslav Wars were a series of brutal conflicts that arose from the 
disintegration of the Yugoslav federation. Yet, while the fighting was 
fierce and often characterized by ethnic tensions, international 
intervention, and the subsequent peace processes were guided by the 
geopolitics of the post-Cold War era. The Dayton Accords, which 
eventually ended the Bosnian War in 1995, were forged in response to 
the events on the ground and due to the political imperatives of major 
global players seeking stability in Europe. In these instances, like 
Rhodesia, the political narrative and strategy either pre-empted the need 
for combat or significantly influenced its outcome. The subtext here is 
clear: the pen, the voice, and the political maneuver can be as mighty, if 
not mightier, than the sword. 
 
Conclusion: The Endgame of Rhodesia and the Dawn of 
Zimbabwe 
 
Understanding the Final Stages of the Rhodesian Bush War 
 

The concluding chapter of the Rhodesian Bush War is not merely 
a tale of military confrontations but rather of political negotiations, 
shifting allegiances, and the inevitable push for national autonomy. This 
period, straddling the late 1970s and early 1980s, would see Rhodesia 
transition from a state of persistent conflict to a new dawn like 
Zimbabwe, marking the end of white-minority rule. 
 

As the war continued into the late 1970s, it became evident to the 
Rhodesian government and its adversaries that a military victory was 
becoming increasingly elusive for either side. International pressure 
against the Rhodesian government had intensified, with nations 
worldwide demanding an end to white-minority rule. Simultaneously, the 
guerilla forces, chiefly ZANLA (affiliated with ZANU) and ZIPRA 
(aligned with ZAPU), although facing their challenges, persisted in their 
resistance, buoyed by the support of neighboring countries and the 
broader international community. 
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The turning point came with the Lancaster House Agreement in 
London in 1979. This conference, mediated by the British government 
and attended by representatives from ZANU, ZAPU, and the Rhodesian 
government, sought a peaceful resolution to the protracted conflict. 
After weeks of deliberation, the parties reached an accord. The 
agreement stipulated a ceasefire, outlined a path to majority rule, and 
ensured safeguards for the white minority’s rights, especially concerning 
land ownership.41 
 

With the accord in place, Rhodesia embarked on a transition 
period. British Governor Lord Soames was temporarily instated to 
oversee the transition.42 Political detainees were released during this time, 
and exiled leaders returned to engage in democratic electoral processes. 
In 1980, the nation’s first majority-rule elections were held. Robert 
Mugabe’s ZANU-PF emerged victorious, securing a significant majority 
in the new assembly.43 Subsequently, on April 18, 1980, Rhodesia was 
officially reborn as the Republic of Zimbabwe, with Mugabe as its 
inaugural Prime Minister.44 The end of the Rhodesian Bush War and the 
transition to Zimbabwe symbolized the broader decolonization wave 
that swept across Africa during the 20th century. The journey, marked 
by prolonged conflict, sacrifice, and political maneuverings, resulted in 
the emergence of a nation eager to chart its course, even as it grappled 
with the legacies of its turbulent past. 
 
Aligning Policy and Military Objectives: Reassessing Rhodesia’s Struggle 
 

Revisiting the central focus of this research, it becomes clear that 
the RDF’s military successes, however commendable, were perpetually 
overshadowed by Rhodesia’s policy framework. While the RDF could 
claim several victories on a tactical level, the strategic realm, dominated 
by policy imperatives, needed to be more accommodating. Decisions 
rooted in racial ideologies, land distribution, and the broader 
international stance against Rhodesia’s Unilateral Declaration of 
Independence continually created an environment where military 
successes were either short-lived or undercut by subsequent political 
events. This overarching influence of policy over military outcomes 

 
41 “Southern Rhodesia Constitutional Conference Held at Lancaster House, London,” 
December 21, 1979. 
42 “Soames, (Arthur) Christopher John, Baron Soames.” The Oxford Dictionary of 
National Biography, December 25, 2004. https://doi.org/10.1093/ref:odnb/39861. 
43 Suransky, Leonard, David Martin, and Phyllis T. Johnson. “The Struggle for 
Zimbabwe: The Chimurenga War.” Issue 11, no. 3/4 (January 1, 1981): 400. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1166601. 
44 Ross, Jay. “Zimbabwe Gains Independence.” Washington Post, April 18, 1980.  
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underscores the importance of aligning political strategies and battlefield 
objectives. 
 

In many ways, the Rhodesian conflict stands distinct in global 
military history. Unlike conventional battles where military superiority 
often predicts the outcome, Rhodesia’s trajectory was markedly 
influenced by external diplomatic pressures and internal socio-political 
dynamics. This juxtaposition of formidable military operations with 
policy contradictions creates a narrative that diverges from standard 
military histories. It’s a testament to the fact that in the modern world, 
battles are not just fought with bullets and strategies; they are equally 
influenced by diplomatic posturing, international opinion, and domestic 
policy landscapes. 
 

Drawing from the Rhodesian experience, a broader lesson 
emerges for global conflict scenarios: the imperative alignment of policy 
and military objectives. As in Rhodesia, even the most proficient military 
forces can find themselves in untenable positions when these two 
elements diverge. The RDF’s experience serves as a cautionary tale, 
underscoring the dangers of policy myopia in the face of ground realities. 
It reinforces the idea that for a nation to navigate conflict successfully, 
its political strategies and military objectives must coexist. 
 

The tale of the RDF and the Rhodesian conflict is not just a 
chronicle of a nation and its military; it reflects the relationship between 
policy imperatives and military endeavors. The lessons from this 
narrative are timeless and timely, emphasizing the importance of 
foresight in policy-making and the symbiotic relationship it must share 
with military strategies. As history has often shown, and as Rhodesia’s 
experience reiterates, when policy and military objectives are at odds, 
even the most valiant of efforts on the battlefield can be rendered moot 
in the broader theater of conflict.  



 
The Schola | Volume 7 | Issue IV | December 2023 

 

Sean Burns 

 
127 

Bibliography 
 
“Decree N° 48597,” DIARIO OD GOVERNO, September 27, 1968. 
 
“Milestones: 1945–1952 - Office of the Historian,” n.d., 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1945-1952/asia-and-africa. 
 
“Rhodesia: Economic Progress Despite Sanctions,” Freedom of Information 
Act Electronic Reading Room, November 1974. 
 
“Rhodesian Independence: Background and Consequences,” Freedom of 
Information Act Electronic Reading Room, October 1, 1965. 
 
“Soames, (Arthur) Christopher John, Baron Soames,” The Oxford 
Dictionary of National Biography, December 25, 2004, 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ref:odnb/39861. 
 
“Southern Rhodesia Constitutional Conference Held at Lancaster 
House, London,” December 21, 1979. 
 
“The VVA Veteran, a Publication of Vietnam Veterans of America,” 
n.d., https://vvaveteran.org/32-2/32-2_rhodesia.html. 
 
A. J. Christopher, “Land Tenure in Rhodesia,” South African Geographical 
Journal 53, no. 1 (January 1, 1971): 39–52, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03736245.1971.10559483. 
 
Alexandre Binda and David Heppenstall, Masodja: The History of the 
Rhodesian African Rifles and Its Forerunner, The Rhodesia Native 
Regiment (30 Degrees South Publishers, 2012), 41–42, 59–77. 
 
Anthony Lake, The ‘Tar Baby’ Option: American Policy Toward Southern 
Rhodesia (New York: Columbia University Press, June 1976), 32. 
 
Barbara Cole, The Elite: The Story of the Rhodesian Special Air Service 
(Transkei, South Africa: Three Knights, 1984), 7-13. 
 
Barry Floyd, “Land Apportionment in Southern Rhodesia,” Geographical 
Review 52, no. 4 (October 1, 1962): 565-566, 
https://doi.org/10.2307/212615. 
 
C (Rhodesia) Squadron 22 SAS Regiment, “Introduction - C (Rhodesia) 
Squadron 22 SAS Regiment,” October 11, 2022, 
http://www.therhodesiansas.com/. 



 
The Schola | Volume 7 | Issue IV | December 2023 

 

Sean Burns 

 
128 

Cindy Courville, “Intelligence Ethics: The African Authoritarian State 
Security Apparatus,” November 15, 2012, 38-41. 
 
Corinna R. Unger, “American Development Aid, Decolonization, and 
the Cold War,” in Cambridge University Press EBooks, 190–212, 2022, 
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108297554.010. 
 
Darlington Mutanda, The Rhodesian Air Force in Zimbabwe’s war of 
liberation, 1966-1980 (2016), 177; and Central Intelligence Agency et al., 
“Rhodesia-Looking Ahead,” SPECIAL NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 
ESTIMATE, August 5, 1977, 3-5. 
 
Filipe Ribeiro de Meneses and Robert McNamara, “The Last Throw of 
the Dice: Portugal, Rhodesia and South Africa, 1970–74,” Portuguese 
Studies 28, no. 2 (2012): 201–8, 
https://doi.org/10.5699/portstudies.28.2.0201. 
 
Hugh Pattenden, “Britain and the Rhodesian Mercenary Issue, C.1970–
1980,” The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History, March 17, 2021, 
777, https://doi.org/10.1080/03086534.2021.1896647. 
 
J. Bowyer Bell, “The Frustration of Insurgency: The Rhodesian Example 
in the Sixties,” Military Affairs 35, no. 1 (1971): 1–2, 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1984104. 
 
J.R.T. Wood, “Operation Dingo: Rhodesian Raid on Chimoio and 
Tembué, 1977,” Africa@War 1 (2011). 
 
James Muzondidya, Walking on a Tightrope: Towards a Social History of the 
Coloured Community of Zimbabwe (Trenton, New Jersey: Africa Research & 
Publications, January 2005). 
 
Jari Eloranta and Leigh Gardner, “War and Empire,” in Cambridge 
University Press EBooks, 535–42, 2021, 
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316671603.020. 
 
Jason Sumich and João Honwana, “Strong Party, Weak State? Frelimo 
and State Survival Through the Mozambican Civil War an Analytical 
Narrative on State-Making,” Crisis States Research Centre, December 
2007, 11–12. 
 
Jay Ross, “Zimbabwe Gains Independence,” Washington Post, April 18, 
1980. 
 



 
The Schola | Volume 7 | Issue IV | December 2023 

 

Sean Burns 

 
129 

John Day, “Southern Rhodesian African Nationalists and the 1961 
Constitution,” The Journal of Modern African Studies 7, no. 2 (1969): 222–
30. 
 
John F. Burns, “How Blacks View Their Lamer Role in Rhodesia’s 
Army,” The New York Times, January 4, 1979, 
https://www.nytimes.com/1979/01/04/archives/how-blacks-view-
their-larger-role-in-rhodesias-army-conscription.html. 
 
Jonathan Story, “Portugal’s Revolution of Carnations: Patterns of 
Change and Continuity,” International Affairs (Royal Institute of 
International Affairs 1944-) 52, no. 3 (1976): 417–25, 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2616554. 
 
Julie Bonello, “The Development of Early Settler Identity in Southern 
Rhodesia: 1890–1914,” The International Journal of African Historical Studies 
43, no. 2 (2010): 341–42, http://www.jstor.org/stable/25741433. 
 
Leonard Suransky, David Martin, and Phyllis T. Johnson, “The Struggle 
for Zimbabwe: The Chimurenga War,” Issue 11, no. 3/4 (January 1, 
1981): 400, https://doi.org/10.2307/1166601. 
 
Luise White, “‘WHAT INTERESTS DO YOU HAVE?’: Security Force 
Auxiliaries and the Limits of Counterinsurgency,” in Fighting and 
Writing: The Rhodesian Army at War and Postwar, 197–210, Duke 
University Press, 2021, https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv1g4rv94.13. 
 
Luise White, “‘WILL TRAVEL WORLDWIDE. YOU PAY 
EXPENSES’: Foreign Soldiers in the Rhodesian Army,” in Fighting and 
Writing: The Rhodesian Army at War and Postwar, 172–78, Duke 
University Press, 2021, https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv1g4rv94.12. 
 
Maria Meneses, Celso Rosa, and Bruno Martins, “Colonial Wars, 
Colonial Alliances: The Alcora Exercise in the Context of Southern 
Africa,” Journal of Southern African Studies, 2017, 4–7. 
 
MP Muralidharan, “Significance of Joint Maritime Exercises,” Indian 
Defense Review 37.4, January 2, 2023. 
 
New York Times, “Voting Requirements Raised,” The New York Times, 
September 12, 1964, 
https://www.nytimes.com/1964/09/12/archives/voting-requirements-
raised.html; “Rhodesian Independence: Background and Consequences,” 
Freedom of Information Act Electronic Reading Room, October 1, 1965. 



 
The Schola | Volume 7 | Issue IV | December 2023 

 

Sean Burns 

 
130 

Peter Abbott, Modern African Wars (I): Rhodesia 1965–80 (London: Osprey 
Publishing, 2001), 18. 
 
Peter Slinn, “Commercial Concessions and Politics during the Colonial 
Period: The Role of the British South Africa Company in Northern 
Rhodesia 1890-1964,” African Affairs 70, no. 281 (1971): 365–70, 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/721057. 
Rhodesian S.A.S. Combat Manual, 1981. 
 
Sabelo J. Ndlovu-Gatsheni, Do ‘Zimbabweans’ Exist?: Trajectories of 
Nationalism, National Identity Formation and Crisis in a Postcolonial 
State (2009), 117-118. 
 
Scott Lucas and Kaeten Mistry, “Illusions of Coherence: George F. 
Kennan, U.S. Strategy and Political Warfare in the Early Cold War, 1946-
1950,” Diplomatic History 33, no. 1 (2009): 39–66, 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/44214002. 
 
Spencer Tucker, The Roots and Consequences of 20th-Century Warfare 
(ABC-CLIO, 2016), 444. 
 
Stephen E. C. Hintz, “The Political Transformation of Rhodesia, 1958-
1965,” African Studies Review 15, no. 2 (1972): 173–75, 
https://doi.org/10.2307/523917. 
 
Stuart Pettis, “The Role of Airpower in the Rhodesian Bush War, 1965-
1980,” Air University Press, 2006, 5–6. 
 
Tim Stapleton, “Rhodesia’s Unilateral Declaration of Independence: An 
International History,” Canadian Journal of African Studies 47, no. 2 
(August 1, 2013): 344–45, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00083968.2013.829956. 
 
UN Security Council, “UN Security Council Resolution 232 (1966),” 
December 16, 1966. 
United States Army et al., “Lessons for Contemporary 
Counterinsurgencies: The Rhodesian Experience,” RAND, 1991, 21–23, 
43–44. 
 
United States Army et al., “Lessons for Contemporary 
Counterinsurgencies: The Rhodesian Experience,” RAND, 1991, vi. 
 
United States Army Special Operations Command et al., 
“UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE CASE STUDY: THE 



 
The Schola | Volume 7 | Issue IV | December 2023 

 

Sean Burns 

 
131 

RHODESIAN INSURGENCY AND THE ROLE OF EXTERNAL 
SUPPORT: 1961–1979,” in Assessing Revolutionary and Insurgent Strategies, 
n.d., 101–3. 


