From Page 15

F.W. de Klerk
held, so ducking the question of his
responsibility for what happened while
he was President.

“With regard to Namibia,” he said,
it was not my line function, but, yes, [
was aware as a senior member of Cabinet
that monies were expended there to
assist parties to participate in the elec-
tion, as Swapo has been assisted finan-
cially, and royally, from across the world.

“Apparently in international ethics
there is nothing wrong with govern-
ments, if they support the principles of a
party and if they think it is in the best
interests of their own country, to support
financially parties outside their borders.”

President De Klerk went on to cite
foreign aid paid to the ANC and
American aid to various foreign parties,
especially in Nicaragua — concluding
that South Africa had the same right and
there was nothing wrong *‘in principle”
with its aid to the anti-Swapo parties.

What was grossly wrong, both *in
principle” and in “international ethics”,
is that South Africa violated an inter-
national agreement in doing this.

What is more, this violation appears
to have taken place under President De
Klerk’s stewardship.

It is true he was only a senior Cabinet
Minister and not directly responsible for
Namibia when the New York Agreement
was signed. But he was Acting President
and President when the violation
occurred.

De Klerk became Acting President in
August 1989. That was the month the
Namibian election campaigning got fully
under way. Sam Nujoma returned home
on September 14. Polling was in
November.

So for three months while De Klerk
was no longer just a senior Cabinet
Minister but the man in charge, carrying
full responsibility, South Africa was
aiding the anti-Swapo parties in violation
of the international agreement it had
signed 13 months before setting out the
Principles for a Peaceful Settlement in
Namibia.
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These principles, together with [

Security Council Resolution 435 which
the Government had also accepted,
bound South Africa to work with the
United Nations to ensure that “free and
fair” pre-independence elections were
held in Namibia and to *“‘abstain from
any action” which could prevent that
from happening.

In other words South Africa under-
took to be a joint referee with the United

Nations of the Namibian independence | .

process.

For President De Klerk to say now
that he can see nothing wrong “in prin-
ciple” with a referee providing secret aid
to one side in the game he is supposed to
be officiating, that it is all the same as
American aid to Nicaragua, reveals a
dismal understanding of a referee’s role.

Which is why there has been such a
collapse of confidence in his assurance
that he wants to bring about “an equal
political playing field™ in the country.

When he was installed as State-
President on September 20, 1989, Mr De
Klerk singled out five critical areas for
his attention — the first being to “*bridge
the gap of mistrust™ obstructing peace
negotiations,

Yet even as he uttered those words, De
Klerk knew his government was violating
the trust placed in it in the Namibian
peace process — and that if found out it
would widen the gap of mistrust catas-
trophically.

Why did he allow it?

Major Nico Basson, the whistle-blower
on the Defence Force’s anti-Swapo
campaign during the Namibian election,
claims the whole Namibian exercise,
codenamed “Operation Agree”, was a
trial run for a similar but more elaborate
campaign to destabilise the ANC and
enable the National Party and its black
ethnic allies (South Africa’s DTA) to
win the first post-apartheid elections here.

He claims a National Party study
group went to Namibia after the elections
to examine the effectiveness of the cam-
paign, reported back favourably to the
Cabinet’s first bosberaad, and that this
formed the strategic thinking behind
President De Klerk’s famous February
2, 1990, speech.

I am reluctant to believe this. The
implications are too terrible. But the
onus is on President De Klerk to re-
establish confidence in the transition
process, and the only way is to accept the
demand for a visibly even-handed
“interim government of national unity.”

Let’s hope all liberals can get off their
fence and add to the pressure for that.
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