FIFTH SUMMIT CONFERENCE OF EAST AND CENTRAL AFRICAN STATES

14-16 April, 1969
LUSAKA

MANIFESTO. ON SOUTHERN AFRICA

1. VWhen the purpose and the basis of States' international policies are
misunderstood, there is introduced into the world a new and unnecessary disharuony
disagreements, conflicts of interest, or different assessments of human prioritiea.
which provoke an excess of tension in the world, and disastrously divide mankind,
at a time when united action is necessary to control modern technology and put it
to the service of man. It is for this reason that, discovering widespread
wmisapprehension of our attitudes and purposes in relation to southern Africa, we
the leaders of East and Central African States meeting in Lusaka, 16 April 1969,
have agreed to issue this Manifesto. '

2. By this Manifesto we wish to make clear, beyond all shadow of doubt, our
acceptance of the belief that all men are equal, and have equal rights to human
dignity and respect, regardless of colour, race, religion or sex. We believe that
all men have the right and the duty to participate, as equal members of the society,
in their own government. We do not accept that any individual or group has any
right to govern any other group of sane adults, without their consent, and we
affirm that only the people of a society, acting together as equals, can determine
what is, for them, a good society and a good social, economic, or political
organization.

3. On the basis of these beliefs we do not accept that any one group within a
gsociety has the right to rule any society without the continuing consent of all the
citizens. We recognize that at any one time there will be, within every society,
failures in the implementation of these ideals. We recognize that for the sake of
order in human affairs, there may be transitional arrangements while a
transformation from group inequalities to individual equality is being effected.
But we affirm that without an acceptance of these ideals - without a commitment te
these principles of human equality and self-determination - there can be no basis
for peace and justice in the world.

L. None of us would claim that within our own States we have achieved that perfeam

gsocial, economic and political organization which would ensure a reasonable standa



of living for all our people and establish individual security against avoidable
hardship or miscarriage of justice. On the contrary, we acknowledge that within
our own States the struggle towards human brotherhood and unchallenged human
dignity is only beginning. It is on the basis of our commitment to human equality
and human dignity, not on the basis of achieved perfection, that we take our stand
of hostility towards the colonialism and racial discrimination which is being
practised in southern Africa. It is on the basis of their commitment to these
universal principles that we appeal to other members of the human race for support
5. If the commitment to these principles existed among the States holding power
in southern Africa, any disagrements we might have about the rate of implementation.
or about isolated acts of policy, would be wmatters affecting only our individual
relationships with the States concerned. If these coumitments existed, our States
would not be justified in the expressed and active hostility towards the regimes

of southern Africa such as we have proclaimed and confinue to propagate.

6. The truth is, however, that in Mozambique, Angola, Rhodesia, South West Africa
and the Union of South Africa, there is an open and continued denial of the
principles of human equality and national self-determination. This is not a matter
of failure in the implementation of accepted human principles. The effective
administrations in all these territories are not struggling towards these difficult
goals. They are fighting the principles; they are deliberately organizing their
societies so as to try to destroy the hold of these principles in the minds of men.
It is for this reason that we believe the rest of the world must be interested.

For the principle of human equality, and all that flows from it, is either
universal or it does not exist. The dignity of all men is destroyed when the
manhood of any human being is denied. '

T. Our objectives in southern Africa stem from our commitment to this principle
of human equality. We are not hostile to the administrations in these States
because they are manned and controlled by white people. We are hostile to them
because they are systems of minority control which exist as a result of, and in
the pursuance of, doctrines of human inequality. What we are working for is the
right of self-determination for the people of those territories. We are working
for a rule in those countries which is based on the will of all the people, and an

acceptance of the equality of every citizer.
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8. Our stand towards southern Africa thus involves a rejection of racialism, not
a reversal of the existing racial domination. We believe that all the peoples who
have made their homes in the countries of southern Africa are Africans, regardless
of colour of their skins; and -we would oppose u racialist wajority governwent which
adopted a philosophy of deliberate and permanenc discrimination between its citizens
on grounds of racial origin. Ve are not talking racialisin when we reject the
colonialism and apartheid policies now operating in those areas; we are demanding an
opportunity for all the people of these States, working together as ecual individual
citizens, to work out for themselves the institutions and the system of governuent
under which they will, by general consent, live together and work together to

build a harmonious society.

9. As an aftermath of the present policies 1% is likely that different groups
within these societies will be self-conscious and fearful. The initial political
and economic organizations way well take account of these fears, and this group
self-consciousness. But how this is to be done must be a matter exclusively for
the peoples of the country concerned, working together. No other nation will have
a right to interfere in such affairs. All thac the rest of the world has a right
to demand is just what we are now assertings - that the arrangenents within any
State which wishes to be acceéted into the communlﬁy of nations must be based on

an acceptance of the principles of human dignity and egquality.

10. To talk of the liberation of Africa is thus to say two things. First, that

the peoples in the Territories still under colonial rule shall be free to determine
for themselves their own institutions of self-government. ©Secondly, that the
individuals in southern Africa shall be freed frowm an environment poisoned by the
propaganda of racialism, and given an opportunity to Le men - not white men, brown
men, yellow men, or black men.

11. Thus the -liberation of Africa for which we are struggling does not mean a
reverse racialism. Nor is it an aspect of African iuperialism. As far as we are
concerned- the present boundaries of the States o1 southern Africa are the boundaries
of what will be free and independent African States. There is no question of our
seeking or accepting any alterations to our own boundaries at the exgpense of these

future free African nations.
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12. On the objective of liberation as thus defined, we can neither surrender nor
compromise. We have always preferred, and we still prefer, to achieve it without
physical violence. We would prefer to negotiate rather than destroy, to talk rather
than kill. We do not advocate violence; we advocate an end to the violence against
human dignity which is now being perpeirated by the oppressors of Africa. If
peaceful progress to emancipation were possible, or if changed circumstances were
make it possible in the future, we would urge our brothers in the resistance
movements to use peaceful methods of struggle even at the cost of some compromise

on the timing of change. But while peaceful progress is blocked by actions of those
at present in power in the States of southern Africa, we have no choice but to give
to the peoples of those Territories all the support of which we are capable in

their struggle against their oppressors. This is why the signatory States
participate in the wovement for the liberation of Africa under the aegis of the
Organization of African Unity. However, the obstacle to change is not the same inm
all the countries of southern Africa, and it follows, thefefore, that the

possibility of continuing the struggle through peaceful means varies from one
country to another.

15. In Mozambique and Angola, and in the so.-called Portuguese Guinea, the basic

problem is not racialism but a pretence that Portugal exists in Africa. Portugal
is situated in Europe, the fact that it is a dictatorship is a matter for the
Portuguese to settle. But no decree of the Portuguese dictator, nor legislation
passed by any parliament in Portugal, can mwake Africa part of Europe. The only
thing which could convert a part of Africa iato a constituent unit in a union
which also includes a European State would ue the ireely expressed will of the
people of that part of Africa. There is no sucih popular will in the Portuguese
colonies. On the contrary, in the absence of any opportunity to negotiate a road
to freedom, the peoples of all three Territories have taken up arms against the
colonial Power. They have done this despite the heavy odds against them, and
despite the great suffering they know to be involved.

14. Portugal, as a European State, has naturally its own allies in the context of
the ideological conflict between West and LFast. However, in our context, the
effect of this is that Portugal is enabled t> use her resources to pursue the wosé

heinous war and degradation of man in Africa. he present Manifesto must, therefore
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lay bare the fact that the inhuman commitment of Portugal in Africa and her ruthless
subjugation of the people of Mozambique, Angola and the so-called Portuguese Guinea,
is not only irrelevant to the ideological conflict of power-politics, but it is
also diametrically opposed to the policies, the philosophies and the doctrines
practised by her allies in the conduct of their own affairs at home. The peoples
of Mozambique, Angola and Portuguese Guinea are not interested in communism or
capitalism; they are interested in their freedom. They are demanding an acceptance
of the principles of independence on the basis of majority rule, and for wany years
they called for discussions on this issue. Only when their demand for talks was
continually ignored did they begin to fight. Even now, if Portugal should change
her policy and accept the principle of self-determination, we would urge the
liberation movements to desist from their armed struggle and to co-operate in the
mechanics of a peaceful transfer of power from Portugal to the peoples of the
African Territories.

15. The fact that many Portuguese citizens have immigrated to these African
countries does not affect this issue. Future imnigration policy will be a matter
for the independent Governments when these are established. In the meantime, we
would urge the liberation movements to reiterate their statements that all those
Portuguese people who have made their homes in Mozawmbique, Angola or Portuguese
Guinea, and who are willing to give their future loyalty to those States, will

be accepted as citizens. And an independent Mozambique, Angola or Portuguese
Guinea may choose to be as friendly with Portugal as Brazil is. That would be the
free choice of a free people.

16. 1In Rhodesia the situation is different in so far as the metropolitan Power
has acknowledged the colonial status of the Territory. Unfortunately, however, it
has failed to take adeguate measures to reassert its authority against the winority
which has seized power with the declared intention of maintaining white domination.
The matter cannot rest there. Rhodesia, like the rest of Africa, must be free,

and its independence must be on the basis of wmajority rule. If the colonial Pover
is unwilling or unable to effect such a transfer of power to the people, then the
people themselves will have no alternative but to capture it as and when they can.
And Africa has no alternative but to support them. The question which remains in

Rhodesia is therefore whether Britain will reassert her authority in Rhodesia and
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then negotiate the peaceful progress to majority rule before independence. In so
Tar as Britain is willing to wake this second coumitment, Africa will co-operate
in her attempts to reassert her authority. This is the method of progress which
we would prefer; it could involve less suffering for all the peoples of Rhodesia;
both black and white. But until there is some firm evidence that Britain accepts
the principles of independence on the basis of majority rule, and is prepared to
take whatever steps are necessary to make it a reality, then Africa has no choice
but to support the struggle for the people's freedom by whatever means are open to
her.

17. Just as a settlement of the Rhodesian problem with a minimum of violence is a

British responsibility, so a settlement in South West Africa with a minimum of

violence is a United Nations responsibility. By every canon of international law,
and by every precedent, South West Africa should by now have been a sovereign
independent State with a government -based on majority rule. South West Africa was
a German colony until 1919, just as Tanganyika, Rwanda and Burundi, Togoland and
Cameroon were German colonies. It was a matter of European politics that when the
mandatory system was established after Germany had been defeated, the administration
of South West Africa was given to the white winority Government of South Africa,
while the other ex-German colonies in Africa were put into the hands of the British,
Belgian, or French Governments. After the Second Vorld War every mandated
territory except South West Africa was converted into a Trusteeship Territory and
has subsequently gained independence. South Africa, on the other hand, has
persistently refused to honour even the international obligation it accepted in
1919, and has increasingly applied to South West Africa the inhuman doctrines and
organization of apartheid.

18. The United Nations General Assembly has ruled against this action and in 1966
terminated the mandate under which South Africa had a legal basis for 1its
occupation and domination of South West Africa. The General Assembly ceclared
that the Territory is now the direct responsibility of the United Nations and set
up an Ad Hoc Committee to recommend practical weans by which South West Africa
would be administered, and the people enabled to exercise self-determination and
to achieve independence.

19. Nothing could be clearer than this decision - which no permanent member of

the Security Council voted against. Yet, since that time no effective measures
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nave been taken to enforce it. South West Afrvica rewaias in the clutches of the
most ruthless minority Government in Africa. Its people continue to be oppressed
and those who advocate even peaceful progress ©o independence continue to be
persecuted. The world has an obligation to use its strength to enforce the decision
which all the countries co-operated in making. If they do this there is hope that
the change can be effected without great violence. If they fail, then sooner or
later the people of South Yest Africea will tclic the Iaw into their own hands. The
people have been patient beyond belief, but »ne day their patience will be exhausted
Africa, at least, will then be unable to deny ti¢ir call for help.

20. The Union of South Africa is itself an independent sovereign State and a

Member of the United Nations. It i3 more hicihly developed and richer than any
other nation in Africa. On every legal basis itc internal affairs are a wattier
exclusively for the people of South Africa. Yet the purposs of law is people and
ve assert that the actions of the South African Governament are such that the rest
of the world has a responsibility to take sowe wcibion in defence of humanity.

21. There is one thing about South African oppressicn which distinguishes it from
other oppressive régimes. The apartheid policy adopted by its Governwment, and
supported to a greater or lesser extent by alwost all its white citiszens, is based

on a rejection of man's huwanity. A position of privilece or the experience of

9]

oppression in the South African society depends on the one thiuy whicih 1t is beyond
the pover of any wan U2 chance. It depends uvnon a wan's colour, his parentape and
hic ancestors. If you are black, you cannot escape this categorization; nor can
you escape it if you are white. If you are a black willionaire and a brilliant
pdolitical scientist, you are still subject ©o the pass laws and still excluded from
political activity. If you are white, even nrotecsits against the system and an

atteupt ©o reject segregation, will lead you Hply oo tne seuregaticn, and the

cowparative comfort o1 a wihite —aol. IFeliefs, abilitics, and benaviour are all
rrelevant to a man's statusz; everything depeads uron race. Manhood is irrelevant.
The wnole system of Governwmertc and society in South Africa is based on the denial
of human equality. And the system is waintaincd by a ruthless denial of the human
rights of the majority of the population - and thus, inevitably of all.

22. These things are known and are regularly conderned in the Councile oF the

United Nations and el¢ewhﬁ"‘, But it aprecr:s Shot oo cany countrics ianternational

/oo
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law takes precedence over humanity; therefore no action follows the words. Yetw
even if international law is held to exclude active assistance to the South African
opponents of apartheid, it does not demand that the comfort and support of human
snd commercial intercourse should be given to a Government which rejécts the manhood
of most of humanity. South Africa should be excluded from the United Nations
agencies, and even from the United Nations itself. It should be ostracized by the
world community until it accepts the implications of man's common humanity. It
should be isolated from world trade patterns and left to be self-sufficient if it
can. The South African Government cannot be allowed both to reject the very
concept of mankind's unity, and to benefit by the strength given through Triendly
international relations. And certainly Africc cannot acguiesce in the wmaintenance
of the present policies against people of African descent.

23. The signatories of this Manifesto assert that the validity of the principles
of human equality and dignity extend to the Union of South Africa just as they
extend to the colonial Territories of southern Africa. Before a basis for neaceful
development can be established in this continent, these principles uust be
acknowledged by every nation, and in every‘State there must be a deliberate attempt
to implement them.

24, We reaffirm our commitment to these princivles of human eguality and human
dignity, and to the doctrines of self-determination and non-racialism. We shall
work for their extension within our own nations and throughout the continent of

Africa.
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LETTER DATED 28 JULY 1969 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ZAMBIA
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

In accordance with the request I made in wy speech of 2k July 1969, I now
request that the Lusaka Manifesto be circulated as an official document of the

Security Council.

(Signed) V.J. MWAANGA
Aubassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
Permanent Representative of the Republic of
Zamizia to the United Nations
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