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Introduction

What will be the consequences of the contemporaoyrbin the prices of copper and
cobalt on the political economy of Zambia? For tmajority of the Zambian
population, the current boom represents their grgterience of a period when the
mining industry has been a benefit and not a burdéntil around 2004, Zambia had
experienced almost thirty years during which itsfpand economic dependency on
the mining industry came to be perceived as a n@ase of its economic decline.
As most of you will know, during this period Zamhignt from being one of Africa’s
richest countries, with visions of becoming a ‘made‘developed’ country — as
illustrated in the work of James Ferguson — to @inthe continent’s poorest and most
indebted countries. The current mining boom apptarspresent a clear break from
this period, which is generating new and challeggiquestions for analysts,
politicians, civil society organisations and, mimsportantly, Zambians themselves.

| want to suggest that one of the ways in whichmight understand some of the
dynamics and potential outcomes of the contempaomaning boom is through an
analysis of the country’s last boom. The establstinof what was then Northern
Rhodesia’s copper mines in the late 1920s trangdrmuhat had been a colonial
backwater into one of sub-Saharan Africa’s mostartgnt producers of strategic
minerals. The mines were not however consistentitable; the global depression
of the 1930s led to a drastic curtailment of mieyedlopment and the laying off of
many of the industry’s recently recruited migrantrikers. Demand during World
War Two was sustained by the post-war long boom, &xdept for a brief but
significant downturn in the late 1950s, kept thenimg industry profitable and
expanding until the early 1970s.

Throughout its existence, the industry, and Zansboain fortunes, have been closely
tied to global mineral markets and corporationet-tlie consequences of its periodic
booms and slumps have had profound consequence&ifobia and its people. As
this paper will argue, however, the historical evide suggests that there has never
been a direct or causal relationship between tttarfes of the mining industry on the
one hand, and the general prosperity of Zambiaaonkdans on the other.

In the 1950s and 1960s, those with political cdntneer Northern Rhodesia, and
those who sought to gain control over it, had campgevisions of how the wealth
generated from mining would be utilised for contirags ‘development’ plans. Whilst
the Federal authorities directed mining revenusupport the agricultural activities
and living standards of white farmers, mostly inubern Rhodesia, Zambian
nationalists envisaged the utilisation of the saewenue to construct a state designed
to achieve ‘development’ for their supporters. Hoere even nationalists were
divided about how to convert the country’s appdyeabundant mineral wealth into
sustainable development, economic diversificat@mg increased living standards.
The ways in which they sought to address thesderigds and the conflicts which
arose from their attempts, may provide lessonstlimse seeking to ensure that



development, diversification and higher living stards arise from the contemporary
mining boom.

Thefirst mining boom and the distribution of revenue

Two of the most important, interrelated, questiengerging from the current mining
boom relate to the appropriate level of taxatiomeoapplied to the mining industry;
and the appropriate distribution of that revenuesdpport what is again becoming
known as ‘national development’. | want to emphasisre that it has never been the
case that mine profitability has automatically ntetlvat large revenues flow to the
Zambian state or its predecessor. From the advetiteomining industry, the vast
majority of mine revenue flowed straight out of Zaenand into the coffers of the
international companies which owned the mines. Nwethern Rhodesian state
received little direct income from Anglo AmericandaRoan Selection Trust until the
period shortly before independence — the colordatiaistration remained small and
marginal to development initiatives.

Generally, the late colonial period saw a boomearmedopmental spending in Africa,
as Britain and France sought to justify their cadbmossessions to an increasingly
sceptical world. Northern Rhodesia was not immunthis change, but it was evident
to critical observers that the main beneficiariesuch developmental largesse were
not black Africans. The establishment of the Cén#&fiican Federation in 1953
ensured that the vast majority of state revenuedtbto the Federation’s capital in
Salisbury and to the Federation's white settlerufamn, who were, until the early
1960s, generally envisaged as the drivers of agural development. Indeed, a great
deal of the limited social services available idootal Zambia to Africans were
provided not by the state but by the mining comeano their employees and their
families; and these were not of course providedadugoodwill, but in response to
specific demands by militant and recently unionisedeworkers.

Grievances arising from this particular distribatiof mining wealth were therefore
central to the specific shape that Zambian natismatook in the 1950s. Of course,
African nationalism in Northern Rhodesia had much common with parallel
movements across the continent - the primary deroéttteir leaders was indigenous
control of political institutions rather than thehalesale redistribution of wealth.
Nevertheless, the particular vision of African patlists for a post-independence
Zambia was framed in an assumed context of mingtaipdity. Nationalist thinking
developed in direct opposition to Federation, anobitised support specifically
around the issue of capturing a significant shdréh® revenue generated by mining
and utilising it for ‘national development’. Thisa® reinforced by attempts by both
the Northern Rhodesian African National Congressl kater the United National
Independence Party, to mobilise unionised minewsrkes an organised force to
achieve independence. Such attempts were howewvaermimed by a lack of
consensus regarding tgecific distribution of mining revenue; popular mobiligati
for nationalist aims necessitated leading politisiamaking promises to various
communities about the benefits they would gain frgavernment spending after
independence (funded largely from mining revenue).

On the eve of Independence, UNIP, assisted by thtgomg British colonial
authorities, successfully negotiated the transféh® British South Africa Company's
mining royalties to the new Zambian state. This Isglised what was to become, in



the initial period after Independence, an effectaiance between the UNIP
government and the international mining comparties would ensure expansion of
the industry, with both the companies and the gawent taking their carefully
negotiated share of an ever increasing pie. Thistiva core strategy of Zambia's first
development plans - the 1964 Seers Report envighgedural investment would be
funded by mine revenue, but also accepted thatahes realised by Zambia's copper
would continue to be set by the London Metal ExgearSeers' recommendations
were uncritically adopted in the economically odbr first national development
plan: the strategy was to increase production,ooperation with RST and Anglo.
The danger identified by Seers was not the contiquefits of the mining companies,
but instead that mineworkers' wages would risetethe threatening the accrual of
income to the stat&eers noted with concern the rapid increase in wages the
mid 1950s, and stressed the need to control wagesder to channel funds into
development. Attempts to do so resulted in a wavewddcat strikes after
independence, as organised workers sought toedhksrewards they believed would
result from their leading role in the struggle fndependence. Mine companies and
the state worked together to curtail and suppriessdemands of mineworkers, who
were viewed as ‘wage setters’ for the wider labfouce.

Now, it can be argued that what scuppered thiarale, and led to partial and then
more complete nationalisation of the mining indysivere conflicts within the UNIP
leadership which arose in large part from the kalisuccess of the ruling party in
meeting the expectations of its rank-and-file sujgre for the post-Independence
transformation of their living standards, expectasi that arose from the promises
made by nationalist politicians in rallying theiupport for the independence
movement. The UNIP archives reveal that, in muchth& country, local party
officials were besieged by angry complainants benmga the lack of real
development in their villages. Were these ‘unréalisxpectations’? Perhaps, but they
contributed to intra-UNIP conflict in a very reabw

Faced with such demands, UNIP local leaders claimékeir defence that there was
an unfair regional distribution of resources, whildwed from their lack of adequate
representation at national level. In the party’'smBa-speaking strongholds in
particular, such demands were fuelled by a behet the leading role played by
Copperbelt and Northern Provinces in the natiohadisuggle was not being
adequately rewarded, and that wealth generatecehybB-speaking mineworkers was
not being fairly distributed. Ultimately, the chaige by leading Bembas at the 1967
UNIP Conference at Mulungushi, which led in thersherm to Simon Kapwepwe
becoming Zambian Vice President, and in the lomgrtéo the breakaway of
Kapwepwe and his followers into the UPP five ydatsr, can be traced back to both
inter-regional competition over the distribution gbvernment revenue funded by
mining, and to the populist political measures addpy Kaunda to respond to this
challenge, primarily nationalisation. | am conviddbat Kaunda’s motivations for the
initial stage of 51% nationalisation in 1969 wemararily political, an attempt to
both assuage some of the Bemba-speaking radicalswehe increasingly agitating
for more aggressive nationalist policies, and tdflank the supposedly radical
Kapwepwe, whose lieutenants wanted to challengen&ador the UNIP leadership,
and who were busy mobilising support for such dlehge.



Whatever the motives for nationalisation, it is dently the case that political

independence, and national ownership of the minmdystry, did not equate to

effective control over it. Nationalism and natiasation were ultimately ineffective

in controlling Zambia’s segment of a global indystrhere supply and demand, and
the price which resulted at the London Metal Exgjeaihay outside their control.

What lessons arise from such experiences for Zdmlmarrent mineral boom?
Frustrations arising from the failure to channelnemal wealth into effective
development are at the heart of current debatesdrthe mining industry. Very few
Zambians have yet suggested nationalisation infarmg as a solution to the very
similar frustrations that have arisen in recentryeéinding clear expression in the
2006 election and the discourse around the mirargegime. The specific nature of
the new tax regime is in some respects an attempdbvercome the ‘national’
limitations of previous efforts: in particular, thandfall tax, because it is linked to
the LME price, targets the international value gpger and cobalt, rather than the far
lower value of these goods at Zambia’'s border [Jbbngu has explained this in
more detail]. In addition, there are interestingeegent proposals for the Zambian
state to take a share in international mining camgsaon an international basis, rather
than (as in the 1960s and 1970s) doing the sanaenational basis.

A second major difference lies in the nature of tbatemporary Zambian political
class, and their relations with a very differenhgm®tion of mining companies. The
leading role played by Andrew Sardanis in the 18&8onalisation was indicative of
the inexperience and limited capacity of Zambiamsnégotiate successfully with
Anglo and RST. It is generally agreed that thelemint of 1969, and particularly
that of 1973, represented significant victories tfoeg mining companies and created
expensive burdens for the Zambian state. In com@ayiZzambia’s current Ministry of
Finance, as well as the significant role playedh®yNational Assembly’s Economic
Affairs Committee in negotiating with the mine coamges, has demonstrated a far
greater expertise and awareness, freed perhapssfvore of the constraints of crude
nationalist thinking. In comparison to the consigifeunified positions adopted by the
effective cartel of Anglo and RST, the modern mgnaompanies, with their diverse
origins and capital composition, have been publdilyded in their reactions to the
mining tax proposals, enabling the government &y phem off against each other
with some success. It remains to be seen, howebather the Zambian government
can turn these strengths into a sustainable ady&ntauch will hinge in practice on
perceptions of the distribution of the increasedome generated by the new tax
regime, in the likelihood that expectations wilbagprove unrealistic.

Thirdly, union organisation is evidently far wealtean in the 1950s and early 1960s,
when the mineworkers’ union won concessions by@dting its demands in relation
to the international mining economy and mobilisitgmembers in highly effective
industrial action. Whilst the current mining uniofgave been devastated by
privatisation and retrenchment, there are signa aiodest recovery in both union
membership and in industrial action, with wage dedsaagain being framed in
relation to LME copper prices. The latter, ofterthe form of violent and disruptive
wildcat strikes, is reminiscent of earlier periodsd it may be that the new mining
companies are, like their predecessors, comingé¢oesfective union structures as a
strength rather than a weakness, providing an tawtlelieve pressure and acting as a
restraining influence on rank-and-file workers.



The mining boom and the palitics of regionalism

| have already highlighted the fact that increas®ding revenue has the potential to
lead to heightened conflict over its distributidm.the previous boom, such conflicts
arose on both a vertical basis - between minewsrkerd the government, for
example - and on a horizontal basis - between @tles and regions; but most
commonly on a combination of both, intertwined andgeparable in the minds of
those who saw themselves as accordingly disadveditalgopulist ethno-regional
political demands for additional government fundemd/or representation reflected
the perception of many Zambians that their poveasylted from the wealth of others,
illegitimately accrued by means of preferentialesscto state, party and parastatal
appointments and the resources such appointee®lbent

This was reinforced by the profoundly uneven natoiredevelopment in Zambia,

where the vast majority of state revenue was géserm one small region of the
country. Elsewhere in post-colonial sub-SaharanicAfr debates regarding the
appropriate distribution of such income to the eegand populace producing the
valuable resource, fuelled not only political diface, but even armed conflict and
secessionist politics - for example in Katanga Biadra.

Although Zambia has never experienced such anragtraovement, the Copperbelt's
disproportionate centrality to the economy, andcissequent need for a particular
form of representation in central political decrsimaking, has been a significant
factor in Zambian politics since the 1950s. ZAN@d subsequently UNIP, originated
from a Copperbelt coalition of labour leaders witlargely) Bemba-speaking
intellectuals from the Chinsali area, but thereevsonsistent tensions between labour
and political leaders regarding the utilisationnaihing revenue and control of the
labour force required to generate it, beginnintha 1950s and continuing through the
1960s and early 1970s. Whilst UNIP sought to opptse national interest
represented by the ‘party and its government’ t® Wlested interests of the mine
labour force, many mineworkers believed that reeemhich accrued to the
government and party was consumed by a state-ledise@nd not redistributed to the
rural poor, as UNIP claimed. Nationalisation of theonomy in general and the
mining industry in particular in the late 1960sferced this perception, and this was
an important theme in the politics of the UPP irthbds legal and subsequent
underground manifestations. Discontent regardiregpiblitical marginalisation of the
Copperbelt and Bemba-speaking Northern Zambia moati throughout the 1970s
and 1980s, and was a factor in the province’s tepdble in the establishment of the
MMD in 1990, in which organised labour of coursay@d a leading role.

For most of the last three decades, the potemtratlass/regional populist expression
has been tempered by the unprofitability of the ingnindustry; the Copperbelt,
although still politically important, experienceddacline in both its economic and
political centrality. It is striking, nevertheles$iow rapidly a new Copperbelt
populism has emerged with the return to profit@pitif the industry in recent years.
Michael Sata in many respects symbolises the |etkvben the two periods. Sata, a
political operator who has always understood theartance of both mining and
labour over Zambian politics, first emerges intdblpu view in the years before
independence as a prominent leader of various tuaitens, including the Young
Trade Unionist group in 1964; such organisationsgkb to claim the affiliation of



workers, competing to deliver their allegiance ®&rious political parties, usually
undermining more established union structuresénpitocess. In the early 1960s, Sata
was euphemistically known as a ‘consultant’ to @asi companies on the Copperbelt,
offering to solve (and possibly ‘break’) strikes behalf of management. He was
subsequently an organiser of the United Mineworkéfsion in Nchanga and
Bancroft, despite having never worked as a minerapparently aligned himself with
the United Progressive Party, cropping up in thet@éfrican Embassy in London in
August 1971, presenting himself as the represertati Kapwepwe, and appealing
for South African assistance to the UPP’s effortsis doubtful in my view whether
Sata’s move was endorsed, and it is entirely ptesie was acting as a UNIP agent
provocateur.

Although his political base subsequently shiftedLtssaka, where he was UNIP
District Governor in the 1980s, Sata helped organiee MMD’s presence on the
Copperbelt in the early 1990s; when he establistadotic Front in 2001, he utilised
his existing contacts amongst retired mineworkerany who had held prominent
positions in both the mineworkers’ union and loW#D structures. Sata has spent
much of the last six or seven years revitalising dormant but never extinguished
discourse of Copperbelt populism, that the weakhegated by the region and its
workers was being stolen by a corrupt alliance uddka-based ruling politicians and
their allies in international mining companies,iscdurse which has had continuous
purchase since UNIP’s early organisation in the [E850s. As I've tried to suggest
however, it is a discourse which has significanlitical purchase only when the
copper price is high, and which is therefore depahan both the vagaries of the
international mineral price and the capacity olquliticians to take advantage of it.

Given such tensions, Zambian politicians have gdlyerdone a good job of
containing regional dissent within the country’'sders. In the late 1950s, it was by
no means certain that the colonial borders woulces®arily form the basis of the
post-colonial state then being envisaged by a tyadeactors, nationalist politicians
and Federal authorities amongst them. As well asdamiliar story of Barotseland’s
resistance to its incorporation into an independéarnbian state, the early 1960s
witnessed the machinations of Federal politiciamduding Roy Welensky, South
African leaders, some leaders of the African NatloGongress, and the Katangese
secessionist government of Moise Tshombe; the W@itgi of their variously
imagined alternative post-colonial states was Ugued up with and dependent on
the incorporation and utilisation of mineral weathunderwrite a new, conservative
and/or western-aligned state in central Africa.eviiihe Musakanya tells us that in his
meeting with the then deposed Tshombe shortly bettambian independence,
Tshombe proposed the merger of Katanga into Zamalg@in seeing the creation of a
unified state based around a ‘greater Copperbslta deasible project. Such ideas
dovetailed with enduring imaginings of a reconséitlLunda-Luba empire in which
Bemba speakers would restore their historical gestan idea which found some
expression amongst some supporters of the UPRsaaddcessors.

It may be fanciful to suggest that the current matee boom may fuel a renewed
movement for autonomy or the regional redistributod political power. But, during

my recent visits to both the Copperbelt and Lubushbaliscontent regarding central
political control of mining revenue in Lusaka anth&hasa found some expression in
secessionist, autonomist and ethnically based foffine Bemba-speaking Chief



Executive of a leading mining company with openasi@n both sides of the border
explained to me that there was a need for Bembadded from the Mwanawasa
government after the 2006 election, to reassermsieéses politically so as to ensure
that the benefits of the mining boom flow not te tturrent central government in the
form of the higher mining taxes, but rather to Beamba-speaking Copperbelt which
produces that wealth. Meanwhile, there are sign&itanga of a resurgent movement
for self-determination, seeking to feed off the &gdread discontent with
unaccountable foreign-owned mining companies, whageerations lead to
environmental destruction, labour exploitation @odial discontent, but whose gains
flow only to the government in Kinshasa 2,000kmsgaw

Mining booms, diversification and the urban-rural question

One of the other central questions in Zambian hgoaphy, in which mining booms
and slumps have also been central, is the reldtiprizetween urban and rural areas.
Zambia's unusual early (in comparative African ®rmrbanisation was shaped by
the growth of the Copperbelt in the 1930s and 1940wl reinforced by the
stabilisation of African labour in the late colonperiod. Migrant and then relatively
settled Copperbelt residents were the subject tehsive sociological study by the
Rhodes Livingstone Institute in the 1950s, and watentified by them as
representing a new type of urban African. | dordnivto rehearse here the arguments
over whether these findings were accurate, oref/tbverstated the extent of 'real’
urbanisation, the Ferguson-Macmillan debate withictvhmany of you will be
familiar. It is clear, however, that Copperbelt Zaams, whilst developing distinct
urban cultures and outlooks, were never separatady meaningful sense from their
rural kin and areas of origin: indeed, as I've atjelsewhere, what really defined
Zambia was not urbanisation per se but the dynaxahanges between town and
village that it enabled - in terms of people, reses, ideas, opportunities etc -, and
which continually reshaped both urban and rurasre

From Independence, however, UNIP adopted the ab#irurhetoric of Rene Dumont,
arguing that 'authentic' development was that whatk place in rural areas, and
replicating colonial anxieties regarding the dasgarurban migration. UNIP sought
consciously to channel the profits earned by minimg economic diversification,
particularly in rural areas. Whilst the copper priemained high, significant funds
were channelled into loans for emergent farmerddost production. In practice
however, UNIP was unable to turn mine income ingmificant and sustained rural
development. Agricultural loans were widely regar@ds non-refundable rewards for
political support, and were subject to significaalitical manipulation. Agricultural
exports remained stagnant, and domestic food ptatustruggled to keep pace with
the growing population.

Simultaneously, relatively prosperous mineworkdranmelled significant remittances
to their areas of origin, arguably achieving sigraifitly more rural development in
those areas than the government did during the smmed. Mineworkers and the
wider Copperbelt population commonly believed that revenue generated by their
labour ended up in the pockets of state bureayaritst doing nothing to reduce the
poverty of their rural kin. There is here a wideregtion about whether states can
really play a successful role in bringing about remuic diversification and
sustainable development; neo-liberalism had sotmhanswer this question in the
negative, but it is striking how many Zambians hatd the idea that it is the



responsibility of the state to at least coordindte achievement of sustainable
development, however that is defined; and thapreéfvious governments have failed
to achieve this, it is not because states are aiapf doing so, but rather that their
political leaders did not have the national inteegdheart.

There is, then, no inevitability that additionaveaue earned by the mines will enable
either economic diversification or rural developmehdditional income flowing to
the state can simply feed the growth of the cestatk and its potential for patronage,
if there is no effective democratic accountabilttly control over those funds. Has
Zambia's democracy developed sufficiently to enahbleh accountability, to enable a
popular debate over how additional mine revenuel Ww# utilised, without
degenerating into ethno-regional conflict? TheHooiming Presidential election may
provide some indication of this.

What is clear, however, is that, historically a&dg effective rural development tends
to be sidelined in periods of mining profitabilitifere is the irony: in periods of
prosperity, diversification is rhetorically emplhsel but not acted upon, because the
state’s requirement for revenue is satisfied. Ingos when mines are unprofitable,
there is a greater urgency in attempts at diveedifbn, but the means to achieve it are
not available.

Conclusion

The central, rather modest point | want to mak&as the outcomes of mining booms
are in no way predetermined. We can observe twtorical tendencies currently at
work in Zambia, and elsewhere in Africa and indeeate widely, in places where the
mineral price boom is impacting on politics andistc on the one hand, there is the
assumption that mining revenue will lead to develept and societal progress, whilst
on the other, the 'resource curse' argument preseppthat mining revenue will
intensify state-based elite accumulation, otherwisawvn as corruption, and a loss of
effective state accountability. Both arguments arewant to argue, overly
deterministic and unhelpful in understanding bdid historical and contemporaneous
realities we want to discuss in the next two days.

In practice, the outcome of any mineral boom iseutain, and the meaning of any
'development’ that flows from it is always polillgacontested; one person’s
development is usually another’s lost opportunitire high copper prices of the
1950s were seen by many white settlers as thenceaf a good colonial life, but
they also enabled African nationalists to imagineseay different outcome, the
industrialised country in the heart of Africa wiilking standards to match those of
parts of Europe. The early 1960s saw a victoryafgarticular nationalist vision of a
politically independent Zambia, but struggles fagamingful economic independence
continued. Contestation over mine revenue and tbenige it held for prosperity and
development continued within Zambia, between difiérregions of the country,
between different classes, between rural and udraas, and between different
political parties and factions of the one-partytesta his contestation declined and
became less important in the 1980s and 1990s, glarperiod when Zambia's mines
came to be seen as more of a liability than a mesod oday, however, as I've tried to
illustrate, many of the older questions regarding titilisation of mine revenue for
development, and how to balance the aspirationsdangands of different actors -



mine companies, mine workers, communities and tite s are again being raised in
new forms.

What | think is most different, however, about tbentemporary boom from the
previous one, is that Zambia is more dtiactioning democracy than it has ever been.
As Alastair Fraser and | have argued, this is mobarily the result of the adoption of
formal multi-party democracy in 1991, and not &ialeflection of donor pressure for
political accountability, as some might believe céirtainly results in part from the
achievement of debt relief in 2005, which has esdlational politicians to at least
consider the possibility of setting their own deprhent agenda, in a way which, in a
context of structural adjustment, has been effeltiunthinkable for much of the last
20 years. More than anything, however, it reflecgopular political aspiration, which
developed in the Copperbelt in the 1940s and 19§@gad to the wider rural and
urban population, and which has survived both amtypauthoritarian rule and
economic liberalisation - that the Zambian peopleutd be the primary beneficiaries
of the country's internationally significant minessealth, and that they must be
prepared to act politically to ensure that suchreumstance is brought about. The
current mineral boom, taking place in a contexa @ompetitive electoral system, an
increasingly free media and a society in which sachscourse can be fairly openly
expressed, provides at least the opportunity foh @spirations to be realised in part,
notwithstanding the many potential pitfalls andlpeons, some of which I've tried to
illustrate through historical precedent. What haggpaiext will undoubtedly be
determined in part by the actions of the intermalomining companies and the
traders on the London Metal Exchange, reflectingheesy do the vagaries of the
international economy. Politicians and state offcimay likewise seek to evade such
guestions, or alternatively play upon them in fomvigch increase inter-regional and
ethnic tensions. But the Zambian people will alsaveh a significant say in
determining whether the mining boom results in sofbem of meaningful
development, or simply economic growth alongsidganed poverty.



