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1960 Harold Macmillan gives ‘Wind of Change’ speech in Cape Town


21 March, Sharpeville Massacre in South Africa


30 June, Belgian Congo independent; descends into chaos


‘annus mirabilis’ – most of Francophone Africa – Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo (B), Dahomey (Benin), Gabon, Ivory Coast (Côte d’Ivoire), Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Senegal, Togo, Upper Volta (Burkina Faso) – independent


Ethiopia, abortive coup against Emperor Haile Selassie


British Somaliland joins former Italian Somaliland to form independent Republic of Somalia


Nigeria independent


1961 Patrice Lumumba murdered in Katanga (Congo)
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Portugal claims its African subjects are full citizens of Portugal
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Sierra Leone, Tanganyika independent


South Africa leaves Commonwealth


Death of UN Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjold
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Kenya, Zanzibar independent Central African Federation dissolved


1964 revolution in Zanzibar (January); Zanzibar joins Tanganyika to form


United Republic of Tanzania (April)
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FRELIMO launches liberation struggle in Mozambique
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UN imposes sanctions on Rhodesia


Coup ousts Nkrumah in Ghana; military rule


UN General Assembly proclaims 21 March (Sharpeville day) International day for the Elimination of Racial Discrimination
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Pearson Commission to Rhodesia reports (April) that Africans


overwhelmingly reject constitution proposed by Britain
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Rhodesia: commencement of sustained guerrilla warfare in northeast by forces of Zimbabwe African National Union (ZANU)
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Sahel drought
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24 September: PAIGC declares Guinea-Bissau independent; recognized by a majority of UN members


Yom Kippur War: almost all African countries break relations with Israel


Algeria hosts Non-Aligned summit (September) and Arab summit (November): Boumedienne calls for Algeria and Arab world to take control of their economies
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1974 Portugal: 25 April Revolution; Caetano government overthrown;


Gen. Spinola recognizes right of African territories to independence


UN General Assembly rejects South Africa’s credentials and South Africa ceases to participate in UN deliberations


South Africa sponsors détente with its neighbours to ease tensions in the region


UN Sixth Special Session held in Algiers: launch of New International Economic Order (NIEO) initiative


General Assembly adopts Declaration and Programme of Action on the Establishment of an NIEO


Ethiopia: fall of Haile Selassie; military Dergue to rule


1975 End of Portugal’s African Empire: Mozambique (June), São Tomé and Principe (July), Cape Verde (September), Angola (November) independent


Mozambique: civil war between ruling FRELIMO and rebel
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South Africa: Soweto uprising heralds year of violence
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Lome II


Africa 2000: analysis of Africa’s economic problems, leads to


Lagos Plan of Action 1980


Tanzanian army in support of Obote invades Uganda; fall of Amin


Central African Republic: coup supported by France ousts Emperor Bokassa


Ghana: Jerry Rawlings seizes power in coup: three former military heads of state executed


Nigeria: Obasanjo returns the country to civilian rule


Egypt isolated in Arab world following the Camp David Accords
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1980s


1980 Brandt Report


Rhodesia becomes independent as Zimbabwe; Robert Mugabe Prime Minister; 30,000 dead in guerrilla war (official)


Wars in Africa 1980-1990 result in 5 million refugees, one-third of world total


Liberia: Samuel Doe seizes power in coup; President Tolbert killed; 13 members of his government publicly executed


South Africa: policy of destabilizing its neighbours – to 1990


Southern African Development Coordination Conference (SADCC) formed by Frontline States


1981 World Bank Report: Accelerated Development in Sub-Saharan Africa An Agenda for Action


1982 Zimbabwe: Mugabe wages ‘Dissidents’ War’ against Ndebele to 1987; destroys Joshua Nkomo’s power base


US President Ronald Reagan bans import of Libyan oil
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Sudan: resumption of North-South civil war
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Lome III


OAU: 30 member states (a majority) recognize the legitimacy of the Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic (SADR) occupied by Morocco, which quits the OAU rather than accept its decision


Ethiopia: tenth anniversary of revolution: formation of the Workers’ party of Ethiopia; country affected by famine


World Bank report: Toward Sustained Development in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Joint Program of Action; calls for more aid


1985 OAU adopts five-year plan (1986-90): African Priority Programme for Economic Recovery (APPER); this is followed by UN Programme of Action for Africa’s Economic Recovery and Development (UNPARED)


Tanzania: Nyerere retires as President; succeeded by Ali Hassan Mwinyi


Western business disinvests from South Africa


South Africa: 15 August at Durban President Botha delivers ‘Rubicon’ speech – makes no concessions; Rand



loses 35 per cent of value in 13 days


 Group of South African businessmen go to Lusaka to talk with Oliver Tambo and other ANC leaders about the future of South Africa


Libya: Gaddafi says: We have the right to fight America, and we have the right to export terrorism to them


Sudan: Nimeiri ousted by military


December: five-day border war between Burkina Faso and Mali


1986 Yoweri Museveni wins control of Uganda after years of civil strife


United States bombs targets in Libya
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South Africa: government repeals 34 laws and regulations as it begins to abandon apartheid


South Africa: the Eminent Persons Group (EPG) established by the Nassau Commonwealth summit of 1985 to sound out opinion in South Africa quits the Republic when Botha orders cross-border raids into Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe


World Bank report: Financing Adjustment and growth in Sub-Saharan Africa, 1986-90
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1988 Algeria: rise of Front Islamique du Salut (FIS)


1989 Egypt: President Sadat assassinated; Hosni Mubarak president


Ethiopia: military coup against Mengistu fails


South Africa: Botha has stroke; F. W. de Klerk becomes President


Liberia: Charles Taylor and his National Patriotic Front of Liberia launches civil war


1990s


1990 End of Cold War


South Africa: de Klerk unbans ANC and 33 other black political organizations; announces determination to end apartheid (2 February) ; week later releases Nelson Mandela
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ODA (aid) to Sub-Saharan Africa falls by 21 per cent from 1990 to 1996
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Africa’s Great War; estimated three million casualties (dead);


Neighbouring states – Uganda, Rwanda, Burundi, Angola, Namibia, Zimbabwe – become involved in one or other side


Congo (Brazzaville): civil war
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2000s
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PROLOGUE


1945


THE IMPACT OF WORLD WAR II


When World War II came to an end in 1945 the European colonial powers thought to resume business as usual in their empires; but this was not to be. Huge changes in the world’s power structures were about to take place while the climate in which the maintenance of European empires appeared to be part of the natural political order was disintegrating under a range of new pressures. These included the marginalization of Europe by the emergence of the two superpowers, the coming of the Cold War and, everywhere, nationalist demands for independence. Moreover, much of the groundwork necessary for the transition to independence had been laid during the war even though this had not been the intention. Britain may have fought its last imperial war, as historians were later to suggest, but it was the last imperial war in more senses than one.


When the war began in 1939 the African empires of the European powers were intact and few colonial administrators or politicians of the metropolitan countries had given much thought to the possibility of African independence or, if they had, it was in vague terms of a long-distant future. The war was soon to change such perceptions; indeed, it would call into question the very existence of colonialism:


In the first place, the spectacular reverses suffered at the beginning of the war by the two main colonial powers effectively destroyed their semiconscious assumption that they had a natural right to rule the ‘uncivilized’ world. In Africa this assumption had been strengthened by a widespread acceptance of it even among the natives – to the extent at least that white power was assumed to be invincible.1


The collapse of France in 1940 dealt a massive blow to French prestige in Africa, and the struggle for colonial loyalties that followed between the Free French



and the Vichy regime did not help. And though black Africans rallied to France’s defence, the relationship between the French and their colonial subjects had been profoundly altered: ‘But the realisation that she actually needed their help, that they were no longer being lectured like children but appealed to as brothers, was clearly going to make it difficult to retain an authoritarian system of government after the peace.’2 From 1940 onwards progress for a French imperialist ‘would imply closer integration with the mother country, and political maturity would mean not the rule of Africans by Africans – which after all had existed before the imperial power arrived – but the participation of Africans as Frenchmen in the government of a greater France.’ Or so, for a while, it was to seem.3


The crisis for the British came early in1942 with the fall of their impregnable, as they thought, bastion of Singapore to the Japanese. This was not just a traumatic defeat but, far more significantly, the defeat of whites by non-whites. The Times described the fall of Singapore as ‘the greatest blow, which has befallen the British Empire since the loss of the American colonies… British dominion in the Far East can never be restored – nor will there be any desire to restore it – in its former guise.’ Moreover, another blow to imperialism in Asia, the bulk of the Asian populations remained spectators from start to finish of the war while Churchill, the arch-imperialist, was obliged to promise independence to India in return for its co-operation during the hostilities. The fact that Britain, though battered, had not been invaded by Germany and was carrying on the war made it easier for it to call for assistance from its imperial subjects to help save the Empire. Ironically, the response of many Africans to this call ensured that after the war the empire was doomed since, during the course of the struggle, Britain had forged an instrument for its termination by teaching its black soldiers the nationalism essential to its demise. Another factor arising out of the war was the rapid increase of British demand for colonial products – for example, spices from Zanzibar to replace those normally imported from the Dutch East Indies, which had been overrun by the Japanese. The added flow of money to the colonies that resulted became an extra source of confidence for the breed of new nationalists that was emerging.


In British East Africa, the outbreak of war led to a suspension of politics, both white and black, and when Italy entered the war on the side of Germany in 1940 the government of Kenya suppressed a number of African political organizations, including the most important one, the Kikuyu Central Association, and interned their leaders. On the other hand, Commander F. J. Couldrey, editor of the Kenya Weekly News, was the first leading European in a colony dominated by white settlers, to say openly in a BBC broadcast to East Africa, that the colony could not achieve self-government by Europeans alone



but that it had to be on the basis of all races ‘co-operating’.4 Indeed, World War II was to prove an event of major importance for the peoples of Kenya: ‘Out of a total of 280,000 men recruited in the East African Forces (including men from Nyasaland, Northern Rhodesia and British Somaliland, as well as from the East African territories proper), some 75,000 came from Kenya, a figure representing a little under 20 per cent of its total adult male African population.’5 Over the war years a considerable amount of money in family allowances was paid into the African reserves; at the same time the demand by the army for agricultural and livestock products ensured a steady market for the tribes that were able to supply them.


But the main consequence was certainly the immense widening of the experience of most of the men recruited. Many served in the Middle East and the Far East, as well as nearer home in other parts of Kenya, Madagascar and Ethiopia. They came into contact with men of other tribes, and with Europeans, Indians and Arabs of all classes. They saw that the traditional superiority of European and Asian was by no means accepted outside East Africa. And in their army training they were given both formal and informal education – it was, for example, the policy of the army to make as many Askari as possible literate and also able to speak basic English. Many soldiers received technical training of various kinds, and after the end of the Japanese war the army opened schools of general and technical training, at a simple level, for soldiers before their disbandment.6


Another outcome of the war for the three territories of East Africa was the growth of co-operation between them. It was necessary to co-ordinate a plan of defence and to develop joint action in providing manpower and foodstuffs. On 1 August 1940, an East African Economic Council was created. Ironically, foreshadowing events that still lay in the future, the Ugandans complained that such co-operation was working too much in favour of Kenya.


As Waruhiu Itote, better known as the Mau Mau General China, was to write in his book Mau Mau in Action, ‘Several of our leaders had been in the Kenya African Rifles during World War II, including Dedan Kimathi and myself.’7 In Uganda ‘The Second World War did much to disturb [the] state of unruffled calm. There was, in the first place, some draining away of manpower. At the peak of recruitment in 1944 nearly 55,000 men were serving in the army, and many more spent short periods in military labour organizations.’8 During the years 1919 to 1945 there was no African political activity against colonial rule in Uganda but in 1945 disturbances in Buganda indicated that Uganda, like much



of Africa, was moving into a more hostile political stance although there had been little evidence of open hostility towards Britain while the war lasted and many Ugandans (a total of 76,957) had enlisted in the Pioneer Corps, the East Africa Medical and Labour Services and the King’s African Rifles. Tanganyika became similarly engaged in the war effort as Kenya and Uganda. Its soldiers, serving with the King’s African Rifles, took part in the campaigns against Italy in Somaliland and Ethiopia that destroyed the Italian empire in East Africa. Later troops from Tanganyika were involved in the campaign of 1942 to overthrow the Vichy French Government in Madagascar. In June 1943 soldiers from Tanganyika formed part of the 11th East African Division that sailed to Ceylon in preparation for the Burma campaign. It was the first occasion in which the King’s African Rifles were to serve in active operations outside the African continent. Altogether, 87,000 Tanganyika Africans were conscripted for war service; it was assumed by the colonial authorities that when they returned home demands for African rule would become more insistent. Given its small size, Zanzibar made a substantial contribution to the imperial war effort and large numbers of Zanzibaris served in medical, signals, transport, docks and education units of the armed forces. The sum of £12,000 was raised for war charities and an additional £15,383 was subscribed for fighter aircraft for Britain. Zanzibar also raised a local naval force, a volunteer local defence force, and turned the police into a military body.9


It was a somewhat different story in British West Africa where the army had a bad reputation as a symbol of foreign rule. Nonetheless, in the Gold Coast, over the years 1946–51, ex-servicemen played a critical role in the general political upsurge that occurred in that territory. Despite the fact that the West African colonies did not have white settler minorities to contend with and were generally seen as more politically advanced than those of East Africa, official white attitudes were no further advanced. ‘Though African soldiers had rendered distinguished service to the Commonwealth in World War II, little consideration was given at that stage to the possibility of commissioning officers from the ranks.’10


The war also eliminated two European powers from the African colonial scene. It ended any possibility of Germany making a colonial comeback, an outcome that would certainly have been on the cards had Hitler been victorious, and Italy lost its African empire. Instead, ‘British, Indian, white South African and Rhodesian troops, as well as Sudanese, King’s African Rifles and soldiers from the Royal West Africa Frontier Force, invaded Italy’s East African possessions. By July 1941 the last Italian forces surrendered in Ethiopia.’ By May 1945, the total number of Africans serving in British military units (combatants and auxiliaries) came to 374,000 while the total from all colonies (excluding



India and the Dominions) came to 437,000 so that Africans formed the majority of these colonial forces. White soldiers from South Africa numbered 200,000 while Southern Rhodesia contributed 10,000 whites, 14,000 Asians and 76,000 black soldiers in auxiliary services. South African losses amounted to 8,681 men, the combined losses of the colonies to 21,085 men.11


Many of these black soldiers learned new skills, for example, as clerks or truck drivers, and they travelled widely to India, Burma, Palestine and other countries where they learned new ideas and obtained a broader outlook on the world and its politics. Another aspect of the war was an increase in colonial government controls: for example, trade through government marketing boards set the foundations for the state infrastructures of the future. All together ‘The importance of overseas experience in India and Burma in World War II by both East and West African troops can scarcely be overestimated: more than any other single factor this exposure helped to bring the colonies politically into the modern world.’ Contacts took place with the Indian Congress Party but ‘the total effects of Asian service were to open the eyes of African soldiers to developments in other territories under imperial rule, to dispel the notion of European invincibility and to develop personal maturity. The respect which ex-servicemen afterwards commanded both in urban and rural areas gave them an important status in subsequent political, social and economic development.’12 This was certainly true but, as the returned African soldiers also found, they were not accorded the respect as fighting men by Britain that they deserved. In November 1945 West Africa magazine published letters from West African soldiers still in India, under the heading ‘Appeal for more recognition’. One such letter, signed ‘Yours very faithfully, R.W.A.F.F. Boys in India’, began as follows:


Sir: -We have been reading in the Times of India, and other allied newspapers since V. J. Day. Once and again we have heard it beamed to the world on the wireless – a phrase, ‘and others.’ This embarrasses us and hundreds of our country-mates who hold this view; that causes tears to becloud our sense of vision when we ask to who on earth these six letters – ‘others’ – might refer…


Later in the letter they list the numbers of allied prisoners released from Japanese camps – British, Australian, Dutch, American, Indian, Others. According to a note from Delhi, the Indian press revealed that


more than 77,000, and 49,000, West and East African troops respectively took part in most of the strongest battles, fought under the worst



conditions, at one time or the other in Burma since late in 1943 up to V. J. Day.


Later, in this revealing letter, the writers continue as follows:


We were only too pleased, however, when the RWAFF News Victory Supplement of Sept. last carried pictures of our regiment and national heroes and ‘happy warriors’. Equally when West Africa, on 22 September, revealed, under the heading: ‘You have learnt to be leaders’ that ‘A special correspondent of The Times, present on the occasion, commented acidly the other day that, at the Japanese surrender after the Burma campaign, the Indian Army was not officially represented; although out of a million troops engaged, about 700,000 were Indians – and nearly 80,000, he added, were West Africans (whose ultimate total in the Far Eastern campaign substantially exceeded 100,000, making it the largest of any of the Colonial Forces engaged)…


Africans, they discovered, were not the only imperial subjects to be downgraded or to have their contributions ignored on such occasions.13


DE GAULLE AND FRENCH COLONIAL AFRICA


On 30 January 1944, General Charles de Gaulle presided over the opening session of a conference in Brazzaville, the capital of French Equatorial Africa, to discuss French colonial policy after the war, most especially that relating to sub-Saharan Africa. De Gaulle had called the conference in his capacity as chairman of the Free French ‘Committee of National Liberation’. Back on 18 June 1940, when de Gaulle had broadcast that France was not finally defeated, he had done so on the basis of the existence of an empire as yet untouched by the Germans. ‘Had there been no empire, there would have been no Free French territory. For two and a half years Brazzaville, capital of French Equatorial Africa, was also the provisional capital of what claimed to be the government of France.’14 De Gaulle was able to draw much support from French Equatorial Africa (AEF) and many Africans volunteered for service with his forces. AEF came to be described as ‘the cradle of the French resistance movement.’ By 1942 there were 10,000 men from AEF alone serving with General Leclerc’s Free French Army and many of them were to take part in Leclerc’s trans-Saharan march from Chad to Bir Hakeim. In Dahomey in 1948, 58 per cent of the electorate of 54,000 were either ex-servicemen or serving soldiers whose military service had given them French citizenship rights and thus the vote. African soldiers from areas



with strong martial traditions had a high respect for their French officers whom they regarded much as they did their chiefs. Their officers responded to this regard with a paternalistic sense of responsibility.


Thus, although in general both Britain and France (the two principal colonial powers in Africa) had received remarkable support during the war from their African colonial subjects, this was not true everywhere, and at Setif in Algeria an ominous incident warned of grim times ahead. Situated in the Tell Atlas range, Setif was the centre of the Setif province of Northern Algeria. In 1945 it was the scene of an angry uprising against French rule that acted as a prelude to the Algerian war of 1954–62. On 8 May 1945, riots broke out in Setif when the police challenged Algerian Muslims who were carrying nationalist flags during the celebrations of the Allied victory over the Germans in Europe. Their action was a protest at continuing colonial rule. In the disturbances, which followed the first demonstration, about 100 European settlers were killed; then, in retaliation, between 6,000 and 8,000 Muslims were massacred. Official French statements claimed that 88 Frenchmen and 1,500 Algerians had been killed as a result of the anti-riot operations carried out by the police and military. On the other hand, the nationalists claimed that 45,000 Algerian people were killed. Independent observers placed the death toll at between 10,000 and 15,000, which was far higher than the official French figures but much lower than the nationalist ones. The accuracy of the figures was less important than the fact of a massive and brutal reprisal, which ‘gave notice’ that the French settlers and the colonial authorities would oppose ruthlessly any moves towards independence. Ferhat Abbas, then the outstanding Algerian nationalist figure, was arrested and his organization, Les Amis du Manifeste et de la Liberté (AML), was proscribed. Further disturbances took place in October 1945 and May 1946. A pattern of violence had been established which would erupt again in 1954 to dominate Algeria for the next eight years.


By the end of the war the African colonies faced two kinds of challenge: the need to rebuild and redirect economies and services that had been geared to a war effort; and the fact that vast new horizons had been opened up to those Africans who had served with the British or French forces, sometimes thousands of miles away from the African continent. ‘Although the prognostications of many officials in 1945 – that the experiences of the troops would lead to immediate disturbances after their return to the reserves – were not fulfilled in the event, none the less these experiences were to have a lasting effect.’ One immediate result was the remarkable growth of African associations in the various colonies. Though, as historians have noted in relation to Kenya15:




In 1945 there were many lines of dissension apparent – pastoralists against agriculturalists, Bantu Kavirondo against Luo of Kavirondo, all other tribes against the Kikuyu. This last antagonism became very apparent when the Mau Mau movement failed so signally to spread beyond the borders of the Kikuyu. In short, the tribalist had become the nationalist – had had to become so if he were ever to be more than a petty local politician.


Here indeed was one of the most fraught questions that would face the new generation of African leaders that was soon to make its bid for independence from colonial rule. Only as nationalists could they appeal across tribal divisions for solidarity against the common colonial enemy. And, once successful, they were likely to find their new nations again splitting along tribal lines.


INDEPENDENT AFRICA


In 1945 only four African countries – Egypt, Ethiopia, Liberia and South Africa – were independent and even in these cases independence was only partial. Although Britain had formally ended its protectorate over Egypt in 1922, the country had remained within its ‘sphere of influence’ and was to continue to do so until Nasser’s rise to power in the 1950s. The Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936, which allowed Britain to station troops in the country, only came to an end in 1954 when Britain agreed, reluctantly, to remove its Suez base to Cyprus. During World War II Egypt had been a major British base and from it British forces had eventually driven the Germans out of Libya, which Britain then occupied to end Italian imperial control. The Suez Crisis of 1956 represented a final attempt by Britain to employ old-style imperial gunboat diplomacy in order to dictate policy to Egypt. It was a spectacular failure and thereafter Egypt was fully independent.


Ethiopia’s independence goes back to antiquity, at least as far as the Kingdom of Aksum (circa 500BCE). A powerful nation had been created in the nineteenth century and alone in Africa Ethiopia was able to repel the European advance during the Scramble for Africa when Menelik II defeated the invading Italians at Adowa in 1896. Mussolini’s Italy avenged this defeat when his forces invaded Ethiopia in 1935 although they only established their control over the country in 1936 after protracted fighting. Ethiopia was liberated from the Italians in 1941 and South African forces captured Addis Ababa on 6 April. Haile Selassie (who had fled as an exile to Britain in 1936) wished to enter the capital at once but was held back by the British on the grounds that they feared the Italians in the city would be massacred. Haile Selassie decided to ignore the British and went ahead



to enter Addis Ababa on 5 May 1941, just five years after the Italians had seized the city in 1936.


Immediately, difficult relations developed between Selassie and the British liberators who now became the effective occupying power. Prior to the fall of Ethiopia (January–March 1941) the British had rejected the idea of a protectorate but once they found themselves in control of the whole country they procrastinated over recognizing full Ethiopian sovereignty until 1948, thus proving Haile Selassie to have been right in mistrusting their motives. When the Emperor appointed his first cabinet on 11 May 1941, the British representative Brigadier Lush said this could not be effective ‘until a peace treaty had been signed with Italy’. Later, Britain chose to regard the Emperor’s ministers as no more than advisers to the British administration. Meanwhile, the South African troops who had liberated Addis Ababa tried to maintain the colour bar that had been instituted by the Italians. Sir Philip Mitchell, chief British political officer in the Middle East, urged a hard line on London and pressed the Emperor to abide by British advice ‘in all matters touching the government of Ethiopia’ and to levy taxes and allocate expenditure only with ‘prior approval of HMG’. Haile Selassie regarded these and other proposals of Mitchell’s as intolerable and telegraphed Winston Churchill to ask why a treaty between the two countries was so long delayed. Finally, on 31 January 1942 an Anglo-Ethiopian agreement recognized Ethiopia as an independent sovereign state.


This was not the end of the story. Haile Selassie reluctantly agreed that a ‘reserved area’, a stretch of country adjacent to the French Somali Protectorate (the Territory of the Afars and Issas – later Djibouti) which was then under Vichy rule, should remain under British military administration, as well as another stretch of land along the line of the Addis Ababa–Djibouti railway, and the Ogaden region, which had been Ethiopian until 1936 when the Italians annexed it to Italian Somaliland. At the time of these negotiations the British were organizing the Ethiopian Army and police on modern lines. British reluctance to quit Ethiopia continued after the end of the war and the British occupation was bitterly resented after 1946 when wartime strategic considerations no longer applied. In that year the British Foreign Secretary, Ernest Bevin, proposed that the British occupied areas except for the line of rail should be severed from Ethiopia and joined to British Somaliland and to former Italian Somaliland, then a trusteeship territory under British control. Only on 24 July 1948 did Britain at last agree to withdraw from the Ogaden, although withdrawal from the other reserved areas did not take place until November 1954.


An independent republic of Liberia was proclaimed in 1847; its creation as a state had been the work of American philanthropists who wished to assist freed



slaves of the American south find a home in Africa. Although it was never to be an American colony, for most of its existence Liberia remained an economic colony of US interests and was to be deeply influenced by the American connection. Finally, of these four independent African countries, South Africa under white rule had become fully independent in international law with the passing of the Statute of Westminster in 1931 although it remained a Dominion of the British Empire and Commonwealth. From 1910 (the Act of Union) through to 1990 the whites demonstrated their determination to hold onto power exclusively and in the process created the apartheid state which became the focus of bitter and long intractable problems in Southern Africa.


PAN-AFRICANISM: THE MANCHESTER CONGRESS 1945


The concept of pan-Africanism was born at the beginning of the twentieth century when the first Pan-African Congress, sponsored by the Trinidad barrister H. Sylvester Williams, was held in London during 1900. A second congress was held in the immediate aftermath of World War I at Paris in 1919; this Congress called upon the Allied and Associated Powers to establish a code of law for the international protection of the natives of Africa. Independence at this time was simply not on the agenda. There were three more congresses between the wars – in 1921, 1923 and 1927. Then, in October 1945, just after the end of the war, the Sixth Pan-African Congress was held in Manchester, England, and was attended by such notable leaders-in-waiting as Jomo Kenyatta of Kenya and Kwame Nkrumah of the Gold Coast. The atmosphere had changed markedly since 1919 and the scent of independence was in the air. The Congress was to call for an end to colonialism, its members declaring in their manifesto, ‘We are determined to be free.’ The Congress became a landmark, a starting point for the coming independence struggles. The Congress rejected colonialism in all its forms, its participants equating economic with political imperialism and determining to crush both forms of alleged exploitation so as to achieve their independence. As the leading African participants were to discover when they returned home, they had achieved considerable prestige by taking part in the event.


A number of African and black leaders visited Britain at the end of the war to take part in a world trade union conference and some of them agreed to organize a Pan-African Congress: they included George Padmore, C. L. R. James, Peter Abrahams, Kwame Nkrumah and Jomo Kenyatta. The latter spent much of the summer of 1945 in Manchester helping the joint secretaries, Padmore and Nkrumah, to organize the Congress. In the end 200 delegates attended the Congress, which was opened by the Lord Mayor of Manchester.



The Congress chairman was the American Negro, Dr W. E. B. duBois. Kenyatta attended in his capacity as General Secretary of the Kikuyu Central Association (KCA), although this was still banned in Kenya. Kenyatta was chairman of the credentials committee and rapporteur of the East African section. The Congress was not militantly anti-European and recognized the value of European contributions in Africa. Although duBois, an icon of the Negro struggle in America, was there, the Congress was dominated for the first time by African leaders and not American Negroes. Kenyatta was elected President of the Congress, and in this role he was described as ‘sane, humorous and intelligent’. The congress convinced Kenyatta that it no longer made sense to struggle for piecemeal reforms: ‘He firmly decided, therefore, even at this time, that the paramount design must be to unite all the people of Kenya, and the purpose must be nothing short of independence.’16 Later, when he returned to East Africa, ‘Like Nkrumah, who returned to the Gold Coast in 1947, Kenyatta found a fertile field for his activities. In both of these British territories there was much post-war discontent. From both, men had gone to serve in the Army. In service overseas they had become aware of the aspirations of the nationalist movements in Asia. But their horizons had been widened in another way: they had learned simple skills such as driving and hoped to maintain the higher standard of living they had in the Army.’17


The Congress was as important to Nkrumah as it was to Kenyatta. Nkrumah had gone to the United States in 1936 and taken a degree in economics and sociology at Lincoln University in 1939. In June 1945 he arrived in London. Almost at once he became involved in the forthcoming Pan-African Congress. George Padmore from Trinidad was then the leading figure in the Pan-African movement and Nkrumah became joint organizing secretary for the Congress with him. Although the West Indian figures, led by W. E. B. duBois, then aged 73, Padmore and James, were veterans of such events they did not dominate the proceedings at Manchester; rather, a younger more dynamic African contingent of men, who would shortly rise to fame as nationalist leaders in their own countries, took the lead. The list of participants (in hindsight) was impressive: from the Gold Coast came Joe Appiah and Ako Adjei; from Sierra Leone Wallace Johnson; from Nigeria Obafemi Awolowo, later to be the leader of the Action Group, Premier of Nigeria’s Western Region and a towering political figure in his country; from Kenya Jomo Kenyatta; from Nyasaland Hastings Banda; the black novelist Peter Abrahams from South Africa; and Amy Garvey, the widow of Marcus Garvey. The previous Pan-African Congresses had been dominated by middle-class intellectuals but at Manchester there were workers, trade unionists, a radical student element and no representation from Christian organizations. The emphasis was on African nationalism.18 The Congress argued for Positive Action



à la Gandhi, preferably without violence. There were demands for economic independence to prevent imperialist exploitation and hopes were expressed for an African and Asian resurgence to end colonialism and resist both imperialism and communism. The conference called on Africans everywhere to organize themselves into political parties, trade unions, co-operatives and other groups to work towards independence and political advance. DuBois proposed the first resolution: that colonial peoples should determine to struggle for their freedom, if necessary by force. Nkrumah proposed the second resolution: a demand for independence for all colonial peoples to put an end to imperialist exploitation, this to be backed up by strikes and boycotts if needed. It was Nkrumah who coined the final phrase: ‘Colonial and Subject peoples of the World Unite.’ The Congress was a success: it brought together Africans who would change the face of the African continent over the next 20 years and it called on Africans everywhere to prepare themselves for political change. Nkrumah was to remain in London for two years, and became deeply involved in pan-African and West African causes. He became secretary of the West African National Secretariat (WANS), which had been established in 1945 to co-ordinate plans for the independence of British, French, Portuguese and Belgian territories. Then, in November 1947, he returned to the Gold Coast to become secretary of the United Gold Coast Convention (UGCC) and so began the political career that would make him the first leader of an independent Ghana.


West Africa, then as later the journal of the politics of the region, gave the Manchester Congress a cool reception, questioning the wisdom of the programme and wondering whether their radical ideas would receive support back in Africa. It asked whether nationalist leaders would be ‘more likely to get redress of grievances by agitation at large or by concentrating effort on particular areas which are under one government, perhaps even individual matters within such areas’. Later, the same editorial suggested that ‘Calling for national independence, in its old sense of unfettered freedom of action, is unreal. It is now a meaningless term. This Kingdom has not got it. Really no country has. Far more to the point is the proposal of a central secretariat to link and organize reform movements in various countries.’ An accompanying article covering the main activities of the conference referred to the conditions of ‘coloured’ people resident in Britain. ‘Speaker after speaker protested against the operation of a colour bar against Africans. Mr J. Kenyatta (Kikuyu Central Association) proposed a resolution, which was carried unanimously, “that the pan-African Federation should take all practicable steps to press the British Government to pass an Act of Parliament making racial discrimination illegal”.’ Many speakers appealed for unity and co-operation among Africans. ‘Mr. W. Johnson (Sierra Leone) said: “African students in Britain should not go back to



their homes in Africa assuming a role of superiority, but should co-operate with the workers’ movements for the advantage of all coloured peoples.”’ The largest African contingent came from West Africa and many grievances were aired, especially the problem of illiteracy. ‘Mr. W. Johnson dwelt on what he stated as the main problems of Sierra Leone. The first was mass illiteracy. After 157 years of British rule only five per cent of the people were literate, and he estimated that the average number of children each school is expected to serve is 5,000… He described the medical facilities of the Colony as almost nil.’19 Many of these concerns would remain at the centre of Africa’s development problems to the end of the century. In their manifesto at the end the delegates said: ‘We are determined to be free… Therefore, we shall complain, appeal and arraign. We will make the world listen to the facts of our conditions. We will fight in every way we can for freedom, democracy, and social betterment.’


The participants in the Manchester Congress were in the vanguard while the policy makers of the Metropolitan powers still hankered for a return to the status quo ante 1939. The euphoria of the peace was succeeded all too quickly by the rising tensions of the Cold War that would soon become the all-absorbing priority of the United States and Europe. Indian independence in 1947 acted as the spur to independence demands everywhere else. And as Britain and France, the greatest of the colonial powers, at once discovered in the new world climate, the Americans were either hostile to or uncomprehending of European imperialism and the arguments to justify it. The Soviet Union was even more hostile to colonialism in all its forms (except its own) and was to gain considerable mileage in the years that followed championing liberation movements. The Cold War accelerated nationalist trends while the hostility of the two superpowers to European imperialism put extra and unwelcome pressures upon London and Paris.


THE UNITED NATIONS


An additional pressure for change came from the newly created United Nations which was to play a vital role in bringing about African independence, though it is unlikely that its founding fathers, the victorious Allied leaders, saw this as one of its principal justifications. Winston Churchill, Britain’s wartime leader, who had crafted the Atlantic Charter that became the model for the United Nations Charter, certainly did not. As he had famously said shortly after the American entry into the war, with US President Franklin D. Roosevelt as his prime target: ‘I did not become his Majesty’s first minister in order to preside over the liquidation of the British Empire.’ Nonetheless, the liquidation was to come quickly enough. African nationalists were quick to see the importance of



the new world body: as a court of appeal in their struggles; as a positive ally in dismantling imperial controls; and as a link to the two superpowers that were both, for their own realpolitik reasons, opposed to the old European empires. Although the primary emphasis of the United Nations in 1945 was upon the maintenance of world peace and this is reflected in its Charter, Clause 2 of Article 1 (chapter one), Purposes and Principles, was crucial to nationalists seeking independence: ‘To develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, and to take other appropriate measures to strengthen universal peace.’ However, it is Chapter XI, Declaration Regarding Non-Self-Governing Territories, Article 73, which was to prove crucial to the independence process:


Members of the United Nations which have or assume responsibilities for the administration of territories whose peoples have not yet attained a full measure of self-government recognize the principle that the interests of the inhabitants of these territories are paramount, and accept as a sacred trust the obligation to promote to the utmost, within the system of international peace and security established by the present Charter, the well-being of the inhabitants of these territories…


After this preamble, five clauses cover actions promoting self-government and require the colonial powers to ‘transmit regularly to the Secretary-General for information purposes’ details of progress under these heads. Chapter XII, International Trusteeship Council, deals with the status of the former mandates of the League of Nations, and Chapter XIII sets up The Trusteeship Council. In the years after 1945 the United Nations would be appealed to again and again by African nationalists as they escalated their pressures and demands for independence from the colonial powers and saw the United Nations as their most important ally in this regard.


In British Africa much was expected of the new Labour government that came to power in 1945. Its prime minister, Clement Attlee, was committed to Indian independence, which was achieved in 1947. What would his government do about Africa? It ended the system of indirect rule when it called for efficient democratic local government in the colonies and encouraged the formation of trade unions and co-operative societies. In 1946 new constitutions were introduced in the Gold Coast and Nigeria. As Lord Hailey commented: ‘The Constitutions ordained for the Gold Coast and Nigeria in 1946 were the most typical expressions of [the] attempt to effect a reconciliation between the underlying principles of Indirect Rule and that growing body of African opinion in West Africa which saw the attainment of self-government based on



parliamentary institutions as the objective of Colonial rule.’20 In Nigeria Nnamdi Azikiwe had founded the National Council of Nigeria and the Cameroons (NCNC) in August 1944 and in 1946 he launched an all-out campaign against the new (Richards) Constitutions (which he claimed would move the country towards independence too slowly) even before they came into force. In August 1947 J. B. Danquah and other professional and businessmen launched the United Gold Coast Convention (UGCC) party in the Gold Coast Colony with the slogan ‘Self-Government in the shortest possible time’. In 1949 the UGCC was to be superseded by Nkrumah’s Convention People’s Party (CPP) with the even shorter slogan: ‘Self-Government now’. On the other side of the continent Jomo Kenyatta, who had greatly enhanced his prestige by his prominent role in the Manchester Congress, returned to Kenya in 1946 to take the Manchester ideas back to Africa and work out the political struggle there.


BELGIUM AND PORTUGAL


In the Belgian Congo the official policy in the 1940s and 1950s was to gear the évolués (Africans considered to have achieved minimal European standards) to be accepted by Belgians and initiated into European ways. Progress was slow and as the colonial lawyer, M. Piron wrote of évolués in a paper submitted to the Colonial Congress of 1947: ‘Although they daily apply themselves to drawing nearer to the European, the latter often snubs them, pokes fun at their efforts or at the very least, is unaware of them’. Slowly, Belgian attitudes began to change with the end of the war. ‘The provisions of the United Nations Charter on dependent territories jolted official thinking in Belgium, as elsewhere. It was decided that something must be done for the évolués.’ Not a great deal was done, however, while the patronising tone in which évolués were addressed could only have given offence. Thus, in 1949, the provincial commissioner of Equateur addressed a cercle des évolués in the following terms: ‘Have no illusions; it is not you who will profit from the true civilization… Your children will attain a higher degree of civilization than you, but will still not profit integrally from it. Only your children’s children will be (truly) civilized.’21


Portugal’s approach to its African Empire in the 1930s and 1940s took little account of Africans. They were there to perform a task. In its plainest terms this policy ‘meant the perpetuation of Portugal in Africa – the prolonged presence of a culturally superior Christian community in a backward, if not barbaric, land. Certainly the African population had no place in the practical policies Lisbon wanted to implement in Africa.’22 Over this period the number of Portuguese settlers in Angola and Mozambique was increased rapidly: in Angola from 30,000 in 1930, to 44,000 in 1940, to 78,000 in 1950, and 170,000 in 1960; and in



Mozambique from 18,000 in 1930, to 27,500 in 1940, to 48,000 in 1950, and 85,000 in 1960. Even as the leading colonial powers were coming to terms with nationalist demands for independence, the Portuguese were moving in the opposite direction. Overpopulation and poverty in Portugal, the promise of financial success in Africa, and the government’s subsidies had their effect at last. ‘In the 1950s Angola and Mozambique took on more and more the aspect of white colonies.’ More Portuguese women came to make their homes in Africa. The preamble to the second Overseas Development Plan of 1958 stated: ‘We must people Africa with Europeans who can assure the stability of sovereignty and promote the “Portuguesation” of the native population.’ No item in the budgets for the development plan had direct relevance to African interests or necessities. The regime do indigenato was fundamentally neither to encourage nor to suppress: it was to maintain. ‘The African world in Angola and Mozambique was to exist in a kind of limbo while the Portuguese got on with their job of making a success of white colonial development. Under the regime Africans had few rights but many responsibilities, the most important being to pay taxes, to farm as directed, and to supply Portuguese private and state enterprises with cheap labour.’23


In 1943 Colonial Minister Vieira Machado wrote: ‘It is necessary to inspire in the black the idea of work and of abandoning his laziness and depravity if we want to exercise a colonizing action and protect him… If we want to civilize the native we must make him adopt as an elementary moral precept the notion that he has no right to live without working.’ Such thinking was to show little advance over the succeeding 20 years, despite events elsewhere on the African continent. The Galvao Report of 1947 revealed the true state of affairs in Portuguese Africa. Henrique Galvao was a Colonial Inspector and Deputy for Angola in the National Assembly in Lisbon. His revelations of corruption, forced labour and bad administration were at first ignored. He then delivered them in the National Assembly in 1948, which led to his downfall, and in 1952 he was arrested for subversive activities. Galvao had attacked the retarded development of Angola and Mozambique, the absence of health services, forced labour and under-nourishment, the migration of 2,000,000 African workers to the Congo, the Rhodesias and the Union of South Africa. His report put the infant mortality rate at 60 per cent, the workers’ death rate at 40 per cent. The natives, he said, were simply regarded as beasts of burden, and special condemnation was reserved for the practice of herding workers off to government projects huge distances from their villages.24


Basil Davidson, who was to become identified with the liberation movements in the Portuguese African colonies, argued that the vast majority of Africans could in no way benefit from Portuguese racial tolerance. On the contrary, they



were subject to the closest possible regulation as ‘natives’ (though distinguished from the one per cent – plus or minus – assimilados). They were available for impressments to forced labour or migrant labour under contractual conditions over which they had no control of any kind and when Portuguese voices were raised in protest at such treatment they were either ignored or repressed as mischievous or subversive. In 1951, expecting admission to the United Nations, the government of Dr Salazar introduced constitutional changes, which abandoned the use of the word ‘colonies’, and transformed these territories, at least in juridical terms, into ‘overseas provinces.’ That portion of their populations accepted as being of civilized status – less than one per cent of blacks – was at the same time empowered to send elected deputies to Lisbon’s single-party parliament.25


HOLDING ON


In 1945 Britain, of the colonial powers, emerged from the war best able to set the pace in decolonization and undoubtedly gained great kudos by its withdrawal from India in 1947. Despite this, however, many colonial attitudes were rooted in the past and much of the prevailing wisdom assumed that India was a special case (there had been no sensible option) and that the rest of the Empire would continue under British rule into an indefinite future. In 1941 the indefatigable Africanist, Lord Hailey, had advised the government that African politics were quiescent with little sign of discontent apart from pockets in the Gold Coast and southern Nigeria. And in May 1943 a British War Cabinet committee minute stated: ‘many parts of the Colonial Empire are still so little removed from their primitive state that it must be a matter of many generations before they are ready for anything like full self-government.’ When the war ended plans existed to build an imposing new Colonial Office; the view was long term. Over 1945–46, as a result of the war with Japan, British forces were to be found in French Indo-China and the Dutch East Indies, sometimes with surrendered Japanese troops under their command, and these forces held the fort for these other European imperial powers until the former rulers could return in sufficient strength to resist local demands for independence. In Indo-China the British were able to hand over to French troops (hurrying to the East) in October 1945 but in the Dutch East Indies they had to wait until November 1946 before Dutch forces came to relieve them.


As a Colonial Office official put it as the Indian Empire slid away: ‘Africa is now the core of our colonial position; the only continental space from which we can still hope to draw reserves of economic and military strength.’26 Professor John Gallagher, delivering a lecture at Oxford in 1974, said:




Britain’s decision to quit India was not intended to mark the end of empire. Quitting India has to be seen in the light of the simultaneous decision to push British penetration deeper into tropical Africa and the Middle East… so the same Labour government, which had liquidated most of British Asia went on to animate part of British Africa. Africa would be a surrogate for India, more docile, more malleable, more pious… No one really knew what geological jackpots Africa contained, because general neglect had skimped the necessary surveys. Here might be God’s Plenty which would rescue the Pilgrim British economy from the Slough of Despond.27


Despite growing African demands for self-government the British Labour government was far more imperialist in its outlook and intentions than popular myth ever suggested. In December 1950 in Washington for a meeting concerning the Korean War and rearmament, Britain’s Prime Minister, Clement Attlee, asked the Chief of the General Staff, General Sir William Slim, who was accompanying him, how long it would take him to create from the African colonies an army comparable in size and quality with the Indian Army, an army which Britain could use to support its foreign policy just as the Indian Army had done. Slim, who had spent his life in the Indian Army, said he could do something in eight or 10 years, but to do anything really worthwhile would take at least 20 or probably more. Thus, though Labour had given India independence, it had no intention of abandoning the rest of the Empire and saw Britain controlling its African colonies for many years to come.28











INTRODUCTION


Independence


NIGERIA SETS THE PACE


The Federation of Nigeria became a fully independent state and a sovereign member of the British Commonwealth on 1 October 1960. The country then had a population of 32 million. The transfer of power from Britain to Nigeria, which took place on the Lagos Race Course, was a grand affair. Ministers arrived by motorcade in ascending order of importance with the Federal Prime Minister, Alhaji Abubakar Tafawa Balewa, coming at the end. Princess Alexandra, representing the Queen, came last of all, escorted by mounted police. In the ceremony that followed the Princess handed the bound Nigeria Independence Act of the British Parliament to the Prime Minister. In his speech of acceptance, Abubakar said:


At last our great day has arrived, and Nigeria is now indeed an independent sovereign nation… This great country, which has now emerged without bitterness or bloodshed, finds that she must at once be ready to deal with grave international issues. This fact has of recent months been unhappily emphasized by the startling events, which have occurred in this continent. (He was referring to the Congo.)


Paying a compliment to the departing British, Abubakar said:


Today we have with us representatives of those who have made Nigeria – representatives of the regional governments, of the missionary societies, and the banking and commercial enterprises… Today we are reaping the harvest which you have sowed… May God bless you all. This is an occasion when our hearts are filled with conflicting emotions…


But do not mistake our pride for arrogance… we are grateful to the British officers whom we have known, first as masters, and then as leaders, and finally as partners, but always as friends.




That night the Union Jack was lowered for the last time to be replaced by the green and white flag of Nigeria, and Britain’s largest and grandest African colony had become independent.


Two years earlier, broadcasting to Nigerians on the occasion of New Year 1958, the new Federal Prime Minister Abubakar had said: ‘It is no good blaming the British any more when things go wrong: these days are gone… we must blame ourselves, because we shall have made the wrong decision. And remember too that… the world is watching us, waiting to see whether we can rise to the occasion.’ At the beginning of 1960, independence year, Shell-BP announced that oil had been found in commercial quantities in Nigeria and that the company hoped therefore to remain in the country for many years. The (combined) company then had a 50–50 profit-sharing agreement with the Nigerian government. In July 1960 the British Parliament passed the Nigeria Independence Bill. During the second reading the Secretary of State for the Colonies, Iain Macleod, said:


The Nigerian Government have made great progress in the training of their own Civil Servants and are following the practice of this country of insulating the Civil Service from politics by establishing executive public service commissions. The need is going to exist for substantial numbers of overseas officers to continue giving the devoted service they have rendered to Nigeria over the years.


The basis of this new member of the Commonwealth was all the better, he said, because ‘what he was putting before the House was primarily the work of Nigerians’. Mr Macleod went on to wish Nigeria well and said he was sure they could speed it on its way to independence with utter confidence.


I have great admiration for that magnificent country and for her noble people. I am convinced that the world will be a better place for the emergence of Nigeria in its own sovereign right as a country, and I rejoice to think that this great country, in complete friendship with ourselves, is going now to take its place on the stage of world affairs.1


The handover of power by Britain to Nigeria went very smoothly yet even as Nigeria was preparing for independence in mid-1960 those preparations were overshadowed by events in the Belgian Congo which erupted into civil chaos in July, just three months before Nigeria became free, to affect all perceptions of African independence both inside and outside the continent for years to come. Moreover, Western attitudes to Africa, then and later, would be dominated by



Cold War considerations that persuaded the West to regard the new states as its protégés and to treat them after independence much as they had treated them when they were still colonies.


THE CONGO CATASTROPHE


Independence for Nigeria and 15 other African colonies during 1960 may have been achieved with considerable aplomb and many ceremonies – it was, after all, the annus mirabilis of African independence (some Africa enthusiasts spent the year travelling from one independence ceremony to another) – but it was a very different story in the Belgian Congo. The territory had had a benighted history: created as a personal fief by King Leopold II who employed the explorer Henry Morton Stanley as his agent, its recognition as the Congo Free State by the main powers had enabled Leopold to exploit it with such ruthless brutality that, following the revelations of the British Consul, Roger Casement, of endless mutilations and other atrocities, the Belgian parliament finally, in 1908, deprived the king of control and turned his territory into a colony. The Belgians were not good colonialists and when the Belgian Congo achieved independence in 1960, the Belgians acted as though little had changed in reality and assumed that they would remain to control it, or at least to control its vast mineral wealth.


In the immediate period prior to independence Patrice Lumumba emerged as the only nationalist with an appeal beyond his own ethnic group, unlike the other contenders for power. Lumumba had become an évolué in 1954 at a time when he believed in Western values and had not yet become critical of Belgian colonialism. In 1955, when King Baudouin and the Belgian Minister for the Colonies visited the Congo, Lumumba’s prestige rose when he had talks with them. But his new status made him bitter enemies among both the Belgian administrators and his political rivals and from 1956 onwards the administration kept him under constant surveillance. He was invited by the government to visit Belgium in 1956 but on his return to the Congo was arrested on charges of embezzlement when he had worked in the Post Office. He claimed that he had only taken the responsibility for thefts by his staff, but the authorities were determined to get him out of the way and he was sentenced to two years in prison; the Minister for the Colonies, however, reduced his sentence to one year. His term in prison served only to enhance Lumumba’s reputation in the eyes of the nationalists.


On 5 October 1958 Lumumba founded the Mouvement National Congolais (MNC), an anti-tribal pan-African political party that drew its support from across the country. Earlier that year, when in August President de Gaulle of



France had offered the French Congo across the river membership of the French Community or full independence, Lumumba had at once drafted a demand for full independence for the Belgian Congo. Over the next two years Lumumba attempted to organize a mass party but was thwarted by the tribalism of his opponents. Belgium tried to bring an end to the growing nationalist pressures and unrest by finally moving towards independence. A round table conference was called in Brussels for January 1960. By then Lumumba was again in prison, blamed by the authorities for an outbreak of violence in Stanleyville the previous October. It was soon obvious to the Belgians that the conference could not succeed without Lumumba’s presence and so he was released from prison and arrived in Brussels on 26 January. At the conference only Lumumba insisted upon a single Congo while Moïse Tshombe, whose power base was the mineral rich Katanga Province, proposed an independent Congo made up of a loose confederation of semi-autonomous provinces. The Belgians reconciled themselves to Lumumba’s stand and set 30 June as the date for independence. By this time Lumumba had become a thoroughgoing nationalist. At the end of December 1959 he had said: ‘Independence was not a gift to be given by Belgium, but a fundamental right of the Congolese People.’ In the general elections of May 1960 Lumumba’s MNC won 37 of 137 seats and, with its allies, formed the strongest block. The other parties were regional and tribally based. On 23 June Lumumba was asked to form a government. He made Joseph Kasavabu president. Lumumba had no experience of government. Once it was clear that the Belgium Congo was about to become independent the big powers moved to fill the vacuum that was about to be left by the departure of the Belgians. What concerned them were the Congo’s immense mineral wealth and its strategic position straddling the centre of the African continent.


King Baudouin came to preside over the Congo’s independence on 30 June and gave a speech that even an ardent Belgian royalist must have recognized as biased and undiplomatic. He said: ‘The independence of the Congo is the crowning of the work conceived by the genius of King Leopold II.’ He lauded Belgian achievements and then concluded with a lecture: ‘The dangers before you are the inexperience of people to govern themselves, tribal fights which have done so much harm, and must at all costs be stopped, and the attraction which some of your regions can have for foreign powers which are ready to profit from the least sign of weakness…’ After listening to Baudouin’s speech Lumumba, who had not been scheduled to speak, nonetheless took the podium and replied to the King. After a brief introduction, he said:


For, while the independence of the Congo has today been proclaimed in agreement with Belgium, a friendly country with whom we deal on an



equal footing, no Congolese worthy of the name will ever be able to forget that independence has only been won by struggle, a struggle that went on day after day, a struggle of fire and idealism, a struggle in which we have spared neither effort, deprivation, suffering or even our blood.


The struggle, involving tears, fire and blood, is something of which we are proud in our deepest hearts, for it was a noble and just struggle, which was needed to bring to an end the humiliating slavery imposed on us by force.


Such was our lot for 80 years under the colonialist regime; our wounds are still too fresh and painful for us to be able to forget them at will, for we have experienced painful labour demanded of us in return for wages that were not enough to enable us to eat properly, not to be decently dressed or sheltered, nor to bring up our children as we longed to.


Lumumba went on to speak of the contempt with which blacks had been treated, the despoliation of their land, the use of different laws for black and white, the treatment of black politicians, the difference in housing conditions, the exercise of a colour bar, shootings and imprisonment. He finished by saying all this was now at an end.2


King Baudouin was not amused.


Five days later the Force Publique (the Army) mutinied and locked up its Belgian officers. Belgium sent troops to restore order as though the Congo were still a colony and Lumumba, who was shocked by this Belgian reaction, appealed to the United Nations to help him restore order. On 11 July, encouraged by the Belgians and the mining conglomerate Union Minière du Haut Katanga, Moïse Tshombe declared the secession of Katanga Province from the Congo. On 14 July Lumumba broke off relations with Belgium and demanded the immediate withdrawal of all Belgian troops. The United Nations Security Council voted to intervene and on 16 July began sending troops to the Congo. Lumumba toured African states seeking help but only Ghana responded with a token force. On 5 September President Kasavubu dismissed Prime Minister Lumumba who responded by dismissing the President. On 14 September Colonel Joseph-Desiré Mobutu, whom Lumumba had made chief of staff of the army, seized power in the first African coup of the independence era.


At this point Lumumba had only four months to live. He would probably not have been a great leader. He had no experience, and the Congo, at that time and later, required a ruler with a ruthlessness that he did not possess. He had fire and a certain vision that placed him above the tribalism of his rivals and he wanted to create a country that would rise above narrow parochial concerns. But he was



never given a chance and the Western powers, led by a resentful Belgium that had not wanted to grant independence in the first place, and the United States whose Cold War concerns and determination to safeguard the Congo’s wealth for the West made it indifferent to democratic forms, between them masterminded the destruction of Lumumba. However he might have performed, had he been left alive to run the Congo, in death Lumumba became a martyr to the African nationalist cause and a constant reminder of the cynical big power politics that would be directed at the continent in the following decades as its newly independent states struggled to find their place on the world stage. The name Lumumba became synonymous with African distrust of the West’s intentions.


In a letter to his wife, written from captivity shortly before his murder on 17 January 1961, Lumumba said:


All through my struggle for the independence of my country, I have never doubted for a single instant the final triumph of the sacred cause to which my companions and I have devoted all our lives. But what we wished for our country, its right to an honourable life, to unstained dignity, to independence without restrictions, was never desired by the Belgian imperialists and their Western allies who found direct and indirect support, both deliberate and unintentional amongst certain high officials of the United Nations, that organization in which we placed all our trust when we called on its assistance.


At the end of the letter, he said:


History will one day have its say, but it will not be the history that is taught in Brussels, Paris, Washington or in the United Nations, but the history which will be taught in the countries freed from imperialism and its puppets. Africa will write its own history, and to the north and south of the Sahara, it will be a glorious and dignified history.3


The true and brutal story of Lumumba’s death was only fully revealed in 2000 – 40 years after his death when all Africa, finally, was independent – and then as the result of a book, based on newly declassified Belgian archives, by Ludo de Witte.4 The Belgian Prime Minister, Guy Verhofstadt, and the Foreign Minister, Louis Michel, who came from a different political generation to those who had presided over independence in 1960, were so shocked by the revelations in the book that they persuaded the Belgian parliament to set up an official inquiry.




Uncompromisingly, de Witte says: ‘Belgium bears the greatest responsibility in [Lumumba’s] murder. Belgians had the leadership of the whole operation – from [Lumumba’s] transfer to Katanga, to his execution and the disappearance of the body.’ It was only a week after independence that Belgian officials decided to eliminate Lumumba. On 14 July 1960 the Belgian ambassador to NATO told participants in a North Atlantic Council meeting: ‘The situation (in the Congo) would be better if the Congolese President, Prime Minister and Minister of Information all disappeared from the scene.’ The Belgians did not forgive Lumumba for his unscheduled speech at the independence ceremony on 30 June when, in the presence of King Baudouin, he accused Belgium of having brought ‘slavery and oppression to the Congo’. A few days later the Belgians were again outraged when Lumumba dismissed the Belgian officers of the Force Publique and demanded the immediate withdrawal of Belgian troops who, on 11 July, had bombarded Matadi after some Europeans in the town had been killed. The United States, also, was determined to prevent Lumumba from calling in Soviet troops to help him reverse the secession of Katanga (11 July) and Kasai (8 August). At a meeting of the National Security Council (NSC) on 18 August President Eisenhower personally gave the go-ahead to the CIA to work out how to eliminate Lumumba.5 Minutes of the NSC sub-committee on covert operations for August 1960 were to the point: ‘It was finally agreed that planning for the Congo would not necessarily rule out “consideration” of any particular kind of activity which might contribute to getting rid of Lumumba.’ According to Madeleine Kalb6, on 26 August 1960 Richard Bissell, the CIA special operations chief, asked his special assistant for scientific matters, Dr Sidney Gottlieb, to prepare biological materials for possible use in the assassination of an unspecified African leader. This plan did not proceed.


There are a number of accounts, more or less sensational, that both the Americans and the Belgians were determined on the elimination of Lumumba and were not concerned as to the method. The Americans wanted him eliminated for Cold War reasons, the Belgians more from a sense of pique and the desire to see the independent Congo ruled by a more pliable figure more favourable to their interests. At that time Cold War considerations were rarely absent from any Western approach to African affairs and Lumumba’s nationalism was seen by the West as a threat to its strategic interests in the region, not least because of the country’s enormous mineral wealth encompassing, as it did, copper, diamonds, rubber, uranium and cobalt. As de Witte claims, the Belgian Foreign Minister Pierre Wigny wrote on 10 September: ‘the authorities have the duty to make Lumumba unharmful.’


On 14 September Colonel Joseph-Desiré Mobutu, supported by the CIA, carried out a coup to neutralize Congolese politicians. He was provided with



funds by Belgium. Various plans were considered while Lumumba was under house arrest, guarded by Ghanaian UN troops who, in turn, were surrounded by Mobutu’s soldiers who had orders to arrest him. On 27 November Lumumba escaped from house arrest and headed for Stanleyville (Kisangani), his main support base, but he was seized on 2 December by some of Mobutu’s soldiers at Port Francqui (Ilebo) on the Kasai River. The UN forces made no attempt to rescue Lumumba, instead obeying orders from the UN High Command in New York not to intervene ‘to hinder Lumumba’s pursuers’ or to take him into ‘protective custody’. It was a sordid story with many unsavoury ramifications but at the heart of it was the determination of the United States (through the instrument of the CIA) and Belgium to eradicate Lumumba, whom they regarded as a Communist and a threat to their geopolitical and economic interests. In the end Lumumba was handed over to his arch-enemy Moïse Tshombe in Katanga; he was sent there on 17 January 1961 in company with Maurice Mpolo, one of his ministers, and Joseph Okito, the deputy president of the senate. After being tortured the three men were shot dead that night. Washington had known since 14 January the plan to murder Lumumba and did nothing to prevent it. Tshombe’s government did not announce his death until 13 February. Belgian officers were involved in the murder plan and assisted at the execution. Swedish UN soldiers at Elizabethville airport witnessed the arrival of Lumumba and saw him taken away but did not intervene. Four days after Lumumba’s execution the Belgian police commissioner Gerard Soete and his brother cut up the bodies of Lumumba, Mpolo and Okito and dissolved them in sulphuric acid.


The US interest in the Congo was in its mineral wealth. In 1958 the Congo produced 50 per cent of the world supply of uranium, most of which was purchased by the United States, 75 per cent of the world’s cobalt and 70 per cent of its industrial diamonds.7


Forty years after the events described here Belgium formally apologized for its role in the assassination of Lumumba in 1961. In a symbolic gesture of reconciliation with its former colony, the Belgian Foreign Minister, Louis Michel, read the apology during a parliamentary debate on a report into the killing of Lumumba. The parliamentary report had been released in November 2001 and though it failed to link the Belgian government directly to the killing, it found that ministers bore a ‘moral responsibility’ by failing to act to prevent the assassination. M. Michel said: ‘The government believes that the time has come to present the family of Patrice Lumumba and the Congolese people its profound and sincere regrets and apologies for the sorrow that was inflicted upon them by this apathy.’ He said Belgium would donate £2.3m to create a Patrice Lumumba Foundation to finance ‘conflict prevention’ projects and



study grants for Congolese youths. Not exactly a fulsome apology but better than nothing.


NORTH AFRICA: THE IMPACT OF WORLD WAR II


The imperial tradition in North Africa differed substantially from that to the south and much of the region had been fought over during the war. Egypt had been Britain’s Middle East headquarters throughout World War II, and though never a British colony, it had been very much part of Britain’s sphere of influence. Libya had been conquered by Italy, not without difficulty, over the years 1911–1914, and became part of its African empire. The French had proclaimed a protectorate over Tunisia in 1881 while in Algeria, the jewel of their African empire, they had fought a 50-year war from 1830 onwards before they mastered the whole vast territory. France had also established a protectorate over Morocco, in 1912, after a confrontation with Germany. In Sudan, Britain and Egypt had established a Condominium in 1898, following the defeat of the Khalifa’s forces at the battle of Omdurman, although for the ensuing 60 years it was the British who became the effective rulers of the country. Demands for independence swept across this whole vast region in the immediate aftermath of the war and in most cases had been realized before Harold Macmillan delivered his ‘Wind of Change’ speech in South Africa at the beginning of 1960, the annus mirabilis of independence.


LIBYA


Following Montgomery’s victory over Rommel at the battle of El Alamein in November 1942 the German forces were driven out of Egypt and British forces then occupied Italian Libya while Free French forces moved into the Fezzan region. The British administered Libya until 1950. The United Nations, which had undertaken overall responsibility for Italy’s former colonies at the end of the war, finally decreed that Libya should become independent on 24 December 1951 under King Idris, the former Amir Muhammad Idris, a hero of the resistance against Italian rule. The country immediately faced serious political, financial and economic problems – it was then rated one of the poorest territories in the world – while it was necessary to foster a sense of national unity and identity since loyalties were predominantly to the village and tribe rather than to the newly independent state. In March 1953 Libya joined the Arab League and then in July of that year it concluded a 20-year treaty with Britain: in return for bases Britain would grant Libya £1 million annually for economic development and a further £2.75 million annually for budget expenses. In



September 1954 Libya concluded similar base agreements with the United States for US$40 million over 20 years. A friendship pact with France was signed in 1955 and a trade and financial agreement with Italy in 1957. During these years, as the parameters of the Cold War were established, all Libya had to offer was its strategic position, hence these arrangements with the Western powers. However, over the years 1955–56 Libya granted concessions to prospect to several US oil companies and by the end of 1959 15 companies had obtained petroleum concessions in Libya. In June 1959 the first major oilfield was discovered at Zelten in Cyrenaica, and by July 1960 there were 35 petroleum wells in production, giving a yield of 93,000b/d. Further discoveries and a huge increase in oil output between 1962 and 1966 transformed the future prospects of the country.


THE ALGERIAN WAR OF INDEPENDENCE


The Setif uprising of 1945 served as the prelude to the Algerian war of independence, which was to be one of the most savage of Africa’s freedom struggles. In 1946, the Parti du Peuple Algérien (Algerian People’s Party) emerged from underground to transform itself into the Mouvement pour le Triomphe de Libertés Démocratiques (MTLD) (Movement for the Triumph of Democratic Liberties). However, a year later Ahmed Ben Bella and a group of militants broke away to form the Organisation Secrète (OS) (Secret Organization), which advocated armed struggle. Agitation and violence increased over the next few years and then, in March 1954, nine members of the OS led by Ben Bella and Belkacem Krim formed the Comité Révolutionnaire pour l’Unité et l’Action (CRUA) (Revolutionary Council for Unity and Action) to prepare for an armed struggle. CRUA soon changed to become the Front de Libération Nationale (FLN) (National Liberation Front). The FLN advocated democracy within an Islamic framework and said that any resident of Algeria would qualify for citizenship in the new state. On 1 November 1954, the FLN and its armed wing, the Armée de Libération Nationale (ALN) (National Liberation Army), launched the revolution in the city of Algiers with attacks on police stations, garages, gas works and post offices. FLN strategy consisted of widespread guerrilla action with raids, ambushes and sabotage that would make the administration of the colony unworkable.


Abroad the FLN carried on a diplomatic offensive directed at the UN and at securing Arab support. The civil war that followed saw the authorities resort to torture to obtain information, and the nationalists to using terrorist tactics. Events in Algeria and the course of the war dominated the policies of every French government for the next eight years. In February 1955 Jacques Soustelle



came to Algeria as governor general and attempted some reforms, but these proved too few and too late. Massacres of Europeans were followed by summary executions of Muslims. At the beginning of 1956 Guy Mollet became prime minister in Paris. He appointed the moderate General Georges Catroux as governor general of Algeria but when Mollet himself visited Algiers, angry Europeans bombarded him with tomatoes. Mollet subsequently gave way to European pressures, and Catroux’s term as governor general was ended abruptly. He was replaced as governor-general by the pugnacious Socialist Robert Lacoste, who initiated a policy of pacification or forcible repression. During 1956 the FLN obtained growing support from the Arab world, especially from Nasser’s Egypt. Following the independence of its neighbours, Morocco and Tunisia, the FLN was able to seek sanctuary across the borders in those two countries. France had hoped to gain friends in the Arab world by giving independence to these two Maghreb countries, allowing it to concentrate upon holding Algeria (which by then was known to have oil and natural gas resources) but the strategy did not work. By mid-1956 the active, militant FLN was probably no more than 9,000 strong though it received support from a large part of the Algerian population. France, on the other hand, had built up its armed forces in Algeria to about 500,000 troops.


In 1957 the French government refused to contemplate independence for Algeria, instead sending large numbers of additional troops to crush the rebellion. Apart from the wealth Algeria represented and the presence in it of one million colons (white settlers) the attitude of the French government and of the army had undoubtedly been hardened by the defeat in 1954 at Dien Bien Phu in French Indo-China. The army, in particular, was determined not to suffer another such humiliation. Both sides now increased the ferocity of their fighting and responses while the extensive use of torture by the French ‘paras’ to obtain information helped the army win battles but lost it the struggle for ‘hearts and minds’. The French authorities erected barbed-wire barriers along the borders with Morocco and Tunisia, where, by then, an estimated 25,000 to 30,000 FLN troops were based.


The war was responsible for great brutalities: whole populations were moved so as to cut them off from the FLN guerrillas, and by 1959 an estimated two million Arabs (25 per cent of the population) had been forced to leave their villages. Many of the whites in their territorial units became brutal in their tactics and indiscriminate in their targets, while in certain police stations and military detention centres a new breed of torturer appeared. The members of the FLN could be equally brutal toward the colons. During the last days of April 1958 the Maghreb Unity Congress, consisting of representatives from Morocco, Tunisia and the FLN, met in Tangier, Morocco. The Congress recommended



the creation of an Algerian government in exile and this was proclaimed on 18 September 1958 in Tunis with Ferhat Abbas as its leader. In Paris the Algerian war had provoked a full-scale political crisis, which brought Charles de Gaulle to power on 1 June 1958. Though at first de Gaulle gave the impression that he was the strong man who would secure the future of the colons in Algeria, in fact he recognized the inevitable and presided over a French withdrawal. After holding a referendum to approve the new French constitution, de Gaulle offered to negotiate a ceasefire with the FLN and on 16 September 1959, he promised self-determination for Algeria within four years. A series of secret meetings between the FLN and the French government followed and a ceasefire was finally signed on 18 March 1962 at Èvian-les-Bains. Meanwhile, the colons, who felt they had been betrayed, and sections of the army turned to extreme methods that included an army insurrection in April 1961 led by General Raoul Salan. De Gaulle assumed emergency powers and the revolt was crushed.


In a referendum of 1 July 1962, 91 per cent of the Algerian electorate (6 million) voted for independence and only 16,000 against. President de Gaulle declared Algeria independent on 3 July and the Algerian government in exile came to Algiers in triumph; three days of rejoicing by the nationalists followed.


The European population of Algeria now departed on a massive, very nearly total, scale and the majority, nearly one million, returned to France. These included most of the country’s senior administrators, although about 10,000 teachers courageously decided to remain, often finding themselves in exposed positions. In addition, there were the Algerians (harkis) who had remained loyal to the French and had often fought for them as well; many of these also quit independent Algeria and settled in France. Official French estimates of the casualties of this war were 17,250 French officers and men killed and a further 51,800 wounded between 1954 and the end of 1961, with an additional 1,000 French civilian casualties. This same estimate suggests that 141,000 nationalists were killed, although the FLN was to claim that Muslim casualties were four times that number. Other FLN claims suggested a high of one million killed altogether – fighting, in concentration camps, under torture or during the removal of populations. The war also witnessed massive destruction of property – schools, bridges, government buildings, medical centres, railway depots, social centres and post offices, as well as farms and great damage to crops. The war, which straddled the events of the annus mirabilis of1960, was to have a long-lasting and traumatic impact upon Franco-Algerian relations for decades to come.8




MOROCCO AND TUNISIA


As the violence escalated in Algeria from 1954 onwards France felt obliged to accelerate moves towards independence in the neighbouring states of Morocco and Tunisia in the hope (unfulfilled) that this would appease the Arab world and so make France’s continued hold on Algeria easier to maintain. In fact, once they were independent both countries provided support for the FLN in Algeria and France was obliged to construct barbed-wire frontier barriers to prevent Algerian nationalists moving back and forth across these borders.


In 1939 the Moroccans rallied to the cause of France and in 1942 to the Free French Movement. The Istiqlal Party (Party of Independence) was formed in 1943. It demanded full independence for Morocco with a constitutional form of government under Sultan Muhammad ibn Yusuf. Demands for independence were low level for some time after the end of the war but tensions between traditionalists and modernists came to a head in 1953. Sultan Muhammad, who supported the nationalist movement, fell out with the French administration and then, in May 1953, a number of conservative Pashas and Caids asked for his removal and backed the traditionalist leader Thami al-Glawi, the Pasha of Marrakesh, to replace him. Berbers from the countryside moved on the towns in the Pasha’s support. As a result, on 20 August 1953 the Sultan agreed to go into exile in Europe but not to abdicate. There were assassination attempts against Muhammad in both 1953 and 1954. Meanwhile, a prince of the Alawi house, Muhammad ibn Arafa, had been appointed Sultan. There were outbreaks of violence through 1954 and into 1955 when Sultan Muhammad ibn Arafa renounced the throne. On 5 November 1955 Muhammad ibn Yusuf was again recognized as Sultan of Morocco and returned to the country from exile. On 2 March 1956 a joint Franco-Moroccan declaration stated that the French protectorate that had been established in 1912 had become obsolete and that the French government recognized the independence of Morocco. France undertook to provide aid to Morocco and to assist in the re-assertion of Moroccan control over the zones of Spanish influence. On 12 November 1956 Morocco became a member of the United Nations.


The pre-independence years in Tunisia were more fraught than in Morocco. After the fall of France in 1940 Tunisia came under Vichy rule; Bizerta, Tunis and other ports were used by Germany and Italy to supply their armies in Libya. The defeat of the Axis in Africa in 1943 saw the restoration of French authority. The Bey of Tunisia, Muhammad al-Monsif, was accused of collaboration and deposed, to be replaced by his cousin, Muhammad al-Amin, who was to rule until 1957. Nationalist agitation for political change, which had been growing



throughout the 1930s, was renewed in 1944 but French repression forced the principal nationalist, Habib Bourguiba, to leave Tunisia and establish himself in Cairo. Bourguiba had created the Neo-Destour (New Constitution) Party in 1934.


In 1945, according to a decree issued by the Bey, the French reorganized the Council of Ministers and the Grand Council, which was an elected body with equal French and Tunisian representation, and extended its authority. However, in 1946 the nationalists made an unequivocal demand for independence at a meeting of their national congress. In 1949 Bourguiba returned to Tunisia from Egypt and the following year the Neo-Destour Party proposed the transfer of sovereignty and executive control to Tunisians, with a responsible government and a prime minister appointed by the Bey. The French responded reasonably to these requests and a new Tunisian Government was formed in August 1950 with equal numbers of Tunisian and French ministers. The object of the new government, it was stated, would be the restoration of Tunisian authority in stages in co-operation with France. The European settlers, who represented 10 per cent of the population, opposed all these moves towards independence and more especially in 1951 when the French advisers to Tunisian ministers were removed. These advances, however, collapsed towards the end of 1951 due to a combination of settler opposition and French procrastination.


There were strikes and demonstrations at the beginning of 1952 and in February Bourguiba and other nationalist leaders were arrested on orders of the new resident-general, Jean de Hauteclocque. Violence then spread throughout the country and France responded by imposing military rule. The Neo-Destour Party was proscribed and France then produced new reform proposals. Neo-Destour, however, took its case to the United Nations General Assembly. Further reforms were halted in response to increasing acts of terrorism on the one hand and French repression on the other. However, in December 1952 the Bey, under threat of deposition, signed new French reform proposals but these were repudiated by Neo-Destour. A secret settler counter-terrorist organization, the ‘Red Hand’, was formed and during 1953 the country came close to civil war.


On 18 June 1954 Pierre Mendes-France was elected prime minister in Paris on promising to make peace in Indo-China within a month. His election and promise followed the surrender of the French at Dien Bien Phu on 7 May that year. African deputies supported Mendes-France with enthusiasm since he showed a genuine interest in reaching an understanding with overseas peoples on their own terms. He succeeded in making peace in Vietnam. Mendes-France then began negotiations that would lead to full internal self-government in Tunisia and he allowed Bourguiba’s outlawed Neo-Destour Party to come to power. It was over this policy that the government of Mendes-France was



overthrown in February 1955. 9 However, talks between the two sides were resumed in March 1955 and a final agreement was signed in Paris on 2 June.


The agreement gave Tunisia internal autonomy while protecting French interests and leaving foreign affairs, defence and internal security in French hands. Although the majority of the Neo-Destour Party supported this agreement, it was opposed by the extremist wing headed by the exiled Salah ben Youssef, the Communists and the settlers. A split then occurred between the main Neo-Destour Party, led by Bourguiba who had returned to Tunisia in June 1955, and the extremists under Salah ben Youssef, who had returned in September. In October ben Youssef was expelled from Neo-Destour and in November the party Congress confirmed the expulsion of ben Youssef, reaffirmed the position of Bourguiba as party president and accepted the agreement with France while restating its demand for total independence. Following clashes between the two factions of Neo-Destour and the discovery of a plot to prevent the implementation of the agreement, ben Youssef fled to Tripoli in January 1956. Bourguiba began negotiations for full independence at Paris and in a protocol of 20 March France formally recognized the independence of Tunisia. A transitional period followed. Elections were held on 25 March in which the Neo-Destour party won 98 seats in the legislature. Bourguiba became prime minister on 11 April. In the immediate period after independence relations between Tunisia and France deteriorated because France held on to its base at Bizerta to facilitate its war in Algeria, while Bourguiba’s attempts to broker a peace that would allow Algeria to achieve independence were not acceptable to France.


THE SUDAN


In 1924 Britain had launched its ‘Southern Policy’ in the south of Sudan. This had two objectives: to prevent the rise of nationalism, which had already taken root in Egypt, from spreading from Northern Sudan to the south and thence to British East Africa; and to separate the three southern provinces from the rest of the country with a view to their eventual assimilation by the governments of the neighbouring British territories into a great East African Federation under British control. Muslims from the north who were then in the south of Sudan were evicted and a strict regime of permits was introduced to prevent other northerners coming south. In 1948 a legislative assembly was created for the whole of Sudan. Two political groups emerged and one of these, led by the Umma party and supported by the Mahdists, decided to support the colonial (British) government because they suspected Egypt’s motives. The other group, led by the Khatmiyye, stood for ‘The Unity of the Nile valley’ and close cooperation



with Egypt. This group distrusted British intentions.


The 1952 revolution in Egypt changed all the plans that had been formed by the British and Egyptians for Sudan. The new Egyptian regime of army officers disowned the King and the pasha class for whom ‘The Unity of the Nile Valley under the Egyptian crown’ had been an article of faith and the way was cleared for the settlement of the Sudan question between Egypt and Britain. The British position had been to insist that it meant to secure self-determination for the Sudanese as opposed to imposing upon them unity with Egypt as the Egyptians had long desired. Many Sudanese, in any case, would have resisted union with Egypt by force. The new Egyptian regime declared that it was equally willing to grant the Sudanese the right of self-determination. As a consequence of this changed situation an Anglo-Egyptian declaration was signed in 1953, which provided for the Sudanisation of the police and civil service and the evacuation of all British and Egyptian troops over three years in preparation for independence. An international commission supervised elections and the National Unionist Party (NUP) won them with the result that in January 1954 its leader Ismail el-Azhari became the first Sudanese prime minister. The Egyptians had supported the NUP in the elections on the assumption that el-Azhari favoured a union with Egypt. By the time the British and Egyptian troops had been withdrawn Sudanisation was well under way and el-Azhari, who had shifted his position somewhat, made plain that he stood for total independence. Most members of the NUP, in any case, had regarded solidarity with Egypt as a means to an end and not as an end in itself. Further, any suggestion of union with Egypt would have been violently opposed by the Mahdists.


In August 1955 southern troops at Juba mutinied as the prelude to an attempted revolt by the South in which 300 Northern Sudanese officials, merchants and their families were massacred. The disorders were confined to Equatorial Province and did not spread to either Upper Nile or Bahr el Ghazal provinces. Although order was restored the problem of the relations between the South and the North remained unsolved. The representatives of the South said they would only vote for independence if a federal form of government was fully considered and a promise to this effect was made. Although the agreement of 1953 had prescribed a plebiscite and other pre-self-determination procedures, el-Azhari, with the support of all parties, now ignored these conditions and on 19 December 1955 the Sudanese parliament unanimously declared Sudan to be an independent republic. Faced with this fait accompli Britain and Egypt recognized the independence of Sudan and this was formally celebrated on 1 January 1956.




EGYPT AND THE SUEZ CRISIS


The close British relationship with Egypt over a period of 80 years began in violence with the bombardment of Alexandria by a British fleet in 1882 and ended in violence with the Anglo-French invasion of the Canal Zone in 1956. The British withdrawal from Egypt and the ignominious collapse of the 1956 attempt to regain control of the Suez Canal marked a turning point in the story of African independence and the end of British pretensions to big power status alongside the United States and the Soviet Union. Suez represented the last British attempt to impose its will on Third World countries by old-fashioned gunboat diplomacy. Britain and France, the two greatest colonial powers, were defeated by Nasser’s Egypt, which, in extraordinary circumstances, was supported by both the United States and the Soviet Union, the world’s two superpowers.


On 23 July 1952 the ‘Free Officers’ seized power in Cairo and forced King Farouk to abdicate (he went into exile on 26 July). They then invited Ali Maher, the veteran politician, to form a government under their control. However, another government under General Muhammad Neguib soon replaced that of Maher although real power remained with the nine officers of the Revolutionary Command Council (RCC). On 18 June the monarchy was abolished. Meanwhile, land ownership had been limited to 300 acres a family so that at a stroke the power of the old feudal classes was destroyed. On the abolition of the monarchy the Revolutionary Command Council declared Egypt to be a republic and General Neguib became its first president, prime minister and chairman of the RCC. Colonel Gamal Abdul Nasser, who to this point had remained in the background, although he was the real leader of the Free Officers, became deputy prime minister.


A power struggle followed between the Free Officers and Neguib who was essentially conservative in his politics. He was relieved of his posts, except the presidency, on 24 February 1954 while Nasser became prime minister and chairman of the RCC. In October 1954, following an assassination attempt against Nasser by a member of the Muslim Brotherhood, its leaders and several thousand of its supporters were arrested; in subsequent trials a number of its members were sentenced to death. The event marked the downgrading of the Brotherhood and the beginning of a long confrontation between Nasser and his political successors and the extreme or conservative Islamicists. On 14 November 1954 Neguib was accused of conspiring with the Muslim Brotherhood, relieved of his final post as president and placed under house arrest. Nasser became the acting head of state.


In the meantime, Egypt had relinquished its claim to a joint Egypt/Sudan



monarchy while an Anglo-Egyptian agreement of 12 February 1953 ended the Condominium over Sudan and offered the Sudanese the choice of independence or union with Egypt. Although Egypt had believed that Sudan would opt for a union, the overthrow of Neguib, who was half-Sudanese, as well as the suppression of the Muslim Brotherhood had the effect of heightening old Sudanese suspicions of Egypt’s motives. A second Anglo-Egyptian agreement of 19 October 1954 provided for the withdrawal of all British troops from the Canal Zone over a 20-month period. Nasser, once in full control, sought influence for Egypt in three areas: the Islamic world, the African world and the Arab world. He also was to play a prominent role in the 1955 Bandung Conference in Indonesia, which led to the formation of the Non-Aligned Movement, and he led Arab opposition to the formation of the Cold War-inspired Baghdad Pact of 1955.


In September 1955 Nasser announced an arms deal with Czechoslovakia, a member of the Communist bloc, and this angered the US Secretary of State John Foster Dulles who adopted the approach that a country was either ‘with us or against us’. Nasser also sought funds for his cherished development project, the Aswan High Dam, which was to supply power and extend irrigation for the needs of the country’s rapidly increasing population. In February 1956 the World Bank offered a loan of US$200 million for the dam on condition that the United States and Britain lent a further US$70 million and that the Nile riparian states agreed to the construction of the dam. Egypt would provide local services. However, over the following months, growing Cold War strains, Nasser’s avowed policy of non-alignment and opposition to the Baghdad Pact, and acceptance of arms from Czechoslovakia between them persuaded the United States and Britain, followed by the World Bank, to withdraw their offers of aid for the dam on 20 July. On 26 July, in reaction to their withdrawal, Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal, claiming he would use the canal dues to finance the Aswan High Dam. The Suez Crisis followed. After prolonged and fruitless negotiations by Britain and France to retain a measure of control over the Canal, the two countries entered into a secret conspiracy with Israel’s Prime Minister David ben Gurion. On 29 October Israeli forces occupied the Sinai Peninsula up to the Suez Canal. The next day Britain and France called on Israel and Egypt to cease hostilities and allow their forces – temporarily – to occupy Port Sudan and Ismailia. Egypt refused. At the United Nations Britain and France vetoed US and Soviet resolutions calling upon them to refrain from the use of force. Anglo-French air operations against Egypt began on 31 October and land operations on 5 November. On 6 November, after only 24 hours, Britain’s Prime Minister Anthony Eden, under intense US pressure, called a halt to the invasion. A UN peacekeeping force was rapidly assembled and put in place on 15



November, allowing the British and French to withdraw their forces. The Israelis withdrew from the Sinai Peninsula but retained control of the Gaza Strip and Sharm el-Sheikh which commanded the sea approach to Eilat, until they also relinquished control of these two regions, again under intense US pressure.


Despite defeat by the Israelis and invasion by Britain and France, Nasser emerged with immense prestige throughout the Arab world, as though he rather than the two superpowers had defeated Britain and France. For the next ten years his influence and the impact of the Voice of Cairo radio in subsequent Arab and African independence struggles were to be among the most important political factors in the Middle East and in Africa. For Britain the failure of Suez was traumatic, bringing to an abrupt end the illusory period 1945–56 when it had behaved as one of the Big Three with the United States and the Soviet Union. The failure of the joint intervention also led to a deterioration in Anglo- French relations and subsequent French suspicion of the US-UK Anglo-Saxon alliance. Above all, it marked the decline in world influence of the two major imperial powers just as pressures for independence mounted and, by providing a much-needed fillip to nationalists everywhere, accelerated the process of decolonization. Finally, the Suez Crisis led to an increase in Soviet influence in the Middle East and Africa as the USSR undertook to build the Aswan High Dam in the place of the British, Americans and World Bank.


ANGLO-FRENCH RIVALRY IN AFRICA


A factor of permanent importance before, during and after the independence era in Africa was the rivalry between Britain and France, the two great imperial powers, which stretched back to the days of the Scramble for Africa. They vied with each other to demonstrate that the systems they bequeathed their colonies, when finally they were obliged to grant independence, were superior to one another’s. At the same time they were allies in sympathy with each other because of the necessity to decolonize. Both, as declining imperial powers, nevertheless wished to perpetuate what influence they commanded. However the subject of imperialism is viewed, the retreat from Africa for Britain and France was hard to accomplish and provoked bitter emotional regrets that were often paralleled by efforts to hold on longer than made political sense. Racism was the worst legacy of imperialism. Superior power allowed the European nations to carve up Africa, and the subsequent control of colonial peoples gave rise to the belief on the part of Europeans that they were innately superior and, therefore, had some special right to rule over other peoples. Such a belief was especially strong in the colonies of white settlement such as Algeria, Kenya and South Africa. This sense



of superiority, combined with the settler determination to hold on to a lifestyle

that was the direct result of imperialism, produced a resistance to change that in places was to prove explosive, bloody and bitter.


The 1956 French Loi Cadre introduced universal suffrage in French West and Equatorial Africa. But the suffrage was applied to individual territories rather than the two main French blocs and some African politicians saw this as a deliberate move to divide and so enable France to maintain control over weak segments of a vast area. In a final attempt to prolong French control and delay full African independence, de Gaulle organized a referendum throughout the sub-Saharan French territories in 1958 to approve self-government within a French Community. This move was to be thwarted by Guinea’s leading nationalist, Sekou Touré, who persuaded the majority of Guineans to vote ‘no’. Sir Anthony Eden, Britain’s prime minister from 1955 to January 1957, could not adapt to the new anti-imperial age as his disastrous actions over Suez were to demonstrate. Harold Macmillan, who succeeded him, was the first British prime minister to come to terms with the new age and to realize that a multiracial Commonwealth of equals had to replace the British Commonwealth and Empire, yet even for this subtle politician the process was far from easy. Through his son-in-law, Julian Amery, Macmillan learnt of de Gaulle’s attitude towards Africa. ‘On one occasion, de Gaulle’s Prime Minister, Michel Debré, had observed to Amery that, in Africa, either the French and the British – as the two principal colonial powers – had to decide jointly to stay, or both to clear out. There could be no halfway house, or one future for the British and another for the French.’10 In September 1958 de Gaulle attempted to create a French African Community, while a year later he offered self-determination to the Algerians. These French moves had a big influence on Macmillan.


TOGO


Togo caused particular problems between Britain and France since the territory had been taken from Germany during World War I and divided between them as a mandate of the League of Nations. Then, after 1945, it became a Trusteeship Territory of the United Nations so that the two colonial powers did not exercise unrestricted jurisdiction over their portions of the territory. After Kwame Nkrumah had come to power in the Gold Coast in 1951 British policy was to support his claim to integrate British Togoland with the Gold Coast in a single independent state. This ended the possibility that Britain might sponsor a single united Ewe state or a reunification of the parts of former German Togoland. Britain, therefore, had to persuade the two British sections of Togoland – the lesser in extent – to accept integration in a greater Gold Coast under the



Convention People’s Party (CPP) of Nkrumah. This British policy presented France with an opportunity to demonstrate that it was giving its mandate of Togo a better deal than Britain was to its mandate. France, therefore, made Togo the ‘shop window’ of the French Union. Between 1951 and 1954 France introduced reforms in Togo, sidelined the more radical nationalists and installed pro-French leaders in office. These developments were carried out under Robert Buron, Minister of France d’Outre-Mer, whose aim was to embarrass Britain and impress the United Nations. Following careful manipulation, France held elections on 12 June 1955 to a new Territorial Assembly in Togo. The Union des Chefs et des Populations du Nord (UCPN), which was a pro-French party that had merged with the Progress Party (PTP) of Nicolas Grunitzky, won 92 per cent of the votes in the north while the PTP won 95 per cent of the votes in the south. The radical nationalists boycotted the elections. Grunitzky became a hero – for France. Although Grunitzky demanded full autonomy and an end to UN Trusteeship, he favoured continued membership of the French Union. However, the results of this manipulated election were not going to endure. An article in Afrique Nouvelle, the Dakar missionary paper, showed that known supporters of the PTP in Lomé had been enabled to vote 20 or more times while their opponents were prevented from obtaining voting cards. 11 The result was to drive the opposition underground, not to destroy it. On 4 July 1955 Togo’s new Territorial Assembly gave its support to Grunitzky’s policy and called for full internal autonomy while ‘categorically rejecting any form of reunification (with British Togoland) which would result in a loosening of its ties with France’. The Assembly also asserted its intention of remaining ‘within the French system’. The opposition, consisting of the Comité d’Unité Togolaise (CUT) and its youth wing JUVENTO, was not prepared to accept this defeat. JUVENTO sent an able advocate, Maitre Anani Santos, to present their case before the United Nations. As a result a UN mission toured Togo in August and September 1955, collected 200,000 petitions and noted that public opinion remained divided. On the advice of this mission the UN General Assembly decided in December 1955 that Trusteeship status in both the British and French halves of Togo should not be ended before a plebiscite had been held. In the end the United Nations set 27 April 1960 as the date for French Togo to become independent under Sylvanus Olympio. Prior to 1960 Olympio had worked to make Togo economically independent although his earlier hopes of creating a pan-Ewe state had been defeated by Nkrumah, who had made the counter suggestion that the Ewe could only be united if French Togo joined Ghana. As a result of these manoeuvres relations between Ghana and Togo became strained and Nkrumah accused Olympio of fomenting discontent among the Ewe of Ghana. This defeat caused Olympio to draw closer to France and to suggest a



‘Commonwealth français’ though he refused to join the French Community.12


DE GAULLE IN AFRICA


Apart from the three Maghreb territories of Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia, Madagascar in the Indian Ocean and the Territory of the Afars and Issas (Djibouti) on the Red Sea coast, France had ruled its vast African empire as French West Africa from Dakar and French Equatorial Africa from Brazzaville. As the old system became untenable and the concept, first of a regional federation and then of a French Community, was advanced, France fragmented its empire into a number of colonies with the result that a French Community, inevitably, would mean a Community dominated by France – empire in another guise.


The summer of 1958 was eventful for both France and French Africa. On 1 June General Charles de Gaulle was elected prime minister and one of his first concerns was to produce a new constitution that would allow autonomous ‘colonies’ to become members of a French Union or ‘Commonwealth’. A great deal of political manoeuvring followed as de Gaulle pushed his idea of a modern federal state that would include France’s African possessions. There was clear threat in his message to African leaders: ‘But what is inconceivable is an independent state which France continues to help. If the choice is for independence, the government will draw, with regret, the conclusions that follow from the expression of that choice.’ African leaders saw this as blackmail and objected to being forced to choose between independence and the Franco- African Community. 13 As it was finally envisaged, the Community would allow member states to change their status and become fully independent at a future date, but if they did so they would cease to be members of the Community.


The Constitution of this Community was to be submitted to the people of France and Africa on 28 September 1958. As it stood, the constitution failed to meet all the aspirations of the confederalists since full independence and membership of the Community were incompatible. De Gaulle considered that a ‘no’ vote by a colony would mean it would at once become a foreign country without any special relationship with France. Between 21 and 28 August 1958 de Gaulle toured much of French Africa to explain his concept of a Franco-African Community and the choice he was putting before Malagasies and Africans. He visited Tananarive (now Antanarivo) on 22 August, Brazzaville on 24 August, Abidjan and Conakry on 25 August and Dakar on 26 August. The leading question for Africans was whether they would preserve the right to independence if they voted ‘yes’; if not, then they would find it impossible to



vote ‘yes’. At the same time, few wished to face the economic consequences of a ‘no’ vote. As Philibert Tsiranana, the head of the government in Madagascar, explained: ‘When I let my heart talk, I am a partisan of total and immediate independence; when I make my reason speak, I realize that it is impossible.’ 14 De Gaulle, employing his usual elliptical style, avoided giving any clear indication of what evolution, if any, would be possible for member states within the Community. At Brazzaville he said: ‘If within this Community a given territory in the course of time, after a certain period which I do not specify, feels itself able to undertake all the burdens and duties of independence, that is its affair, for it to decide through its elected representatives. . . I guarantee in advance that in such a case metropolitan France will raise no obstacles.’ A study of de Gaulle’s language shows him as entirely paternalist in his attitudes to France’s African subjects – de haut en bas – and this had its impact, especially and crucially upon Sekou Touré of Guinea. Abbé Barthelemy Boganda of Oubangui-Chari (Central African Republic) apparently convinced de Gaulle that at least five territories (Oubangui-Chari, Guinea, Senegal, Dahomey and Niger) would vote ‘no’ if a ‘yes’ vote was taken to mean an irrevocable renunciation of independence.


In the event, all the French territories except Guinea voted ‘yes’ to de Gaulle’s proposed community but this in fact was only to last for two years because Guinea’s vote for immediate full independence spelt the end of the Community before it began. Two years later it disintegrated when all those members who had voted ‘yes’ opted for full independence. With the exception of Guinea, the referendum throughout French West Africa obtained ‘yes’ votes in the high 90 per cent range except in Niger where the figure was 78 per cent. Similarly in French Equatorial Africa the vote was a resounding ‘yes’. In Oubangui-Chari, Boganda, who was then one of the most influential figures in French Black Africa, secured a ‘yes’ vote after de Gaulle had assured him that the door to independence would not be irreversibly closed.


THE ROLE OF SEKOU TOURÈ


Sekou Touré was born at a crucial time in Africa’s history. He led Guinea’s struggle for independence and rejected the idea of membership in a French Community, instead opting for immediate independence in 1958. He was an exponent of Marxism, the one-party state and the cult of personality – he himself had immense charisma, energy and dedication – and his action in rejecting France earned the plaudits of the developing world even if no one else followed his example. Later, sadly, he became a repressive tyrant. The West, at the height of the Cold War, and the former colonial powers in particular, reacted angrily to



such rejection of their tutelage, for newly independent African states were expected to behave as grateful allies of the new Cold War order.


When in 1958 de Gaulle decided to hold a referendum throughout France’s black African territories, he offered the choice of autonomy within the French Community or total independence and, at first, Sekou Touré was prepared to accept regional federation. But he also wanted to show that he was the one African leader prepared to stand up to the French colonial master. In the negotiations that took place prior to the referendum, France made a number of concessions to the Rassemblement Démocratique Africain (RDA), which was the main African party representing all the colonies, so as to ensure a ‘yes’ vote. The relationship between de Gaulle and Touré was not unimportant. When de Gaulle visited Conakry on 25 August 1958, he gave an ambiguous speech in which he said Guinea could vote ‘no’, and in which case France would raise no obstacles to Guinea’s independence: ‘Naturally she [France] will draw the conclusions, but she will raise no obstacles…’ In his reply Touré, who regarded de Gaulle’s speech as a threat, failed to compliment de Gaulle or show gratitude for what France had done as a colonial power. Instead he made harsh criticisms of French colonial behaviour and referred to Africa’s united, independent future. Touré bitterly resented what he saw as de Gaulle’s haughty patronage and in September was to say: ‘We prefer poverty in liberty to riches in slavery.’ But he did not believe that de Gaulle would sever all relations between the two countries, and before the referendum said: ‘I shall say “no” to the constitution but “yes” to France.’


In the referendum, under the guidance of Sekou Touré, the voters rejected the idea of a community of self-governing overseas territories by a massive 95 per cent. Guinea ‘took’ independence on 2 October and as the leader of the Parti Démocratique de Guinée-Rassemblement Démocratique Africain (PDG-RDA), Sekou Touré became president. His action and the ‘no’ vote of one of the smallest countries of the French African Empire effectively undermined de Gaulle’s plan for France’s overseas territories and through 1960 all the other African territories demanded full independence, although most of them were to remain tied to France economically and militarily.


After the referendum and proclamation of Guinea’s independence, Touré tried to present the first government of the new state to the representative of the French government, Governor Jean Risterucci, as if to an acting head of state. De Gaulle, however, was determined to show that to vote against him earned retribution. Risterucci informed the Guinea government that France intended to transfer all French civil servants out of Guinea within two months and that Guinea would receive no further public investment or budgetary aid from France. The Guineans had not believed that de Gaulle would take such action.



Alioune Drame, the Finance Minister, said shortly before the referendum of 28 September: ‘France will not dare. It’s not in her interests. It would cost her more than it would us.’ Neither Drame nor Touré believed that France could cut all its connections with Guinea but, as a French journalist told them, they did not know de Gaulle. On two occasions Touré sent cables to René Coty, the President of France, with copies to de Gaulle; the first was only answered briefly after five days, the second received a longer, more pointed reply to the effect that France’s attitude would depend on whether the government of Guinea could cope adequately as a government. This was a damning exposure of France’s attitude of superiority towards an ex-colony.


Although there was an obvious element of pique on de Gaulle’s part, he also had to demonstrate to those who had voted ‘yes’ that there was a clear advantage to them for doing so in the form of aid that was not available to those who had voted ‘no’. And de Gaulle had to placate his greatest African ally, Houphouët-Boigny, who felt humiliated and angered by Touré for breaking ranks, which action he saw as the beginning of the end of the federal Franco-African Community. De Gaulle believed that the only hope of holding the union together lay in a convincing demonstration of the advantages of being inside as opposed to outside and, therefore, that the sight of Guinea outside and in poverty and chaos would prove the point. Thus, de Gaulle was not prepared to allow an intransigent Guinea to receive the aid and investment open to the other Francophone territories. Although Houphouët-Boigny embarked upon an anti-Touré propaganda campaign, this was not welcomed by the other African leaders who, either secretly or openly, had favoured a ‘no’ vote but had not felt sufficiently secure to urge such a vote upon their people. These leaders included Abdoulaye Diallo of French Soudan (Mali) and Modibo Keita. Houphouët-Boigny’s anger was wasted for Guinea became wildly popular and Touré’s action marked the end, or rather the rapidly approaching end, as soon as it had come into being, of the French Community. De Gaulle shrugged off suggestions that his treatment of Guinea would simply drive it into the Soviet camp. By 30 November 1958 Risterucci had completed his task: everything possible had been removed from the country – the crockery had been smashed, the telephones removed, all portable government property taken. Where things were too big to be taken away, they were destroyed. Only 150 French personnel remained of whom 110 were voluntary teachers who lost their job security in France as a result. The French Government also tried to persuade, though mostly unsuccessfully, private firms to stop investing in Guinea.15 In March 1960 France excluded Guinea from the franc zone.


As a result of its independence the new state was boycotted by France for many years. Between 1958 and 1960 some attempts, mostly by Guinea, were



made to heal the breach but they were unsuccessful. Touré moved the country to the political left, partly from conviction and partly as a response to the French reaction to its determination to be independent when the rest of Francophone West Africa opted for association. During 1959 he turned to the Communist countries for support, while urging members of the Community to seek total independence.


Although other Francophone countries all voted ‘yes’ in the referendum and Touré was expelled from the RDA, it was Touré who became a hero both at home and throughout the colonial world as the man who had dared to say ‘no’ to de Gaulle, and who, with Kwame Nkrumah, became one of the leaders of the radical Casablanca Group of states.


FRANCOPHONE INDEPENDENCE 1960


Much changed during 1959. Once de Gaulle had offered independence to the FLN in Algeria he recognized the inevitable break-up of his Community. Thus the French Community in Africa lasted only from the time of the referendum of 28 September 1958 when all but Guinea voted ‘yes’ until the first breakaway in 1960 when Mali became independent on 26 June, to be followed by the rest over the next few months. These developments were probably hastened by the impact of Harold Macmillan’s ‘Wind of Change’ speech delivered at the beginning of February 1960 in South Africa. The end of the French Community, which had been achieved in the first place by France ‘balkanizing’ its territories of West and Equatorial Africa, came in 1960. The pro- and anti-politics of the French Community became highly complicated and in Niger, for example, the French engineered the fall of Bakary Djibo, who was opposed to the Community but wanted a West African Federation whose members could secede if they wished. It became obvious that with all its talk of autonomy within the Community, France in fact wanted to perpetuate its control and the more obvious this became the more irresistible were the demands for independence. The result, in 1960, was the year of independence. Cameroon became independent on 1 January 1960 and Togo on 27 April but these were Trusteeship Territories of the United Nations and so had escaped the ‘yes/no’ dilemma of the full colonies. Other territories which achieved independence during 1960 were: Mali and Madagascar on 26 June, Dahomey (Benin) on 1 August, Niger on 3 August, Upper Volta (Burkina Faso) on 5 August, Côte d’Ivoire on 7 August, Chad on 11 August, the Central African Republic on 13 August, Congo (Brazzaville) on 15 August, Gabon on 17 August and Mauritania on 28 November. The final act in this brief story came in September 1960 when France sponsored the admission to the United Nations of 12 independent black



African states (Côte d’Ivoire, Dahomey, Upper Volta, Niger, Senegal, Mali, Chad, Central African Republic, Congo (Brazzaville), Gabon, Cameroon and Togo). Mauritania was vetoed for UN membership by the USSR because Morocco, then pro-Moscow, claimed Mauritania as part of its territory. And so ‘The attempt to find a formula which would rationally unite the lands and peoples irrationally conglomerated by French colonial expansion, which would end colonialism but preserve the empire, was at last abandoned.’16 It was Sekou Touré who had effectively undermined de Gaulle’s Community when he secured a resounding ‘no’ vote in Guinea on 28 September 1958. Apart from the 14 Francophone countries that achieved independence in 1960, the Belgian Congo became independent on 30 June, Somalia on 1 July and Nigeria on 1 October. It was no wonder, therefore, that the year was described as the annus mirabilis of African independence.


THE IMPACT OF NKRUMAH’S GHANA


Kwame Nkrumah had returned to the Gold Coast in November 1947 and just short of 10 years later, on 6 March 1957, he led his country to independence as Ghana. It was the first black African colony to achieve independence from its colonial master. During the preceding 10 years Nkrumah had conducted a classic independence struggle, breaking with the United Gold Coast Convention (UGCC) to form his own Convention People’s Party (CPP), serving a term in prison, and finally developing an excellent relationship with the colony’s last Governor, Sir Charles Arden-Clarke, before the Gold Coast became independent. Ghana created a pattern that was to be repeated, more or less, over the next few years as more than 30 colonies, British and French, also achieved their independence.


Suitable independence celebrations were arranged for more than 100 official guests: there was an independence race meeting, church services, a Miss Ghana contest, a Governor’s State Dinner, Convocation at the University, the opening of the National Museum, laying a wreath on the War Memorial, a sailing regatta. On 5 March the Duchess of Kent arrived to represent the Queen and unveiled the new National Monument. Then the Legislative Assembly met towards midnight and Nkrumah made a final statement, concluding: ‘By twelve o’clock midnight, Ghana will have redeemed her lost freedom.’ The hour struck, the Union Jack was lowered in silence, ‘graciously and peacefully’, and the flag of Ghana – red, green and gold with the black star of African freedom – was hoisted to a roar of ‘Freedom’. Then, having been carried shoulder high on a platform to the old polo ground, Nkrumah made his historic announcement: ‘Ghana will be free forever.’17 The next day was filled with ceremonial, after



which the guests departed and Ghana had to face the realities of freedom. In the years that followed Nkrumah’s greatest contribution to Africa – though not to Ghana – was to become the focus of the push for African unity. In a prescient comment on Ghana’s independence, the director of the London Africa Bureau, Michael Scott, wrote:


It is likely to have far-reaching effects on French colonial policy which has always been directed hitherto towards the integration of her African territories into the French Union. This aim of policy is being increasingly repudiated by Africans. Already the creation of Ghana and the fulfilment of Britain’s mandate in Togoland, by its participation in Ghana’s self-government and independence, have brought about a reversal of French policy towards French Togoland and its Constitution as a republic. The demand for self-government independently of the French parliament has been given impetus first by the events in North Africa and now by the creation of the State of Ghana.18


Ghana was to be the first stop for Britain’s Prime Minister, Harold Macmillan, on his Africa tour of January/February 1960. He spent five days in Ghana. In a forthright editorial, the Ghana Times said that Africa has now been ‘catapulted to a position where it compels attention, even by those who formerly merely turned up their noses at it’. Mr Macmillan would have to listen to and respect African opinion. It continued: ‘British prestige in Africa is at a dangerously low ebb; the treatment being meted out to Dr Hastings Banda and his colleagues of the National Congress in Nyasaland is a disgrace to Christian Britain. The continued imprisonment of Jomo Kenyatta can only be likened to an act reminiscent of Victorian imperialism. This visit offers a wonderful opportunity to retrieve Britain’s honour which the Devlin report has discredited in a rather devastating manner.’19


THE CENTRAL AFRICAN FEDERATION


After the Conservative Party had won the elections of October 1959 with an increased majority, Macmillan appointed the young, radical Iain Macleod as Colonial Secretary with a brief to ‘get a move on in Africa’. As Macleod was to write in the Spectator of 17 January 1964: ‘It has been said that after I became Colonial Secretary, there was a deliberate speeding-up of the movement towards independence. I agree, there was. And in my view any other policy would have led to terrible bloodshed in Africa. This is the heart of the argument.’ Under Macleod’s predecessor, Alan Lennox-Boyd, the assumption had been that the



colonies of East and Central Africa would take 10 to 20 years to evolve to full independence. Macleod changed that and pushed the pace as he recognized the inevitability of quick independence for East and Central Africa and for his pains was to be denounced as ‘too clever by half’ by Lord Salisbury, the patriarchal Tory leader in the House of Lords who believed Macleod had betrayed the whites in the Central African Federation as a whole.


The demise of the Central African Federation may be dated from March 1959 when riots in Nyasaland precipitated a crisis. As Macmillan noted in his diary: ‘It looks as if the federation plan, although economically correct (since Nyasaland is not “viable”) is regarded with such great suspicion by “advanced” native opinion as to be politically unacceptable.’20 Subsequently, the report on the causes of the riots by Mr Justice Devlin exerted serious pressure on the Macmillan Government since it argued that there was no evidence to support the contention of the Nyasa colonial government that the Nyasaland Congress Party had been plotting massacre and assassination (a bloodbath of the whites) and that Nyasaland, no doubt temporarily, was a police state ‘where it is not safe for anyone to express approval of the policies of the Congress Party’. The Devlin Report set off a series of events that culminated in the dismemberment of the Central African Federation at the end of 1963. Although Macmillan initially reacted angrily to the report, which the Government rejected, it may well have sown the first doubts in Macmillan’s mind about the future of the Federation. In his brief to Lord Monckton, who was to lead the Commission bearing his name that was sent to work out a new modus vivendi for the Central African Federation, Macmillan wrote: ‘I am sure that this is one of the most important jobs in our long history for, if we fail in Central Africa to devise something like a workable multi-racial state, then Kenya will go too, and Africa may become no longer a source of pride or profit to the Europeans who have developed it, but a maelstrom of trouble into which all of us will be sucked.’21 This reflection reveals just how much the sense of ‘white’ Africa then dominated the British approach to independence even on the part of so subtle a mind as that of Macmillan. Later in his letter, Macmillan continued: ‘The cruder concepts, whether of the left or of the right, are clearly wrong. The Africans cannot be dominated permanently (as they are trying to do in South Africa) without any proper opportunity for their development and ultimate self-government. Nor can the Europeans be abandoned. It would be wrong for us to do so, and fatal for African interests.’


The publication of the Monckton Report on the future of the Central African Federation (majority report) stated that the Federation could not be continued in its existing (1960) form, although to break it up would be an admission that there was no hope of survival for any multiracial society on the African



continent. The main arguments for the Federation were economic. However, Mr H. Habanyama and Mr W. M. Chirwa (African members of the Monckton Commission), did not sign the majority report because they were unable to accept the continuation of the Federation not based on consent and they considered the majority dealt inadequately with the all-important question of territorial constitutional advance. They recommended a referendum in each territory to discover whether or not the inhabitants wished their territory to remain in the Federation. Their conclusion was that the Federation should be dissolved forthwith.


MACMILLAN’S AFRICA TOUR 1960


Macmillan was obliged to give a great deal of attention to African problems and his African tour of January/February 1960, ending with his ‘Wind of Change’ speech in Cape Town, marked a turning point in British African policies. On 5 January 1960 Macmillan embarked on the six-week tour of British territories in Africa. His principal concern was the question of independence in West, East and Southern Africa. Despite his stance as an ‘Edwardian’ grandee, Macmillan’s sympathies were with black Africans rather than the white settlers with whom he always felt ill at ease while he had difficulty understanding their viewpoint. As early as 1942, when briefly he held the job of Colonial Secretary, Macmillan had suggested that the big, rich European farms in Kenya should be bought by the Crown and run as state companies for the ultimate benefit of whites and blacks. He said this would be less expensive than civil war and ten years later in 1952 the Mau Mau rebellion erupted. At the end of 1959, prophetically, Macmillan had written to Norman Brook, the cabinet secretary, ‘Africans are not the problem in Africa, it is the Europeans’.


Macmillan’s first two stops were in Ghana, which by then had been independent for three years, and Nigeria, which was to become independent on 1 October. At a banquet in Accra Macmillan first used the phrase ‘wind of change’ but it attracted no attention, perhaps because Ghana had already experienced its own wind of change, although Nkrumah was certainly in the vanguard, advocating independence for the rest of Africa. In Nigeria Macmillan reflected that the territory had suffered from arbitrary, imposed frontiers, which he thought were ‘criminal’ in the way they cut through tribal territories; wherever he went in Nigeria he sensed a looming regional/federal crisis and this, after he had passed from power, was to erupt in the Nigerian civil war. From Nigeria he went on to Salisbury, the capital of the Central African Federation, where the atmosphere was very different. In Lagos, in an unguarded reply to a journalist’s question about the future of Nyasaland and



Northern Rhodesia, Macmillan had replied: ‘The people of the two territories will be given an opportunity to decide on whether the Federation is beneficial to them. This will be an expression of opinion that is genuinely that of the people …’ This ‘gaffe’ had not been well received in Salisbury. In the Federation Macmillan faced white hostility and was generally depressed, especially by what he saw in a two-day visit to Nyasaland, and he left the Federation feeling that the future was ominous and reflecting that had he foreseen how the three territories would come to regard each other and the Federation he would have opposed it in 1953. At the time he did not believe that anything could be achieved until Hastings Banda, the leader of the Malawi Congress Party, was released from detention.


Macmillan arrived in South Africa just after the Pied Noir ultras in Algeria had reacted against liberal policies emanating from de Gaulle in Paris: they killed 14 gendarmes and wounded 123 in a number of confrontations, the first French killings of other Frenchmen. Macmillan believed that South Africa was potentially similar. After visiting Durban, Macmillan and his wife Dorothy arrived in Cape Town on 2 February where they were guests of Prime Minister Hendrik Verwoerd at Groote Schuur. Macmillan liked little that he saw in South Africa and in his conversations with Verwoerd found that nothing he said had any effect upon his host.


Macmillan had agonized over the speech he intended to deliver in Cape Town and had polished and re-polished it all the way from London with the help of Norman Brook, while his Private Secretary, Tim Bligh, had dropped hints that something special was to come. In the first part of his speech to the South African parliament, Macmillan drew elaborate historical parallels, going back to the breakup of the Roman Empire. Then, after paying fulsome compliments to South Africa for its development and courage in the two world wars, he approached his main theme, that African nationalism was unstoppable. Then, having spoken of the constant emergence of independent nations in Europe, he said:


Today the same thing is happening in Africa, and the most striking of all the impressions I have formed since I left London a month ago is the strength of this African national consciousness. In different places it takes different forms, but it is happening everywhere. The wind of change is blowing through this continent, and, whether we like it or not, this growth of national consciousness is a political fact. We must all accept it as a fact, and our national policies must take account of it.


Later in the speech Macmillan clearly dissociated Britain from the apartheid policies of South Africa. ‘It is a basic principle of our modern Commonwealth



that we respect each other’s sovereignty in matters of internal policy. At the same time we must recognize that in this shrinking world in which we live today the internal policies of one nation may have effects outside it.’ At the time, Macmillan’s audience was more impressed by his praise for South Africa than bothered by the wind of change. That, however, came later. The Daily Service (newspaper of the Action Group in Nigeria) commented: ‘The hypocrisy of advocating a non-racial policy in British colonies while conniving at the apartheid policy of South Africa is ripe for abandonment, and it was a good thing that Mr Macmillan chose South African soil to do a volte-face. Secondly Mr Macmillan has strengthened the confidence of African states and of all right-thinking people in the future of the Commonwealth. And thirdly, it is reasonable to hope that his address will lead to serious heart-searching and active re-thinking of policies in South Africa. For the knowledge that he is alone should have a sobering effect on Dr Verwoerd. Mr Macmillan has only one step more to take to instruct the British delegate at the United Nations to vote at all times against the policies from which the British Prime Minister has dissociated himself and his country.’22


Speaking in the South African budget debate of early March, Verwoerd said the process then taking place in Africa was well known in English as appeasement. The countries of the West were prepared to leave the white man in Africa in the lurch and tell him he should accept black majority rule. This would mean absorption of the whites by the black masses of Africa. He went on to say that Britain, the US and others should realize they were sacrificing the only real and stable friend of the West for something they could not achieve.


On 21 March 1960, as African crowds demonstrated against the pass system in many parts of South Africa, the police fired on the crowds at Sharpeville, Transvaal, and at Langa, Cape Province. At Sharpeville 69 Africans were killed and 182 wounded. According to the South African Department of External Affairs, the crowd at Sharpeville numbered 20,000, but press reports put it much lower at 3,000. Six Sabre jets and eight Harvard planes, as well as Saracen armoured cars, were used to intimidate the demonstrators. The local police commander, Colonel Pienaar, said: ‘It all started when hordes of natives surrounded the police station. My car was struck by a stone. If they do these things they must learn their lesson the hard way.’ A Johannesburg news photographer said, ‘I took pictures of more bloodshed than I have ever before seen in South Africa.’ Dr Verwoerd commended the police for the courageous, efficient way they handled the situation.23




ELSEWHERE ON THE CONTINENT


The United Nations General Assembly agreed unanimously to the holding of a second plebiscite for the British Cameroons between September 1960 and March 1961 in which the people would have a choice of either union with Nigeria or union with an independent (French) Cameroon. On 12 January 1960 the Mau Mau emergency in Kenya was brought to an end by the Governor’s proclamation. On 15 May Kenya’s African leaders decided to call on all African elected members to resign unless the Governor allowed them to visit Jomo Kenyatta, who had been chosen as president in exile of the new Kenya African National Union (KANU). The Republic of Somalia was formed on 1 July 1960 by the merger of the former British Somaliland Protectorate with the UN Trust Territory (the ex-Italian colony of Somalia). Britain had assumed control of the northern regions of Somalia in 1886 with the object of safeguarding the trade links with Aden, especially to ensure the supply of mutton, and to keep out other interested powers, especially France. Following the defeat of Italy in World War II, Italian Somaliland and Eritrea were placed under British control. In 1950 Italy had returned to Somalia as the Trusteeship authority to prepare the territory for self-rule by 1960. Similarly, Britain prepared what had been known as its ‘Cinderella of Empire’ for independence at the same time. The transition was effected smoothly.


In all the excitement of these dramatic years a number of Africans had risen to prominence as the independence struggles intensified. Some fell by the wayside in the sense that they never achieved power in their countries after independence while others became heads of state. Among the outstanding leaders were Boganda of the Central African Republic, Lumumba of the Congo, Danquah of the Gold Coast, Mboya of Kenya, Nasser of Egypt, Nkrumah of the Gold Coast, Kenyatta of Kenya, Awolowo of Nigeria, Touré of Guinea and Houphouët-Boigny of Côte d’Ivoire. Each of these men made their imprint upon the new Africa that was rising out of the old colonial system. Some such as Barthelemy Boganda (now largely forgotten) or Tom Mboya died before their time (Boganda was killed in an air crash, Mboya was assassinated). Others ruled their newly independent states briefly (the ill-fated Lumumba) or for many years (Kenyatta until he died of old age, Houphouët-Boigny into the 1990s) but all, in their different ways, were hero figures of the independence struggles that swept the continent at that time.


The triumphs of Black Nationalism, however, sparked off pressures for independence in the white south of the continent, where a different story was to unfold. Rebellions in the Portuguese territories – Angola 1961, Guinea-Bissau



1963, Mozambique 1964 – were to be met by years of repression and warfare. In 1958 Dr Verwoerd, the architect of ‘grand apartheid’, came to power in South Africa to preside over a country retreating steadily into isolation as its white minority attempted to stem the tide of history while Ian Smith and the Rhodesia Front attempted to do the same in Southern Rhodesia.


The rapid end of the European empires – British, French, Belgian and Portuguese – all in the course of a few years and all on the same continental landmass, where the affected territories were contiguous to one another, meant the creation of a power vacuum that was bound to lead to years of violence in the decades that followed as rival groups fought to gain control of the political prizes left by the departing colonial powers. None of the new states was economically strong and most were economic pygmies in world terms. Furthermore, as a later generation of leaders would discover, the inherited state structures were often fragile and gave little guarantee of stability against hungry power-mongers. The result was the phenomenon of the ‘failed state’ that emerged in the 1990s. These problems, however, lay in the future. The immediate reaction to the annus mirabilis of independence was one of joy: freedom had been achieved at last.


In the years that followed it was often suggested that independence had been granted too soon to countries that were not ready for it. When he was in Nigeria on his tour, Harold Macmillan asked the Governor-General, Sir James Robertson, whether the Nigerians were ready for independence. The Governor-General said the Nigerians were not ready and needed another 20 years but he still advised that independence should be granted in 1960. In response to Macmillan’s query as to why, he said that any attempt to hold on would alienate the intelligent who would rebel and have to be imprisoned so 20 years of repression would follow. Therefore they should be given independence at that time and begin to learn to rule themselves. It was a paternalist argument but it made sense. Another former imperial administrator, Sir John Johnston, said in 1988: ‘You can rule by force or by consent and consent can be pretty attenuated. But once consent is withdrawn, you can’t rule by force in the middle of the twentieth century, you’ve got to hand over.’ And another former colonial official, Sir Leslie Monson, quoted the succinct remark of Paul Marc Henri of the French Colonial Service: ‘You either shoot or you get out.’24
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CHAPTER ONE


Problems of Independence


At the beginning of the 1960s Africa was the world’s most precarious region, its vast geographic centre ‘empty’ of power, its northern and southern extremities (Algeria and South Africa) in the grip of forces that appeared irreconcilable to the rest of the continent. Its newly independent states with their fragile infrastructures and minuscule economies desperately required help, but help that would not be accompanied by political demands and ‘strings’. Political power depends upon economic strength, and economic strength was what Africa lacked. There were also complex psychological problems associated with independence: African nationalist leaders had to demand and take independence; they could never appear just to receive it. Moreover, the scars of colonialism ran deep for, as Nigeria’s Dr Azikiwe had said back in 1948: ‘My country groans under a system which makes it impossible for us to develop our personalities to the full.’ And as another young nationalist said to a European at this time: ‘You have never known what it is to live under colonialism. It’s humiliating.’


During the decade that followed the euphoria of 1960, two parallel searches took place. The first was for political stability, the best system to encompass the needs of the new societies; and the second was for economic growth and development, in most cases starting from tiny under-developed bases. The political leaders had, at once, to learn the art of compromise, both with the various forces that had been released in their new states and with the departing colonial powers. One view on the art or necessity for compromise comes from Frantz Fanon1:


This idea of compromise is very important in the phenomenon of decolonization, for it is very far from being a simple one. Compromise involves the colonial system, and the young nationalist bourgeoisie at one and the same time. The partisans of the colonial system discover that the masses may destroy everything. Blown-up bridges, ravaged farms,



repressions and fighting harshly disrupt the economy… Compromise is equally attractive to the nationalist bourgeoisie, who since they are not clearly aware of the possible consequences of the rising storm, are genuinely afraid of being swept away by this huge hurricane and never stop saying to the settler: ‘We are still capable of stopping the slaughter; the masses still have confidence in us; act quickly if you do not want to put everything in jeopardy.’


Fanon’s advice went unheeded in Algeria as it did in the Congo.


A more orthodox approach to Africa’s problems comes from the American academic, Gwendolyn Carter, who hoped that a united Africa could overcome some of the consequences of Balkanization: ‘African countries themselves are eager to have multilateral economic arrangements rather than bilateral ones, and they prefer United Nations aid to that from individual states.’ She advanced the idea that African countries should co-ordinate their efforts so as to avoid rivalry for aid and not play one donor off against another. This lofty idea never had a chance. She also suggested, on behalf of the West, that ‘In two other ways must we move if we are to give the new African states the opportunity to evolve in terms of their potentialities as well as of their aspirations: we must work to keep the Cold War out of Africa; and we must strive to settle our own racial problems and to aid the multiracial states in settling theirs.’ This did not happen either.2


Unsurprisingly, the leaders carried over into the new dimension of freedom their passionate anti-colonialism, not least because though they had achieved their political freedom they found themselves prisoners of their countries’ weakness and poverty. In any case, at the beginning of the 1960s, despite freedom for some, the continent was racked by explosive problems: in the north the bitter Algerian war was still being waged with one million colons supported by 500,000 French troops ranged against nine million Algerian Muslims; in central Africa the Congo was descending into chaos; in Angola Portuguese authority was being challenged as the long war of liberation got under way; and in South Africa, following Sharpeville, the white minority was entrenching its power for what was to be a 30-year struggle to maintain its control over the black majority. Another factor of immense importance was the way the British and French, the two principal departing colonial powers, would continue to behave after the independence of their African colonies had been achieved. They would continue to be guided by all the considerations that had impelled them to empire in the first place: the expansion of trade and investment, securing their interests, safeguarding their migrants in the territories of white settlement such as Kenya, the Rhodesias or South Africa, and their need in a



world where their power had been obviously diminished to retain what prestige and influence they could.


Another problem for Africa, one that had long preceded independence, was the absolute need to acquire an African personality, something that had been part of the imperative to decolonize. Guinea’s Sekou Touré spoke of the need to ‘reconstruct the African personality’ while others, and most notably Aimé Cesar and Leopold Senghor, had propounded the concept of negritude. And while Africans thought along such lines, outsiders were then developing their ideas of what the newly emerging Africa was about: ‘Everybody forms his own image of Africa in accordance with his preferences or his illusions rather than the realities.’3 In the preface to his book Voices of Negritude, the Afro-American Julio Finn says: ‘Negritude has been inextricably involved in a long, give-no-quarter war with colonialism and racism. And it is this which makes Negritude unique: it is the only artistic movement of modern times whose express creed is to redeem the spiritual and cultural values of a people… On the cultural level, Negritude vaunts the inimitability of Black civilization; on the human level, it proclaims the innate dignity and beauty of the race – the right of Black peoples proudly to cast their shadows in the sunlight.’4


The fact that the concept of negritude had to be propagated is in itself an indictment of the colonial system and explains the depths of the humiliations for which that system was responsible. As Senghor put it, independent Africa wished to assimilate with the rest of the world in its own way: ‘What all these distinguished minds want, whether they are Westerners or Easterners, is to superimpose a European civilization upon us, to impregnate us with it in the name of universality. Hence exotic peoples such as ourselves would be eternally condemned to be not the producers but the consumers of civilization.’5 Thus, forging a sense of shared nationality was a primary post-independence task.


Despite the annus mirabilis of independence, much opinion in the West, especially among the colonial powers, was against it; or, perhaps more accurately, felt that if independence had to come the question then was how these new states could best be controlled. At the time the imperial powers had a straight choice: either to assist the African revolution by lending their technical skills and capital; or to stand alongside the white racialists. Many new opportunities opened up to the African leadership at this time, yet many of the old structures and habits remained firmly in place. Indeed, some of the constraints on freedom were worse than they had been before independence because of the Cold War and the reluctance of the imperial powers fully to relinquish control. The ex-imperial powers and the other industrial democracies were prepared to co-operate with the new Third World countries but only in ways which would do as little as possible to undermine the existing distribution



of power and influence within international society, and that constraining approach was to last down to the twenty-first century.


The truth is that it is not neutralism or socialism that the West distrusts, as much as independence. And there is a peculiar anger displayed by the West when an African state flexes its independence. In part it is the anger of disappointment, of an affronted service. The West knows what is best for an Africa that it governed so long, bringing peace and law and order and the ceaseless productive demands of the modern world; to reject its standards, its institutions, its continuing supervision is not just stupidity, it is ingratitude.6


For Britain and France, the relationship with their ex-colonies posed the question as to how, in a fiercely competitive world, they could transform the legacies of pre-eminence and empire from liabilities to assets.


The departing colonialists assumed that their former subjects should accept their values (they still do). Britain left behind mimic institutions – whether in the field of education or politics – and believed that democracy to the African politicians meant a British form of democracy with all its institutional trappings. As Britain found that it had no empire, there followed an emotional reaction accompanied by the assumption that former colonial subjects would remain subservient in outlook to British leadership. ‘The British people tended to judge African events by exclusively British values. The euphoria, which grew during the 1950s as Britain was thought to be adopting a magnanimous policy of voluntarily ending her imperial powers and setting up miniature Westminsters all over Africa, quickly evaporated… It was assumed that these British institutions would continue to reflect the glory of the British political system.’7 In fact Britain and France, by resisting African advance, were denying the roots of their own democracy. For France, total withdrawal from Africa represented an even greater defeat than for Britain since Africa by the 1960s remained the only area of the world where France retained sufficient influence so as to guarantee its claims to middle-power status in the international system.


Speaking on behalf of Africa, Fanon said: ‘Humanity is waiting for something other from us than such an imitation [of Europe], which would be almost an obscene caricature. If we want to turn Africa into a new Europe, and America into a new Europe, then let us leave the destiny of our countries to Europeans. They will know how to do it better than the most gifted among us.’8 He added that it is always easier to proclaim rejection than actually to reject. Writing at the height of the Cold War, Fanon argued that other (non-African) countries of the Third World tried to overcome their problems of poverty by



using their strategic positions – one that accorded them a privileged position in the struggle between the two blocs – to conclude treaties and give undertakings with the result that the ‘former dominated country becomes an economically dependent country’. It was not to be long before many African countries had become hopelessly economically dependent.


The 1960s, understandably, was the decade for blaming colonialism as the new leaders came up against constraints that inhibited their actions or found they could not easily escape from the patterns of the past. The colonial system had been concerned only with certain forms of wealth and only with those resources that provisioned its own industrial and commercial growth. As a result the departing colonial powers left their colonies in economic strait-jackets, designed to ensure that they continued providing the resources – primary products – that the metropolitan powers required. At the same time, blaming colonialism was also convenient: to do so got governments off the hook when they had made mistakes and provided political leaders with an exciting basis for rousing rhetoric. The human haemorrhage inflicted on Africa by the slave trade, which has been estimated at a loss of between 60 and 150 million Africans, remained the greatest indictment of the Afro-European relationship; the African continent which in the eighteenth century had about the same population as Europe had been reduced by 1960 to only a twelfth of Europe’s population.


René Dumont, the French agronomist, examined the failures due to the historical framework in which independence took place. In most cases, for example, African states, which had been carved out of the continent during the European ‘scramble’ are not based on either geography or ethnic unity but, instead, are the result of the rivalry of the European powers at the end of the nineteenth century. Further, Dumont argued, the inherited imperial institutions, administrative structures and education systems were to lose most of their relevance once independence had been achieved. Above all, the Balkanized state of Africa at independence required regional co-operation, especially if economic progress was to be achieved and the existing divisions, especially those between Anglophone and Francophone Africa, did not assist this process.


Demands for equality, the desire to be treated as the white civil servants that were made by the rising elites prior to independence, meant that these elites were widely separated from the masses they were to rule once independence had been achieved. As the new governments accepted much-needed economic aid from the former metropolitan powers they also had to determine how the aid should be used and here they came in contact with a new breed from the former colonial power, the ubiquitous aid experts, many of whom defended and built upon the colonial record and opposed any deviation from ground rules for



development that had already been established. In any case, in terms of the size of their economies, most African countries at independence were hardly viable and therefore were unable to sustain self-supporting development according to the European model.9 If the economic shackles left by the colonial systems were to be changed this should have been attempted at once when the charismatic leaders were at the height of their influence and popularity. Unfortunately, they were almost all concerned to follow Nkrumah’s advice and seek first control of the political kingdom, and those who later turned their attention to economic control found that the inherited strait-jacket had been substantially tightened.


The African states that emerged to independence during the 1960s did so at the height of the Cold War and were warned about the dangers of Communism by the West. Unsurprisingly, in the circumstances, the African response was that if the West, represented by the departing colonial powers, was so opposed to it, Communism must have something to offer them! And so the 1960s witnessed the departure of the colonial powers, at least in their ruling capacity, and the arrival of the USSR and its allies as the purveyors of alternative aid. Marxism had played an important role as an instrument of resistance as well as a symbol of Soviet successes, but as a social philosophy it made little real headway in Africa for it was contrary to the orientations of traditional thought. The Soviet impact was first felt in Africa at the time of Suez and subsequently when Russia had provided aid in West Africa, especially to Ghana, Guinea and Mali. In the early 1960s, however, Russian influence in Africa met with fierce competition from China following the split between the two Communist giants. In 1961, for example, a Soviet trade delegation to Lagos and other approaches to Senegal, Dahomey (Benin), Niger and Upper Volta (Burkina Faso) were rebuffed, and in 1962, despite earlier aid to Guinea (which had included the extension of the runway at Conakry airport), Sekou Touré refused permission for Soviet planes to use the country as a halfway fuelling stop during the Cuban missile crisis.


At the Afro-Asian People’s Solidarity Organisation (AAPSO) conference held at Moshi, Tanzania, in February 1962, the split between the USSR and China became apparent as they argued about aid to Africa, prompting President Nyerere, the host, to issue a warning about a ‘second scramble for Africa’; he said that both the rich capitalist countries and the ‘rich socialist countries’ were using their wealth not to wipe out poverty but to gain might and prestige. Nonetheless, China and the Soviet Union vied with each other in their offers of aid and by the end of 1963 Soviet credits to Ghana, Guinea and Mali had exceeded Chinese promises by US$100 million while China was importing only one third the amount imported by Russia from the same three countries. Then, at the Sixth AAPSO meeting in Algiers during March 1964 the Chinese onslaught on the USSR was so vitriolic that it led to an open rebuke from the



African delegates that China risked splitting Afro-Asian ranks. The USSR was learning the limitations that constrained the ‘progressive’ African states and the extent to which they could turn to it for assistance, and those who argued that the USSR would be able to help progressive leadership overcome imperialist subversion exaggerated either the power or the determination of the USSR. The relative ability of the USSR as opposed to the Western powers to intervene in Africa on behalf of its allies or protégés was illustrated to its disadvantage when in 1964 the armies of East Africa mutinied and Britain sent troops to restore order, or when the ousted President M’ba of Gabon was able to call on French paratroopers to restore him to power; on the other hand, when Nkrumah was overthrown in Ghana, or Keita in Mali, the USSR was unable or unwilling to come to their assistance.


During the 1960s the USSR became a modest supplier of arms in Africa and as such remained no more than a marginal great power in relation to the continent. Its real impact as an arms supplier would come in the 1970s, especially in relation to Ethiopia and Angola. The state of relations between the USSR and Africa in reality depended upon two factors: the enthusiasm of the Soviet Union and the receptiveness of the partner and by and large both the enthusiasm and receptiveness were on a moderate scale during the 1960s and, despite Western propaganda about Soviet penetration of the continent, nowhere did the USSR impose a presence on an unwilling African partner. The USSR sought diplomatic and economic recognition everywhere but was not engaged in Communist subversion: that was largely a figment of Western imagination. Membership of the Communist camp may have been the theory but the practice was big power pragmatism. ‘There is no evidence of the single minded pursuit of well considered objectives that form the backbone of the “Communist subversion” arguments.’10 What the 1960s witnessed was little more than a modest advance of Soviet influence in Africa.


Many of the newly independent African states proclaimed foreign policies that veered to the left as though this would compensate for the lack of necessary internal reforms. The rhetoric of socialism was really meaningless when the elites enjoyed European standards while the majority of the population continued to live on a scale of one fifteenth or more below their elite leaders. The end of empires left a series of power vacuums across Africa and those leaders who succeeded in replacing the departing imperial rulers proved exceedingly reluctant to let go once they had control of the levers of power and, notwithstanding all the demands for democracy that they had levelled at the colonial authorities prior to independence, were more concerned to entrench themselves and their supporters in permanent control than ever they were to have a genuine democratic dialogue with the masses. Thus, many members of



the small elites that had provided the vanguard of the independence struggles now installed themselves in place of the departing whites and assumed all their privileges, although without justifying this by either work or dedication in building their new societies. As René Dumont claimed: ‘Too many African elites have interpreted independence as simply meaning that they could move into the jobs and enjoy the privileges of the Europeans.’ It then became necessary to decolonize these new leaders themselves. There was for these new elites another very African problem, which they had to face. This concerned the African tradition of hospitality and the expectation of poor relatives that those with jobs would find them places or keep them. Sometimes the descent of parasitic kin upon someone who did have a job deprived the wage or salary earner of any chance to invest his money or use it for himself and his immediate family, and pressures of this kind often forced those who were employed to seek a post in another part of the country so as to escape the attentions and demands of tribal kin. Western accusations of nepotism against members of the new elites, including the top political figures, often ignored what could be overwhelming pressures from kin, however distant in a Western sense; if a man did have influence, the easiest way to rid himself of what could be an intolerable burden was to obtain posts for them.


The fruits of office have always beguiled even those who began as dedicated revolutionaries. Arguably, the greatest achievement of the colonial powers was to create a brainwashed elite whose members felt more at home in the metropolitan countries than in their own and who, at home, wanted all the appurtenances of Western culture and material comforts at the expense of indigenous African style. Meanwhile, the steady movement to the towns of young men seeking a better future denuded the countryside of its most able people while, all too often, those who reached the towns did not find work but instead ended up in the shanty towns that rapidly mushroomed round the principal cities. While this human drama was taking place, political leaders felt impelled to construct what were seen as the essential hallmarks of an independent nation: monuments to national heroes, new stadiums, conference halls, luxury hotels to accommodate visiting dignitaries, presidential palaces if the residence of the former governor was not considered grand enough, while motorways and new airlines or grandiose industrial ventures such as steel mills provided the outward show of an independent state even though the workers and peasants found they were little if at all better off. Such extravagances were, perhaps, inevitable, an expression of African personality at the highly visible state level. After all, the struggle for independence had been aimed at eliminating expatriate privilege, which was the symbol of colonial subjugation since the alien enjoyed a lifestyle so far removed from that available to the



Africans over whom he ruled. Yet one of the great post-independence ironies was the extent to which this situation did not change: foreign business and commercial personnel, as well as the rapidly growing body of aid experts and representatives of international organizations, flourished as never before, enjoying an expatriate lifestyle that would rarely be within their grasp in their home countries. The enjoyment of the fruits of independence was understandable and yet ‘It would be dangerous, however, if enjoyment of the fruits and wines of power were to cause the enormous and urgent tasks to be forgotten’.11 And soon the radical, dissenting student would appear on the scene demanding ‘fewer foreign cars and more rice’.


There was a tendency in both Britain and France at this time to argue that they had taken centuries to evolve their political systems and Africa could hardly be expected to reach the same position overnight. In part this was arrogance; in part an unconscious admission that they had done very little to prepare their colonies for independence; and finally a genuine realization of the enormity of the tasks facing the new rulers. In any case, African countries had to be free and only then could they construct institutions and devise systems that answered their needs. The charismatic leaders who had led their countries to independence quickly had to learn how to deal with new opposition from within, as opposed to the old external colonial enemy. Such opposition could be based on sectoral or separatist ambitions and this raised the question of whether such opposition should be given a chartered liberty to disrupt, entrench disunity or replace the new government. It was only possible for the departing British and French to leave behind what they knew: that is, replicas of their own systems. They could not bequeath something ‘made for Africans’ even had it been more appropriate since that would have been seen as insulting.12 Obafemi Awolowo of Nigeria said that any Western tendency to excuse deviations from democracy was only another insulting colonialist assumption that Africans were too primitive and barbaric to conduct what he called ‘this beneficent and ennobling form of government’. That, however, is exactly what the Western powers would do through the years of the Cold War when it suited them to ignore the principles they claimed to believe for reasons of realpolitik.


Almost without exception African leaders immediately before and after independence were immersed in the political process to the exclusion of all else. They might speak eloquently of their country’s development needs; in practice they were entrenching their political power and, given the struggle that had preceded independence and the fragile bases upon which that independence rested, this was perhaps not surprising. It meant, however, that huge opportunities were lost for ever. As Frantz Fanon said, ‘Everything can be explained to the people, on the single condition that you really want them to



understand’, an aphorism that ought to be on a plaque in the office of every leader worldwide. Meanwhile, one of the first problems to face the new leadership, parties aligned themselves with tribes so that it became the tribe that made itself into a party. Nkrumah once said that only three or four members of his entourage were capable of understanding what ‘is going on’ in the area of economic and political change. As for the masses that gave the government its power, they had literally been seduced. They shouted ‘Freedom, Freedom, Freedom!’ which for them meant freedom to be African without shame.


Following independence, a number of countries such as Ghana, Nigeria and Kenya practised Westminster-style multiparty systems, although it was not long before these were modified, while in the Francophone territories single-party regimes with highly concentrated presidential systems were installed. In both cases, it soon became apparent, these systems were liable to be overthrown by the military: either when they broke down, for whatever cause, or more simply because power-hungry soldiers saw an opportunity to seize control. Where the presidential form of government emerged (at first especially in Francophone Africa) the president as head of state and head of government possessed overriding powers and he also ruled the dominant and often, by law, the sole party. In a number of countries such as Côte d’Ivoire, Dahomey (Benin), Niger or Upper Volta (Burkina Faso) the constitutions were virtually identical and the president held exclusive executive power.13 As the one-party system of government emerged to replace the bequeathed colonial systems, African leaders sought justifications for the changeover to presidential or one-party rule. They argued that the single party reflected a basic consensus among populations of both individual countries and the continent as a whole in order that they might better tackle the tasks of national reconstruction and development that needed so urgently to be addressed. The argument ran as follows: ‘In the anti-colonial period the mass nationalist party had been an expression of the united needs of the African people to struggle against colonialism. In the post-colonial era, once the colonialists had gone, there was no remaining division between rulers and ruled, and therefore no need for conflicting parties.’14 Why create an opposition when all were, or should be, united in a new national solidarity? It was a neat theory but it assumed too much. The single party, it was claimed, should represent all shades of opinion. The multiparty system, on the other hand, was repudiated since it was open to manipulation and misuse by regional or tribal interests or was liable to be subverted by neo-colonialist pressures. Such a political theory opened the way for the dominant group in the single party to control and if necessary suppress the minority groups or interests.


By the mid-1960s the one-party system had become the predominant form of government in Africa and institutions of government had been transformed into



instruments to serve the party and the ruling elite and by presumption the people. The mass mobilization parties to be found in Ghana, Guinea or Mali at this time did aim to transform the inherited political systems and economies. The more elite parties were conservative and tribalist. The mass parties were radical and espoused ‘scientific’ socialism while the conservative parties said they stood for ‘African’ socialism. No one at this stage claimed to be capitalist whatever actual policies may have been pursued. Much effort went into the search for a political system that could deal with the challenges faced by the new political leadership. These included fragile state structures, tribal divisions, ambitious politicians who had been excluded from the new power structures, military establishments that were soon to understand their strength in relation to weak political systems and the demands of unity in the face of economic underdevelopment and political inexperience. It became plain in state after state that the inherited political traditions passed on from Britain and France were not the answer. Instead, inexorably, Africa’s leaders moved towards the creation of the one-party state and the military moved towards the coup. It may be a matter of debate as to which came first, but once the one-party state structure was in place the coup became the natural alternative to the ballot box election. The move towards the one-party state began prior to independence for though during the struggle political militants had argued for the formulation of programmes for the future, yet ‘under the pretext of safeguarding national unity, the leaders categorically refused to attempt such a task. The only worthwhile dogma, it was repeatedly stated, is the union of the nation against colonialism’.15 In retrospect it is truly remarkable how Frantz Fanon foretold at the beginning of the 1960s so many of the problems that would bedevil Africa in the years to come, and the following passage is worth quoting at length.


In these poor, under-developed countries, where the rule is that the greatest wealth is surrounded by the greatest poverty, the army and the police constitute the pillars of the regime; an army and a police force (another rule which must not be forgotten) which are advised by foreign experts. The strength of the police force and the power of the army are proportionate to the stagnation in which the rest of the nation is sunk. By dint of yearly loans, concessions are snatched up by foreigners; scandals are numerous, ministers grow rich, their wives doll themselves up, the members of parliament feather their nests and there is not a soul down to the simple policeman or the customs officer who does not join in the great procession of corruption.16


Exploitation by the new rulers leads to contempt for the state and discontent



among the masses. In turn, this leads the regime to become harsher and, in the absence of any parliamentary checks upon the ruler, it is the army that becomes the national arbiter. And so the new Africa faced a political paradox: that with the coming of the one-party state and military rule the freedom that had just been gained in the independence struggle might be lost again.


Altogether some 26 military coups were executed during the independence decade of the 1960s, to set a pattern that would continue for a further two decades. The coup became the crucial, most frequent means of effecting political change or of preserving a system that favoured a particular elite and coups were mounted against every kind of system. The countries affected by coups included Algeria, Burundi, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Congo (Kinshasa), Dahomey (Benin), Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea (unsuccessful), Lesotho, Mali, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Togo, Uganda and Upper Volta (Burkina Faso) and they were mounted against both Western-style parliamentary governments and those committed to social revolution. According to Ruth First: ‘The wave of coups d’état and the range of governments affected by them suggested that political instability was the expression of profound and generalized economic problems and social conflict, and that many seemingly dissimilar political systems shared an incipient state of crisis because political independence alone had not enabled Africa to break the circle of dependence that was the condition of colonialism.’ Some coups were pay strikes by soldiers acting like trade unions. Some were the army stepping in to keep a particular regime in power. Some were by sections of the army identifying with sections of the political spectrum. A number of coups were met by counter-coups that demonstrated the conflicts within the armies themselves so that, for example, senior officers would be pitched against junior officers, or NCOs would be pitched against officers. Whatever first prompted these army coups, once armies had stepped into the political arena they became competitors for power in their own interest.


This endless succession of coups in the first 10 years of the independence era suggested several things: that the bequeathed systems did not work for the new states; that a variety of underlying tensions threatened to tear the new societies apart; that the African choice was for strong central government; that a system of power pillage (later to be exemplified by Mobutu in the Congo – Zaïre) had been released by independence. Increasingly, therefore, African politicians sought how to regularize the new one-party systems and give them a permanent stamp of legitimacy. There appeared to be both a rejection of democracy by the political leaders and, at first at least, an acquiescence in this rejection by the mass of the people. Were the justifications for the one-party state – the desire for unity, the imperative of concentrating upon development, the need for strong



central government to counter tribalism – also justifications for military take-overs? In Tanzania Julius Nyerere was able to create a one-party state structure that was not taken over by the military; he did so by ensuring a real measure of democracy that gave electors a choice of candidates within the one-party system. What is undisputed is that by the end of the decade the concept of the one-party state had been accepted in a majority of African countries while the military coup had also come to be seen, in many if not all one-party states, as the means of changing the government or the head of state. Freedom, nevertheless, was contagious and while more perceptive politicians and intellectuals saw the dangers and limitations of the one-party system, the people at large were sufficiently enamoured of the sense that at last colonialism had passed and that they were ‘free’ that they were prepared to accept all-powerful leaders in control of one-party systems. For a time at least the political leaders who had fought the colonialists and emerged as the first presidents of their newly independent countries enjoyed great popularity. Such popularity, however, would wear off sharply as continuing poverty reminded the mass of the people that their expectations had not been met. And as disillusion grew so the politicians began to fear the people whom they saw needed to be kept constantly in check – by increasingly hollow claims about the need for unity and the external threats to African development or, in the last resort, by the police. The party, meanwhile, acted as a barometer of public opinion and as an information service for the government. Opposition parties were banned and persistent opponents of the regime imprisoned and sometimes liquidated while elections for the single party achieved uniformly high turnouts.


In his seminal work False Start in Africa Dumont examined the one-party system from both the political and development angles.


The one-party system helps avoid the spectacle of parties out-doing each other with extravagant campaign promises; but this can occur anyway. And the system tends towards the abuse of power by the ruling group, if there is no minimum opposition to make its protests heard. To be truly acceptable and effective, the party must have a real popular base, organize the peasants, and help them to stand up for themselves; their complaints must be heard by the government. The system should facilitate the ‘dialogue’, between the base and the summit, in both directions: first, to transmit to the peasants the provisions of the plan and necessary crop and economic disciplines; and also to find out what the peasants think of it, what they need to carry it out, and what organizations are best able to put all of them to work.17




At the beginning of 1961, following the annus mirabilis of independence, 27 African countries were independent. Thereafter, the pace was slower: two in 1961 – Sierra Leone and Tanganyika; four in 1962 – Algeria, Burundi, Rwanda and Uganda; two in 1963 – Kenya and Zanzibar; two in 1964 – Malawi and Zambia; one in 1965 – The Gambia; two in 1966 – Botswana and Lesotho; three in 1968 – Equatorial Guinea, Mauritius and Swaziland; so that by the end of the decade there were 43 independent African states. Of these states Algeria, Burundi, Sierra Leone, Uganda, Zanzibar, Lesotho and Equatorial Guinea were to undergo coups before the decade was over. Kenya, Malawi, Tanganyika (later Tanzania) and Zambia would become one-party states (without the assistance of their armies) and in the case of Tanzania under Nyerere would provide the intellectual as well as the practical justification for adopting such a system. The Gambia, which became independent under a coalition government led by Sir Dawda Jawara, was to enjoy a long period of stable government under a multiparty system, as would Botswana and Mauritius. Swaziland, under its semi-feudal system, enjoyed what might be described as limited democracy until its King carried out his own coup in the 1970s.


Whatever the systems they opted for, the new African rulers had to deal with problems of immense poverty and their people’s huge expectations that, once freedom had been enjoyed, independence would mean a better standard of life. The majority of rulers tackled questions of structure first (at least in the sense of exercising control over the political system) and then turned to development.


A primary objective was to Africanize the civil service and here the problems were intensely personal as well as political. In the immediate pre-independence period there had been the returning student who had proved himself academically only to find that he was downgraded and paid less back at home than the white expatriate, or failed to get a job at all. The resulting bitterness rankled. One result of this kind of situation was that no new government could reduce civil service salaries as the economy in most cases required. Another problem that reflected the snobberies of the colonial systems that had just passed was that Africans were loath to take jobs as technicians or tradesmen. They wanted desk jobs. Thus, when Africans began to take over the senior jobs they expected also to receive all the same symbols, such as secluded housing and cars, that had pertained to colonial officials so that in a traditionally egalitarian society, European class barriers were introduced that set the civil service apart as a class. When raised to a senior appointment, for example, an African civil servant at once obtained a government loan to purchase a car for this was required by the status of the job rather than foregone because of the state of the economy. ‘It was inevitable that as local persons invaded the senior ranks of the service, their emoluments should bear a close relation to those of their expatriate colleagues in



the same or similar posts. This had a distorting effect on the whole of the salary structure.’18 Meanwhile, rapid constitutional advancement or change in the new states outstripped the development of many institutions including the civil service. All governments recognized the need for a sound, efficient, loyal and stable civil service and gave high priority to its reconstruction and development. But, as with everything else, money was in short supply and corners had to be cut.


There was a quite different political problem. Thus, the British concept of a civil servant not identifying himself with any political party, so as to respond to the policies of the party in power, came under heavy fire in those countries that became one-party states, where the concept of an impartial civil service was abandoned in favour of loyalty to the ruling party. Sometimes, too, ministers did not understand the responsibilities of their top civil servants and would attack them for acts performed in their official capacities. Most civil services in any case are hierarchical and the general European pattern required a high university education for its senior members. But in some new states there were demands that posts should be open to civil servants who lacked university education provided they had the necessary ability to work their way up through the ranks. The British approach differed from that of the French. Although it was proposed that colonial civil servants should be put on a permanent basis with careers, emoluments and pensions guaranteed by the British government and that they should then be seconded on request to the new governments to help maintain existing services, this was not followed through. Furthermore, the British made the new governments responsible for paying compensation to the departing civil servants, a requirement that was deeply resented. France, on the other hand, did better. Its Overseas Service was kept in being with salaries and career prospects guaranteed. The members of the service were then offered under technical assistance to the newly independent states. Other expedients were tried in the run-up to independence: these included job-splitting, promotion on trial, paying less attention to the possession of formal certificates of education or allowing senior Africans to shadow the expatriate whose job they would soon assume. Some of these expedients worked better than others but the need to Africanize the civil service, the speed at which in most cases it was carried out and the lack of experience of the incoming Africans presented huge problems during the initial years of independence.


There was much debate about the educational systems that the colonial powers had left and the extent to which these were appropriate for the new states. Apart from the incongruencies of lessons that referred to ‘our ancestors the Gauls’ the real argument, often stressed too much by the departing British and French, was that their African subjects had wanted the same education that they themselves had enjoyed, even though this assumed a perpetuation of



colonial values. The situation might have been different had the original intention of the colonial powers been – what they often claimed – to prepare their subjects for independence. As Dumont claimed, present education obstructs progress. ‘For most African children, in town and country alike, school represents above all a means of entering the elite class. Even in the most backward areas of the bush everyone has grasped the fact that the official with clean hands earns more and works much less.’19 Inherent in this statement by an outsider, although one deeply sympathetic to African independence and development, is the assumption that every African wants to do what will best assist national development. Every African, like people the world over, wanted to improve his own lot and that of his family.


The concept of development as applied to the newly independent countries led to a number of assumptions about people’s behaviour that simply do not operate in a normal society whether such a society is rich or poor. Development is an abstract concept of governments or aid donors. Ordinary people concentrate upon their own needs and ambitions: the politicians about how to rule and stay on top, the elite how to enjoy the best possible lifestyle, the majority about survival and bread. Meanwhile, the real problems of education were those of scarcity: there were not enough schools; where schools existed there were insufficient teachers and lack of equipment; there was never enough money for a full educational programme and, in any case, a national education programme encompassing primary and secondary education for all takes many years to create, even with a reasonable starting base, and few colonies had more than that. Then came the question of higher education – technical colleges or universities. Although every new state wanted its university, politicians learnt early the threats that could be posed by unruly students. Most important of all at independence was the simple lack of enough people in almost all fields with the skills required to make the system work efficiently. The Congo in 1960 – the legacy of a deliberate Belgian policy – had only a reputed 14 university graduates out of a population of fourteen million; and Botswana in 1966 had 26 sixth formers. The lack of skilled personnel meant the necessity of importing aid personnel under technical assistance programmes and though these were forthcoming and their ranks were swelled by the sudden proliferation of non-government (volunteer) organizations (NGOs) providing young people of doubtful skills, such as the British Voluntary Service Overseas (VSO) or the American Peace Corps, these represented no more than a short-term gap-filling expedient. The crucial consideration was how long it would take before the indigenous education system would be able to produce graduates or other trained people at a level that would begin to meet national requirements.


Tribalism presented a range of political problems that were acute before



independence and threatened political structures after it had been achieved. During the 1960s, in particular, African leaders shied away from using the word tribe at all and tried to persuade their people to think of themselves for the first time, and only, as Kenyans or Zambians. A principal justification for the one-party state was to prevent the alternative of a multiparty structure whose different parties would be appropriated by rival tribes and so would perpetuate tribal rivalries. But the pretence that tribes could be subsumed in a greater nationalism was doomed to failure. They were and remain a necessary calculation in politics throughout Africa. Colonialism, in any case, had exacerbated tribal antagonisms and suspicions. ‘The frontiers generally correspond neither to language nor indigenous tradition, but to nineteenth-century European rivalries or mere subsequent administrative convenience; they bisect some tribes with a long history of antagonism. It is the tribe that largely held popular allegiance before, and if it has a rival now – one, indeed, of persistently mounting appeal – it is much less the nation than the race. And how should this not be so?’20


Early in the independence era political leaders made plain that they expected the press to support the government; they became easily offended or vindictive when uncomplimentary reports were published about their policies or doings, however fair such reports may have been. Before long, leading newspapers had been acquired, either directly by the state or by the ruling party, and these at least became mouthpieces of the official line while editors quickly learnt how far they could go before they risked some form of reprisal, reprimand or worse from the government. ‘The politicians have put forward several excuses to back up their demand for a “moderate” and “co-operative” press in Africa. “Africa needs all the energies of her sons and daughters for nation-building and therefore cannot afford the luxury of encouraging dissident newspapers” is one excuse.’21 Such attitudes represented one of the earliest indications that opposition, whether of parties or of opinions, was likely to receive short shrift in the new Africa. The classic 1960s approach to the press came from the Information Minister of Ghana in 1962:


The African journalist is fully conscious of the responsibility that rests on the shoulders of Africa’s new journalists – that of keeping the people informed of the new developments in the country, the continent and the world; exposing imperialism and neo-colonialist machinations; projecting the African personality and contributing to the African liberation struggle and building of African unity.


The new African journalist keeps cheap sensationalism out of his duties and lays emphasis on the positive things that go to help in building the new



Africa – he does not relish the stories which do no credit to the advancement and education of the people.


This Orwellian description of a nationalist paragon of journalistic rectitude does credit to the Minister’s imagination if not to reality; behind it, however, is the mailed fist. Journalists in the new Africa were expected to toe the party line.


Writing at the beginning of the 1960s when the world had become conscious, as never before, of the gaps between rich and poor, a gap that was emphasized by the rapid appearance of new African states, many of which had gross national products the equivalent of the income of a medium-sized British or French city, René Dumont argued prophetically:


Two separate worlds are forming; soon they will have nothing in common, and they may one day confront one another even more tragically than East and West. The idea that an American businessman’s son and the son of a Congolese or Indian peasant have an ‘equal opportunity’ at birth cannot be seriously entertained. The rich world calls itself the free world, and thereby thinks that its conscience is clear; but a ‘defence’ of liberty which is allied with defence of privileged status is fairly suspect.22


Meanwhile, the ex-imperial powers instructed the new African leaders and people to work selflessly for development – something never achieved in Europe – and then complained when they failed to do so.


It was during the 1960s that the world really learnt about development: Western governments established aid ministries, NGOs came into being in order to send volunteers to work in under-developed countries, universities set up departments to study development problems, and aid and development became a growth industry while newly independent countries were invaded by experts, both invited and uninvited, to tell them how to deal with their problems. African leaders saw that they were in an economic strait-jacket and obliged to use the economic channels that had been created by the colonial regimes for their own ends. How to break this pattern was (and remains) a crucial test of independence. Was it possible, for example, to change the nature of a country’s exports, and not just their destination, in the sense of finding new, non-traditional markets? If the new states were to achieve even a modicum of economic independence they required capital at all levels, technicians, engineers, skilled mechanics – in fact trained personnel for just about every occupation conceivable. And, realistically, they knew they could not do this on their own. They needed help, and help in the form of aid, whether financial or as technical assistance, came only at a price. The price was to maintain the economic strait-jackets



left in place by the departing colonial powers. The question of the value of aid, or of the damage it can inflict, will recur throughout this book. In the 1960s there was still a belief in some quarters in the donor countries that the right injection of aid would enable countries to reach the point of take-off while most African leaders saw aid as a right, a necessary compensation for past exploitation. In order to obtain the help they needed, the new African leadership was obliged to make up to the capitalist countries of the West – and sometimes to the Communist countries of the East – and they soon learnt to play one side off against the other in their search for assistance.


As aid began to flow the recipient governments had to decide how to use it. A gulf soon appeared since ‘The overwhelming majority of nationalist parties show a deep distrust towards the people of the rural areas’. Fanon, indeed, saw the process of aid as a debilitating one that would always threaten true independence:


The economic channels of the young State sink back inevitably into neocolonialism lines. The national economy, formerly protected, is today literally controlled. The budget is balanced through loans and gifts, while every three or four months the chief ministers themselves or else their governmental delegations come to the erstwhile mother countries or elsewhere, fishing for capital.23


Education in the colonies had essentially been for the elites, modelled on British and French university systems, and it had paid scant attention to anything to do with development let alone development needs at the lower levels of society. As a result the formulation of development plans was given over, almost entirely, to foreigners, the new breed of experts who became the ubiquitous expression of ongoing Western interest in the new states of Africa. Such foreigners had a sufficiently difficult task establishing a relationship with the political leadership that was all the more suspicious of them because it needed them so badly. The same experts made no contact with the mass of the people; neither did they learn, even at second hand, what those masses might see as development priorities. While development plans were being forged the new governments had to face the rising expectations of the people who had voted them into power and at least appear to be doing something to meet those expectations. And though Ghana’s Nkrumah and Guinea’s Touré had attempted, with considerable success, to break the pattern of ongoing dependence upon the West, most of Africa, either willingly or unwillingly, found it was unable to do so.


A final problem, one whose repercussions would last through to the end of the century, was the question of white racialism and the white settler enclaves.



These included Algeria, Congo (Kinshasa), Kenya, Southern Rhodesia, Angola, Mozambique and South Africa, while smaller white minorities were to be found in about a dozen other countries. In Kenya the Mau Mau rebellion of the 1950s was more than the settlers could cope with on their own, with the result that British forces were sent to the colony to deal with the rebellion. This return of the imperial factor meant that, although Mau Mau was defeated, the possibility of a universal declaration of independence (UDI) by the settlers had also been pre-empted and at independence the 45,000 settlers were forced to come to terms with the reality of black majority rule. Further south, however, the white rearguard action was to be fierce and brutal, lasting until 1994 when Nelson Mandela became the first black president of South Africa, and lingering beyond that date with the latent conflict between white and black surfacing in Zimbabwe at the very end of the century. Given the history of white settlement in Africa, these rearguard actions were to be expected. What made them infinitely more dangerous, threatening the entire relationship of Africa with the former colonial powers, was the determined and deeply hypocritical way in which the West, and most notably Britain, defended blatant racism at the United Nations and elsewhere as long as it was remotely possible to do so.


Western racial attitudes became clear from 1960 onwards in the reporting of the Congo (Kinshasa) crisis: black atrocities against whites were always emphasized and the death of one white was given more attention than the deaths of hundreds of blacks, while the repeated use of such phrases as semi-civilized rulers, petty kingdoms or barbarism became stock usage for reporting from the Congo. White atrocities, especially by the mercenaries, and the fact of ruthless white intervention to destroy a government that did not suit Western interests, were ignored, glossed over or represented as necessary measures to restore law and order. Africans were soon appalled by the overt double standards: black racism wherever it appeared was denounced, white racism in Rhodesia, Angola or South Africa was inverted to become ‘upholding civilized values’. Margery Perham, whose study of colonial Africa and support for African independence, earned her the invitation to give the BBC Reith Lectures of 1961, said of South Africa: ‘They have their backs to the wall, but they dare not turn to read the writing on it. Yet all the rest of the world can read it. Their state rests upon the foundation of absolute power over the black population.’ She certainly did not foretell the manner in which Britain over the coming years would use its influence and power through the Commonwealth or in the United Nations to prevent the kind of pressures that might otherwise have brought an end to apartheid sooner than was to prove the case. Perhaps such Western behaviour was inevitable. Empire, after all, had been about the spread of white power and much of its raison d’être had been explained in terms of racial



superiority and the natural right of Europeans to rule over barbaric or uncivilized races. As empire slipped away the overt sympathies of the British and French ruling elites, not to mention the Portuguese, were with their remaining white minorities in Africa. Had the colonial powers been less racist and insisted upon black majority rule, as Britain surely could have done in 1965 when Ian Smith in Rhodesia carried out his unilateral declaration of independence (UDI), much of the subsequent history of Africa could have been less violent and more constructive.


The problems facing independent Africa, as the new states rapidly discovered, were daunting in their range and variety. They included the search for suitable political systems, the need to Africanize, controlling – or failing to control – the military, the need for aid at almost all levels of development, coming to terms with the artificial boundaries bequeathed by the colonial powers, the tiny size of most African markets and their inability to compete in the world economic system, the lack of skills of almost every description and the huge expectations of their people. At the same time the new states had to take their place on the international stage, they needed to do so proudly and with assurance and they soon discovered just how little power they possessed and just how small even their collective influence was in the world at large. Internal problems – that is, internal to Africa – included boundary adjustments, the search for unity, the need to establish economic unions or common markets, the problems attaching to the white minority controlled states and the need to see the rest of Africa achieve its independence. Such problems were enormously exacerbated, as they soon discovered, by the impact of the Cold War and the determination of the major powers to intervene and manipulate whenever it suited their interests to do so.


The problems were formidable by any standards and yet the 1960s were a wonderful decade for the continent: Africa was free at last, colonialism was over and by 1970 43 African states were independent and members of the United Nations. The decade, despite everything, was one of hope, and the freedom that had just been won was to be enjoyed.













CHAPTER TWO


The Congo Crisis


The murder of Patrice Lumumba in January 1961 marked the end of the first phase of the Congo crisis. The second phase would last until Mobutu seized power in his coup of November 1965. Few events in Africa during the 1960s better illustrated the hypocrisy of the Western powers or their determination to control the newly independent countries of Africa by any means at their disposal. They manipulated the United Nations, they facilitated the deployment of mercenaries, they worked through the great mining groups such as Union Minière du Haut Katanga or Tanganyika Concessions, which they controlled, and by threats, bribes and overt political pressures they made certain that a puppet system beholden to them rather than any fully independent political leadership came to power in the mineral-rich Congo. The Cold War was one excuse for this behaviour – preventing the spread of Soviet or Communist influence in the region; greed was another – the Congo was too rich to be allowed to escape from Western corporate controls; and deep resentment on the part of the Belgians at loss of control of their colonial empire in Africa was the third. The end result was to consign the Congo (later Zaïre) to more than 30 years’ dictatorship under Mobutu Sese Seko (as he became) who was to make state kleptocracy fashionable. More than any other actions at this time, Western behaviour in the Congo crisis gave substance to Kwame Nkrumah’s accusations about neo-colonialism.


A leading article in the Manchester Guardian of December 1960 examined the chaotic situation in the Congo as follows:


The Congo has become so fragmented that a more realistic basis on which to act would be a (UN) resolution seeking to reunite the provinces of Leopoldville, Orientale, Kasai, and Katanga. All four are now under governments operating without any common purpose… Politics were not allowed to develop naturally in the Congo: if they are to develop now some midwifery will be needed. It can be supplied either by the United Nations



as a whole or – and this would have a greater chance of success – by the Afro-Asian coalition. It should, however, be the major aim of United Nations’ policy.1


At the same time the Prime Minister of India, Mr Nehru, criticized the course the United Nations had been following (there were Indian troops in the Congo, acting under UN auspices). While the whole country was going to pieces, the United Nations was ‘sitting there passively’, he said, carrying its policy of non-intervention to an extreme. He wished that the United Nations would take a more positive role, using its forces and powers to enable the Congo Parliament to meet in spite of Colonel Mobutu, seeing that the Belgians left the country, and obtaining the release of political prisoners, including Lumumba, to the protection of the United Nations. The Prime Minister put great emphasis on the importance of the Congolese Parliament meeting as soon as possible. This, he said, was the obvious step, but it had been prevented by Colonel Mobutu, who had been encouraged in his opposition to parliament by various authorities and various countries.2


THE CRISIS DEEPENS


During the early months of 1961 the situation became increasingly chaotic. The African summit in Casablanca early in January devoted much of its attention to the situation in the Congo. Delegates had a common approach in which they saw colonialism’s resurgence: a ‘manifestation of neo-colonialism’. With the exception of Ghana, every state present that had troops in the Congo decided to withdraw them, although Ghana wanted to give the UN Command another chance. In the end a compromise was reached: a threat by every state, including Ghana, to withdraw troops from the Congo unless the UN Command acted immediately to support the central government. The Katanga government announced the death of Lumumba on 13 February and claimed that he had been murdered by tribesmen in Kolwezi. On 18 February Nkrumah advocated the creation of a new UN command, which must be African; disarming the Congolese; the expulsion of non-African personnel then in the Congo army; the release of political prisoners; and the temporary removal of diplomatic representatives. Violence through February included attacks on the UN forces whose Canadian, Sudanese and Tunisian troops suffered casualties. By the end of the month a total of 18 countries – Canada, Ireland and Sweden from Europe, and 15 Afro-Asian countries – Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, India, Indonesia, Liberia, Mali, Malaya, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Senegal, Sudan, Tunisia and the United Arab Republic (Egypt and Syria) – were part of the UN operation.



Following the announcement of the death of Lumumba the position of foreign nationals, especially Belgians, became more difficult in Orientale and Kivu provinces, which were strongly Lumumbist. Urging various nations to take their fingers out of the Congo pie, the London Observer argued:


This applies particularly to Belgium, Britain and the United States, all of which have played an active and influential role. Unlike the Soviet bloc and France, these three countries overtly support the role of the UN in the Congo. But while they have defended Mr Hammarskjold from the attacks of the Communists, they have, at the same time, helped to undermine the UN authority in the Congo.3


On 23 April 1961 President Kasavubu and Prime Minister Joseph Ileo met with ‘President’ Moïse Tshombe of the breakaway Katanga Province at Coquilhatville in Equateur Province in the hope of working out a settlement of their differences. But after two days Tshombe walked out, declining to cooperate unless Kasavubu renounced his agreement with the United Nations. When Tshombe attempted to leave Coquilhatville, however, he was arrested. At this conference it was decided to divide the Congo into 19 states: Leopoldville province would become four states, Equateur three, Eastern three, Katanga two, Kivu two and Kasai five. Antoine Gizenga, whose base was in Eastern Province, refused to accept these conference decisions. Since the death of Lumumba, whose close associate he had been, Gizenga had claimed to be the legal prime minister and at this time he was backed by the Afro-Asian and Communist blocs. His position was denied by the central government of Kasavubu. Far greater powers than those envisaged at an earlier conference of political leaders that had taken place in Tananarive, Madagascar, were assigned to the federal government and the president. When the first anniversary of the Congo’s independence came on 30 June 1961, West Africa magazine said, among other things: ‘In the first week of independence Tshombe appealed for help from the Rhodesian Army; Lumumba appealed to the UN and later to the Russians; Bomboko intervened and Lumumba re-embraced the Belgians; Tshombe began forming the Katanga Army; the Force Publique mutinied and started a campaign of pillage and rape; the Belgian Army retaliated. From abroad the whole process seemed incredible and pathetic, but it was the beginning of disintegration which eventually led to Lumumba’s murder, Gizenga’s execution of political innocents – including Ghanaian soldiers.’ West Africa had more to say but the picture it conveyed was one of massive confusion, distrust, factional fighting and dubiously motivated interventions.


On 2 August 1961 President Kasavubu established a new government in



Leopoldville: he appointed Cyrille Adoula as Prime Minister and brought in Antoine Gizenga as deputy. Adoula was to be prime minister for three years. A month later, on 13 September, the United Nations forces attempted to take control of Elizabethville (Lubumbashi), the capital of Katanga, but they met with strong resistance and considerable fighting at Jadotville. Peace talks were then scheduled to be held at Ndola, Northern Rhodesia, on 17 September but the flight carrying the UN Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjold to Ndola crashed in circumstances that have never been adequately explained and he and all on board were killed. A provisional ceasefire was arranged on 20 September between the central Congo government (the UN forces) and Katanga. However, from mid-November 1961 to mid-January 1962 heavy fighting took place as UN forces attempted to end the Katanga secession. At one stage Britain agreed to supply the UN with bombs but then the government refused to do so after heavy pressure from its own right wing. A new flare-up rook place in January 1962 between the forces of the central government and supporters of Gizenga in Stanleyville (Kisangani); Gizenga at this time, though supposedly part of Kasavubu’s government, had been absent from Leopoldville for three months. On 15 January the Congolese Parliament passed a motion of censure on Gizenga and the following day Adoula sacked him from the government. Gizenga agreed to return to Leopoldville under UN protection. The UN then handed him over to the government in Leopoldville.


There had been a rapid increase of concern in white-dominated Southern Africa once it had become clear that the Congo would achieve its independence in June 1960 and prior to that date a Salisbury–Elizabethville airlift of arms to Katanga had been mounted with the knowledge of the Belgians. Lumumba had increased white fears when he proclaimed that the liberation of the Congo would be the first phase of the complete independence of Central and Southern Africa. He made clear that he would support liberation movements in Rhodesia, Angola and South Africa. ‘A unified Congo, having at its head a militant anti-colonialist constituted a real danger for South Africa. … Lumumba, because he was the chief of the first country in this region to obtain independence, because he knew concretely the weight of colonialism, had pledged in the name of his people to contribute physically to the death of that Africa. That the authorities of Katanga and those of Portugal have used every means to sabotage Congo’s independence does not surprise us.’4


Dag Hammarskjold, whose untimely death tended to create for him a status he did not deserve, was never held in much esteem in Africa. As Ronald Segal wrote scathingly of him: ‘Hammarskjold’s report to the Council (UN Security Council) that the dispute with Katanga “did not have its roots in the Belgian attitude” was clearly absurd, and his treatment of the Tshombe regime as a



factor outside the scope of the central government was a virtual accession to the wishes of the West. The truth is that the Secretariat, for all its outward deference to the Afro-Asian states during the Congo crisis, was dominated by the West, especially the United States, and responsive to its view of events.’5 When the Tshombe regime, assisted by Belgian troops, pacified the hostile Baluba north region, its assaults were ignored by the West, but when Lumumba turned to Moscow for support this was importing the Cold War into Africa while the continuing presence of Belgian troops and administrators in Katanga was part of the struggle to sustain peace and good government in the troubled Congo. Radical African states became disenchanted with Hammarskjold’s performance in the Congo but since they also saw the United Nations as a protection against the great powers they were reluctant to attack him openly. An Afro-Asian motion in the General Assembly (17 September 1960) while saving the face of the Secretary-General had requested him to ‘assist the Central Government of the Congo in the restoration and maintenance of law and order throughout the Republic of the Congo and to safeguard its unity, territorial integrity and political independence’. Hammarskjold had tried to persuade the Belgians to remove their forces from Katanga, although he got no response from them. When he attempted an accommodation with Lumumba the US State Department protested. ‘It was clearly one thing to support the UN when it acted as the West desired, and quite another when it took uncongenial directions.’6


In many respects, Katanga was central to Western concerns over the Congo since it was both the mineral heartland of the country and the geographic-strategic link with the Central African Federation (through Northern Rhodesia) and the white-dominated south of the continent, which for years to come would be shielded where possible from African nationalism by the West. An article in the Saturday Evening Post of 8 September 1962 had this to say of the Congo crisis.


In one of the more ironic twists of our times, ultra-conservatives who pride themselves on being more anti-Communist and more devoted to the cause of freedom than others are clamouring for UN troops to withdraw from the Congo. They are urging the US Government to put its trust in wily, opportunistic Moïse Tshombe, secessionist President of Katanga province. An organization called the ‘American Committee for Aid to Katanga Freedom Fighters’ in a full-page newspaper advertisement recently proclaimed, ‘It’s time for the UN Army to get out of the Congo’ and asked the question, ‘Why not let the Congolese settle their own affairs?’.


That, needless to say, was the last thing that any outsider was prepared to countenance. Addressing a special session of the UN General Assembly in New



York on 2 February 1962, the Congolese Prime Minister, Cyrille Adoula, said that the first concern of his government was national unity and to ‘bring Katanga back to legality’ and to free the province of mercenaries. Katangan secession would not have lasted without outside help.


In the Katanga case, real power remained in the hands of former colonial officials, who received the full backing of the Belgian state, and who were assisted in their rape of the Congo and its resources by a host of white adventurers and mercenaries from all over Europe and Southern Africa.


Britain, France and apartheid South Africa gave active support to the secession, as their ruling classes shared the Belgians’ fear of Lumumba’s commitment to genuine independence and radical social change. The cynicism of the Western powers became evident once the major threat to their interests in the Congo was removed. After the assassination of Lumumba and the elimination of the Lumumbists from the political scene in Kinshasa, Belgium and the Western alliance determined that they could do profitable business in the Congo with the anti-Communist and pro-Western moderates they had helped put in power. Given the worldwide disapproval of the Katanga secession, particularly in Africa and the Third World generally, there was no compelling reason to support it. They pulled the rug from under Tshombe’s feet, and the secession was ended by UN military action in January 1963.7


U Thant succeeded Dag Hammarskjold as UN Secretary-General and he did what Lumumba had demanded: bring an end to Katanga’s secession. However, ‘This became possible after President John F. Kennedy gave the UN a green light in December 1962 to end Tshombe’s rebellion by force. In this regard, it should be noted that the so-called “U Thant plan” for Katanga’s reintegration in the Congo was entirely drafted by Congo experts at Foggy Bottom in Washington and sent to the top floor of the Secretariat through the US mission to the UN.’8 On 15 January 1963 Katanga’s secession was formally ended and Tshombe went into exile in Spain.


Under pressure from the United States and the pro-US moderates of the Binza group (named after a suburb of Leopoldville where they met) – every effort was made over the years 1961–63 to eliminate the Lumumbists from the Congo political scene. The Binza group consisted of five men: Mobutu, Victor Nendaka, Justin Bomboko, Albert Ndele and Damien Kondoko who worked closely with US, Belgian and UN officials and between them controlled President Kasavubu. After his return to Leopoldville under UN auspices in January 1962, Gizenga, the deputy prime minister, was sent to the island prison



of Bula-Bemba. By October 1963 most of the ministers from the Lumumbist camp had been sacked; in any case, on 29 September 1963 Kasavubu dismissed parliament so that he, Adoula and the Binza group were able to operate without any legislative or parliamentary checks. The Lumumbists then united under an umbrella organization – the Conseil National de Libération (CNL) – which established its headquarters across the Congo River in Brazzaville where, the previous August, a popular revolution had ousted the reactionary government of the Priest-President Youlou who was replaced by the more radical Alphonse Massamba-Debat. What the West wanted in the Congo, and what its collaborators were prepared to accept, was the continued exploitation of the country’s resources. As a Congolese intellectual would describe the process many years later: ‘The neo-colonial situation involves the uninterrupted exploitation of the country’s resources by the metropolitan bourgeoisie, but this time in collaboration with national ruling classes. The primary mission of the latter is to maintain the order, stability and labour discipline required for meeting the country’s obligations to the international market.’9


In a letter to the UN Secretary-General of December 1963, President Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana called for an all-African force to take over from the United Nations Force in the Congo when the UN mandate expired. He argued that unless this was done the withdrawal of UN forces would be followed by a military coup engineered by either General Mobutu or Moïse Tshombe, ‘the puppet of the Union Minière’. Nkrumah saw the Congo’s political importance as very great because of its position between independent Africa to the north ‘and the territories of colonialism and white supremacy in the south’. He disputed that the Congo had to be in hands friendly to the West. He said that ‘any form of foreign control over the Congo Republic constitutes an immediate and substantial threat to the independence of every African leader’. Nkrumah was correct in his assessment of what was happening – from an African point of view – but his arguments were not going to carry weight in a United Nations dominated by the Western powers.


NATIONALIST REVOLTS AGAINST THE CENTRE


The overall situation in the Congo continued to deteriorate through 1963 into 1964; there was no effective government and a general growth of lawlessness. Two groups launched more or less simultaneous armed struggles against the central government. The first of these were the Mulelists; the second the Conseil National de Libération (CNL), which launched its armed struggle in those areas where the Mouvement National Congolaise (MNC) and other parties of supporters of the Lumumbists were strong. Pierre Mulele, who had briefly been



minister of education under Lumumba, was the first prominent Lumumbist to return to the Congo, in 1963, and the first to launch a revolutionary struggle against a neo-colonialist state in Africa. He had spent 15 months in Cairo as the representative of the Gizenga government and then a further 15 months in China where he received training in revolutionary guerrilla warfare. After returning to Kwilu he spent six months preparing the groundwork for a revolutionary struggle and training the first group of his partisans. He taught his guerrillas to respect the people with whom they came in contact and not to mistreat them or deprive them of their property. He saw the major task as being the radical transformation of society from the bottom up, based upon the solidarity of village life. He launched a full-scale guerrilla war in January 1964 and at first his forces succeeded in controlling a major portion of Kwilu; these early successes turned Mulele into a national legend. Most of his followers, who came to be called the Mulelists, were aged 13 to 18. However, he never succeeded in expanding his operations beyond the areas occupied by the two ethnic groups that formed the basis of his insurrection. These were the Mbundu (Mulele’s ethnic group) and the Pende (Gizenga’s group). In theory the Congolese Army, then numbering 30,000, should have had little difficulty in dealing with the Mulelists who were poorly armed and numbered 4,000 at most. In practice, threats to central government elsewhere in the huge country, as well as the increasing unreliability of most of the army, allowed the Mulelist revolt, which was a genuine nationalist one, to develop into a major threat to government. Mulele held his ground for five years against central government forces sent against him and was so popular on his home ground that despite a government offer of a US$10,000 reward for his capture, he was never betrayed. However, in 1968 he went to Brazzaville for medical treatment and from there Mobutu managed to lure him back to Leopoldville with promises of an amnesty and national reconciliation, where he was murdered on 3 October 1968.


The CNL, on the other hand, was rent by ideological and personality differences from the beginning. Even so, it was a genuine second liberation movement, based upon mass support, and its Armée Populaire de Libération (APL) had considerable success during 1964. In two and a half months under General Nicolas Olenga the APL siezed control of North Katanga, Maniema, Sankuru, the entire Eastern province and parts of Equateur Province. Kisangani fell to the CNL on 4 August and by November it controlled half the national territory. On 5 September its leader Christopher Gbenye established a people’s republic with himself as president, Gaston Soumialot as defence minister, Nicolas Olenga as army forces commander and Thomas Kanza as foreign minister. However, it was soon obvious that the CNL leadership were less revolutionary intellectuals than concerned to recover the power they had lost



earlier to the moderates and they wanted to settle scores with their political enemies. Most of their troops, who became known as the Simbas (Swahili for lions), were youths who went into action under the influence of hemp (cannabis) and behaved towards the people they were supposedly liberating as though they were operating in conquered territory. The collapse of the CNL was brought about by the US-organized counter-insurgency operation of November 1964. Once the CNL revolt had been crushed Mobutu was to lure most of its leaders back from exile and allow them to engage in private business. He did not fear them as he did the charismatic and dedicated Mulele.


Meanwhile, the last UN toops had left the Congo on 30 June 1964, exactly four years after independence, and at once the country erupted into further violence, especially in Kwilu and the most easterly and northerly regions. In July Kasavubu, under US pressure, invited Tshombe, whose pro-Western stance was only too well attested, to return from exile to become prime minister, and forced Adoula to resign. Tshombe at once raised a force of European mercenaries to fight the rebels in the east of the country. By the end of July, after intense fighting, the rebels held about 500,000 square kilometres (200,000 square miles) of territory. The Congolese Army, on the other hand, had virtually disintegrated, leaving at most 5,000 men that could be used to any effect.


THE RETURN OF TSHOMBE


The repeated defeats of Mobutu’s army by the Simbas, the departure of the UN troops at the end of June and threats from Tshombe’s former mercenaries, then in Angola, to invade Katanga, had rendered Adoula’s government increasingly unstable. In July 1964, therefore, Tshombe was brought back from exile in Spain to replace Adoula as prime minister; the change of leaders was engineered by Belgium and the United States. Tshombe, who in the meantime had been in contact with all sectors of public opinion including the Gbenye-led CNL faction through Thomas Kanza, set up a provisional government of ‘public salvation’. Since early 1964, before it was decided to bring back Tshombe, the CIA had been conducting a paramilitary campaign against the insurrections in Kwilu and the east. By that time the CNL was receiving help from Nasser’s Egypt and Eastern bloc countries while the United States and Belgian military experts and white mercenaries made up the counter-insurgency forces and these combined with the Katanga gendarmes, once Tshombe had brought them back from Angola, so that the mix by mid-year was very much a Cold War affair. The United States committed itself to full support of the Tshombe government. US President L. B. Johnson listed the disturbances in the Congo as one of his major foreign policy problems and said he would ‘attempt to see that the people of the



Congo have as good government as is possible’. (What they got in fact was 30 years of Mobutu.)


In September 1964 Organisation of African Unity (OAU) foreign ministers from 34 member countries met in Addis Ababa to consider the Congo question. The Secretary-General, Diallo Telli, said that the ‘Congolese Drama’ should be ‘insulated effectively by the OAU from the Cold War’ although by then it was already too late. The foreign ministers passed a six-point resolution calling for an end to the recruitment of mercenaries and the expulsion of those already in the Congo; an immediate ceasefire; an appeal for the creation of a Congolese government of unity; the creation of an ad hoc committee to help leaders achieve reconciliation, bring about normal relations with neighbours and decide on aid requirements; an OAU mission to visit the capitals of countries interfering in the Congo to ask them to desist; and for OAU members to cease any action that might aggravate the situation. An OAU Reconciliation Commission under President Jomo Kenyatta of Kenya was established and Kenyatta appealed to the Congolese for ‘immediate and maximum cooperation’. Tshombe, however, said he would not co-operate and would not meet with the rebels. Then, on 23 September, President Kasavubu informed the OAU that the Congo would no longer conform to the organization’s decisions and he accused it of ‘manifest interference in the purely internal affairs of the Congo.’


Stanleyville was the principal CNL-held city and the rebel headquarters, so the forces of counter-revolution (the Belgians and Americans, aided by a force of 700 mercenaries on the ground) decided to make it their primary objective. Operation Dragon Rouge (Red Dragon) was conceived as a combined land–air offensive; it culminated on 24 November with a US-Belgian parachute drop on Stanleyville that coincided with the arrival in the town of the mercenaries, a successful operation from which the CNL did not recover. This operation was carried out even as African countries, working through the OAU, attempted to broker a peace, but the United States and its Western allies did all they could to undermine these African diplomatic moves. President Johnson, under the humanitarian pretext of rescuing white hostages, authorized an airlift of Belgian paratroopers while the Congo Reconciliation Commission was meeting in Nairobi under the chairmanship of Jomo Kenyatta. Kenyatta, indeed, felt the Americans had deliberately deceived him in the person of their ambassador, William Attwood, who tries unsuccessfully in his subsequent book The Reds and the Blacks to justify the deception that he clearly employed. Thus, in a coordinated action, a column of mercenaries and elite Congolese troops from the military base at Kamina, under Colonel Frederic Vandewalle, advanced on Stanleyville to arrive at the town on 24 November as US planes flew in Belgian paratroopers from the British Ascension island. About 60 of the white hostages



and 1,000 Congolese were massacred by the Simbas during the ensuing battle. The intervention was intended to safeguard Western interests in the Congo and prevent the establishment of an independent government that might not cooperate with the West. It succeeded in this objective. However, the CIA campaign against the Mulele maquis in Kwilu and the Kabila rebels in the east was to last for another four years. The CIA employed anti-Castro Cuban and European mercenaries who were used to fly T-6 training planes, T-28 fighter planes armed with rockets and machine guns, C-147 military transports, H-21 heavy duty helicopters and B-26 bombers. The US Air Force provided air support for government troops and the mercenaries and used napalm on ground targets.


Meeting in New York in December 1964, in the aftermath of the US-Belgian intervention of November 24, the OAU Council of Ministers asked the UN Security Council to condemn the Anglo-Belgian-American intervention in Stanleyville. They appealed for an end to hostilities in the Congo and an end to foreign intervention. Speaking on 15 December in the Security Council debate, Kenya’s Joe Murumbi said:


How can one speak of a blood bath which one has designed and caused, in one breath, and of humanitarianism in the other? Where is this humanitarianism when the white mercenaries are allowed full licence to murder innocent African men, women and children? Where was this humanitarianism when Patrice Lumumba, later brutally done to death, was held hostage? … What happened to this self-same humanitarianism when innocent Africans were butchered in Sharpeville in South Africa? … It is a peculiar brand of humanitarianism coming from countries whose record and international behaviour do not entitle them to boast about their achievements.


Atrocities were only atrocities, it seemed, when they were perpetrated against whites, not when they were carried out by whites against blacks. Earlier that month, on 6 December, Connor Cruise O’Brien who had served with the UN forces in the Congo in the early days of the crisis, wrote an article in the Observer in which he asked:


Are white people in Africa to be regarded as covered by a sort of Caucasian providence insurance policy, with a guarantee that if the natives get rough, the metropolitan forces will once again come to the rescue? And if so, will this doctrine, in the long run, increase or decrease the security of white people in Africa and elsewhere? Similar policies in China contributed



eventually to the total exclusion of all white influence, missionary or other, from that country.10


The rebellion in the east continued into 1965, although early in the year the government had gained control of all the main towns. Katanga had its gendarmes back from the bush and Kasai was brought under full central control. By this time the going rate for mercenaries had risen to £200 a month. By March 1965 the Congo National Army, with its mercenary leaders, was winning the war. A great deal of slaughter took place as the army terrorized the population while relying upon the mercenaries to lead military actions. By July it had become clear that the rebellion was coming to an end. The mercenaries were responsible for a growing list of brutalities and carried out horrific tortures on prisoners before killing them. By November the war was finally over.


THE DAMAGE TO THE CONGO AND AFRICA


Any assessment of the damage to the Congo, both immediate and long term, can only be approximate. An estimated 20,000 Congolese had been killed by December 1964. Many more died in reprisals though no figures are available. The mercenaries carried out indiscriminate killings in villages through which they passed. Although the Western press emphasized the killing of Europeans it appeared likely in the end that no more than 300 had been killed altogether since 1960, though many more had been wounded. Perhaps 30,000 Congolese, a figure that has often been quoted, were killed altogether though the actual number of deaths may have been far higher. The damage to mining activity (then the principal source of national income) was enormous as was the damage to property. The Congo’s huge mineral wealth and Western, especially Belgian and British, investments were the principal reasons for intervention together with Cold War strategic considerations. The generally savage conduct of the white mercenaries from Europe and Southern Africa became notorious and did the white cause in Africa great harm. The five years of chaos, revolt, disruption and foreign interference in the Congo from 1960 to 1965 made the country’s name synonymous with the idea of breakdown in independent Africa with the result that it coloured Western perceptions of Africa for a generation. No one emerged from the crisis with credit. The Congolese divided into warring factions; the Belgians, whose efforts to prepare the country for independence had been minimalist, had been only too ready to return and manipulate the situation so as to safeguard their investments; the crisis brought the two superpowers into black Africa where Cold War policy considerations rather than concern to assist the Congolese overcome their problems was the guiding principle. In Katanga



British and Belgian capitalist interests – Union Minière du Haut Katanga and Tanganyika Concessions – used their influence in support of Tshombe’s secession. In a felicitous phrase Tshombe was described as the ‘darling of imperialism of all kinds’ until he was discarded by the imperialists he had served. The United Nations, dominated by Western interests and most notably the United States, became tainted and its refusal to rescue Lumumba, who was considered by the West to be a dangerous pro-Moscow Marxist and too independent, was long seen by the Afro-Asian bloc as a black mark against the UN and its Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjold.


A revealing assessment of the impact of these events upon Africa comes from Attwood, the US Ambassador to Kenya at the time. He wrote as follows:


Even more galling to the educated African was the shattering of so many of his illusions – that Africans were now masters of their own continent, that the OAU was a force to be reckoned with, that a black man with a gun was the equal of a white man with a gun. For in a matter of weeks, two hundred swaggering white mercenaries had driven through an area the size of France, scattered the Simbas and captured their capital; and in a matter of hours, 545 Belgians in American planes had defied the OAU, jumped into the heart of Africa and taken out nearly two thousand people – with the loss of one trooper.


The weakness and impotence of newly independent Africa had been harshly and dramatically revealed to the whole world, and the educated African felt deeply humiliated: the white man with a gun, the old plunderer who had enslaved his ancestors, was back again, doing what he pleased, when he pleased, where he pleased. And there wasn’t a damn thing Africa could do about it, except yell rape.11


Attwood, it must be added, clearly enjoyed the scenario he had painted.


THE MERCENARY INVOLVEMENT


The Sunday Telegraph of 26 November 1961, with breathtaking distortion, described mercenaries in the Congo as ‘unlikely unshaven Galahads [who] alone in this tortured continent are ready to shed their blood in the cause of non-racialism’. Such cynical disregard for the truth tells us a good deal about Western attitudes to Africa at that time, and the role of the mercenaries in the Congo needs close scrutiny, not simply for what they did on the ground but for what they revealed of the European and American response to a situation for which they must shoulder most of the blame.




The Congo crisis was the first major upheaval with international dimensions in post-colonial black Africa and it witnessed the first appearance of white mercenaries on the continent where their conduct left a lasting impression of racism and brutality. Secessionist Katanga was to last from July 1960 until January 1963 and throughout this time Tshombe was in the market for arms and mercenaries and was largely financed by Union Minière du Haut Katanga. The number of mercenaries employed during the Katanga secession averaged 400 although later, when mercenaries were employed by the central government to fight the Simba revolt, their numbers rose to 1,500. The mercenaries were drawn from a range of backgrounds that included British soldiers from the old British-Indian Army, combat experienced French from Algeria, World War II RAF pilots from Rhodesia and South Africa and Belgian paratroopers.12 The Congo, in fact, represented the first opportunity since 1945 that mercenaries came to be employed as fighting units, and as whites fighting in a black country they provided a conspicuous and explosive element in an increasingly race-conscious world. At independence there were about 100 Belgian officers with the Force Publique; by December 1960 there were about 500 ‘volunteers’ as well as large-scale military aid in the form of arms and equipment supplied to the Katanga leader, Moïse Tshombe. As the confusion in the Congo escalated with the UN forces trying to maintain order, the Belgians pursuing their own pro-Katanga agenda, and mounting chaos in much of the rest of the huge country, the opening for mercenary activity became steadily more apparent. On 7 February 1961, South African technicians and pilots were being recruited to serve in the Katanga Air Force. On 10 April 1961, UN Ethiopian troops captured and disarmed 32 Katanga white mercenaries in the north Katanga town of Kabalo where the UN forces subsequently seized a charter aircraft bringing in seven tons of arms and ammunition. As the Manchester Guardian pointed out: ‘Politically Tshombe has done immense harm by bolstering up an anti-Congolese State by European army officers and advisers. Whether or not he is a Belgian puppet he has behaved like one, and relations between Black and White in Africa are so delicate that any suspicion of European domination in a new form serves only to prevent true co-operation between the races coming about.’13


According to the British Labour MP, Philip Noel-Baker, Union Minière and Tanganyika Concessions (TANKS) between them had provided the Katanga government with £15 million over 1960–61. He asked:


If Mr Tshombe had not been paid this money, could he have paid his white mercenaries, his Katangese gendarmerie, and the foreign arms firms who have supplied him with aircraft, weapons and ammunition? Could he



have started, or continued, the movement which has so greatly increased the cost of the United Nations?14


By mid-1964 the situation in the Congo had changed radically as the Simba revolt threatened to bring about the collapse of the government. In these circumstances President Kasavubu invited Tshombe to return from his exile in Spain to replace Cyrille Adoula as prime minister and take control of the war against the Simba rebels. Tshombe complied with this request and at once raised a new force of European mercenaries: he possessed the necessary contacts and there were plenty of willing mercenaries waiting for work. These mercenaries were to play their most effective role in the two months of October and November 1964 when the Simba rebellion was effectively ended although it continued into 1965. Mercenaries continued to play a leading role in the Congo yet, however effective they might have been, the presence of white mercenaries in the Congo, especially those from South Africa, was universally condemned by the rest of Africa.


One of the most damning revelations about mercenary behaviour was revealed in an Observer story after a senior mercenary had produced a series of photographs showing atrocities committed by his men. The pictures (two were published in the Observer) showed how mercenaries not only shot and hanged their prisoners after torturing them, but used them for target practice and gambled over the number of shots needed to kill one. The officer, who by then had returned to South Africa, said he took the pictures ‘for the men to send home to their families’. Subsequently, he claimed to have become so disgusted at the atrocities that he decided to expose them.15


After he had dismissed Tshombe on 13 October 1965, President Kasavubu announced that he intended to dismiss the mercenary force, which then consisted of 800 white mercenaries attached to the Congolese army. In fact, the mercenary presence was to continue in the Congo for a further two years and it was only in 1967 that a partly rejuvenated army was strong enough to round them up and expel them from the country. The Congo crisis produced high emotions in Africa and Europe. In Africa the activities of the mercenaries were seen as a form of neo-colonialism while their brutality served only to reinforce anti-white and anti-imperialist views. Moreover, direct and indirect evidence of Western government support for the mercenaries ensured that they came to be regarded as an arm of Western policy and not simply as maverick individuals who could not be controlled. The image of les affreux – the horribles – as they came to be called coloured the African response to mercenaries for years to come.


In Europe the Congo crisis was seen by the political right – racists whose



starting point was an automatic assumption of white racial superiority and those who opposed African independence – as a struggle to maintain ‘civilized’ values and they regarded the mercenaries as heroes, an attitude that was greatly reinforced when the lives of whites in the Congo were at risk. Many press articles at the time talked of a return to barbarism and the word Congo became synonymous with the belief among this group that Western control was needed in Africa for a long time to come. Such attitudes also greatly reinforced support for white minority rule in the south of the continent and the continuation of apartheid in South Africa. What also clearly emerged was the fact that none of the principal European countries involved – Belgium, France, Britain and Portugal – could escape responsibility for the actions of the mercenaries. In later years, when mercenaries appeared in other parts of Africa, especially in Nigeria, Rhodesia and Angola, Africans, who had not forgotten the events in the Congo, reacted with anger and revulsion at their reappearance.16


1965–70: MOBUTU TAKES CONTROL


On 24 November 1965 Mobutu carried out his second coup, as Nkrumah had predicted. He suspended President Kasavubu and Prime Minister Evariste Kimba, who had replaced Tshombe, and took full executive power into his own hands. The Mobutu coup marked the beginning of the Second Republic and the re-establishment of a minimum of law and order. It also marked the commencement of 30 years of autocratic rule by Mobutu. Maj.-Gen. Joseph Mobutu (as he then was) brought an end to the power struggle between President Kasavubu and ex-Prime Minister Moïse Tshombe when he deposed the President and appointed Colonel Leonard Mulamba as Prime Minister. He told the press that he intended to remain President for five years. In parliament Mobutu gained overwhelming support with a vote in his favour of 259 to 0 with only two abstentions. He then inaugurated a campaign of national reconstruction. The period 1965–67 was one of transition as Mobutu consolidated his power. He became head of state with Mulamba as his Prime Minister while the 1964 constitution was kept as a framework for the time being. The real source of authority, however, was the Army staff.


On 17 April 1966 Mobutu established the Mouvement Populaire de la Révolution (MPR) with himself as founding president. Those who wished for political or other advancement soon recognized that they had to join the new organization or party. Mobutu set about the task of eliminating all opposition, whether from politicians, students, workers or rebels. Ex-President Kasavubu retired to his farm, Tshombe was exiled to Spain again. Others, including Evariste Kimba, were accused of plotting and executed. In the beginning the



students and labour were pro-Mobutu who promised ‘true independence’. In the east of the country the rebels were virtually eliminated during 1966 though only because the army was still assisted by mercenaries at this time. However, when the mercenaries rebelled in mid-1967 the army, which had been reorganized, was strong enough to deal with them and forced them to flee across the border into Rwanda. While engaged in the process of eliminating or nullifying opposition, Mobutu centralized all decision-making in his own hands and created a Secretariat to the Presidency, which concentrated all power close to the Head of State. The Secretariat became an advisory organ for national policy and all decisions or contacts with the President were channelled through it. In October 1967 the Secretariat became the Bureau attached to the Presidency. A new constitution was approved by referendum (by 98 per cent of the voters) in 1967 and this established a presidential regime. The decline of parliament followed as well as an end to all legal opposition. Former political figures who had worked with Mobutu such as Cyrille Adoula, Justin Bomboko, Cleophas Kamitatu and Victor Nendaka were first appointed to overseas embassies, then accused of plotting and dismissed, their political roles finished. By 1970 there was no one in a position to challenge Mobutu’s power and political preeminence. However, over the period 1967–70 substantial clashes occurred with the students who had become disillusioned with Mobutu. Their power was broken, as was that of the trade unions, which became supine supporters of the regime, counselling patience to their workers who wanted to strike for better conditions, and sometimes did so in defiance of their leadership. In 1970 carefully orchestrated elections for President were held; Mobutu was unopposed and the number of ballot papers collected was greater than the registered electorate. A total of 420 candidates who had been carefully vetted and selected by the political bureau of the MPR were presented on the only list to the electorate and these approved candidates received 98.33 per cent of the vote. Thus by 1970 the stage was set for the ensuing years of Mobutu’s presidentialism.


Given its huge resources the Congo should have become one of the richest states in the new Africa. In 1959 the GNP stood at US$1,300 million; by 1975 it had increased to US$3,695 million. The principal agricultural exports were palm oil, coffee, cotton, timber and rubber; and the principal minerals were copper, cobalt, diamonds, tin, gold and uranium with many more besides. This huge range of primary exports had played a major role in the crisis of 1960–65, as had the country’s strategic position in the centre of Africa: the West was determined to prolong its control indefinitely.













CHAPTER THREE


African Unity and The Formation of The OAU


The period immediately preceding and following the independence year of 1960 saw a bewildering series of African conferences taking place as the continent’s new leaders sought to map out joint policies for the future. Groups were formed and positions – both radical and moderate – were adopted as the countries which had achieved independence tried to sort out their relations with each other and with the world beyond Africa. Everyone paid lip service to the ideal of African unity even though the realities of power diminished the possibility of any real union being achieved. The concept of pan-Africanism had developed through the first half of the twentieth century until, in the aftermath of World War II, the focus shifted from Black America and the Caribbean to Africa. The first Pan-African Conference had been sponsored by the Trinidad barrister, H. Sylvester Williams, and was held in London during 1900. A second Pan-African Congress was held in Paris in 1919 and called upon the Allied and Associated Powers to establish a code of law for the international protection of the Natives of Africa. Further conferences were held between the wars. Then came the great flowering of the pan-African movement. Its beginning was marked by the Sixth Pan-African Congress of 1945, held at Manchester in England and attended by such notable future African leaders as Jomo Kenyatta and Kwame Nkrumah. It reached its culmination in the late 1950s and early 1960s as the tide of independence began to sweep away the colonial empires of Africa.


The British colony of the Gold Coast became independent as Ghana on 6 March 1957 under the leadership of Kwame Nkrumah who became Africa’s leading exponent of continental independence and unity. Other African leaders, however, resented his powerful personality and his interference in their affairs, and suspected his motives. Even so, he gave real impetus to the continent-wide demand for an immediate end to colonialism and the need for African unity. The series of conferences that were held from 1958 through 1961 covered the necessary groundwork that led to the formation of the Organisation of African



Unity (OAU) in 1963. Two major external considerations dominated African thinking at this time. Could the new states achieve real independence and throw off the neo-colonialism of the former imperial powers? Nkrumah’s answer to that was yes, provided they united. Second, could they confront the Cold War pressures being exerted upon them, especially by the United States, and not be drawn into the East-West confrontation that was then at its height?


Commenting upon pan-Africanism in 1961, D. K. Chisiza, who was then the Parliamentary Secretary to the Ministry of Finance in Nyasaland (three years before it became independent), argued as follows:


Pan-Africanism as a strategy for emancipation, is unquestionably effective, but we must build from down upwards, not from up downwards: the fabric of the regions must be knitted together not merely tacked. … The writer suggests the following:


1. Attainment of independence.


2. Vigorous modernization of economies.


3. Encouragement of regional economic co-operation and regional consciousness.


4. Political regrouping of neighbouring countries.1


This pragmatic approach was very different from that of Nkrumah and held greater appeal for the majority of the emerging African leadership, which was conservative rather than radical despite the rhetoric that was employed at the time.


The First Conference of Independent African States was held in Accra, Ghana, during April 1958. Eight countries took part: there were three monarchies – Libya, a newly formed federation, Ethiopia and Morocco with ancient monarchical foundations; there were two parliamentary democracies, based on the British model – Sudan, a republic with a council of six as ‘head of state’, and Ghana; and three states headed by presidents – Liberia, Tunisia and the United Arab Republic. Their differences were political, racial, religious and historical – five were Muslim, two – Egypt and Ethiopia – had long histories, that of Egypt being one of the most ancient in the world, Ghana was the creation of the European Scramble for Africa and Liberia the creation of American philanthropists. Between them these eight countries represented the range of problems and aspirations that would dominate Africa in the decade of the 1960s. A first consideration was simply that of getting to know one another, an elementary objective that had not been possible during colonial times. Of the main heads of the agenda for this conference, four were concerned with international affairs, two with these states’ relations with each other. Principal



subjects for discussion were how to safeguard their sovereignty and independence, foreign subversive activities in Africa, the future of dependent territories in Africa, the war in Algeria and the black-white racial problem. The conference faced a difficulty over its approach to the dependent territories since not all colonial leaders admitted the claim of some politicians in the independent states to provide leadership on their behalves.


Dr Nkrumah opened the conference on 15 April and read messages of good wishes from, among others, the US Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, and the Prime Minister of China. The conference worked to five main subject headings that reflected then, and later, the principal concerns of the new African states. These were:


1 Exchange of views on foreign policy especially in relation to the African continent, the future of the dependent territories of Africa, the Algerian problem, the racial problem, and the steps to be taken to safeguard the independence and sovereignty and the territorial integrity of the independent African states.


2 Examination of ways and means of promoting economic co-operation between the States ‘based on the exchange of technical, scientific and educational information, with special regard to industrial planning and agricultural development’.


3 Formulation of concrete proposals for exchange of visiting missions both government and non-government, which may lead to first-hand knowledge of one country by another and to mutual appreciation of their respective cultures.


4 Consideration of the problem of international peace in conformity with the Charter of the United Nations and the re-affirmation of the principles of the Bandung Conference.


5 The Conference to consider setting up permanent machinery after the Conference.


Egypt pressed the conference to include the question of Israel; this was not accepted at the time though the issue of Israel would recur repeatedly in the years to come. Most speakers, though not Emperor Haile Selassie of Ethiopia or President Tubman of Liberia, condemned France for its Algerian policy.


At the closing session, the declaration that gained the most applause was that of Dr Nkrumah who said the conference had killed the old notion that Africa was irrevocably divided into ‘Arab’ and ‘Black’ Africa, into ‘Mediterranean’ and ‘tropical’ Africa, into ‘Muslim’ and ‘non-Muslim’. Emperor Haile Selassie said ‘Africans are beginning to discover Africa’. ‘The real significance of the



conference is that states so diverse, which have long been separated or have never known each other, have met for discussions, have learned each other’s ways and felt that African countries can on certain matters present a united and influential voice.’2 The principal subjects discussed on this occasion would recur at all the subsequent conferences, though the number of newly independent countries would rapidly increase, and while some problems would go off the agenda others – such as the Congo – would replace them to take up a great deal of debate. This conference set the tone for much subsequent debate and despite inevitable flights of rhetoric most of the discussions were sober appraisals of the tasks Africa had to face and revealed an acute awareness of what Africa ought to do and what lay within the scope of its power, a power that was strictly limited even when unanimity of approach could be attained.


The next conference of significance was the first All-African Peoples’ Conference, which opened on 5 December 1958 in Accra. The conference was non-governmental and had some 500 delegates from all over Africa including many from nationalist organizations. There were also observers from Europe and America. It was set to discuss colonialism, racialism and tribalism in contemporary Africa. An important recent development that influenced the conference was the successful drafting of a charter on 23 November 1958 to create an African Union of States, beginning with Ghana and Guinea. Kwame Nkrumah and Sekou Touré, the sponsors of the charter, hoped it would be the beginning of a wider union; President Olympio of Togo had expressed an interest in joining. The conference gave dramatic emphasis to the possibilities of the Ghana–Guinea Union even though only a few of the important leaders of French or British West Africa expected to be present. A number of delegates spoke of union in general terms and all those from French-speaking West Africa were in favour of working together. On the other hand, President Tubman of Liberia had declared, in a speech the previous November, his opposition to the idea of federation, which he described as ‘utopian’ while drawing attention to important differences in foreign policy between West African leaders. However, he did emphasize the need for treaties of friendship and other forms of association among West African states. As West Africa commented:


Political interest in West Africa now swings away from relations with European powers to those between West African territories and the new relationships will prove a more serious test of African statesmanship than the old. Earlier this year we point out that independence reopened the frontier problem throughout the area, and it is clear that between territories there are innumerable possible grounds for dispute. If the Ghana-Guinea union offers a pattern for peaceful settlement of disputes,



and a framework for free trade and movement, it will give a lead which others are certain to follow. But there is no single solution to West African unity, and rigid arrangements may perpetuate dis-unity, by making the admission of new states unlikely or impossible.3


President Nkrumah opened the conference: he declared this to be the decade of African independence and urged the delegates to achieve first ‘the political kingdom: all else will follow’ and he warned them to recognize imperialism which might arise ‘not necessarily from Europe’. Tom Mboya from Kenya was elected chairman of the conference. Fraternal delegates included six Soviet writers; both Khruschev and Chou En-lai sent greetings to the conference. Western reporting of the conference tended to highlight Western Cold War paranoia: what was the significance of the Soviet writers attending and what did Tom Mboya mean in his speech when he emphasized Africa’s indifference to great power quarrels and said that Africans would not tolerate interference from any country ‘and I mean any’? As West Africa commented:


The Conference is best seen as a demonstration of strength and intention. Even if east and central African visitors have heard from Ghana’s United Party spokesman that he thinks treatment of Africans by Africans can be as bad as that of Africans by Europeans, from Liberia’s True Whig Party that there is no need for an ideology for all Africa, and from the powerful Action Group delegation that no slogan can fit all the diverse conditions now obtaining in Africa, the visitors go away with a vision of United Africa which, even if little is done towards accomplishing it, can be a powerful stimulant. Any mention of the Ghana-Guinea union – which at present can be described as a close alliance – aroused the Conference’s enthusiasm.4


The final resolutions were similar in tone and style to those of the previous conference. As West Africa summed up: ‘Many outside Africa will resent or regret the wording of the Conference resolutions, many will wonder just how concrete its achievements will be. But the Conference’s success or failure will owe nothing to outsiders in spite of the crowd of fraternal delegates and observers from Europe and the United States. This may be a strident voice; but it is African.’5


In January 1960 President Habib Bourguiba of Tunisia opened the second All-African People’s Conference in Tunis; there were delegates from 30 countries and observers from Britain, the US, Russia, China, India, Greece, West Germany and Yugoslavia. In his welcoming speech President Bourguiba



said that under-developed countries must co-operate with the industrialized powers if their standard of living was to be raised. On African unity and freedom he said: ‘This is the moment of African independence. All the paths towards independence are valuable – whether they are through political stages or by armed conflict. Personally, I favour the pacific ways but I cannot refrain from helping Algeria in its war for liberty.’ The conference lasted for four days. Significantly, the largest delegation to the conference came from Ghana whose policy remained the most determinedly pro-African unity.


In June 1960 the second Conference of Independent African States was held in Addis Ababa just over two years after the first one in Accra. The number of independent states attending had increased to 11 while delegations from a number of states approaching independence also participated. In his welcoming speech Emperor Haile Selassie emphasized that the conference was meeting at a moment of crisis in the relations of the Great Powers and that the breakdown of the Summit between Eisenhower and Khruschev was a matter of concern to Africans, as well as to the rest of humanity. Peace was essential to Africa’s prosperity and progress. Reverting to a familiar African refrain of the time, the Emperor said that ‘While co-operating with all states and international organisations, African states must not accept formulae that perpetuate colonial regimes or sow seeds of divisions among our countries’. He urged the establishment of an African Development Bank, and concluded that the fate of the African continent was passing into African hands. The leader of Africa’s oldest independent state called delegates to rise to new responsibilities. Many of the delegates claimed that though the ranks of the independent African states were growing rapidly, relatively little had been done to meet some of their more important problems such as African unity, South Africa and South West Africa, the Algerian war and the French use of African soil for nuclear experiments.


On the question of African unity the Ghana delegation took the lead and Ako Adjei, the foreign minister, urged ‘a complete change in our traditional attitudes and a drastic reorganization of our thinking habits’. He proposed the establishment of a Community of Independent African States that would not conflict with the national identity or constitution, or interfere with their policies, relations or obligations. However, Malam Maitama Sule, for Nigeria, said that rapid advance towards African unity seemed improbable. He said they had to be realistic and that though pan-Africanism was ‘the only solution to our problems in Africa’ a union of African states was ‘premature’. Nigeria proposed no more than an Organization of African States with a permanent secretariat. Many delegates emphasized the need for economic co-operation. Support for independence movements throughout Africa was a constant theme. As Ahmed Taibi Benhima, the Moroccan delegate, declared: ‘We must not rest until there



is no longer mention in our African continent of British Kenya, of British Cameroons, or Portuguese Angola, of Spanish Sahara, of French Algeria or French Somaliland.’ Algeria and South Africa remained at the top of the agenda. At the end of the conference the chief resolutions were agreed unanimously. All African states were called upon to apply a total boycott on South Africa and all the colonial powers were to be invited to set a timetable for independence for their colonies. The question of African unity was deferred.


What became known as the Brazzaville Group was formed in December 1960 when 12 Francophone countries met in Congo (Brazzaville). The 12 were Congo (Brazzaville), Côte d’Ivoire, Senegal, Mauritania, Upper Volta (Burkina Faso), Niger, Dahomey (Benin), Chad, Gabon, the Central African Republic, Cameroon and Madagascar. The Brazzaville Declaration called for peace in Algeria, favoured mediation in the Congo and upheld Mauritania’s independence. It opposed a political union that would require integrated institutions but accepted a permanent Inter-State Economic Secretariat. The importance of the Brazzaville Group lay in the fact that it introduced two new elements into African politics at that time: it was the first occasion when invitations were extended to a restricted list of independent states; and a deliberate attempt was made to create a bloc of African states as opposed to regional groupings.6


In January 1961 leaders of Ghana, Guinea, Mali, Libya, Egypt and the Algerian Provisional Government met in Casablanca where they adopted what came to be known as the Casablanca Charter. Their object was the creation of a joint military command and an African Common Market. The group, which advocated a socialist path of development for the continent and a strong central authority, came to be seen by the rest of Africa as radical.


The movement received expressions of support from the newly formed Pan-African Movement for East, Central and Southern Africa (PAFMECSA). The first problem facing the Casablanca Group was the fact that although its decisions probably reflected much African opinion outside the countries taking part in the meeting, it did not include Nigeria, independent the previous October, which opposed the idea of an African High Command. Thus, the Casablanca Conference emphasized the growing divisions in Africa rather than unity. Other countries that had been invited to attend the conference but had not done so were Tunisia, Ethiopia, Liberia, Sudan, Togo, Somalia, India and Indonesia, the countries from outside Africa then having troops in the Congo under UN Command. Another group of countries, notably the French Community states, which had just participated in the Brazzaville meeting the previous month and were supporters of Kasavubu, had not been invited. The Congo, in effect, was acting as a divisive factor in Africa.




Casablanca was very much a working conference with little time for receptions or public occasions. King Mohammed of Morocco had convened the conference and acted as chairman and the Crown Prince led the Moroccan delegation. Ghana, Guinea, Mali and Egypt were led by their heads of state, the Algerian Provincial Government by Ferhat Abbas, Libya by its Foreign Minister and Ceylon by its ambassador in Cairo.


The main theme that dominated the conference was the deteriorating situation in the Congo. Nkrumah persuaded the other countries at Casablanca who wished to withdraw support from the UN in the Congo to give the UN Command another chance. He argued that there was no real alternative and that outside support for rival Congolese ‘governments’ would create the very conditions that the pan-Africanists sought to avoid – the unleashing of a full-scale Cold War confrontation in Africa. At the same time, Nkrumah was persuaded by his West African partners that the way to change the UN was to present it with an ultimatum. At that time Lumumba was still alive though he would be murdered a few days after the conference had come to an end. President Nasser succeeded, for the first time, in persuading the African states to condemn Israel ‘as an instrument in the service of imperialism and neocolonialism not only in the Middle East but also in Africa and Asia’. All the participants agreed on the potential value of the UN and on its Congo failure although they differed as to just what had to be done. The result was a compromise: the threat by every state, including Ghana, to withdraw troops from the Congo unless the UN Command acted immediately to support the ‘Central Government’. They laid down a detailed programme, which included disarming Mobutu’s army, expelling all Belgians and others not under UN Command, and reconvening the Congo Parliament. The conference resolution also reserved the right to take appropriate action ‘if the purposes and principles which justified the presence of the UN Operational Command in the Congo are not realised, and respected’. The radical nature of the conference was most obviously apparent in its attitude towards the Congo crisis and the role of the UN.


The African Charter of Casablanca included provisions for the creation of an African Consultative Assembly, which would have under it four committees: a political committee, an economic committee, a cultural committee, and a joint African High Command. Resolutions covered the questions of Israel, Mauritania (which Morocco claimed), Ruanda-Urundi (the demand for an immediate Belgian withdrawal), apartheid and racial discrimination, French nuclear tests in the Sahara, Algeria (opposing any unilateral French solution to the war) and a communiqué on the situation in the Congo. The decisions arrived at by the Casablanca Conference were among the most forthright to



emerge from Africa up to that date and set out or reinforced the objections of the more radical African states to the continuing interference in the continent’s affairs (neo-colonialism) of the great powers.


The third All Africa People’s Conference met at Cairo in March 1961. As with all these conferences, concern about neo-colonialism came top of the agenda – neo-colonialism was defined ‘as the survival of the colonial system in spite of formal recognition of political independence in emerging countries which become the victims of an indirect and subtle form of domination by political, economic, social, military or technical means’ – and the conference warned independent African states to beware of neo-colonialism which was associated with Britain, the United States, France, West Germany, Israel, Belgium, the Netherlands and South Africa. President Kennedy’s new ‘Peace Corps’ was to be ‘mercilessly opposed’ since its aim was to ‘re-conquer and economically dominate Africa’. There were rowdy demonstrations by Somali students against Ethiopia. The forceful resolutions against neo-colonial activities demonstrated the deep awareness of the all-pervasive influence of the major powers in Africa alongside a sense of frustration that most African states simply did not have the ability to resist many of these pressures. Thus, the conference denounced the following manifestations of neo-colonialism: puppet governments represented by fabricated elections and based on some chiefs, reactionary elements, anti-popular politicians, big bourgeois compradors or corrupted civil or military functionaries; regrouping of states before or after independence by an imperial power in federation or communities linked to that imperial power; Balkanization as a deliberate fragmentation of states; economic entrenchment of the colonial power; direct monetary dependence; military bases. It added that the agents of neo-colonialism were colonial embassies and missions serving as nerve centres of espionage and pressure; so-called foreign aid and UN technical assistance which ill-advises and sabotages natural development; military personnel (foreign) who serve above all colonial interests; and the malicious propaganda controlled by imperial and colonial countries. These conference strictures on neo-colonialism may have appeared excessive yet by March 1961 the neo-colonialist activities of the major powers in the Congo had become a principal topic for discussion throughout Africa. At the end, conference resolutions included a call to the ‘anti-imperialist’ bloc to assist in the development of African economies by granting long-term loans at low interest rates to be repaid in national currencies; the expulsion of South Africa from the UN; the dismissal of Dag Hammarskjold; the immediate release of Jomo Kenyatta; the immediate independence of the Rhodesias and the dissolution of the Central African Federation.


Opposition to the Casablanca Group (its Charter had been published in



January) was not slow to appear. President Tubman of Liberia called a meeting in Monrovia for 8–12 May 1961, which was attended by 19 other independent African states. These were Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Dahomey (Benin), Ethiopia, Gabon, Côte d’Ivoire, Libya, Madagascar, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Togo, Tunisia, Upper Volta (Burkina Faso). When the same group of countries met again in Lagos in January 1962 they had become known as the Monrovia Group. The Group adopted a draft charter for an Organisation of Inter-African and Malagasy States. Opening the conference Monrovia President Tubman outlined seven points for consideration. These were:


1 Contributions of African states to world peace.


2 Threats to peace and stability in Africa.


3 Promotion of better understanding, unity and co-operation among African states.


4 Development of permanent machinery to provide for consultation among African states.


5 Formation of general policy on the attitude to people striving for independence.


6 The Congo situation.


7 Working out general principles for border disputes, which arise from the emergence of independent states.


President Tubman added that economic ties were the best way to political unity. He said the conference should endorse the decisions of other conferences ‘which we know to be in the best interests of Africa and the world’ – he included Casablanca in this statement. The Monrovia Conference was more important for the attitudes it revealed than for any concrete decisions it reached. The formation of the Casablanca and Monrovia groups emphasized the dangerous nature of the ideological divisions that Africa faced before the Ethiopian Emperor, Haile Selassie, and others tried to resolve the differences, which had surfaced between the two main groups. In 1961 Nkrumah was still the mouthpiece of the genuinely independent African states. ‘There was some truth in Nkrumah’s criticism that the Francophone group were the puppets of French neo-colonialism, since France provided 80 per cent of their budgets. Similarly, some moves by the European Economic Community were regarded with suspicion as a new form of imperialism.’7 Barbara Ward, who might be described as a ‘soft’ Cold War warrior as opposed to a ‘hard’ one, advised President Kennedy not to back the Monrovia group since its members were seen as only partially independent. The Monrovia Conference did not reach any clear



conclusions over the Congo or French nuclear tests in the Sahara. The members were only really united in their dislike of Ghana’s more radical and, therefore, divisive attitude. As Nigeria’s West Africa Pilot claimed in an editorial of 18 May 1961, ‘The truth is, Dr Nkrumah must be at the head of anything or outside it… He must be told that his reckless pursuit of his own ambitions for expansion will lead him nowhere’.
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