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8.1 anglophone africa 3

If we are now making a breakthrough in the difficult struggle, you must know you are
a part of it. | have no sufficient words to thank the government and people of Nigeria.
The crowd right here and the cheering from the airport has convinced me that we are
not only among friends, but we have come home

Nelson Mandela, The Guardian (Nigeria), May 14th 1990, p.1

Introduction

The West African region of Africa is found roughly from 5° to 25° north latitude and
from 17° west to 15° east longitudes; covering a range of about 2.4 million square
miles. From its western to its eastern limit, the distance is about 1.750 miles. Its North
— South distance is over 1,350 miles.1 By its location therefore the region is
made up of varying climatic and vegetational conditions that favour mass
movement and settlement of people, a sustainable economy mainly dependant on
agriculture and a range of varying cultures and traditions. In addition, the region is
equally blessed by varying relief system and the existence of a number of mineral
deposits of some reasonable quantity. Amongst the resources available in the region
include coal, copper, gold, iron-ore, petroleum salt and tin.2 The prevalence of a
combination of these factors supported not only human habitation, but the
existence of political groups and a well orchestrated system of trading activity. It
was in this course that a common culture and tradition and a form of worship
emerged, which further unified the people and encouraged the growth of an
economy that attracts other economies of the world. It was in the course of these
historical developments that the region was introduced into international relations,
beginning with trade across the Sahara, slavery and slave trade, ‘legitimate’ trade and
colonization of their economies and societies by the capitalist world.3 It was in the
course of these occurrences also that African societies and people got knotted by
the forces of colonization of the imperialist type. The 20th century colonisation,
specifically of West Africa, was in reaction to the challenge of industrial
revolution faced by European countries, which first started in Britain. As the
revolution extended to other European countries of France and Germany, the
political terrain took a new dimension of precipitous competition between these
economic giants due to the desire for sources of raw material, market for European
finished goods and cheap labour. The attempt to contain the situation reached its
peak in 1884-85 at a conference in Berlin whose outcome led to the division of
the world among the imperial powers of Europe. France took the lion’s share of
West Africa in terms of land area (1, 604, 000 sq miles) compared to Britain 497,
000.4 Some years into the colonisation of West Africa, people were mobilised and

(1) Mabogunje, A. “The land and peoples of West Africa”, in Ajayi, J. F. A. & Crowder, M. History of West Africa,
Vol. 1, Longman, London, 1975, P. 1.

(2) See maps in Appendix 3.

(3) Rodney, W.How Europe Underdeveloped Africa, Panaf, Abuja (Nigeria), 1972; see also Ake, C. Political
Economy of Africa, Longman, New York, 1983.

(4) Post, K. The new series of West Africa, Penguin Books, England, 1968, P. 17.
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forces were put together in a struggle for independence. Almost the whole of West
Africa ceased to be the colonial possession of any imperial power from 1960s as it
became a sovereign independent African entity. This change of political and economic
status did not just come like manna from heaven; it was the efforts of Nationalists
supported by teaming population of citizens of the respective countries, which came
about in response to the colonial situation experienced by the West African States.

At independence, efforts were made to ensure that Africa and all other colonised
people of the world are set free from all forms of colonial bondage. This chapter is
specifically concerned with the efforts of the independent Anglophone West Africa in
the liberation of Southern Africa. It argues that Anglophone West Africa, consistently
(at individual levels), stood firm in their resolve for a free Africa, as it is clearly
demonstrated in their participation at the United Nations (UN), Commonwealth of
Nations, Organisation of African Unity (OAU) and other respective activism, in
support of the African governments and Liberation Movements. In such endeavour
none of the African leaders was left behind; even arch reactionaries like Mobutu
Sese Seko of Zaire5 and Dr. Hasting Kamuzu Banda of Malawi, in their own ways
supported the liberation effort.6 It was this mass and unanimous support, missing in
the Arab world of today, that earned Southern Africa political freedom from the
obnoxious apartheid rule.7

To illustrate this point, this chapter is divided into three sub-sections. The first
Phase covers the period of 1960-1966. This was the Early Period of the response of
Anglophone West Africa. This period was essentially characterised by the feeling
of Pan Africanism, a movement championed by Ghana, the first independent country
in

$5) Mobutu was the closest African leader to the United States during the Cold war period. He was recorded as the
irst African President to pay homage to President George Bush (senior) in the White House after his election and
was known to have visited USA in 1986, 1987 and met Bush in 1989. He was the only African leader who
squorted Portuguese dictator, General Spinola’s Lustanian concept of regrouping Mozambique, Angola and Brazil
(all Portuguese colonial territories) with Portugal into one nation under Portuguese imperial control. American aid
to UNITA and FNLA was channeled through Mobutu’s cooperation. It was also revealed by Andrew Tully, a
White House correspondent, who covered the activities of the CIA between 1948 and 1961 that Mobutu was a
?ood discovery by the CIA because he served the purpose of the intelligence agency in Zaire at the right time. See
or details an unclassified document coded “Nigeria-Foreign Relations — South Africa,” with the title Bungled
Diplomacy, Nigeria Institute of International Affairs (NI1A) Library, Victoria Island Lagos,P.7-8.

(6) In spite of his pro-imperialist leaning, Mobutu was said to have called a meeting which comprised of 19 African
countries of the calibre of Nigeria, Bostwana, Burundi, Cape Verde, Chad, Niger, Congo, Gabon, Mali, Guinea
Bisau, Mozambique, Sao Tome, Principe, Zambia and Zimbabwe at Gbadolite, Zaire to witness and deliberate on
the cessation of hostilities between the Angolan government controlled by the Popular Movement for the
Liberation of Angola (MPLA) and the Jonas Savimbi led National Union for the Total Independence of Angola
(UNITA) engaged in a protracted civil war for the control of the territory. Mobutu’s effort was to make the two see
reason for peace. This effort was packaged in what was called the Gbadolite Accord. See Ibid for details. On the
other hand Banda, though apparently aligning with the West, was secretly also hosting the liberation fighters in
their guerrilla activities in Mozambique. Interview with Dr. A. Abba, An Associate Professor of history and
political activist, January 2010, Zaria, Nigeria.

(7) The role of Mobutu Sese Seko was perceived differently by different people. Some argued that the Gbadolite
experiment was a ploy by the United States to penetrate and dislodge MPLA from Angola as did to Patrice
Lumumbas’s Movement Nationale Conﬂolais (MNC) which won the majority seats in the pre-independence
elections. This line of thought argued that the USA is internationally known to cry for peaceful resolution of
conflicts when its “puppets” appear to be in difficulty. See Op. Cit for details.
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West Africa. The Second Phase tagged the “Trying Period” 1966-1980, was the
period when all the West African countries had attained their independence and
indeed had established national economies to support themselves and others. This
period saw the fall off of Ghana as a dominant political and economic power
amongst Anglophone West Africa. It was a period which saw the emergence of
Nigeria, supported by its new found Petro-dollar economy, as the new power in
Anglophone West Africa. This phase also saw the increasing active role of the
Organisation of African Unity (OAU) and other international bodies, in the
liberation struggle in Southern Africa. The third Phase, tagged the “Defeat of
Apartheid” 1980-1994, was a volatile period which marked the end of white rule in
Southern Africa with the independence of Zimbabwe (1980), Namibia (1990) and
finally South Africa 1994). To accomplish this task, a historical approach was
employed as the methodology for data collection, which involved the use of
libraries, archives and oral interviews with personalities involved in governance
during the course of these political developments. Emphasis was also made in
looking at history from a less idealistic point of view, by de-emphasising the role of
individual heroes, a common characteristic of studies of this nature.

Early Period 1960-1966

By the late 1950s, only a few African countries were politically independent of
colonial rule. Many African countries were under the control of one colonial
authority or the other. In West Africa, Ghana (Gold Coast), Nigeria, Sierra Leone
and The Gambia fell under the administration of the British Imperialist and are
referred to as the Anglophone West Africa. Because of their political status
(colonies) these countries were considered incapable of any cultural innovation
much less of managing their own affairs. The general conception under this
situation was that all works of excellence found on the continent, were the creation
of the interaction of the white man with the blacks. Specifically in the case of
Southern Africa, colonisation was in the form of racial discrimination under which
the black race was subjected to all forms of degradation and dehumanization. In the
words of a one time President of South Africa, Mr. Peter Botha, the “Black man is
nothing but a symbol of poverty, mental inferiority, laziness and emotional
incompetence.” The “White race on the other hand, was created to rule,” this
explains why “we have to have the Mandelas rot in a prison.”8 This conception was
challenged and fought against by the Nationalists, which led to the attainment of
independence amongst Anglophone West Africa first in Ghana (1957),9 Nigeria
(1960), Sierra Leone (1961) and The Gambia (1965). Thus

(8) Bother, P.W.“T am not ashamed being racist” Daily Trust News paper, Friday, November 3rd 2006, P.18.

(9) Ghana was the first Sub-Saharan country to gain independence from colonial rule, and indeed the one with so
extensive commitment to the development of forceful pan-African policy. Ghana was also well-endowed with
natural and human resources. It supplied one-third of the world’s cocoa as well as one-fifth of its gold. Ghana had an
external reserve of over half a billion dollars at independence, more than what India had at comparative time in her
history. For details refer to Thompson, W. Scott, Ghana'’s foreign Policy 1957-1966: Diplomacy, Ideology and the
New State, Princeton University Press, Princeton New Jersey, 1969, P.66-7.
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we can assert that by mid 1960s, all the Anglophone West African countries were
independent and therefore politically free to govern themselves.

With the attainment of independence in Ghana, political awareness in Africa took
a new dimension. This started with a meeting of the All African Peoples
Conference, organised in 1958, with the intention of freeing Africa from colonial
rule and to initiate the process towards establishing a United Africa under a unified
political state. Efforts toward achieving such a dream led to the establishment of
“Freedom Fund” in which Ghana contributed immensely and supported a number
of political organisations secretly.10 Similar efforts were made to initiate the basis for
unity within and among the newly independent countries of West Africa. This
explains the effort by Ghana in the independence struggle in Guinea, which led to the
establishment of a Union Government between them. To make this effort more
functional, the Ghanaian government supported Guinea with a lot of aid.11 In
January 1959, Liberia joined the Ghana-Guinea associated states of Africa after a
meeting in April of the same year. Due to personality clash, colonial legacy and
political intrigue which bedevilled the newly independent countries of West Africa,
not much was achieved.12

The attainment of independence by Nigeria in 1960 created a new dimension in the
political scene of West Africal3 as this posed a serious challenge to Ghana’s
political position in the struggle for leadership of a United Africa.14 This was
because, unlike the case of Ghana’s CPP, political independence from the point of
view of the ruling party in Nigeria (NPC) did not mean the dismantling of the
colonial structure. The political, economic and cultural structures of colonial ruler-
ship instead persisted and continued to condition, dictate and direct Nigeria’s
foreign policy, even after independence. Therefore economically Nigeria continued
to be tied to Britain with her mainstay of economy exported mainly to Britain.15
Nigeria also adopted the British Westminster parliamentary model of democracy
and continued to look up

(10) In particular, Ghana gave KNDP in the British Cameroun a substantial sum-probably £10,000.00 to organize

its camFaign for the election of January 1959; in the same vain Banda’s ANC of Nyasaland was given £10,000.00

in April 1959. See Ibid for details.

(11) Similar Unions were established in what was formed as the Mali Federation, composed of Senegal and Soudan;

and the Houphouet’s Entente, composed of the Ivory Coast, Upper Volta, Dahomey and Niger. See Ibid P. 72.

(12) Ibid. Thompson, W. Scott, P. 84-85; See also Mahadi, A. “Who is Afraid of History”” in Gombe Studies, Journal

of Gombe State University, Vol. 1, No. 1, December 2008, P. 1-27.

(13) Ghana under Nkurma had already antagonised Nigeria in different ways, but more importantly by refusing to

be part of the various West African joint boards left by the British.. On this note Nigeria considered the claim of

Ghana for the establishment of a United Africa as hypocritical. It added that if anything the joint board could have

Brovided the basis for closer cooperation and possible unity. On the other hand Nkurma considered the joint board to
e part of the relics of colonialism. For details refer to Rooney, D. Kwame Nkurma, The Political Kingdom in the

Third World, I. B. Tauris &Co. Ltd, London, 1988, P. 205.

(14?]A Nigerian diplomat suggested that with the independence of Nigeria Ghanaians had two choices: cooperate

with us in West Africa or oppose us. To cooperate with us entailed playing a second fiddle, so they chose to oppose

us. Relation between the two countries continued to sour with the noted role of Ghana in supporting dissident

groups, for example Mr. Chike Obi, Aminu Kano and Gogo Nzeribe. See Ibid, Thompson, W. Scott, P 77, 78, 79.

and also in Ibid, Rooney, P. 205.

(15) Okolo, Amechi, “Nigeria and the Superpowers,” in Akinyemi, A. B. (et al) (ed.) Nigeria Since Independence:

The first 25 years, Volume x, International Relations, Heinemann Educational Books (Nigeria) Ltd, 1989, P.50-51.
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to Britain as her guide and mentor through the jungles of international politics and
socio-culture.16

Intense internal pressure mounted by the opposition and the general Cold War
atmosphere, forced Nigeria to change her foreign policy to one conditioned by
membership in the British-led Commonwealth of Nations and the Non-align
Movement. In addition, the continued brutal atrocities by the racist regime to peaceful
protests further challenged the political leadership in Nigeria. Increased pressure, was
for instance, mounted on the Balewa administration to bring to an end the reign of
terror by the South African minority regime, after the massacre at Sharpeville and
Langa on 21st March 1960.17 Thus not long before it supported British imperial
interest on the Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI), Nigeria showed tough
African attitude against French atomic testing in North Africa. Beyond making
ordinary statements, as in the case of other African countries, Nigeria went to the
extent of breaking diplomatic relations with Paris in January 1961 and imposed a
complete embargo on all French goods and gave the French ambassador 48 hours
within which to leave the country. The visit to Nigeria by Nelson Mandela in 1962
also made it possible for direct contact with the reality of what was going on in the
Southern African region.18 The visit, specifically earned for the African National
Congress (ANC) the recognition and acceptance by Nigeria under the Tafawa
Balewa administration. Winnie Mandela was quoted to have said that the sum of
£260,000 (British pound Sterling) was secretly donated to ANC by the Balewa
regime for the purchase of “hardware” (“AK47”) for the military during that early
period.19 Nigeria’s foreign policy therefore continued to tilt towards the left
especially during the civil war years, after the January 1966 coup that ousted the
civilian regime of Sir Tafawa Balewa.20 Successive Nigerian Governments, the
population and communities in Nigeria, since then, have remained at the fore front of
the struggle for the liberation of the people of the southern African region.21 Side by
side with this also were political developments in the southern African region,
under which African agitation for a birth right was reaching a crescendo in
militancy and ideological clarity.22

(16) Okolo, Amechi, Ibid. P.52.

(17) National Concord (Nigeria) Newspaper, 25th March 1980, p. 12.

(18) Mandela sneaked out of apartheid South Africa in a diplomatic blitz to canvass African support via Nigeria for

the ANC in its nationalist struggle against Pretorla racist rule. See for detail The Guardian (Nigeria) Newspaper,

Origin of Nigeria ANC Relations”, 13th May 19

(19) Mandela, W., “Winnie Mandela thanks ngerla “for South Africa’s liberation”, Daily Trust (Nigeria), 25th

JanuarK 2010, P. 2.

(20) The elected government of Nigeria under the NPC was ousted out of office in January 1966. This coup led to

the appearance of the military into political control in Nigeria. Italso opened up a new stage in political and ethnic

crisis in the body politic of the country which translated into a civil war that nearly divides the country into pieces. It

was on this note that Nigeria changed her relations at international level in favour of the Soviet Unionand reduced her

dealings with her former allies of Western Europe and USA. See Okolo, A. Op. Cit. P.54-60.

(21) George Nene, ANC Chief Representative to Nigeria, quoted in Ibid. The Guardian (Nigeria) Newspaper.

(22) Much did not really change in the foreign policy stand since Nigeria was still found to have remained a very

Io%/al member that often came to the defence of Britain and operated as a “buffer” between Britain and other
rican States on a number of issues critical to Africa. For example in 1965 Nigeria supported Britain on the issue

of lan Smith’s Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI), when it discouraged other African Governments
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The attainment of this new political status however,23 raised the quest for a dynamic
foreign policy stand, directed towards the struggle for African freedom from all forms
of domination. It was in this context that the early period of the independence of
AnglophoneWestAfrica wascharacterizedbytheopenquestfornotonlytheliberation
of Africa, but of Pan Africanism, as championed by the Prime Minister of Ghana, Dr.
Kwame Nkrumah.24 His concern for Africa’s independence was made known to the
World in his famous dictum that Ghana’s independence would be meaningless unless
it was linked up with the total liberation of the continent. It was with this intent,
therefore, that the first conference of Independent African States was organized;25
with the sole aim of providing voice and venue to Freedom fighters throughout the
continent, to assemble in a free independent African state for the purpose of planning
a coordinated assault on colonial and racist rule in Africa. At this meeting, Nkrumah
made it clear that before Pan-Africanism could be achieved Africa must at first be
free of all forms of colonial domination.26 Such, according to Nkrumah could
provide the Political Kingdom, which was the over-riding imperative. He gave the
assurance that Ghana will provide all the assistance, especially to the liberation
movements, for the prosecution of the struggle against the colonial and racist
regimes on the continent.27 To back up this pledge, a special fund was created for
concerted financial assistance to the liberation movements. In addition, the African
Bureau was also set to offer direct financial, propaganda and military support to the
struggle, while refugees from South Africa, Namibia, Rhodesia and other colonial
dependencies in Africa were granted placements, scholarships and other facilities in
the educational institutions in Ghana.

from breaking diplomatic relations with Britain. Looked more criticallh/, this was all part of the post colonial
challenge African countries had to pass through. Nigeria, being the richest and most ﬁopulous African country
thought to take its natural leadership position in the continent which contradicts with the claim by Ghana under
Nkrumah. If any thing, this was possibly what explains the foreign policy stance of Nigeria, meaning that it was
not really retrogressive as such. See for detail, Ajala, A. “Nigeria and Southern African Liberation Movements,” in
Akinyemi A. B. Ibid, P.178.

$23) One of such factor was the general upsurge and call for Africa’s freedom but more extremely was the call for
reedom of the Black race, coined in the dictum of Marcus Garvey, the Jamaican whose followers elected him as
the “Provisional president of Africa.” Ibid Thompson, W. Scott, P.6.

(24) Dr. Kwame Nkrumabh, the Prime Minister of Ghana was influenced a lot by his experience while a student in
the United State of America where he came across people and ideas that instill in him the pride of an African.
Primarily Nkrumah was influenced bx ideas of people like Marcus Garvey, a Pan- Africanist; the writings of Dr.
Dubois, Claud Mckay, Langston Hughes, David Diop and Dr. Edward Blyden. For details refer to Asamoah,

O. “Nkrumah’s Foreign Policy 1951-1966;” in Arhin, K. The life and Works of Kwame Nkrumah, papers of a
Symposium by the Institute of African Studies, University of Ghana, Legon, Africa World Press, Trenton, New
Jersey 08607, P 232. See also Ibid. Thompson, W. Scott, P. 4-5.

(25) Nkrumah had earlier had such kind of meetings, though some were informal, to discuss the possibility  of
convening a conference of all the African States, including South Africa. The meeting took place during the one
year celebration of the Ghana’s independence with nationalist from un-liberated territories in attendance. The main
agenda was the plan for a great Pan African conference of all political parties. The political leaders in attendance
include Nyerere, Mboya, Azikwe, Murumbi, Garba Jahumpa, and Bakary Djibo. For detail see Ibid Thompson, P.
30-31.

(26) Op. Cit. Asamoah, O, P. 237.
(27) Basumtwi-sam, D. Landmarks of Dr. Kwame Nkrumah, KIA Box 9273, Accra Ghana, P. 76.
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Where possible, such categories of people were also given employment
opportunities, to help prepare them for the struggle ahead.28
It was on this venture that Mr. Robert Mugabe (now Zimbabwean President)
found himself in Ghana in 1957, as one of the literate Africans recruited by Nkrumah
to help in providing academic training29 and in building a revolutionary base for the
total liberation of Africa. The experience of Ghana fired in the imaginations of both
Mugabe and all those that went with him, to go back to Rhodesia to stop the racist
administration from blocking the right of Black Africa to be a free people.30 In
Ghana according to Mugabe:
I learnt that support for the movement would have to rest on something more than just
intellectual attraction. Towin a broad-based support among all Africans in Rhodesia,
the struggle had to be made part of people’s daily life. The barrier between political
activity and all others had to be broken down. The people must be made to recognise
politics without the taboo of thinking that it wasn’t their domain. I learnt to appeal to
people’s emotions and to their spiritual and cultural values, to encourage them,
through party publicity, to value their heritage.31

Drawing on his experience from Nkrumah’s youth league, Mugabe began organising
the NDP youth league wing with the appeal to search for the reality of their history in
their cultural roots. Thus in Ghana, Mugabe developed his definite ideas that shaped
what he wanted his political future to be. It was at this point that he accepted the
general principles of Marxism and also associated himself with revolutionaries from
other parts of Africa.32

Dr. Kamuzu Banda of Malawi was another nationalist who stayed, and for some
time, in Kumasi Ghana, and worked as a practicing medical personnel. Dr. Banda
arrived in Ghana in 1953, not so much on the invitation of Nkrumah but on his
own, in order to give “federation a chance.” During his stay in Ghana, Dr. Banda
took no part in local politics but he observed, learnt and used some of Nkrumah’s
methods of political organisation.33 In December 1958, Dr. Banda returned to Malawi
(Nyasaland) at a time when the country was seething with social and political unrest,
fanned by distrust and discontent of the Africans, about the position of their country
in the Central African Federation, dominated by white minority settlers in Southern
and Northern Rhodesia. Dr. Banda was arrested and accused by the administration

(28) The Bureau later turned to be used as propaganda machinery of Nkrumah’s line of thought and against any
country that is not in support of such ideas. The activities of the bureau therefore turned to create a sour relation
between Ghana and her immediate neighbours like Togo. For details refer to Rooney, D. Kwame Nkrumah, The
Political Kingdom in the Third World, I. B. Tauris &Co. Ltd, London, 1988, P.218.

(29) Mugabe was first posted to teach at St. Mary College in Takoradi, Ghana located on the West Coast of Accra.
For more information see Smith, D. (et al) Mugabe, Sphere Books Ltd, Gray’s Inn Road, London WC1X 8JL, 1981,
p.22.

(30) Ibid. P. 22.

(31) Ibid.

(32) The new slogan is no longer asking Europeans to rule us well, but we want to rule ourselves now said one of
the founding fathers of the struggle in Rhodesia. This change in perception was encouraged by the experience of
especially Mugabe on account of events in societies like Ghana, Kenya, Nigeria and Somalia. See Ibid P. 37.

(33) McMaster, C. Malawi — Foreign Policy and Development, Julian Friedmann Publishers, England, 1974, P.16-20.
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of having triggered the unrest.34 As a result of this, Ghana took it upon herself to
challenge this action; and with the support of members of the National Assembly,
staged a procession led by the Minister of Communication and presented a ‘protest
Note’ to the British High Commissioner at Accra for onward transmission to the
Government, in the United Kingdom.

Similar pressure from other parts of the globe was also mounted, which led to
Her Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom, to appoint a Royal Commission
to inquire into the riots and disturbances in Nyasaland, in the Central African
Federation.35 Though the report accused the regime of turning Nyasaland into a
police state, Dr. Banda and his followers remained in detention. It was on this note that
the Nyasaland African Congress (NAC) requested Ghana to assist with a competent
lawyer to lead in the defence of the case.36 The extraordinary interest shown by
Ghana on the case led the British Government decline the request for visas by the
two legal luminaries slated for the assignment. Similar concern and assistance was
also shown to the Pan African Congress (PAC) of South Africa, possibly because of
the Pan African posture of the regime in Ghana. Purposely it was in this respect that
the PAC has on its flag an African Sun radiating from Accra. The symbolism of this
was no more than the Ghanaian support ushered to them.

Ghana, under Nkrumah, was also instrumental at the United Nations and other
international fora in spearheading the adoption of a number of measures against the
colonial and racist presence in Africa. Most notably, is the General Assembly
Resolution 1514 (XV) of 1960 on the granting of independence to colonial
territories.37

(34) Ibid. P. 76.

(35) The Commission was headed by Sir Patrick Delvin and other very distinguished and experienced men in
colonial affairs. Published in July 1959, the report was remembered for its sense of justice for exposing the truth
without any inhibition, in its fact finding of the tragic events in Nyasaland. Ibid. P.79.

(36) Kwaw-Swanzy and Mr. E. N. p. Sowah were the lawyers the government of Ghana selected to serve in the
defence of Dr. Hasting K. Banda and other cases with the imperial authority in the United Kingdom. Ibid. P.81-82
(37) Besides taking part in the adoption of the resolutions in support of a free Africa and against Apartheid
atrocities, Ghana also rendered specific assistance to Sam Nujoma to travel to United State to make case before the
United Nation on the Trustee status of Namibia. In his testimony Sam Nujoma narrated that following Ghana’s
support he was able to escape from South West Africa to independent Ghana in April 1960, an assistance that
introduced him to the centre of the campaign for African independence and unity. During this time Ghana was also
hosting a conference tagged the Positive Action Conference a%ainst French Government’s testing of the atomic bomb
in the Sahara desert at the time when the Algerians were fighting for their freedom and independence. According
to Nujoma, in Accra | was warmly received and Accra held much in store for me and for our struggle. | met
African leaders from different liberation movements in the continent including Kwame Nkrumah himself, Patrice
Lumumba, Joseph Kasavubu, and Frantz Fanon, representing the Algerian National Liberation front (FLN). | was
able, during this moment to talk to the world about our situation and more specifically about the Windhoek
uprising and the consequent massacre which led to the killings of a lot of people by the South African police. At
this conference I had personal conversation with Nkrumah and in his own words he stated that “the Ghana
government is behind you, Keep it up”. Nkrumah did not only encourage us but his government also spent a lot of
money in publicising the cause of the oppressed people of Africa. In Accra | was also opportune to meet with the
special Representative of president Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt, who also came to attend the positive Action
Conference. He gave us a very sympathetic hearing which | was soon to follow up. Egypt’s first practical help
came through this means and it totalled the sum of £100 sterling to the two of us. With part of the money | was
able to buy an Olivetti portable typewriter, which | used for many years during the struggle and which | still use.
See for detail, Nujoma, S. Where others wavered; The Autobiography of Sam Nujoma, Panaf, 2001, P. 97-99.
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Also Resolution 1716 at the 17th Session of the General Assembly in 1962
requesting Member states separately or collectively to apply diplomatic and
economic sanctions including an arms embargo against South Africa; as well as the
establishment of the UN Special Committee on Apartheid which was assigned
responsibility for reviewing UN policies on South Africa and assessing the extent
of their effectiveness. It was this pressure, mounted by Ghana and other concerned
countries, that led to the independence of about 12 African countries in 1960
alone.38 The commitment of Ghana was beyond doubt forth-right and
uncompromising because of the basic objective of liberty for all, which was openly
shown in many aspects of Ghana’s foreign policy.39 More specifically in the case of
South West Africa, Ghana’s enormous support assisted South West African People’s
Organisation (SWAPO) to present her case40 before the United Nations
Organisation, which exposed the repressive actions of the apartheid South African
regime. As a result a resolution was taken (Resolution 1514) which upheld self
determination as a legal principle.41

Similar assistance was also rendered by another independent42 West African
nation, Liberia, to SWAPO, when it made possible the trip by Mr. Sam Nujoma
from Liberia to New York, venue of the United Nations meeting. In addition to
taking an active part43 in support of the course of the freedom of South West
Africa, the Liberian government also paid for an air ticket for Mr. Nujoma from
Monrovia to New York and back to Monrovia, Accra and Lagos by Pan American
Airways; and possibly supported his other needs in the United States for his six
months’ stay. It is important to also note that while efforts were made by independent
African countries, the white South African regime tried all things possible to make it
impossible. As Mr. Nujoma said during his verbal presentation of 5th July, 1960, the
Walvis Bay branch of SWAPOQ tried to petition the UN, but the white South African
Administration refused them the chance, on the excuse that such a petition must first
go through the Union Government. That meeting, therefore, provided that chance to
SWAPO and increased the level of understanding of the internal situation in the
southern African region. According to Mr.Nujoma,

(38) Arhin K. Op. Cit. P. 238, see also Nujoma S. Ibid. P 99 where Nujoma made it clear that Ghana played a very
important role in awakening the people of Africa to demand their freedom and independence.

(39) Arhin K. Ibid. P. 238.

(40) We made a number of presentations one of which demanded that South West Africa be placed under the
trusteeship of the United Nations in preparation for our independence, which we wanted to come to fruition by
1963. On the contrary the independence of South West Africa (Namibia) was not achieved until 1990, thirty years
after the UN declaration. Refer to Nujoma, S. Ibid. P. 103.

(41) Of the members that voted to decide on the resolution 89 states voted in favour with non against. Nine
countries however absconded and they include Australia, Belgium, Dominican Republic, France, Portugal, Spain,
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom and United States. See Nujoma, S. Op. Cit. P.108.

(42) By early 1960s there were only 10 independent African countries, namely Ethiopia, Sudan, Egypt. Libya,
Tunisia, Mali, Morocco, Guinea-Conakry, Liberia and Ghana. Before the end of the year Belgian Congo (Zaire,
and now Demaocratic Republic of Congo) and Nigeria became independent.

(43) Liberia was represented at this meeting by honorable Anqie Brooks, an ally of SWAPO. She was the Assistant
Secretary to the Liberian Foreign Minister, James Grimes, and later became Vice president of Liberia, Ibid. P.. 102.
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... this chance did not only earn us the observer status we were later given in the
United Nations (UN), but also more support in the form of facilities.44

The Apartheid regime, as a result of this, came under attack as object of the most
inhuman practice in Southern and Central Africa. The rate at which this inhuman
practice was hated and condemned by the newly independent countries of Africa
and Asia, was so much that the United Nations General Assembly, by its resolution
of October 1966, decried the plight of the oppressed people of South Africa and
called on all member-states to commemorate the March 21st, as the International
Day for the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, in memory of the heroes of the
Sharpeville uprising.45 To support this, Ghana remained consistent in World fora on
the question of Human Rights, applying severe economic and diplomatic sanctions
against South Africa and Rhodesia and contributed financially, to the “Trust Fund
for South Africa” as a means of helping to stamp out apartheid and the violation
of Human Rights and freedom. To further this effort, the Government of Ghana and
those of other independent West African countries, through the Organization of
African Unity (OAU) and other sister African Governments; played an active role
by providing moral, political and material assistance to liberation movements in
their struggle to regain their legitimate rights. Ghana in particular denounced in no
uncertain terms South Africa’s apartheid policy, and took more practical steps by
offering training facilities for South African Refugees under the United Nations
Education and Training Programme for South Africans.46

In the special Political Committee Meeting of the United Nations, held in 1968,
Ghana backed a resolution which condemned South Africa for its apartheid policies
and for its assistance to the Smith regime in Rhodesia. Ghana expressed grave
concern about the persecution of the opponents of apartheid and urged that fighters
against that policy in South Africa should be treated as prisoners of war under the
Geneva Convention of 1949. It further reiterated that the policy of apartheid denies
the essential humanity of those who suffer under this policy, a belief which provided
justification for Ghana’s support for removal of all forms of racial discrimination, the
denial of human rights and the imposition of alien, minority regimes on Southern
African Blacks.47 It was with this strong voice that Ghana cried that sanctions on
Southern Rhodesia must be made to work, even if it demands the use of force, to
stop South Africa and Portugal from serving as a convenient loophole through which
assistance reached Southern Rhodesia. Giving much regard to this conviction, the
government of Ghana increased its support through the OAU Liberation Committee
to the freedom fighters against Portuguese colonialism in Africa.

(44) 1bid.

(45) For details of the events at Sharpeville refer to, Thompson, L. A History of South Africa, Yale University Press,
New Heaven and London, 2000.

(46) In one of his speeches in OAU (Cairo 1964), Ghana made it clear that nothing can make racist South Africa
and Portugal strong enough to arrest freedom fighters and put them in prison but the Africans lack of unity. Refer for
detail to National Archives Ghana, 399/ADM. 16/52/1964, P. 15.

(47) Ibid. National Archives Ghana, 399/ADM. 16/52/1964.



8.1 anglophone africa 13

As stated earlier, the contributions to the liberation of Southern Africa, in
particular, and Africa in general at this early period, was dominated by the
activities of the government and people of Ghana. Like in the United Nations,
Ghana’s role in the formation and activities of the Commonwealth of Nations was
equally significant. As noted, Ghana’s association with the Commonwealth was not
based on mere sentimental desire to continue her links with metropolitan Britain or
with former British colonies, but on the need to continue the economic, technical
and cultural relations which had long existed and to build up new ones between
Ghana and her Commonwealth48 partners. Thus during the Prime Ministers
Conferences of 1966 and 1969 in London, Ghana picked up issue with lan Smith’s
illegal seizure of power in Rhodesia and maintained the position that “while
conceding that Rhodesia is primarily the responsibility of the British Government,
any agreement with lan Smith that fell short of majority rule would be unacceptable.
It is with the same commitment that the Government of Ghana viewed the question of
self-determination for Namibia as against the ‘trust powers’ which South Africa had
exercised since the withdrawal of Germany in 1918. In return the government of
Ghana supported the adoption of Resolution 2145 (XXI) of 27th October,1966, by
which the United Nation and its member States committed themselves to the task of
freeing the people of Namibia from the apartheid stronghold of the South African
racist minority regime.

No doubt in this early phase, Ghana played a more principled role of assisting
all colonised countries in Africa to attain the status of a free people. Very little was
done by Nigeria, in fact, Nigeria’s position was not based on any sound ideological
leaning as with the case of Ghana. Sierra Leone49 and The Gambia50 were very
weak political entities, indeed too weak economically. Sierra Leone had to request
for International Monetary Fund, (IMF) intervention as early as 1966 to finance a
three year Stabilisation programme.51 But more fundamentally the hope of
achieving a sovereign African state, which also forms the backbone of the Ghanaian
effort at the liberation of Africa, was not achieved. Rather it led to more bitterness
even among

(48) The Commonwealth comprised of independent countries from British colonial administration. Established in
the years immediately after the Second World War, the Commonwealth countries started first as an Association of
people of Anglo-Saxons origin speaking either the same language or languages with a common root and
possessing a basically common culture and sharing, in their essentials, common moral and spiritual values. To day
the Commonwealth embraces peoples of different races and cultures because the membership has now increased
with the admission of African and Asian countries upon their attainment of independence.

(49) Sierra Leone is a small country of about 73,326 square kilometres on the South West coast of West Africa.
The economy was agrarian based and agriculture, using crude implements provides over 70% of the national
revenue. For detail refer to Fyle, C. M. (ed.) The State and the Provision of Social services in Sierra Leone since
Independence, 1961-1991, CODESRIA Book Series, 1993, p. 1-17; See also Abdullah, I. (ed.) Between
Democracy and Terror: the Sierra Leone Civil War, CODESRIA Book Series, 2004.

(50) Fawole, W. A “Colonial history and the search for democratic nationhood: the case of Anglophone West
Africa,” in W. Alade Fawole, (ed.) (etal.) The crisis of the state and regionalism in West Africa: Identity, Citizenship
and Conflict, CODESRIA Series, 2005, p. 46-58-69, also in Adejumobi, S. Identity, citizenship and Conflict: The
African Experience: in Ibid. 2005, 1-39.

(51) Fyle, C. M Op. Cit P. 14.
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the West African countries closer to Ghana.52 Ghana on the other hand used all its
resources for this purpose but to no avail. In his comment on this matter, Nelson
Mandela who happened to work in Ghana during those years under the platform of
the United Front of South Africa wrote that “burden is systematically destroying
Ghana.”53 In the same vein, Ghana was also faced by internal challenges from both
supporters and political rivals of the CPP.54 This ushered in an era of severe
political repression, fear and suspicion between even Nkrumah and some of his
most trusted lieutenants,55 which led to the detention of over 500 people. More so,
as a political figure, Nkrumah was by this period wrapped in ideological confusion
between communism and Pan Africanism.56 Ghana remained under this political
quagmire guarded by a Preventive Detention Act until the coup of 1966, which
ousted the CPP regime.

The Trying Period 1966-1980

The history of Independent West Africa during this period was marred by internal
political crisis inthe form of military intervention,first in Nigeria (January 1966) when
the military overthrew its first independence civilian government in a bloody putsch
that claimed the lives of the Prime Minister and a number of other people. Ghana
followed in February 1966 and Sierra Leone in March 1967, while The Gambia,
two decades after in 1994. Such remained the state of affairs amongst, especially,
the first three countries; until the 1990’s when democratic regimes were put in
place.57 Ghana’s decline in international influence, due to her conflict with some of
her neighbours, for instance, resulted in the country going through a perceptible
and devastating

(52) Ghana created for its self an atmosphere of intrigue and violence by supporting African freedom fighters of all
kind. Such characters engaged in all sorts of practices, at a point a number of them were used for other clandestine
activities against governments of countries like Nigeria, Ivory Coast, Niger and Togoland. At the Lagos Conference
of 1962 Ghana was severely attacked and indeed warned for supporting the unsuccessful coup attempt master
minded by Chief Obafemi Awolowo in August 1962. Such an atmosphere made the relationship between Ghana
and its West African neighbours sour. Indeed among the Ghanaians, the sycophantic support given to Nkrumah by
some clique of his supporters isolated him from being realistic to issues. For details refer to Rooney, Op. Cit P.214-
18

(53) lbid. P.217, This was also supported by the report of US Ambassador to Accra, William P. Mahoney whose
intelligence report suggested that Ghana was both politically and economically at the verge of collapse. His report
suggested that the economic predicament was as a result of senseless extravagant spending on prestigious projects
and In disseminating Pan Africanism. Ibid P. 224-225.

(54) In response to such political developments, Nkrumah was attacked on his way at Kalangu. A development
that led to further suspicion within the supporters of Nkrumah and the arrest of persons of the caliber of Cofie
Crabbe, Ako Adjei and Adamafio on the August. 28th, See Ibid.

(55) Though he confessed that she was one of his must trusted loyalist, Nkrumah had to at a point confront Erica
Powel in the presence of two security officials with security report claiming that she was a paid agent of a foreign
power. See for detail Rooney, Ibid P. 220.

(56) What added to his problem was the increasing attack he was receiving from African leaders. In Cairo
Conference of 1964, Nkrumah received an open attack of his life when Leopold Senghor of Senegal, Nyerere  of
Zambia and Balewa of Nigeria bluntly and scathingly rejected the call for a Pan African Government. The
Conference later declined Nkrumah’s offer of £100,000 to the liberation committee and indeed Ghana lost her
membership of the committee. This and many other challenges added to Nkrumah’s problems. Ibid. P. 230-232.

(57) Fawale, W.A. Op. Cit. P.57.



8.1 anglophone africa 15

stagnation of national economy. This could be traced to Nkrumah’s preoccupation
with foreign relations. As a result, post-Nkrumah era was forced to prioritise even its
national economy and relegate global affairs to the background.58 It was also
forced to increase its dependency on the Western world, which also undermined its
national autonomy.59 With the exception of Acheampong’s regime, with its
unprecedented call for the repudiation of Ghana’s foreign debt, all post Nkrumah
regimes have pursued a constrained and muted foreign relations, and given priority to
domestic concerns.60 The economy was characterised by negative growth rates, an
acute shortage of foreign exchange and consequently, essential consumer items,
spare parts, capital goods and other inputs for agricultural and industrial production,
high rates of inflation as well as declining savings and investment. Ghana’s
relatively solid social infrastructure also deteriorated. Roads were rendered
impassable by potholes and broken bridges; the railway system was down, so also
the postal and communication networks. This was in addition to inadequate supply
of water and electricity, even to the urban and industrial centres. Hospitals went
without doctors, nurses and drugs, while schools were without books and
teachers.61

This phase of our study in Ghana was really a trying period where destitution
and despondency had become widespread, with everybody looking for a way out
of the country. More disturbing was the growing state of corruption as well as very
low public morale. Passing through these experiences, it became very difficult for
Ghana to pursue a foreign policy stand as dynamic as those of the years of Dr.
Nkrumah. Yet some level of continuity and consistency remained in Ghana’s foreign
policy after Nkrumah, as all the regimes showed commitment in varying degrees
to the traditional foreign policy concerns of support for liberation struggles, non-
alignment, opposition to racism and minority rule in Africa and support for the
OAU and other international organisations.62 Same was the experience in both Sierra
Leone and The Gambia, who were all in principle, committed supporters of the OAU
and all its projects especially those that concern the liberation of Africa. However,
the instability in their political setting, which translated into a serious economic
decline made it difficult for her to play a more positive role, like that of Nigeria.

Unlike in the case of Ghana, Nigeria’s experience during this period redirected its
foreign policy stand to a more progressive line of thought. The new policy was
based on boycott and confrontation with the colonial and minority regimes in
Southern Africa, which started with the closure of Portuguese mission in Lagos.
Sometimes in

(58) Boalo-Arthur, K. “Ghana’ s external relations since December 31, 19817, in Boadi, E. G. (ed.) Ghana under
PNDC rule, CODESRIA Book Series, Dakar, 1993, P. 135.

(59) lbid. P. 148-150.

(60) It was also during his regime that serious concern was shown on the liberation struggle when he seconded
military officers to the liberation Committee to train ZAPU cadres for over a year at Mangoro, Tanzania.
Commentary on this document by Professor Arnold J. Temu, Project Manager, HASHIM MBITA Project, SADC
Secretariat Research, Dar- Es-Salam, Tanzania.

(61) Gylmah-Boadl, E. “The search for economic development and democracy in Ghana from Limann to
Rawlings”, in Gylmah-Boadl, E. Op. Cit. P. 2.

(62) Boafo-Arthur, k. Op. Cit. P. 135.
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1963, the Organisation of African Unity ordered that all member states should close
down Portuguese missions. Even though the Balewa regime was not in contestation
with the decision, no effort was made to put it into effect. In addition White South
Africans and Portuguese were declared prohibited immigrants in Nigeria, and
Portuguese ships and aircraft that were constantly in Nigeria’s waters and air space
were banned due to Portuguese brutal colonial policy in Africa. Nigeria, from this
period took the place of Ghana and remained at the fore front in criticising any
western power supporting colonialism and racism in Africa.63 Nigeria’s stand in
support of liberation movement continued to be on the progressive line due to its
experience of the civil war.64

During the Nigerian Civil War, Nigeria found itself in a bitter conflict that
challenged its political sovereignty. While the Federal authority was working hard
to take control of the situation, colonial forces and the white minority regimes in
the sub-region were openly giving assistance to the rebels (Biafra). Initially Nigeria
got her supplies of weapons from Britain, France, Holland, Belgium, USA and
Czechoslovakia. From April 24th to July 5th, 1968, several of them clamp an arms
embargo on Nigeria. This was at a time when Biafra’s B-26 bombers were
devastating Nigerian towns and villages.65 This action further convinced the Federal
authority that the Western Powers, in addition to the existence of the minority-
dominated regimes in Southern Africa, were a direct threat; and the dominance of
the administration of the minority regime in Southern Africa must be brought to an
end.66 Nigeria felt betrayed by the Western powers and was humbly welcomed by
the Soviet Union, not only for economic advantages but also to secure ideological
influence.67 A closer and intimate relation, therefore, was developed between the
Soviet Union and Nigeria. Nigeria signed an agreement that established an air
service in January 1967. In February, the Soviets sent a high powered five-man
delegation of economists, engineers and metallurgists who extensively toured the
country and explored the possible ways of industrial cooperation with Nigeria.
This was preceded with the

(63) Ajala, A. “Nigeria and Southern African Liberation Movements,” in Op. Cit. Akinyemi, A. B. Heinemann
Educational, P.180. See also Africa research Bulletin May 1966, p. 528 and February 1966, P.475.

(64) The most important change that occurred in the country’s foreign relations during the civil war was the
marked improvement in relations with the Soviet Union and the corresponding deterioration in Nigeria’s dealings
with her previous allies — Britain, the United States and the West. For detail refer to Okolo, A. Nigeria and the Super
Powers, In Akinyemi, A. B. Ibid. P. 57.

(65) On the Biafran side, the major source of arms at the early stage was private entrepreneurs. This changed when
France took the lead from August 1968 to boost her colonial hold and sources of cheap oil. In addition France also
provided some foreign currency, so also was racist regime of South Africa which was noted from 1968 to be the
major arms supplier to avenge for Nigeria’s opposition to apartheid. Refer to Nwolise, O. B. C. “The Civil war and
Nigerian Foreign Policy,” in Akinyemi, A. B. (ed.) (et al) Ibid. P. 204.

(66) Ajala, A. Op. Cit. 181.

(67) Soviet took advantage of this situation and establish new relationship with another African power by
supplying Nigeria with heavy Weaﬁjons war planes flying from areas earlier prohibited. This switch of relationship
forced Britain to quickly staged a full scale come-back not only supplying Nigeria with heavy arms but also pilots.
Nwolise Op. Cit P. 204, See also Interview with Alhaji Muhammed Dikko Yusufu, Retired Assistant General of
Police during the General Murtala/Obasanjo regime (1975-1979), December 12, 2009, at Kaduna, Nigeria. Copy
of the cassette is in my possession.
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signing of an additional agreement on cultural exchange, under which Nigeria’s
institutions received Soviet publications free or at a very insignificant cost. Under
this guise Nigeria also benefited from Soviet military equipment, when it was
allowed to purchase arms including the Soviet MIG 17s, six L-29 Czech Dolphins,
and several patrol boats. This was followed by a formal pledge of support from the
Soviet Premier, Alexsei Kosygin, through his ambassador, who toured most part of
the country and initiated, in the process, projects aimed at supporting not only the
suppression of secession, but aiding Nigeria’s future development. Of great
significance here was the spread of the ideas of socialism and the struggle for social
justice, through the influx of Soviet based literature.

By mid 1970’s Nigerian intellectual environment was transformed over and
above its colonial and neo-colonial outlook. The teaching of courses in Social
Sciences and Humanities were made with Africa as the main focus.68 Within no
time, ideas of social justice and human right became commonly used and discussed
in all fields of human endeavour. The development of dynamic labour organisations
championed by progressive minded people extended the struggle for social justice to
all nooks and corners of the country and set the stage for radicalism in all the affairs
of governance in the country.

Out of the civil war in 1970, Nigeria’s appearance at the OAU meeting revealed
to the world its new stand on colonialism and racism. Moral and material support
became amongst the assistance Nigeria was sending to liberation movements in
Southern Africa and other parts of Africa under colonial domination. By this, leaders
of the liberation movements were not only allowed to visit Nigeria, but also were
given money, military trucks, medical supplies and blankets. This increased in
quantity and consistency as Nigeria became financially buoyant due to the
discovery and exploration of the oil resources. Further than that, Nigeria increased
her contribution to the liberation fund which gave her an upper hand in the political
development in Africa.Addressing the OAU Summit,General Gown warned,ina very
strong language, the enemies of African freedom fighters, particularly the
Portuguese, and the racist minority regimes of South Africa and Rhodesia, with the
active collaboration of their military and business allies, striving to check the
historical trend towards freedom and independence, for all of Africa. It was
consequent to this that Nigeria, through its External Affairs Commissioner, called
all independent countries of the world to join hands against apartheid by supporting
the establishment of the United Nations Liberation Fund, to speed up the liquidation
of imperialism, colonialism and racism in Africa. More so, African leaders were
urged by Nigeria, to provide substantial help to the liberation movements, so that at
least one territory can be liberated through armed struggle, possibly within a very
short time. To make its commitment felt, Nigeria donated the sum of US$180,000,
in addition to her normal contribution to

(68) Ibid. P.59.
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the liberation fund.69 Nigeria also continued with mounting diplomatic pressure
and support to the liberation movements, though it refused to allow the liberation
movements to establish offices in Lagos.70 Such stand continued until the coup of
29th July, 1975 which removed General Yakubu Gowon from office.

Under the General Murtala/Obasanjo regime (1975-1979), Nigeria’s stand on the
liberation of Southern Africa took a more radical outlook, both in theory and practice.
From the outset, the regime made it very clear that Nigeria would no longer sit on
the fence on important issues affecting African sovereignty. With this, the liberation
movements were not only to come on official visits, but were allowed to open up
offices in the Federal Capital seat (Lagos). Also, Nigeria changed its method of
payment to the liberation movements by electing to have a Nigerian top official
personally deliver the money to beneficiaries rather than allow bureaucrats to block
or delay the fulfilment of Nigeria’s financial obligation to OAU, and thus undermine
its credibility as an active liberation supporter. Bishop Abel Muzorewa’s African
National Council was the first to enjoy this when it collected the sum of
US$32,750.00. Same gesture was extended to the people of Mozambique through
their Government to the tune of US$250,000.00, by the Commissioner for External
Affairs, Brigadier Joe Garba. In addition, Nigeria supported the common position of
the OAU and pushed for the independence of the two Portuguese colonies of
Mozambique and Angola. Unlike the case of Mozambique, the independence of
Angola faced a lot of difficulties because of a number of political groups claiming to
be the right representatives of the people.71 Since the time of Gowon, the Popular
Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) was the secretly favoured
Liberation Movement by Nigeria, though covered along the tag of the OAU’s
preoccupation of trying to arrange a national government of the three political
parties concerned.72 The support of the MPLA, however, continued openly, during
the time of General Murtala Ramat Muhammed, more so when MPLA was able to
convince the Nigerian authority that they represent the true freedom fighters with no
link to the Portuguese or any other racist regime. As a result of this, Nigeria, did not
just recognise MPLA, but worked on all member states in the OAU to support
them; a development which earned the MPLA recognition to

(69) Inaddition Nigeria also settled all her arrears to the liberation fund which she owed. See for details.

Op. Cit. P.181.

(70) This was possibly in response to the reconstructions going on after the civil war and the fear of the support by
the Western powers who were the ones in charge. See Ibid.

(71) Among the three Organisations competing were FLNA, UNITA and MPLA. FLNA and MPLA were originally
involved in the struggle for Angola’s independence. UNITA was later added when Jonas Savimbi who was formally
the Foreign Affairs Minister in the Government in-Exile resigned.

(72) This idea of uniting warren factions never worked in Africa as demonstrated in the case of Nigeria where the
warren parties shared a lot in common unlike in the case of Angola. In the case of Angola the factions differed
strongly on matters of both foreign and domestic policies. While MPLA was Marxist and pro-total liberation from all
forms of colonisation, there was evidence, for example, that UNITA was collaborating with the Portuguese during
the war of liberation, in addition to its South African connection. It was this that tarnished the image of the FNLA-
UNITA on the face of Nigeria and call for the firm position Nigerian Government took in support of MPLA. For
detail refer to Akinyemi, A. B. “Angola and Nigeria: A Study in the National Interest,” in Conference No. 16,
Graduate Institute of international Studies, Geneva, 1978, P. 28.
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enjoy assistance from the OAU. Nigeria went to the extent of openly challenging
the US when it mobilised African progressive forces in support of the MPLA and
not FNLA-UNITA, the favourites of USA and the Western powers. This was in a
speech delivered at the extraordinary summit of OAU held in Addis Ababa, January
11th 1976, titled “Africa Has Come of Age.” This part of the speech below captures
the position championed by Nigeria and Africa as a whole:

“.... Mr. Chairman, Africa has come of age. It is no longer under the orbit of any
extra continental power. It should no longer take orders from any country, however
powerful. The fortunes of Africa are in our hands to make or to mar. For too long have
we been kicked around: for too long have we been treated like adolescents who cannot
discern their interests and act accordingly. For too long has it been presumed that the
African needs outside ‘expert’ to tell him who are his friends and who are his
enemies. The time has come when we should make it clear that we can decide for
ourselves; that we know our interests and how to protect those interest; we are
capable of resolving African problems without presumptuous lessons in ideological
dangers which, more often than not, have no relevance for us, nor for the problem at
hand. Nigeria has come to this Assembly determined to co-operate with you, Mr.
Chairman, and with all member States, to put a stop to foreign interference in our
Continental matters. As an African nationalist of distinction, | trust that your wise
guidance will direct our deliberations to fruitful conclusions of which our peoples
will be proud.”73

What made Nigeria take a clear stand in favour of the MPLA on the issue of
Angolan independence was the intervention of South Africa in the Angolan civil
war on the side of FNLA-UNITA group. Intelligence report revealed that South
African troops had crossed the Cumene River ostensibly to guard the hydroelectric
installation in Ruacana Falls, which supply electricity to Southwest Africa
(Namibia) with a view to provide support to the pro-Western UNITA in its efforts to
gain ascendancy in Luanda. As recorded by Brigadier Joe Garba, this report further
awakened Nigeria, “and in a desperate move | was summoned to the Dodan
Barracks by the Head of State. On arriving at Dodan Barrack™ ...:
“I found with him [Head of State] at Dodan Barracks, Brigadier Olusegun Obasanjo,
Chief of Army Staff, Brigadier T. Y. Danjuma, and the Inspector-General of Police,
M.
D. Yusuf. The excited talk focussed on South Africa’s invasion. General Murtala
[Head of State] turned to me, exclaiming, a voice full of contempt for South Africa’s
move that we would recognise the MPLA with immediate effect. | replied that | had
just seen the American Ambassador who was right now cabling his Government,
reporting our Government’s strong condemnation of the invasion and requesting the
Americans to secure immediate South African withdrawal. Having registered so
strong a protest, we would violate diplomatic practice if we announce recognition of
the MPLA before receiving a reply from Washington. There was also the question of
the OAU recognition of the three movements. They unanimously refused ....
Murtala, though

(73) Wilmot, P. F. Ideology and National Consciousness, Lantern Books, Ibadan, 1980, P. 179-186; see also Video
recorded Interview with Chief Olusegun Obasang']o by Honourable Hashim Mbita and also an audio Interview with
Alhaji M. D. Yusuf. Chief Obasanjo served in the Cabinet of General Murtala Muhammed with Obasanjo as the
second man while Yusuf served as general inspector of Police. The two are still alive and politically active.
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usually sensitive to diplomatic nuances, was intransigent, shouting “we must recognise
the MPLA now”.... But after further discussion, my view prevailed, and recognition
was withheld for twenty-four hours ....“™

Earlier, the President of United States, Mr. Gerald Ford, wrote to Nigeria’s Head of
State, General Murtala Ramat Muhammed, requesting Nigeria not to recognise the
MPLA. In the full text of the letter, President Ford noted that:

“During this critical period in African and World affairs I believe it would be useful
to give you my views on the Angolan situation. Since your Government has
recognised the MPLA regime as the Government of Angola, I believe it is necessary
that there be no misunderstanding about our position. In turn I would welcome any
ideas and suggestions which, I am sure you will offer in the spirit of friendship and
cooperation that | present my thought to you.

The Objective of US policy in Angola has been to counter efforts by the Soviet
Union to impose one faction as the government of Angola. Our view has been that
only a government composed of all groups can claim to represent that country. We
have consequently refrained from recognising any faction as the government.

We have several times called for an end to all foreign intervention and have
repeatedly stated our willingness to cooperate with such an endeavour.

As President of a country which has global responsibility | want you to know how
seriously we regard this Soviet Intervention 8000 miles from its borders, outside
its traditional area of security interest. The Soviet action could have grave future
implications elsewhere in the World.

I wish to assure you that we see the MPLA as one of the three legitimate factions
in Angola. We seek neither the destruction nor the defeat of the MPLA. But we do
believe that it should not be allowed to assume total power by force of Soviet and
Cuban arms.

We hope a government of national unity will emerge and we stand ready to provide
reconstruction assistance when that happens.

On the racist South African question, | wish to state that the US in no way sought or
encouraged the South Africans to become involved in Angola nor were we
consulted. They acted no doubt in defence o f their national interest as they see it.

We did not initiate any consultation with them and have maintained our military
embargo on all arms to racist South Africa. We share your concern over their presence
and desire it to end just as we do that of the Soviet Union and Cuba. We will do our
utmost to bring about their withdrawal in the interest of withdrawal of all foreign
forces.

The upcoming OAU Summit Meeting on Angola can clearly be extremely important
in promoting an early end to the fighting and a peaceful settlement of the civil war. It
is our hope that the OAU will insist upon a prompt end to all foreign involvement in
Angola, arrange a standstill ceasefire between the forces, and bring about negotiations
among the Angolan groups.

(74) Otubanjo, F. “The Military and Nigeria’s Foreign Policy” in Akinyemi, A. B. (ed.) ( et.al) Nigeria Since
Independence: the first 25 years, Vol. x, International Relations, Heinmann Educational Books, Nigeria, 1989, P.
241-2.
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My Government would support such an initiative and cooperate with it provided
other distant powers do so as well. We cannot however, stand idly by if the Soviet
and Cuban intervention persists.

I would be pleased to learn your reaction to the ongoing and | hope we can continue
to exchange views on this and other matters of mutual concern.”75

The reply by Nigeria condemned President Gerald Ford of the United State for
insulting and scorning the intelligence and dignity of Black man and the independent
African nations.76 In fact Nigeria’s disagreement with the US position was further
confirmed when it flatly refused, in protest of the continued US support of the racist
forces in Angola and Mozambique to welcome the visit of the US Secretary of
State, Mr. Henry Kissinger.77 Mr. Kissinger was one of the political ideologue of the
regime who conceived of Europe as the centre for maintaining the balance in the
world in the sense that he saw, at least, from his own perception, the solution of
problems in Europe as being the key, not so much to the solution of problems of the
world, but to the stability of the world system. To him the important and crucial
issues and questions were in Europe not in Africa, not in Asia, and not in Latin
America. His ideas are best expressed in his book ”The Necessity for Choice”, in
which he argued that the Third World has no any significant role to play in world
politics. Thus to his line of thought:

3

‘.... when we are convinced of the correctness of our course, we should pursue it,
even if it does not gain the immediate approval of the uncommitted (Third World)
particularly in the field such as disarmament or the concept of the new nations.” 78

Nigeria’s action was out of a genuine commitment for a free Africa, and the belief
that the US position was not for the good of Africa, thus the title of the speech
“Africa Has Come of Age.” Truly Africa exercised its independent stand on this
issue and specifically the bold position taken by Nigeria gingered most African
countries to follow suit. In fact even Field Marshall Idi Amin, an arch enemy of
MPLA, expressed his disagreement with FNLA-UNTA during this Summit.79 The
feeling exhibited in the Summit questioned the rationale for agreeing with the US;
the position was so radical that African leaders were themselves shocked.80 At the
end of the Summit African leaders lined up in salute for Nigeria’s General
Murtala Muhammed. The

(75) “Ford’s Note to Muhammed” Daily Times, January 8th 1976, P. 17; See detail of the letter also in Usman, Y. B.

For the Liberation of Nigeria, New Beacon Books, London, 1980, P. 287.

(76) “Shameless America” Front page Comment in the Daily Sketch, January 8th 1976, P.1 & 3. See the details of
the reply in Appendix 2 as quoted in Usman, Y.B. Ibid, P.289-291.

(77) President Ford of the US wrote to the OAU urging them to support UNITA, Nigeria mobilised against it in
support of the MPLA. Such a political action by Nigeria so disgraced US that cost the Republican administration
to lose the 1977 election to the Democrats, under Carter. More than that, it led to the reversal of US’s policy on
Africa and the appointment of a Black Civil Right activist (Andrew Young) as United Nations Ambassador to the
US with the task of normalising African-American relations. Refer, for details to Okolo, A. Op. Cit.P.65-66

(78) Kissinger, H. “The Necessity for Choice”, quoted in (Foot note 7) Akinyemi, A. B. Angola and the Nigeria: A

Study in the National Interest, Op. Cit. P. 10.

(79) Ibid. P. 18.

(80) “AGood Decision”, An Editorial in the Nigerian Tide, November 28th 1975, P.3.
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leader of UNITA, Jonas Savimbi made all efforts to meet the General, but failed
and was openly insulted in return by the General.81 To further make way for the
MPLA, Nigeria supported them with massive material, military and diplomatic
efforts to the tune of over US$20,000,000.00.82 One month after, on February 13th
1976, General Murtala Ramat Muhammed was assassinated in an unsuccessful but
bloody military coup.83 Allegation that the coup d’etat was carried with the support
of the US was discussed everywhere in Africa. In Nigeria for example it was
alleged that Colonel B.
S. Dimka, one of the key plotters, contacted the US Embassy in Lagos for
assistance to return the ousted General Gowon to power. There isn’t documented
evidence to support this; indeed in a private discussion with General Yakubu Gowon
he declined any knowledge of the coup.84

The coup which led to the death of General Murtala Muhammed did not change
the foreign policy stand of Nigeria much, in the sense that General Obasanjo, who
succeeded him continued on the same radical trend. In his own case he introduced an
open door policy to all African exiles from Southern Africa, mostly those nominated
by recognised Liberation Movements. To support this initiative, the government
officially launched the Southern African Relief Fund (SARF) in December 1976, to
which, the general public donated generously.85 Assistance from the fund was in the
form of awards of educational scholarships, cash grants, donation of relief materials
such as ambulances, buses, generators clothing, food, pharmaceuticals and tents;
these were donated to refugee camps, liberation movements and front-line states
devastated by the racist regimes. SARF, therefore, took care of the provision of
medical and other necessary material to the liberation movements, apart from the
sum of N5million that Nigeria was paying annually.86 To further facilitate the course
for a free Southern Africa, Nigeria hosted a World Conference for Action Against
Apartheid, organised by the United Nations Organisation in collaboration with the
Organisation of African Unity, during which it called for the whole world to join
forces against

(81) Interview with Alhaji M. D. Yusuf, Op. Cit.

(82) It was under this administration that Nigeria was given the status of a Frontline State even though not among
such States but because of Nigeria’s leading and inspiring role in the Africa’s effort to defeat apartheid.

(83) No doubt General Murtala Ramat Muhammed had a special interest on Angolan situation or on anti-
apartheid in general. This was demonstrated on his insistence to attend that specific Summit to read the speech
himself. Initially it was his second in command (Obasanjo) that was to attend, but reading through the speech,
Murtala accepted to be there himself. For detail on this refer to Interview with Obasanjo by Honourable Hashim
Mbita. Also in Interview with M. D. Yusuf.

(84) Private discussion with General Yakubu Gown when we paid him a courtesy visit in his Hotel room in
Sheraton Abuja, during the preparation for the launching of the book “After NYSC what next” Organised by
Ahmadu Bello University, Zaria, Nigeria, 2008.

(85) The objectives of the fund was to raise funds through appeals, public cam;)aigns, exhibitions, and other
activities; to increase such funds through judicious investments, to administer relief assistance to the citizens  of
Southern Africa through scholarships, emergency materials, social assistance and the amelioration of the condition
of the civilian population , the wounded and sick in the Southern African region.

(86) President Kaunda commended this effort during an OAU Summit in Libreville especially that it comes from
the people them selves and not the Government and urged all OAU members to emulate the gesture.
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apartheid and all it represents.87 On this ground, and following the support from the
UN, Nigeria went all out in support of the liberation movements. Tactfully, Nigeria
reacted against the leadership of Margaret Thatcher for supporting lan Smith,88 by
nationalising Shell-BP for its support to apartheid on the eve of the Commonwealth
Conference in Lusaka. The government renamed the company African Petroleum
(AP), a development which forced Britain to summon a constitutional conference
that succeeded in charting the manner in which majority rule would replace the
minority government.89 Nigeria also nationalised the Barclays Bank and changed
its name to Union Bank of Nigeria.

The dominant role of Nigeria in supporting the liberation of the oppressed
people of Southern Africa from White racist regime made Nigeria a spokes-person
on major decisions that affect the region. From this view, and from the experience
with the liberation struggle in Angola, liberation movements in both Zimbabwe and
South Africa were advised to combine forces against the common enemy instead of
dissipating their energies.90 Inability to achieve this in the case of South Africa
made Nigeria to support the South African Youth Revolutionary Council
(SAYRCO) in their effort against racist minority regime.91 This body was
provided with military training while its members were also awarded scholarships to
study in Nigeria. In the case of Zimbabwe, the two Liberation Movements (ZANU
and ZAPU) agreed to form the Patriotic Front and support continued to be
channelled through that. Amongst such supports, Nigeria offered to train
Zimbabwean nationals (some of whom fought in their war of independence as
guerrilla fighters) at various Nigerian military training institutions. Some of the
graduates eventually held top military positions in the Zimbabwean military.92
Nigeria was, though secretly, also supporting ZAPU until when intelligence report
indicted the leadership.93 ZANU was, therefore, supported financially94 to contest
in the February 1980 elections and at the end captured the

(87) General Olusegun Obasanjo “No Compromise with Apartheid” Speech read at a World Conference for Action
against Apartheid organised by United Nation Organisation in collaboration with the Organisation of African
Unity, Lagos, August 22 -26, 1977.
(88) When the conservative party under the leadership of Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher took over office in
May 1979, she indiscreetly fuelled the fears of African leaders when she maintained that her government would
resume the sale of arms to Southern Rhodesia. Thatcher’s support for lan Smith was designed to undermine the
OAU’s active assistance to the Liberation fighters. Refer to Agbi, O. “Nigeria and the Organization of African
Unity, 1963 — 1983,” in Op. Cit. Akinyemi, A. B. P. 170
(89) Ibid. P. 170.
©0) The Guardian (Nigeria) Newspaper, December 11, 1988, P.2.

) Notwithstanding ANC and PAC still continued to be assisted when the government of Nigeria found them to be
in difficult financial condition.
@) Observation by General H. M. Lai (RTD), General Lai was then an instructor at one of the Nigerian military
installations in Jaji, Kaduna State where the Zimbabweans were given additional training after being commissioned
from the Nigerian Defence Academy (NDA) Kaduna.
©) Intelligence report noted that Nigerian Commissioner for External Affairs and a few officials at the Nigeria
Mirt;istry for External Affairs participated in a meeting held between lan Smith and Joshua Nkomo in August 1978.
Agbi Op. Cit.
©) Interview with Alhaji Muhammed Dikko Yusufu, Op. Cit, December 12, 2009. He made it clear hat Elder
statesman Samuel Ikoku was the one sent by President Alhajl Shehu Shagari with the sum of US$10million to give
each five to the two Liberation Movements. After a critical examination Elder Ikoku noted that ZANU was
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majority of the seats (67 out of 100) and thus formed the government controlled by
the majority of Zimbabweans.95

The transition to civilian rule which brought to power the administration of
National Party of Nigeria (NPN) continued with the support for the liberation of
Southern Africa in spite of their retrogressive political leaning. The President,
Alhaji Shehu Aliyu Shagari, 96 for example, continued with giving financial
assistance to the liberation movements in Zimbabwe; a US$10million grant was
given to President
Mugabe during their independence celebrations in April 1980. The amount was to
be used to acquire the Zimbabwe Herald from the racist South Africa. Commending
Nigeria on this, the leader of ZANU, Prime Minister Robert Mugabe, made it public
that Nigeria spent more than US$8million for the training of freedom fighters
during the liberation war in Zimbabwe.97 Amongst other Liberation Movements that
enjoyed such support from Nigeria during this period was SWAPO of Namibia.98
Like others, SWAPO was assisted both financially and materially. Assistance was,
for instance, specifically, rendered in the form of supply of arms, relief materials,
drugs and foodstuffs on a regular basis by military transport planes from Lagos
through Rwanda. Besides, Nigeria donated more than US$1.01 billion to the OAU
Special Fund for the independence of Namibia.99

The “Defeat of Apartheid” 1980-1994

This phase in the history of Anglophone West Africa was a difficult one in the
sense that serious economic crises manifested in both Ghana and Nigeria. In Ghana
this started much earlier which expressed itself in a number of coups until
December 1981 when the Provisional National Defence Council under Flight
Lieutenant

J. J. Rawlings staged a come back to face the challenge. Exhibiting revolutionary
tendencies, though not as radical as he was thought to be, Rawlings thought the only
option was to first look inward within Africa to salvage the crippling economy. Thus
his close relation with Libya; a country accused by many African countries of
various

the most serious and handed over the sum of US$5million to them as Nigeria’s contribution to Zimbabwe at
independence and returned the balance.

©) Agbi. O.Op. Cit. P. 170.

©) All through his administrative experiences were with Nigerian governments dining with the US, first as a
Parliamentary Secretary to the Balewa government during the first Republic and as a Federal Commissioner in
General Gown’s administration. Though he presided over a government that was operating an American brand of
democracy, Nigeria’s relations with other Super Powers continued. For instance, Nigeria was represented by a
high-powered delegation at the funeral of President of Soviet Union, (Brezhnev). More disturbing to the US was
the words in the message sent by President Shagari that “He will be particularly remembered for his support of the
Liberation Movements in Africa; and his unqualified opposition to apartheid ad racial injustice as well as
colonialism.” Okolo, A. Op. Cit. P. 67-68.

©7 Nigerian Tribune (Ibadan) August 11, 1984, P. 6. Same was also carried in most of the Nigerian dailies for
example New Nigerian News paper and The Punch of the same date. See also Williams, D. President and power in
Nigeria: The life of Shehu Shagari, FRANK CASS, London, 1982, P.214.

©) Ola Amupitan “Ties with South Africa” Nigerian National Concord 3rd December 1980, P.2.

©9) National Concord Newspaper, Lagos 20th June 1981, P.1 and 16.
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acts of destabilization and intervention.100 The actions of Rawlings were however
justified, considering the condition of Ghana economically, and the fact that Nigeria
was not ready to assist, even with petroleum product.101 Humbly, however, Libya
came to the rescue of Ghana with various forms of assistance that include several
thousand barrels of petroleum products worth nearly US$20 million in March 1982
alone. Libya also supported Ghana with relief materials for draught victims and the
Ghanaians expelled by Nigeria in 1983.102 Not withstanding its poor economic
condition Ghana under the PNDC gave unflinching support to the Liberation
Movements in Southern Africa, most notably to the African National Congress
(ANC) and the South West African People’s Organisation (SWAPOQ). In addition to
the provision of refuge to students studying in Ghanaian institutions of higher
learning, the ANC was allowed to open a mission in Accra, long before the
organisation was legalised by the South African government. Ghana also
consistently supported the United Nations Resolution 435 on independence of
Namibia, and opposed the US policy of linking the Namibia’s independence to the
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola. With similar commitment Ghana
opposed US support for UNITA rebels in Angola and denounced South Africa’s acts
of sabotage and destabilisation in the Frontline States. When the process for the
independence of Namibia got underway on the April 1st, 1989, Ghana sent
contingent of police officers and men to help in the monitoring and policing of the
process.103

The Nigerian scene was not any better; and partly, this explains the expulsion of
Ghanaians and the refusal to supply Ghana with petroleum. The growing crises led
to the overthrow of the civilian regime in December 1983, some months after the
civilian President was sworn into his second term in office. The new regime was
led by Major General Muhammadu Bubhari. Like the coup in Ghana, that in Nigeria
also found justification on the state of the society and the economy.104 The
concern therefore was how to put the dilapidating structures in order and to forge
ahead. A number of measures were taken, some of which discouraged the continued
financial assistance Nigeria was giving out to liberation movements in Africa. The
atmosphere however remained tensed and revolutionary, with growing difficulties
due to the imposition of austerity measures. The labour movement in the country
became more

Nigeria was accusing Libya over Chad and over its power play in the region. Senegal and The Gambia and
Ghana (under H. Limann) had publicly deplored Libya’s diplomacy of subversion. Mali and Burkina-Faso expelled
some Libyan diplomats on the same charges, so also Niger and Sudan who accused Libya of attempting to over
throw their legitimate governments. For detail refer to Boalo-Arthur, k. “Ghana’s external Relations since
December 31, 1981, in Op. Cit. 139.

(10) Nigeria had refused to sell oil to Ghana because of unpaid arrears of US$150 million in addition to the
opposition to the coup. Ibid. P. 139, Relations got worse by Rawlings allegation that Nigeria-with US support-
intended to invade Ghana to restore Limann (the ousted civilian President of Ghana) See also Williams, D. Op. Cit.
P.211-212.

(09 Libya also assisted with various kinds of military equipment including the supply of very sophisticated
weapons. lbid. P.139. See also Williams Ibid. p.212.

(103) lbid P.141.

Abba, A. (etal) The Nigerian Economic Crisis: Causes and Solutions, Academic Staff Union of
Universities, Zaria, 1987.
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agitated in alliance with the Academic Staff Union of Universities (ASUU). Thus
the social condition further increased the level of consciousness and the call for an
administration with human face. In reaction, the government continued to be more
draconian as a result of which it lost the support of the people too. Not long after,
the government was overthrown by another section of the military led by General
Ibrahim Badamasi Babangida.

In the case of Sierra Leone, economic decadence continued; caused by persistent
corruption, nepotism, tribal and ethnic sentimentalism.What supported Siaka Steven
to remain in power this long, include amongst others, his army and the police living
a comfortable life with huge subsidies in the form of much lower prices of essential
commodities.105 Yet some efforts were made in giving out scholarships to
especially South Africans, Zimbabweans and Namibian youth in the liberation
Struggle. It also played an important role in providing travel documents to a
number of leaders that facilitated their free movements to other parts of the world.106
The years commencing from the 1990s, however, were difficult years for Sierra
Leone, when a protracted civil war engulfed the country and turned it to near
extinction.107

The long administration of Sir Dauda Jawara since independence in the Gambia

did not produce much with regard to economic betterment, but was only saved by
the unique condition of the country until 1994 when the military showed up. Though
they remained loyal to the United Nation Organisation (UNO) and Organisation of
African Unity (OAU), Sierra Leone and The Gambia were not known for rendering
additional financial support to the liberation struggle beside the mandatory payments.

Thus from 1985, Nigeria consistently continued with her generous support
to the liberation movements. Primarily her concern was on Namibia and South
Africa, and indeed Angola due to the threat from racist South Africa’s support of
rival UNITA. The genuine concern of General Babangida (Nigerian military ruler)
for the freedom of the region was shown when at this time he floated an idea to
appoint (late) Dr. Yusufu Bala Usman as Special Ambassador Extra Ordinary for the
liberation of Southern Africa, with a personal office at Harare, Zimbabwe.108
Though

(105 He also engaged leaders of the major institutions in the country as members of his parliament and used them
effectively against any threat on his administration. This was in addition to the use of threat of force which he used to
employ particularly during election. See for detail Fyle, C, M. (ed.) Op. Cit. P.5-6.

(105 Commentary by Professor Arnold J. Temu, Op. Cit.

(107  Ekeator, C. Battalion 7: a compelling story about the road to peace in Sierra Leone, Spectrum Books, Abuja,
Ni(];eria, 2007, Pp. 1-18, see also Sesay A. Civil wars, Child soldiers and Post conflict peace building in west Africa,
College Press and Publishers with the support of the Ford Foundation, 2003, Pp. 113-131, and also in Fawaole, W.
A. Op. Cit. P. 62.

(108 Interview with Dr. Alkasum Abba, Dr Abba was a close associate of Dr. Yusufu Bala Usman, 29th December
2009. Dr. Yusufu Ba;la Usman was a radical scholar (historian), one of the architect of Africanising the teaching of
history in the Nigerian Universities. For details on his life and times and his contribution to the study of Nigerian
history see Abba, A. “Alife of commitment to knowledge, freedom and justice: tribute to yusufu Bala Usman 1945-
20057, CEDDERT, Zaria, Nigeria, 2006, 2008.. For a number of times, Dr. Usman was invited to position of power
in the administration of the country but he declined because he found the Eeople in power to have lacked the
commitment for a genuine transformation of the society, such that it will make life better for the people. On this
specific case however, Dr Usman accepted the api)ointment; it isthe conviction here that his appointment was a clear
mark of a genuine commitment of the regime to liberation struggle in Southern Africa.
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this did not practically take effect, active support for the liberation of the region
was intensified. For example in early 1986, Nigeria sponsored a tour of the
Frontline States by Reverend Jesse Jackson, designed to call the attention of the
international community on the Southern African region. Earlier, during a Summit
Conference of the OAU, Nigeria initiated the resolution which called for the
isolation of South Africa, including the proscription of landing, over-flight and
berthing facilities for South African aircrafts and ships in other African countries.
Nigeria’s moral, political, diplomatic, material and financial support contributed
immensely to the success of the Namibian independence. At independence the
elected President Sam Nujoma paid special tribute to Nigeria, that apart from the
overall massive material and financial assistance which Nigeria extended to SWAPO
and the Namibian people, the following were also worth mentioning:

+ The launching of the Namibia Solidarity Fund by President lbrahim Babangida
on June 16th, 1989 during which the sum of US$11 million was voluntarily
contributed by Nigerians world wide.

« Payment of US$400,000.00 to the OAU as assessed contribution in aid of
SWAPO to finance its electoral campaign in the period leading to the United
Nations supervised election in November 1989.

+ The voluntary contributions of US$100,000.00 to the United Nations for the
repatriation of Namibian refugee and exiles to enable them participate in the UN
sponsored decolonisation process.

+  The payment of US$162.647.00 as its assessed contribution to the budget of the
United Nations Transition Assistance Group (UNTAG), which was emplaced in
Namibia to supervise Namibia’s decolonisation.

« The contribution of 182—man police contingent, the single largest, to the UNTAG.

+ Contribution of 40 electoral personnel to UNTAG.

+ The release of a retired Nigerian senior Ambassador to head the OAU observer
mission in Namibia.

+ The pledge of US$1million, at the Namibia pledging Conference held at UN
Head Quarters, New York, in July 1990, to finance economic and technical
projects in Namibia, during the immediate post independence period.109

By 1990 the only remaining country under colonial rule in Africa was South Africa,
which was under the white minority racist regime.

In South Africa, new effort at reforming the system was last announced in 1983, but
was bitterly resisted as not conforming to the United Nations Resolutions.110 From

Okpaku, J. O. (et al) Nigeria and the Organization of African Unity; In Search of an African Reality, Third
Press Publishers, Lagos, Nigeria, 1991, Pp. 44. Similar commendation was made by Nelson Mandela after his
release from Prison. For detail see The Guardian (Nigeria) Newspaper, May 14, 1990, P.1.
M0 In May 1983, Prime Minister P. W. Bother introduced a constitutional amendment that provided for three
racially separate parliamentary chambers for white Indians and colored’s, in which they will deal separately with
matters affecting their respective groups. This reform did not in any way consider the majority South Africa’s
population classified as Africans (Black people). As a result the reform was challenged by not only the Black
Africans who described it as nothing more than cosmetic changes, but also the liberal whites. See for details Halisi,
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September 1984 violence erupted in black townships in Pretoria-Witwatersrand-
Vereeniging (PWV) areas, the largest metropolitan complex in the country where
lots of people lost their lives. In response to the brutal handling of the situation by
the racist police, the ANC called on its members to make South Africa
ungovernable. In readiness to face this radical challenge against the administration
of white minority, 7000 policemen were despatched to undertake a house to house
search and arrest of all those considered to be suspects. In this encounter, more than
350 Africans were arrested and over 1000 died. In addition, for the second time
since the 1960’s, a state of emergency was declared which gave the police and the
army wider powers. The continued protest by Black Africans despite the apartheid
horror was a clear indication that the days of apartheid were numbered. This was
in addition to the changing international community response to the white minority
regime in South Africa.

It was noted at this point that even the Western European countries had started to
view economic sanction as the only viable option required to force the minority
regime to agree to majority rule. In the US, International Bankers refused to lend
money to the South African minority regime or to renew existing loans; while
many internationalcorporationswithdrewtheirservicesfrom
SouthAfrica.Despitetheeffort of President Reagan against sanctions, the US
Congress passed the comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act. The legislation prohibited
giving out new loans, the sale of nuclear power equipment and technology, the
export of computers to the government agencies, the sale of South African
Krugerrand gold coin and landing rights for South African Airways. Similar efforts
were taken by the European Economic Community (EEC) and the Commonwealth.
As a result of this South Africa’s currency (Rand) fell to its lowest level ever, and the
government had to reintroduce strict exchange control regulation to avoid a drain on
its foreign exchange resources.111 According to the Guardian Newspaper of
Nigeria, Pretoria’s economy lost about US$3 billion yearly.112 From the view point
of the Anglophone West Africa, the development both in South Africa, the Western
World and the US, were an affirmation of what they already believed in, and that,
were not cheaply attained. It had considerable cost in human and material resources.
At this juncture, Nigeria made available considerable amount of money to the
liberation movements, particularly the ANC and the PAC. Nigeria took personal
interest in the welfare of the leadership of the ANC, especially in the health matters
of Oliver Tambo, the then ailing ANC president.113 Indeed Nigeria made it out
rightly clear that there was nothing bad with dialogue if that is what the racist
regime was clamouring for, but the dialogue should start with Nelson Mandela;

C.R. D. and O’mera, p. “South Africa”, in Martin, P. M. (ed.) (et al.), Africa, Third Edition, Indiana University Press,
1995, p. 403-404.

(111) Ibid. P. 407.
The Guardian Newspaper Op. Cit. May 13, 1990, P.5.

Osuntokun J. “Nigeria’s Foreign Policy during the Babangida Years,” in Muhammed, B. Y.and Amuta Chidi,
BB A Herltage of reform, Vol. 1 Perfectives and interpretations, the Open Press of ngerla Ltd, Zaria, Nigeria,
0



8.1 anglophone africa 29

and his release from over a quarter of a century imprisonment. The statement added
that any attempt to go contrary to this, will make Nigeria lend her weight to the
armed struggle valiantly waged by Black Africans of South Africa. The lesson was
simply that the evil of apartheid would be defeated either peacefully or on the
battle field. This view was made with the intent that the year 2000 should see an
Africa totally decolonised and free, with the issues of settler colonialism and
apartheid being resolved in Southern Africa.114

Lateinthe 1980°s naturetookitstollwhen President P.W.Botha fell sickof mildstroke
which forced him to relinquish the leadership of the National Party to his successor
F. W. de Klerk. Pressured by the general political situation and the international
pressure and call for an end to the apartheid inhuman atrocities, de Klerk opted to
continue with the reform started by Botha. To redirect the reform moves properly,
de Klerk took over control of the reform policy from the security establishment.
This was followed by the opening up of new channels of communication with black
leaders, most notably, Nelson Mandela. Among other liberal policies introduced was
that which gave way to multi-racial anti-apartheid demonstrations. The release of
8 prominent black political prisoners, including Walter Sisulu, former Secretary of
ANC; the subsequent release of Nelson Mandela,115 and the unbanning of the ANC
were among what constituted the last straw that broke the camels back.116 By this,
some Western countries noted as being close allies of the racist regime started
insinuating for the lifting of sanctions on South Africa. In a speech in honour of
Nelson Mandela, the President of Nigeria General lbrahim Badamasi Babangida
condemned such a move when he argued that the task of liberating South Africa
from the shackles of apartheid should go beyond the release of political prisoners to
the total elimination of minority rule, which these reforms are opening ways to. He
appealed to all well meaning peoples and governments around the world not to relent
in their dedication to the struggle of the oppressed in South Africa. He said,“It is a
duty which we all owe to the heroic people of that country. Having helped in our own
ways, to wage the anti- apartheid struggle over the years, we can not now afford to
relent.” He added:

May | use this opportunity to pledge the continued and unflinching commitment of

the government and people of Nigeria to the struggle for the complete eradication of
apartheid.We consider it to be our duty, thrust on us by history and by our subscription

4 lbrahim, B. B., For their Tomorrow we Gave our Today: Selected Speeches of IBB, Vol. 11, Safari Books
Export) Limited, Ibadan (Nigeria), 1991, P. 234.

In Nigeria the release of Mandela was a big celebration which attracted crowd of people with seminars and
conferences marking the beginning of the end of apartheid regime in South Africa. Not long Mandela ~ was
welcomed in Nigeria and was decorated with the second most prestigious State honour tagged the Grand
Commander of the Order of the Niger (GCON) by President Ibrahim Badamasi Babangida. See National Concord,
August 28, 1990, P. 1&2.

After the release of Walter Sisulu, it took the intervention of Nigeria to speed up the release of Nelson
Mandela. This was evident from the visit of ANC President Mr. Oliver Tambo to Nigeria in May 1989. During this
visit whose purpose was to seek for Nigeria’s assistance to provide military training to ANC cadres, Nigeria not
only accepted the request but also pledged, through the office of Chief of General staff, Vice Admiral Aikhomu
that Nigeria would do everything it could to secure freedom for Dr. Nelson Mandela. See for detail The Guardian
Newspaper May13, 1990, Op. Cit. Pp. 5.
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to the universally accepted principles of justice and fair play, to keep up and extend the
campaign against the racist regime in Pretoria until the apartheid structures on which
it rests collapse. It was on this spirit that we identified with the Harare declaration of
the leaders of the ANC calling on the Pretoria regime to release, without conditions
all political prisoners that are still being held in racist jails, abolish all apartheid
statutes that are still on the books, and lift, without further delay, the obnoxious state of
emergency that was imposed on the country.117

Given closer look at the political and economic scene, it became obvious to the
National Party leadership at this point that there was no better time to commence talks
on multi-racial election than now. New brand of conflict (political rivalry) continued
to take hold of most streets of the major cities of South Africa. Notwithstanding that,
political meetings continued to be held at higher levels with all rival political
groups concerned.A general consensus for peace continued to thrive amongst all the
political groups with a commitment to work together to create a conducive
atmosphere for negotiation, including the granting of amnesty to agents of both the
government and the black liberation movements. At the end of June 1993, a
compromise was reached between the South African government and the ANC.
Further negotiations toward a non racial democratic election continued early in
1994 despite the increasing political violence especially between PAC and ANC.
The greatest challenge before the white minority regime was to agree to the transfer
of power, which was what the Black majority had in mind. This controversy was
later resolved by Convention for Democratic South Africa (CODESA), established
since 1991, to serve as a mechanism for transferring and sharing of power. Though
not a member of the Southern Africa Frontline States, because of the key role it
played in dismantling the apartheid regime of Southern Africa, Nigeria was elected a
member of CODESA.118 Under this tensed political atmosphere, the White
Parliament, including both the Indian and coloureds, voted themselves out of
existence; this led to a quick arrangement that supported the sharing of power
amongst members of the Transitional Executive Council (TEC). This development
gave prominent African leaders direct role in the decision making of the country for
the first time, and as a result set the phase for the drafting of an interim constitution
with full representation by all theraces.119

Responding to the progress so far in the development towards a democratic
South Africa, Nigeria hosted President de Klerk to a two day working visit during
which Nigeria acknowledged and appreciated the effort so far.120 On April 27,
1994,

(117) lbid. p. 251-252.

(18 It is important to also recall that General Olusegun Obasanjo was in retirement, also because of the
supportive role played by Nigeria, selected as a member of Eminent Personality (Contact Group) on South Africa
where he was once quoted as advocating following his desperate concern for a free South Africa from Apartheid
misrule, for Africans to resort to black magic (juju) to overthrow Apartheid. This was carried by a number of the
Nigerian dailies. See also Kuna, M. J. The Role of Nigeria in Peace Buildim};, Conflict Resolution and Peacekeeping
since 1960, in Muhammed, A. S and Adamu S., (ed.) Nigeria and the Reform of the United Nations, CEDDERT,
Hanwa, Zaria, Nigeria, 2006, P.58-74.

(119 Halisi (et al) (ed.) Op. Cit P. 409.

() Daily Times (Nigeria), April 11, 1992.
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the election started, marked by an extremely large and enthusiastic voter turnout
and minimal violence. In the end, the ANC won a solid victory of 63% of the
nearly 20million votes casted. Nelson Mandela was by this victory, elected as
President, indeed the first Black African President of South Africa. This victory
turned the history of the people of South Africa upside down and brought to an end
the obnoxious white minority racist regime in the region of Southern Africa.
Relations were normalised since then and independent South Africa came to be
accepted as a member of all continental and international diplomatic bodies.
According to Winnie Mandela, when delivering the 7th Annual Trust Lecture in
Nigeria, she said, “We owe so much of our freedom to Nigeria.”121

Conclusion

The defeat of apartheid or the obnoxious White minority racist regimes in Southern
Africa was achieved due to a combination of factors that were internal as well as
external to the Southern African region. These factors transcend some individual
personalities or the government of a particular country. It was, but, a combination
of all. More particularly however it was a consequence of the determined struggle
of the people of the respective states of Southern Africa. Thus of significance in
our understanding of the forces and factors responsible for the defeat of the White
minority regime in Southern Africa, was the consistent and determined fight sustained
by the people at the expense of all temptations. It was not for nothing that a number
of them had to experience prison life; not to talk of a life away from their families
and leisure; or a life in the bush feeding on whatever nature provides. To most of
them, especially those within the leadership, it was common to live a life of exile.
Thus it was not surprising that at independence a number of them were without
college level education or indeed any certificate. A greater number of them had gone
through one form of maltreatment or another. Some had indeed seen their parents
been killed in their presence. The resolve, as a result, was not for collaboration,
though some tried that line of thought. For those who fought and won the
independence, the resolve was for total freedom from all forms of domination and
exploitation. It was a resolve for social justice to all despite racial outlook or
economic position.

As the case above, the response to apartheid by other people of Africa and the
World was also a determined one by a people of determined concern for social justice.
In this case however, especially amongst the Anglophone countries of West Africa,
the effort of these governments could not be understood without giving respect to
the collective nature of decision making at that material time. As in Ghana, so also in
Nigeria, the support given to those in control of political power assisted a lot in their
radical pursuit for a genuine course. Under Nkrumah, Ghana was able to achieve
all what they did because of the calibre of persons in the cabinet and the political
arena, more specifically persons of ideological clarity of the type of George
Padmore

(2) Daily Trust (Nigeria), January 25th 2010, P. 2.
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and others. Added to this, was the general political atmosphere in the world, like the
clamour for Pan Africanism and of course, the Cold War, and the challenge of the
spread of socialism. More importantly also, was the favourable economic disposition
of Ghana during the course of the leadership of Nkrumah. The years that followed
were not as eventful as the former due mostly to the economic situation in which
Ghana found itself; yet Ghana continued to remain resolute.

In the case of Nigeria, a combined role of people of radical background both
within and outside the military played an active role. This was supported by a cream
of intellectuals from the Universities, a development that extended Pan Africanism
and the struggle for social justice to the nooks and corners of every part of the
country. Sierra Leone and The Gambia on the other hand, could not feature much
due to their respective peculiar socio-economic and political situations. Yet they
remained morally supportive. In general, the defeat of white minority regime in Africa
(apartheid) was made possible because of the united and unrelenting commitment by
African countries. It was a consequence of defined resolve putting aside international
politics and despising the American direct political threat and might, though at a cost.
Clearly this was what characterised anti-apartheid struggle in Africa in general and
Anglophone West Africa in particular; and it is what is missing in the Arab struggle
against Jewish Zionism in the Palestine-Israel conflict.122 The defeat of apartheid
system in Southern Africa was as the result of the embodiment of the roles of
political leadership, vibrant press, buoyant economy and of the academia.

(122 In writing this piece | enjoyed the assistance of many hands both individually and institutionally. Staff of the
Nigerian Foreign Ministry, more specifically Alhaji Munir Yusuf Liman, Prince Johnson and A. M. Salisu, Deputy
Head of Mission, Nigeria High Commission, Ghana; offered their best. The Director Nigerian Institute of
international Affairsand the librarian gave me a free access to their rich documents which I photocopied. | thank Dr.
Abdullahi Ashafa for introducing me to the Director. In Ghana | was also assisted by Prof Baku, the Head of
History Department University of Ghana, Legon and the Librarians at the Legon Main Library, the Institute of
African Study library, George Padmore and the National Archives. Deputy Director Information Services
Department Mr James K. Amuah and my able research assistant Mr. Kofi Akuso did a wonderful job in getting me
linked to all centers of information while | was in Ghana. The staff of CODESRIA provided all the research
assistance | needed on Gambia and indeed on most of the West African countries. Specifically mention must be
made of the executive Director Dr. Ibrima Sal, Librarian Mr. .Diop Pierre, and Alhaji Daouda Thiam, who together
with Mr. Suleiman Adebowale provided me with a decent accommodation, while in Dakar. Alhaji Musa
Muhammed tharan wonderfully made Abuja homely to me when | was doing my field work. My colleagues in the
Department of history also assisted in one way or the other. Specifically here | thank Dr. Alkasum Abba, Dr.
George Kwanashie and Dr. Hadiza, L. A. of the Department of English and literary Studies, for sparing their times to
read through one of the drafts. Malam Nasiru Yunusa Samaru assisted me with library work at Kashim Ibrahim
Library, Ahmadu Bello University, Zaria. My friend Alhaji Hafizu I. Ahmed was morally supportive, calling me
for a gist while I was out of the country. I thank my family for the cooperation and understanding they rendered.
Special thanks ?o to my able driver, Mr. Taiwo, without whom my stay in Lagos, during the course of my Journeys
around West Africa couldn’t have been possible. | finally thank the Hashim Mbita Project for giving me this noble
chance of once again completing my struggle against Apartheid, a struggle which | also fought during the days of
anti apartheid struggle of the 70s and 80s while I was in the University.
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ﬁ/,opendix I: Speech by General Murtala Ramat

uhammed
Excerpt of the speech delivered by General Murtala Ramat Muhammed at the
extraordinary summit of OAU held in Addis Ababa, January 11th 1976

“It is of great historical significance that the first extraordinary session of the
Assembly of Heads of State and Government to be held since the founding of the
Organisation of African Unity twelve years ago, is being held on the liberation of
Africa. Angola is merely the excuse being used by those who cannot reconcile
themselves to the momentous victories of the forces of African nationalism, to assert
their neo-colonialist ambitions on the continent. Angola merely provides the
occasion to recreate the nineteenth century partition of Africainto spheres of influence
where the predominant consideration will be the interests of the big powers without
any consideration for the inalienable rights of the African. Let us therefore make no
mistake about problem which confronts us at this session: it is not the question of a
simple disagreement between Angolans requiring a simple solution in the African
tradition. Rather, it is a much deeper danger of extra-African powers in collusion
with the inhuman and obnoxious apartheid regime in Pretoria trying to frustrate the
will of a people who, having sustained a heroic struggle against a most brutal
colonialist repression, are on the threshold of a glorious dawn of national self
determination. If the neo-colonialist succeeds in Angola, Then our hopes for South
Africa will have been dashed.

Mr. Chairman, the history of modern Africa is replete with shameless exploitation,
brutalisation, repression and downright denial of the humanity of Africans. Side by
side with colonialism which sought to deny self determination for the African, there
has developed that unique doctrine of apartheid. An imaginary line beyond which
Harold Macmillan’s ‘wind of change’ would not be permitted to blow was drawn, to
be sustained by the unholy alliance which came to be known as the Pretoria-Lisbon-
Salisbury axis.

For years the OAU called the attention of the international community to the role
of this axis in provoking a potential racial war in Southern Africa which would
affect the peace and security of the entire continent. We analysed the diabolical role
of the various points in the axis and implored those whom we knew had influence
to put the necessary pressure so as to minimize the unsettling effect of armed
confrontation. First we call attention to the diabolical role of apartheid. The main
elements of that criminal doctrine are too well known to this assembly to necessitate
my detailed analysis. Suffice it to say that the whole rationale behind this doctrine
which the United Nations Organization has aptly condemned as a crime against
humanity is the perpetual subjugation of the African in order to create a paradise on
earth for the whites. Thus the 4 million whites do not only control all the
instruments of government, to the total exclusion of the 18 million Africans, they
also inflict on the Africans a repression unparalleled in human history. The Africans
are condemned to a life of misery, hunger, disease, in a land literally flowing with
milk and honey. They are no more than tools utilized by the white man in the interest
of maintaining his high standard of living; as tools they are made to work in the
white man’s mines and farms to increase the white man’s profit; as tools they are
discarded and sent to pine away and die in the so-called
homelands when they are no longer able to serve as beast of burden.
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Mr Chairman, when | contemplate the evils of apartheid, my heart bleeds and |
am sure the heart of every blooded African bleeds. When we talk of these evils we
are assured of the ‘sympathy’ of the Western countries, but when we call for
sanctions to end this shame of Western civilization, suddenly the glitter of gold in the
form of high dividends becomes more convincing a consideration than the lives, the
liberty and the wellObeing of Africans.

The Western powers have bluntly refused to take any positive action either in the
form of military or economic sanctions which will dissuade the regime in Pretoria
from pursuing its criminal policy. Rather, they are encouraged to persist through
increased investment, military collaboration and other forms of cooperation.

Little wonder therefore that the apartheid regime became so emboldened as
to embark on foreign adventures outside the immediate confines of its territory. In
order to create a number of client states around itself, the Pretoria clique encouraged
and sustained rebellion of the white minority in Rhodesia against Great Britain. The
Unilateral Declaration of Independence by lan Smith and his fellow conspirators
marked the formal extension of apartheid northwards and pushed further South
Africa’s line of defence against African nationalists. Not only was Southern Rhodesia
showered with economic assistance by apartheid South Africa, she was defended by
South African forces working in close collaboration with the Portuguese colonialist.
The international community looked helpless as the implementation of United Nations
sanctions against the Rhodesian rebels was frustrated under the pressure of powerful
economic interest in their countries joined in breaking the sanctions, not caring for the
effect of their action on African sensitivities. The most notorious example of this open
collaboration for the rape Africa was exploited by a super-power which claims world
wide responsibility, but whose actions as far as the African Continent is concerned are
motivated by no more than naked economic and ideological self-interest.

Having succeeded in installing a puppet regime in Salisbury, the South African
regime had no qualms in exporting Apartheid into Namibia, an international territory
whose Trust territory status was terminated by the United Nations in 1966. Seen as
another buffer zone to stem the nationalist tide from the North, Namibia became
a pawn in the game of the South African racists whose grand design is a sphere of
influence in Southern Africa that will embrace not only the dependent territories
under the Lisbon-Pretoria-Salisbury axis, but also the independent territories in the
area. Were they not daring enough to raid Zambia and Tanzania under the guise of
pursuing nationalist guerrilla forces?

Mr. Chairman, so long as the fascist regime in Portugal was able to withstand the
onslaught of nationalist forces in Mozambique and Angola, so long did the Apartheid
regime and their economic backers feel secure. Thus, South Africa saw its fate
intricately bound with that of the maintenance of Portuguese oppressive colonialism
in these territories. However, to their glory, the people of Guinea-Bissau under the
PAIGC, the people of Mozambique under FRELIMO, and the people of Angola
under the most active of the fighting forces, the MPLA, waged a most determined
struggle which ended in the collapse of the fascist regime in Lisbon. Thus not only
the African in the Portuguese territories was liberated, but through the sacrifice of
the African freedom fighter, the metropolitan Portuguese who had endured a most
brutal and repressive regime in Lisbon, was also liberated. The new Portuguese
regime, faced with the realities of the situation, took the most sensible course and
one, formally handed power to the peoples of the former territories.
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Mr. Chairman, confusion and panic were naturally thrown into the ranks of the
racists of Southern Africa. With the collapse of a pivotal point of the Lisbon-Pretoria-
Salisbury axis, apartheid was doomed to come face to face with revolutionary
Africa. Part of the buffer zone having collapsed, the forces of freedom are at the very
doorsteps of the racists and the apostles of apartheid. This is the crisis situation that
has led South Africa to embark on the most daring adventure of all by blatantly
sending an invading force into Angola. The intension is clear. It is to crush the most
powerful and the most nationalistic of the Liberation Movements — the MPLA.
Thereafter, the South African regime hopes to install a puppet government in
Angola, and then turn their attention towards fomenting trouble in Mozambique. The
recent attempt at rebellion in Mozambique is instructive in this connection. Mr.
Chairman, we cannot pretend that we are unaware of the machinations and
conspiracies against our Continent by not just the racists of South Africa but even by
those who pretend to be the friends of this Continent but whose sole interest is in
what they can get out of us. The present Session of our Assembly provides a unique
opportunity of reassessing who the true friends of Africa are.

Naturally, because of its strategic importance in the South Atlantic, because of its
natural resources and because of the strength and dynamism of the MPLA, Angola
has become an area of great interest. Strategically, there are those countries, including
South Africa and obviously the United States who are frightened at the emergence of
a truly nationalist government who will insist on the sovereign rights of Angola to
control both its territory and the sea appertaining thereto. The hope of a foreign base
to police this part of the ocean is inconceivable unless puppets are installed in power.
Then there is the vast natural resource with which the territory is endowed, and which
had hitherto been exploited by foreigners. Under a nationalist government that insists
on the sovereignty of Angola over its natural resources, there can be no guarantee
of cheap Angolan raw materials and energy to fuel and sustain the factories of neo-
colonialists. The alternative, therefore, is to create confusion which in turn will result
in a weak regime which will be teleguided from abroad as a reward for the assistance
of helping that regime to come to power. Nigeria cannot accept such degrading and
humiliating conditions for a people who have not been offered independence on a
platter of Gold but who have had to fight hard against a regime indirectly supported by
those same countries that now seek to reap where they have not sown.

Let us not forget, Mr. Chairman, that in the era of the repressive colonial regime in
Angola and other Portuguese territories, the same super powers that now sees red in
Angola had the opportunity of building a store of goodwill for itself by espousing
the cause on which its history rested. The anti-imperialist and anti-exploitation
slogan which led to the American war of independence had relevance in the Angolan
liberation struggle which should have endeared it to successive administration in the
United States. This was not to be. On the contrary, the United State Government as
well as the Government of many Western countries saw the African struggle against
imperialism as directed against Western interests. As long as Africa remains
dependent, it is within the orbit of NATO countries and is available for exploitation
to sustain Western prosperity while the Africans sink deeper into poverty. Rather
than join hands with the forces fighting for self determination and against racism and
apartheid, the United States policy makers clearly decided that it was in the best
interests of their country to maintain white supremacy and minority regimes in
Africa. As far as we know, this is still the extant policy of the United States in Africa,
an area, | may add, considered of the
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least priority as far as the United States, with a population of 23 million black people, is
concerned. If Africa does in fact rank so low in United States concern, it becomes even
more irritating that an American Administration should suddenly take upon itself to
dictate to this august assembly how to settle an African problem. In the days before
the opening of this session, we witnessed a flurry of diplomatic activities on the part
of the United States. Not content with its clandestine support and outpouring of arms
into Angola to create confusion and bloodshed, the United States President took upon
himself to instruct African Heads of States and Government, by a circular letter, to
insist on the withdrawal of Soviet and Cuban advisers from Angola as a precondition
for the withdrawal of South African and other military adventurers. This constitutes a
most intolerable presumption and a flagrant insult on the intelligence of African rulers.

We are aware of the role which the Soviet Union and other Socialistcountries have
played in the struggle of the African peoples for liberation. The Soviet Union and other

Socialist countries have been our traditional suppliers of arms to resist oppression, and
to fight for national liberation and human dignity. On the other hand the United States
which now sheds crocodile tears over Angola has not only completely ignored the
freedom fighters whom successive United States administrations branded as terrorists,
she even openly supported morally and materially the fascist Portuguese Government.
And we have no cause to doubt that the same successive American administrations
continue to support the apartheid regime of South Africa whom they see as the
defender of western interests on the African continent. How can we now be led to
believe that a government with a record such as the United States as in Africa can
suddenly become the defender of our interest?

Itis in consideration of the unedifying role which the United States has played in the
African liberation struggle that the Nigerian Federal Military Government took very
strong objection to the patronizing interest which President Ford suddenly developed
in the Angolan situation. It should be made clear that African memory is not as short
as the American Government Thinks; we are intelligent enough to draw a distinction
between foreign advisers from friendly countries invited by patriotic forces to assist
in maintaining national sovereignty and those racist adventurers who take upon
themselves to invade African countries in order to undermine their independence and
exercise neo-colonialist influence.

This is the crux of the Angolan question. On the one hand is the MPLA whose record
in the struggle against Portuguese imperialism is impeccable and whose Government
in Luanda has been recognized by 23 African countries. The Nigerian Federal
military Government being deeply convinced that it possesses the attributes of an
effective Government joined other African countries in according it recognition. It is
the duty of this Summit Session to complete the process undertaken so far by
individual Governments by unanimously according the recognition of our
Organization to the Government of the MPLA.

On the other hand the FNLA and UNTA, which have forfeited their right to the
leadership of the Angolan people by joining hands with neo-colonialist adventurers
and racist soldiers of fortune, including the apostles of apartheid, in a determined
effort to destroy the sovereignty of Angola. After the moral and material support which
Nigeria gave to the Angolan liberation struggle, the Federal Military Government
cannot support any movement that seeks to hand the fruit of Angolan, indeed of
African labour, to the enemies of Angola and Africa. It is a mark of the disrepute in
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which the FNLA/UNITA front has thrown themselves by their unpatriotic association
with the notorious subverters of African independence and the band of racists in
Pretoria, that no African country has accorded themrecognition.

Mr. Chairman, the Angolan situation is not unique in the stormy history of our
Continent — a history which is mostly the making of outsiders. There is hardly any
of our countries which, having emerged from colonialism to independence, has not
been subjected to subversion and other covert activities to promote instability. Such a
situation of political chaos helps to keep our countries weak and under- developed, to
the delight of the neo-colonialist who can always point to the inability of the
Africans to rule themselves much less rule the white minorities in Southern
Africa.Yet, we know that peace is the most vital pre-requisite for orderly
development. As long as the neo- colonialists who pretend to be friends succeed to
set one section of our people against another, they ensure thereby our continued
dependence on them. We spend our meagre resources in maintaining law and order,
often to the advantage of the military industrial complexes in the so-called developed
world. The gap between them and us thereby grows even wider; we become even
weaker and create greater conditions for the interference of the developed countries
in our domestic affairs.

Another recent development has further heightened the danger of conscious
sabotage of our independence by foreign powers. The monetary crisis has highlighted
the vulnerability of the economies of the developed countries and the extent to which
their prosperity has been built on our poverty. The lower the prices we were paid for
our natural resources the higher the prices we have had to pay for the manufacturers
made out of the same natural resources purchased from us. The result of the world
economic crisis has forced the developed countries to face the realities of the inter-
dependence of the world economy, rather than the erstwhile presumptions by them
that they sustained world economy by themselves. The collapse of many supposedly
buoyant economies has led to reactions which even found expression in threats to
physically attack some developing countries to force down the price of their raw
materials. Neither Europe nor America can endure a drop in its standards of living.
But rather than make the necessary adjustments, it appears some developed countries
cast around neo-colonialist eyes and once again long for the recolonization of that
Continent which is still endowed with much of the world’s untapped resources. The
new weapon is no longer the Bible and the flag, but destabilisation and armaments.
Africa, Mr. Chairman, should show its new danger and see the Angolan situation not
as an isolated affair but as part of the greater danger.

In the circumstances, Mr. Chairman, this Assembly has before it a dear choice. It
should endorse the MPLA as the only Government of Angola and invite its President,
Dr. Agostino Neto to take his place of honour among us. The Assembly should call
upon the FNLA and UNITA to dissociate themselves from South Africa and lay down
their arms and the OAU should use its good offices in consultation with the Angolan
Government to effect national reconciliation of all the people of the country. This step
is not without precedent. Nigeria recalls with tremendous pride and satisfaction the
noble role which this Organization played during our crisis. The effectiveness of the
role of the OAU rested on three key factors:

First, the insistence on non-interference by foreign powers.

Second, the firm recognition of the Nigerian Federal Government as the only
Government in the country.
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Third, the close collaboration between the OAU Commission and the Nigerian
Federal government.

The easy and unprecedented reconciliation which has marked developments
in Nigeria since 1970 is as much a tribute to the enlightened policy of the Nigerian
Federal Military Government as it is a justification of the sensible approach of the
OAU to the crisis. It is worth recalling that those who are now seeking to dictate a
solution on Angola to the OAU were the same do-gooders and self appointed keepers
of the moral conscience of the world who condemned the OAU resolutions of 1967
and 1968 on Nigeria. They were proved wrong in Nigeria; they will be proved
equally wrong on Angola.

Mr. Chairman, Africa has come of age. It is no longer under the orbit of any extra
continental power. It should no longer take orders from any country, however powerful.
The fortunes of Africa are in our hands to make or to mar. For too long have we been
kicked around: for too long have we been treated like adolescents who cannot discern
their interests and act accordingly. For too long has it been presumed that the African
needs outside‘expert’ to tell him who are his friends and who are his enemies. The
time has come when we should make it clear that we can decide for ourselves; that we
know our interests and how to protect those interest; we are capable of resolving
African problems without presumptuous lessons in ideological dangers which, more
often than not, have no relevance for us, nor for the problem at hand. Nigeria has
come to this Assembly determined to co-operate with you, Mr. Chairman, and with all
member States to put a stop to foreign interference in our Continental matters. As an
African nationalist of distinction, | trust that your wise guidance will direct our
deliberations to fruitful conclusions of which our peoples will be proud.”

Appendix I1: The Nigerian Reply

Federal ministry of Information

The Federal Government has condemned the fatuous attempt by President Gerald
Ford of the United States to insult the intelligence of African nations and scorn the
dignity of the Black man.

A statement on Angola, issued today in Lagos by the Federal Government,
revealed that President Ford had dispatched an envoy on an arm-twisting mission
and also addressed an over-bearing circular letter to all African Heads of State.

The statement further disclosed that President Ford’s circular letter contained a
directive that the forthcoming O. A. U. ministerial Council Summit Meetings should
insist on the withdrawal of the Soviet and Cuban military advisers as a condition for
the withdrawal of the racist South African occupation forces.

The Government [Nigeria] totally repudiated the false logic that equated the
presence of the Cuban and Soviet advisers in Angola with that of the South African
regular troops, their fellow soldiers of fortune and motley mercenaries. The full
text read thus:

Statement on Angola
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Since 17th December, 1975, when the United States Senate by an overwhelming vote
of 54 to 22 decided to cut off funds for convert military operations in Angola, the
present Administration in Washington has indicated its intention of reversing the will
of the American electorate as expressed by their elected representatives. President
Gerald Ford has not only dispatched an envoy on an arm-twisting mission to Africa
but, has also addressed over-bearing circular letters to all Heads of State of African
countries. The central point of the letter is the patronising directive that the
forthcoming O. A. U. ministerial Council and Summit Meetings should insist on the
withdrawal of the racist South African occupation forces.

The Federal Military rejects completely this fatuous attempt by the Ford
Administration to insult the intelligence of African nations and scorn the dignity of the
black man. It totally repudiates the false logic that equates the presence of the Cuban
and Soviet advisers in Angola with that of South African regular troops, their fellow
soldiers of fortune and motley mercenaries. In case the Ford Administration chooses
not to remember, the U. S. S. R. and Cuba have made the cause of the Angolan
people their own since the earliest days of the Angolan struggle. It is also worth
noting that the war for Angolan liberation had been the longest war of its type in
Africa. Only the war in Vietnam which ended in victory for the nationalist and
patriotic forces lasted longer. All through the heroic struggle of our Angolan brothers
successive United States administrations unrelentingly supported, morally, materially
and otherwise, the fascist, repressive and oppressive Portuguese Governments. All of
a sudden one hears crocodile tears being shed for peace in Angola!

It is about time that friends of the benighted racist regimes and supporters of
the degradation of Africans began to live with the realities of the present thinking
in Africa. It should not be that difficult to draw a clear distinction between foreign
countries invited by patriotic forces to assist in fighting for national independence and
those racist adventurers who commit wanton aggression to invading African countries
with the sole aim of undermining their independence, exporting their discredited and
inhuman social system.

The Federal Military Government recognises the M. P. L. A. — led government
in Luanda as the legitimate Government of Angola. It appreciates and respects the
prerogative of that government to seek assistance from any source in the world in
exercise of its sovereignty. Further, it draws attention to that basic tenet of international
relations —that isnon-interference in the domestic relations affairs of sovereign nations.
It is on account of the foregoing considerations that the federal Military Government
reiterates its firm decision to completely reject the ‘directive’ from the United
States President. It also wishes to express the hope and expectation that all other
sister African states which have been subjected to such untimely pressure will also
reject it to enable us to build the Africa of our choice. Gone are the days when Africa
will ever bow to the threat of any so called super power.
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Methodology

We are somehow obliged to deal with "immediate history", when we are studying the
contemporaneity of the facts concerning liberation struggles in southern Africa, from
the 1960s to the 1990s. The main characteristic of this "history" is that it is reported
and lived by the historian or his main witnesses.
In current historiography, the methodology of "immediate history" is a controversial
issue. The study of "very contemporary" facts, "very close" facts - English historians
use the expression "contemporary history" - raises not only methodological but also
ethical objections among professional historians. They are based on:
- The inaccessibility to certain documents, specifically public archives. These
documents, which are widely used by historians, are not always
accessible for the "very contemporary" period.

- The contemporaneity of the facts, which exposes the historian to two obstacles:

1. The historian facing the events is in the situation of a spectator, a direct
witness or even an actor. He would lack serenity and impartiality to deal
with the events he has experienced or suffered;

2. The lack of chronological perspective and the brevity of event crises
would make it impossible to place recent developments in a long-term
perspective.

The advantage of the "very contemporary" historian is more likely that he risks getting
lost in the diversity and overabundance of sources. So, the real problem here is still the
sorting out of all these sources. Indeed, in addition to public archives, there are other
important sources: memoirs, written and oral testimonies of surviving actors and
witnesses, private archives, the press, audio-visual documents, etc.

The immediate history must recognize, in particular, the use of oral sources which are
nowadays considered as to be one of the assets: the historian has the possibility of
questioning the direct or indirect withesses of the events he is studying. This has the
great advantage of modifying the distance between the researcher and the object of
his research and allows him to "build" part of his documentation.

There is rich documentation written on the history of liberation struggles in southern
Africa® that we have found in Paris (at La Documentation Francaise and the
Bibliothéque Nationale de France), in Brazzaville in public and private archives, in

! See Sources and bibliographical references, in fine.
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libraries, on the Internet. Our research also included interviews, the collection of

memories and experiences.

Our main sources of information, according to their qualities and status as withesses

or actors, were:

- Heads of State of Congo-Brazzaville still alive (General Joachim Yhombi Opango ;

General Denis Sassou-Nguesso), former ambassadors in the "frontline States"

(including Albert Kondo, Célestin Goma Foutou, Jean-Pierre Ossey), former foreign

ministers (including David Charles Ganao, Pierre Nze, Rodolphe Adada), members of

the political department of the "single parties" (including the heads of the external

relations department), former chiefs of staff (they were often called upon to support war

efforts);

- Officials of the OAU Liberation Committee (including Célestin Goma-Foutou, Martin Adouki
from Congo-Brazzaville);

- ex-combatants who remained in Congo-Brazzaville and Congo-Kinshasa, their countries of
adoption since their exile, displaced persons, intellectuals refugees in Brazzaville, Pointe-
Noire (Congo-Brazzaville) and Kinshasa (Congo-Kinshasa) who did not see fit to return home
at the end of hostilities (Jean René Morais, Antoine Kiakou, Antoine d'Oliveira, Antoine Jhon,
Alfred Mboudissa, José Antonio Bolo, Raphael Jhon, Gaston Mampika, Garcia Makilandi,
Fernando José Canga, Jeannette Ngombo, Bento)

Our research focused on three countries: Angola, Namibia and South Africa, therefore on the

following liberation movements: MPLA (Mouvement Populaire de Libération de I'Angola), FNLA

(Front National de Libération de I'Angola), UNITA (Union Nationale pour I'lndépendance Totale de

I'Angola), FLEC (Front de Libération de I'Enclave du Cabinda) for Angola, SWAPO for Namibia and

ANC for South Africa. Our regret is that we were only able to conduct our documentary

investigations in the two Congo, French-speaking countries that are Angola's neighbours.

A- Francophone Black Africa (Congo-Brazzaville and Congo-
Kinshasa) in the history of Angola's liberation struggle (1961-2002)

The MPLA, the FNLA and UNITA were the three liberation movements that have marked the history
of Angola's liberation struggle from Portuguese colonisation and the inter-Angola civil war. Congo-
Brazzaville and Congo-Kinshasa (Zaire, from 1967 to 1996), which share borders with Angola, are,
with Zambia and Namibia, other border countries, among those African countries that took part in
both periods of Angola's liberation history - the anti-colonial war (1961- 1975) and the civil war
(1975-2002) - to the point where they appear even as real actors. For this reason, their place in the
history of Angola's liberation struggle cannot be overlooked.

Angola is one of the countries that constituted the Portuguese colonial empire of Black Africa,
along with Mozambique, Portuguese Guinea (now Guinea Bissau), the Cape Verde Archipelago and
Sao Tome and Principe. Since the 16th century (1574), these countries had been closely linked to the
metropolis, i. e. Portugal. Until 1951, they had the status of "colonies". From 27 June 1953, with the
Organic Law, they officially became "provinces" of Portugal. This purely formal amendment was in
fact intended to facilitate Portugal's entry into the United Nations in 1955. This empire could not
escape the decolonization process triggered by the United Nations since its creation in 1945, despite
Portugal's categorical refusal to recognize the right to self-determination and independence of the
peoples under its domination.

2 See R. Comte, 1964, "Les provinces portugaises d'outre-mer ou la force des choses", Revue juridique et politique
d'outre-mer, n° 18, avril-juin, p.239-262 ;

- A. Coret, 1962, "Les provinces portugaises d'outre-mer et 'ONU", Revue juridique et politique d'outre-mer, n°16, avril-
juin, p.175-221
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It was in fact the Portuguese colonial system that contributed to the awareness of the peoples
of these five colonies and their determination to respond to "colonial violence" with
"revolutionary violence"?. It is worth noting the characteristics of this colonization®.

I-Characteristics of Portuguese colonial power in Angola®

To further strengthen the political system in metropolis and in the colonies, Antonio de Oliveira
Salazar had established, from 1932 to 1974, a fascist regime based on nationalism, control and
prominence of the Roman Catholic Church. From 1932 to 1969, he was both Chairman of the
Board and President of the “®Republic, a power that was obviously very extensive that his
successor Marcello Caetano did not change, until April 25, 1974, the date of the military coup
d'état.

To maintain this system, Portugal had to set up specialized police forces (the International Police
for State Defence -PIDE- and the Provincial Organization of Civil Defence Volunteers), a special
judicial and penitentiary service and an army, which constituted real elements of repression and
oppression to enforce the decisions coming from the high authority and to neutralize any revolts.

In addition to this oppression and repression machine, the other characteristic of Portuguese
colonization was the fierce exploitation of blacks. From 1900 to 1974, the Angolan economy was
essentially agricultural, based on coffee, maize, sisal and cotton. The discovery of diamond, iron and
oil ores in 1966 encouraged the development of the extractive industry. Thanks to these agricultural
wealth and resources, Angola experienced unprecedented economic development, unfortunately
supported by "indigenous" Blacks especially (by the colour of their skin, the colonial administration
had classified the population into Whites, Coloured and Blacks, the latter sub classified as
"assimilated" and "indigenous")

They were dispossessed, especially from 1953 onwards, of the best of their land for the benefit
of the white concession companies for which Angola, a Portuguese province, had become a
populated area: the Portuguese colonial administration had developed an emigration policy that
consisted in populating the colonies and promoting miscegenation and social assimilation. As
advocated by Silva e Cunha, the intellect of Portuguese colonization:

As Angola is the Overseas Province with the best prospects for European colonisation, the

problem of indigenous colonisation must be studied at the same time as the question of

white settlement. Great caution must be made to avoid indigenous development, which
may in the future constitute an obstacle to the settlement of settlers®.
Blacks were consequently reduced to the rank of agricultural workers or in industry, which was
in full development. In plantations as well as in the extractive or light industry, blacks received
very low wages and working and living conditions were very harsh. To avoid the desertion of
blacks from these conditions, Salazar had applied the 1899 Labour Code, which enshrined
forced labour, legalized by the Colonial Act of 1930, and gave free hand to private employers

3 Mario de Andrade, 1962, "Angolan Nationalism: Angola of Yesterday and Today", Revue Présence africaine, p.41.
4 Basil Davidson, 1969, Révolution en Afrique, Paris, Le Seuil, p.20-27. In this book, he describes, in broad terms, what

he calls "Angolan poverty”, a consequence of Portuguese colonization. This book is a "trial against Portuguese
colonialism".

° Our development is based on Pelissier's study, 1978, La colonie du Minotaure. Nationalisme et révolution en Angola
(1926-1975), Orgeval, Ed. Pelissier.

6 See C. Mahala, 1960, "Le Portugal et les colonies d'’Angola et de Guinée", Revue >presence africaine, p.46.



and the colonial administration to use blacks as animals in plantations, ports, factories... To
ensure the control of Blacks, a certificate, called "Modelo J.", was instituted, which they had
always to present to the colonial authorities.

It was in this context that Angolan nationalism would develop. From then on, nationalism had
become the ideology of Blacks for their accession to Independence: they resolutely engaged in the
fight against colonialism, imperialism and racism!

The strong desire to conquer Independence pushed the nationalists to create structured
national liberation movements, each with a political and military programme, despite the
dictatorship of the colonial regime. It was above all Portugal's categorical refusal to recognize
the right to self-determination and independence of the Angolan people that encouraged the
development of aggressive nationalism.

lI-Angolan liberation movements in the anti-colonial war (1961-

1975) and the civil war (1975-2002)
1-Inception of Angolan nationalism

Indeed, it is a nationalism that had already been enriched in the 18th and 19th centuries, thanks
to pan-Africanism born in the New World in favour of the struggle for the liberation of Blacks against
white domination and exploitation. In Africa, Pan-Africanism had emerged as a true ideology of
liberation, especially since the 5th Pan-African Congress held in October 1945,in Manchester, which
had advocated the liberation of Africa, i.e. the end of colonial domination, racism, imperialism and
the transition to political independence based on majority rule, universal suffrage and parliamentary
democracy. Angolan nationalism had also been enriched by the vast movement of African students
residing in Western European countries, such as the WASU (Union des Etudiants Africains de
I'Ouest) created in 1926 in London, then the FEANF (Fédération des Etudiants d'Afrique Noire en
France) created in 1952 (at its congress held in Paris from 21 to 23 June 1958, it affirmed its
determination to support any African political party or organization that had clearly opted for national
independence’). Already in 1950, the Angolans Viriato da Cruz, Mario de Andrade and Agostino
Neto, the Mozambican Eduardo Mondlane, the Sao Tomean Francisco-José Tenreiro (who died in
Portugal in 1953 in mysterious circumstances) and the Cape Verdean Amilcar Cabral had created in
Lisbon a Centre for African Studies whose objective was to "rationalize the feeling of belonging to a
world of oppression and awaken the national consciousness through an analysis of the continent's
cultural foundations". This club of reflection and action was banned in 1957 by the Portuguese
authorities, "for having facilitated the creation of an anti-colonialist movement, injected a nationalist
character in the minds of the people of Angola". Many of these young intellectuals were in contact
with the Portuguese Communist Party (PCP), the only one at the time to propose a real
decolonization of the Portuguese possessions in Africa and which in 1951 transformed its Angolan
section into the Angolan Communist Party (PCA). This party was, of course, undergound; but it
developed a great activity in the popular circles in order to make known the fundamental principles
of Marxist ideology, by creating in the popular districts of Luanda some mobile libraries and
underground schools.

It should be recalled that the 1955 Bandung Conference (Indonesia) and the 1958 Accra
Conference of African Independent States (Ghana) (the first meeting in Africa in the history of
African decolonization)® crystallized the fundamental needs and aspirations of all African

! See "Declaration of 21, 22 and 23 June by African Students on Angola", Revue Présence Africaine, n° 17 and 18,
February-May 1958, p.250-251.

8 See "The Conference of African Independent States (Accra, 22 April 1958)", Revue presence Africaine, n° 17 and 18,
February-May 1960, p.246-249;
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peoples still under colonial domination, including those of the Portuguese colonies, namely the
right to independence and free determination.

The role of the churches® was also critical in Angola. The Catholic Church, the American and
English Protestant churches evangelized the populations who eventually acquired nationalist
sentiments as their awareness of the colonial fact grew. Political-religious movements, syncretist
movements such as Kimbanguism (with the Kongo country as an extension area) and Tokoism (with
the Zombo country as an extension area) instil in notions of freedom and equity into the minds of
Blacks, so that they eventually organized themselves in plantations, factories and other places of
work. The few trade union associations, such as the "African League" and the "Association of
Angolan Naturals», that had a programme focused on defending workers' interests were hunted
down or disorganized, or even suppressed when dealing with political affairs'®.

The leaders of these associations ended up creating, naturally, political parties that initially
operated in hiding because the Portuguese colonial administration did not tolerate any political
party on its colonial territories.

The presentation of these liberation movements will make it possible to understand, through
their contradictions, how these movements delayed Angola's march towards independence, and
then the reasons for the internationalisation of the Angolan problem, from 1961 to 2002.

2-Angola's liberation movements in the anti-colonial war and civil war: chronology

The war in Angola was unabated, from1961 to 2002. As a matter of fact, two very different wars:
the anti-colonial war, which was just a war'! for Independence; and the civil war. Series of
sabotage and raids actions started in 1961, the anti-colonial war, a war of liberation, will no
longer have any force in 1966, when the MPLA nationalists launch a major insurrection by
establishing themselves in the east of the country and, in 1972, when those of the FNLA settle
in certain districts in the northern regions of Angola. In April 1974, thanks to the "carnation
revolution" in Portugal, this war finally came to an end.

In 1975, on the eve of conquering Independence, when they were about to enjoy the fruits of so
many sacrifices made during the 13 years of the anti-colonial struggle, the Angolans were
condemned to terrible strife, terrible suffering and therefore an abhorrent civil war. This was even
from those who had organized themselves into liberation movements against Portuguese
colonialism. This merciless tragedy was the result of the Cold War and the rivalry that, since the
1960s, had first opposed two liberation movements against each other and then three Angolan
nationalist movements. Benefiting from different external support, the two main liberation
movements, the MPLA and the FNLA, were to distinguish themselves in the fight against the

9

For the role of the churches, read,
-Grenfell F. J., 1975, Historia da Igreja Baptista em Angola (1879-1975), Luanda, Ed. Nucleo-Centro de Publicagaoes; -
Cf Malcolm Mc Veigh (R. P.), 1962, "The Methodist Church and Angola", Revue culturelle du Monde Noir, n° 42, 3e
trimestre.

10 See Malcolm McVeigh (R. P.), 1962, "La situation actuelle en Angola", Revue culturelle du Monde Noir, n°® 42, 3rd
quarter.

u Read, in this regard, F. Wilheim-Heimer, 1975, "Decolonisation and legitimate politics in Angola’, Revue Francgaise
d'Etudes Politiques Africaines, n° 110, February.



Portuguese colonizer. Despite multiple pressures from the OAU (Organization of African Unity) and
other allies of Angolan nationalists, the MPLA and FNLA will not be able to agree to launch joint
operations. They will each act for their own account and under their own banner, even if it means
tearing each other apart and giving each other low blows for national leadership. The contradictions
between the two leaders, Agostino Neto for the MPLA and Roberto Holden for the FNLA, delayed
Angola's march towards independence and led to an internationalization of the Angolan "problem".

Angola's great misfortune was first to have had two different and antagonistic organizations and
then, from 1966 onwards, a third, UNITA with Savimbi as its leader, all three of whom were fighting
for independence. That's what was fatal to him. Unlike FRELIMO in Mozambique and PAIGC in
Guinea-Bissau, only they fight against Portuguese colonialism.

Within the framework of this study, we have chosen to present the chronology of the events,
and not an exhaustive account. This will be followed by a presentation on the place of the Black
Africa French-speaking countries, in particular Congo-Kinshasa and Congo-Brazzaville, in the
two periods of anti-colonial war and civil war.

Chronology of events

1928: Fascism settles in Portugal
1929: Setting up in Luanda of the African National League (ANA), composed of coloured and
assimilated people
1953: Creation of the first revolutionary party, the United Struggle Party of Angola (PLUA)
1954: Setting up in Matadi (Congo-Kinshasa) of the Angolan Cultural Association (ACA)
1955: Creation of the Movement for the Independence of Angola (MIA)>®
1956 (December 10): Creation in Luanda of the: Mouvement Populaire de la Libération de
I'’Angola (MPLA) through the merger of PLUA and MIA
1957: Manifesto of the MPLA advocating armed struggle as the only way to liquidate
Portuguese colonialism
-1957 (July): Creation of the: Union des Populations du Nord de I'Angola (UPNA) through
the transformation of the ACA
1958: Creation of the Movement for the National Independence of Angola (MINA), which
was immediately integrated into the MPLA
-1958: UPNA becomes the Union of the Angola’ People (UPA)
1959 (29 March): Several hundred MPLA activists and leaders arrested
1960 (June): Arrest of 52 Africans, including Agostino Neto and Father Joaquim Pinto de
Andrade, who were protesting against the Portuguese colonizer in Angola
1960 (October 31) In Leopoldville (now Kinshasa), the UPA was trying to merge with the
Democratic Party of Angola (PDA) to form the: Front Commun Populaire des Populations de
I'’Angola (FCPPA)
1961 (February 4): Armed MPLA militants attacked the various prisons in Luanda where
many political prisoners were held. Repression of this popular uprising was undertaken. This
action was the beginning of the liberation struggle
1961 (March 15): The UPA triggers armed struggle in Angola's Northern provinces
1962 (March 26): Creation in Leopoldville of the: Front national de la Libération de I'Angola
(FNLA), through the merger of the UPA and the PDA
1962 (April 5): Setting up in Leopoldville by Roberto Holden of the Revolutionary
Government of Angola in Exile (GRAE), an organ of the FNLA. The MPLA and other political
parties rejected this act
1966 (March): Jonas Savimbi, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the GRAE, creates the National
Union for the Total Independence of Angola (UNITA) in Moxico, southeast Angola
1974 (April 24): Overthrow of the fascist regime in Portugal by the military
1975 (15 January): The leaders of the Angolan nationalist movements (MPLA, FNLA and
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UNITA) and the Portuguese State sign in Alvor, Portugal, the agreements that will lead Angola
to independence. The date of Independence was set up for 11 November
1975 (31 January): Installation of the transitional government in Luanda
1975 (July-November): Civil war: armed confrontations between the MPLA on the one hand,
and the FNLA and UNITA on the other. The MPLA won a decisive victory.
1975 (August 9): South Africa sent troops to southern Angola to support UNITA against
MPLA forces, which were in turn supported by a Cuban expeditionary force
1975 (November 11): Angola became independent. The MPLA proclaimed the People's
Republic of Angola. FNLA and UNITA founded the Democratic Republic of Angola and
settled in Huambo
1975 (December 1): Admission of the People's Republic of Angola to the United Nations
1976 (February): The People's Republic of Angola was recognized by the majority of African
States
1976 (May): Violent fighting between the MPLA supported by the Cuban military forces and
UNITA supported by the South African military forces. UNITA lost the large cities it occupied,
including Huambo, its headquarters. South African troops officially withdrew from southern
Angola
1978 (28 September): The UN adopted Resolution 435 on Namibia's Independence
1979 (September 10): Death in Moscow of Agostino Neto, President of the People's Republic
of Angola, José Eduardo dos Santos became Head of state and of the party.
1980 (November): First major battle of Mavinga in southern Angola. UNITA moved to Jamba
1981 (February): Second great battle of Mavinga. South African intervened in a Powerful
manner.
1981 (24 August): The South African army launched an operation against the Namibian
SWAPO guerrillas (Namibian Liberation Movement) in southern Angola.
1984 (February 16): An agreement was signed, in Lusaka, Zambia, between the Luanda and
Pretoria authorities, which provided for the withdrawal of South African troops from Angola.
1985 (April 15): The South African government officially announced the withdrawal of its
troops from southern Angola, but acknowledged, one month later, that it will maintain a
contingent in the area.
1985 (July 10, 2005): The US Congress imposed sanctions against South Africa despite an
attempt by the US president to veto them. Several other countries followed suit.
1988 (February): Battle of Cuito Cuanavale. Defeat of the South African Army and UNITA
1988 (July 20): Luanda, Havana and Pretoria agreed, for the first time, to establish a direct
link between the withdrawal of Cuban soldiers and the implementation of UN Resolution 435
1988 (August 5): New negotiations led to an agreement in principle, in Geneva, for a ceasefire
1988 (December 13): Tripartite meeting in Brazzaville between Angola, South Africa and Cuba,
under the mediation of the United States, which led to the Brazzaville Protocol, which ended 40
years of apartheid, created the new South Africa, liberated Nelson Mandela, gave independence
to Namibia and secured Angola through the withdrawal of Cuban and South African troops.
1988 (December 22): An agreement was signed in New York providing for a "phased and
complete" Cuban and South African withdrawal from Angola, as well as the implementation of
the UN plan for Namibia's accession to independence.
1989 (March) Namibia became independent. SWAPO President, Sam Nujoma, became
President of the Republic.
1989 (May): The MPLA had proposed a peace plan to UNITA in which it proposed the
reintegration of the rebel movement into the MPLA.
1989 (June 22nd): Meeting between Dos Santos and Savimbi in Gbadolite (Zaire) and



"historic" handshake. Savimbi rejected the peace plan endorsed by the "Frontline States".

1989 (24 August): UNITA leader ordered his troops to resume fighting.

1989 (December): MPLA offensive against UNITA in Mavinga.

1990 (April 24): First MPLA - UNITA meeting in Estoril (Portugal).

1990 (May): Violent fighting in southern Angola. UNITA was redeploying north through Zaire.
1991 (January): Multiple UNITA attacks against economic targets in northern Angola and
Luanda.

1991 (March 26): Parliament adopted a law that introduced a multi-party system.

1991 (31 May): Agreement signed between MPLA and UNITA on the ceasefire and on a
process of political liberalization leading to elections.

1992 (29-30 September): First free presidential and legislative elections in Angola, under
international supervision.

1992 (October 3): Savimbi challenged the results of the election, accusing the MPLA of
manipulating the results.

1992 (31 October): Resumption of civil war.

1993 (May 19): The United States officially recognized the Angolan government.

1994 (20 November): Government and UNITA representatives signed the Lusaka (Zambia)
peace protocol.

1997 (April): Formation of the Government of National Unity and Reconciliation. It included 4
ministers and 11 deputy ministers from UNITA. But a large part of the forces of the Savimbi
movement had still not been integrated into the new army. They went to fight in Zaire to support
Mobutu before retreating to northeast Angola.

2002 (February 22): Jonas Savimbi was killed with twenty one rebels protecting him, near the
Luvuei River in Moxico

2002 (April 4): Successors of UNITA concluded the ceasefire agreement with government forces.

[1I-Congo-Kinshasa (Zaire) and Congo-Brazzaville in
the history of Angola's liberation struggle

Zaire, Congo, Zambia and Namibia, as neighbouring countries of Angola, were somehow
affected by the situation prevailing, at that time, in Angola and they had contributed, each on its
own way, to set in motion Angola's decolonization process which eventually led to the
settlement of the "Angolan problem". It was also the work of international organizations, such as
the OAU and the UN. The latter carried out intense diplomatic activity to resolve the "Angolan
problem".

The countries having common borders with Angola, notably Zaire (Congo-Kinshasa) and
Congo-Brazzaville were involved in resolving the "Angolan problem”, in several aspects. Their
contribution materialized at two levels: locally, their territories were used as a base for
withdrawal; at the level of the OAU and the United Nations, these countries were claiming
themselves as defenders of the Angolan cause.

1. Congo-Kinshasa (Zaire) in the history of Angola's liberation
struggles

The role of Congo-Kinshasa in Angola's liberation struggles can be explained by the fact
that Angola and Zaire share a common border of 2600 km; the ethnic groups living along this border
are related. The peoples of these regions were living in an absurdity created by the European when
they have decided to share, among themselves, Central Africa region, at the Berlin Conference of
1884-1885. This was said clearly, at the 16th UN session in 1962, by Ambassador Mbeka, the
DRC's representative to the United Nations, during the debate on the Angolan question:

The Angolan problem interests us for several reasons. Angola is our neighbour. It is well known
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that in sharing Africa, the colonialists did not take into account ethnic dimension, but rather their
insatiable appetite to expand their colonial empires. Thus, in Africa, it is not uncommon to find a
tribe stretching on both sides of a border. This is the case of the Bakongos tribe, which extends on
both sides of the Angolan-Congolese border. It follows that the Angolans are ethnically our
brothers and it is colonial history that has separated us. The misfortunes that strike them, we feel
them, despite the difference in nationality*2.

Zaire, suffering the consequences of Angola's bloody decolonization, had naturally to make

diplomatic, military and even socio-economic efforts to resolve the Angolan tragedy.

On 30 June 1960, Congo-Belgium became independent under the name "Democratic
Republic of Congo" (DRC). This status was strongly felt in Central Africa. The independence of
DRC had a great impact on the Angolans who were still under Portuguese colonial rule.

The DRC had to denounce, very soon, in 1962, at the UN*316th session, the decision taken by
the Government of Portugal to consider Angola as part and parcel of its territory by granting it
"province" status: it did not recognize Angola as a colony, but as its province attached to the
metropolis, the Kingdom of Portugal. At that time, Portugal was planning to transfer its capital
Lisbon to Angola and to allow the migration of a large portion of its population to this "province" of
Africa, as reported in the Portuguese newspaper O Lobito, published in Angola:

We must draw a lesson from the Indian aggression and wake up from the age-old sleep into which
we sank after the great discoveries. If we had developed Angola and Mozambigque as Australia
had developed, if we had formed a community of nations with Brazil, we could face without fear
these great powers that have just betrayed us or attacked us... In a few years, or perhaps in a few
months, Angola and Mozambique will be attacked as the Portuguese state of India was... We must
transport as quickly as possible to Angola the capital of Portugal and a part of the Portuguese
people and their industries. Do not tell us that this is impossible; Brazil, which does not have its
existence threatened, has built Brasilia!
Debates on this issue were heated at the UN, where all African delegations (United Arab
Republic, Cameroon, Congo-Brazzaville, Coéte d'lvoire, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Upper Volta,
Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, Morocco, Mauritania, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Somalia, Tanganyika, Chad, Togo and Tunisia) unanimously condemned Portugal for its refusal
to cooperate with the UN Sub-Committee established to examine the "explosive" situation in
Angola. Portugal was called upon during the meeting to recognize the right to self-determination
and independence of the peoples under its domination®*.

At this juncture, one important fact should be mentioned: in the Northern part of Angola, there was
no major city or industry. The ambitious Angolans, during the last fifty years of this colonial era,
regularly crossed the border and settled in Leopoldville or in the Congolese port of Matadi where
nationalist ideas were already spread over. It is therefore in these two Congolese cities that were
found Angolans with more political training. It was in Leopoldville that the: Union des populations de
['Angola (UPA) was born, which became the: Front national de libération de I'Angola (ENLA), with
its headquarters in Leopoldville®.

12 Revue Présence Africaine (New Quarterly Series), 1962, "Angola of Yesterday and Today: Angola and the United
Nations. Testimonies and documents", n° 42, 3rd quarter, p.105-106.

13 |bid, p. 105.

1% |bid. at 92-185
Revue Présence Africaine, 1963, "Dossier angolais : connaissance du Front de Libération pour 'Angola", p.131-137.



One should add that it was in Matadi that many Angolans who lived in Congo-Belgium (nearly
200,000 from 1952 to 1954), were aware of their identity by creating the Angolan Cultural
Association (ACA), on 7 February 1954. It was also during that period; here also, had a great impact
the Bandung Conference of African and Asian Peoples condemning racism and colonialism. It
raised awareness among all ACA members, who soon became aware of nationalism. They all left
the port city of Matadi and moved to Leopoldville, the capital of Congo-Belgium, where they created
the Union of the Populations of Northern Angola (UPNA) in July 1957, led by Pinnock Johnny
Eduardo, Barulho Lulendo and Manuel Barruso Nicaca. In the wake of these three personalities,
there was also their cousin and nephew Roberto Holden. Thus, the ACA collapsed in favour of the
UPNA, which was only composed of the Bakongo of Angola.

The UPNA, aware of the expansion of the movement and especially of the fact that immigration
was no longer only from the northern part of Angola, but from all regions, , became in December
1958, a strictly tribalism and tribal party and thus it created the Union of the Populations of Angola
(UPA), a national party. In December 1958, the President of Ghana, Kwame Nkrumah, organized
the Conference of the Pan-African Movement, under the them: «African personality” that is common
to all men and women of black race; that Pan-Africanism rejected any idea of assimilation or
integration into the universe of the dominator. He invited one of the UPA leaders to this conference.
The invitation fell into the hands of Roberto Holden, then administrator of the UPA. Now, instead of
presenting the invitation to the three main leaders of the UPA namely: Pinock Johnny Eduardo,
Barrulo Lulendo, his two cousins, and Manuel Barruso Nicaca, his uncle, Roberto Holden wrote a
secret letter on behalf of Manuel Barrulo Nicaca to the President of Ghana:"...being unable to
personally attend the Pan-African Movement Conference, | delegate my young nephew Roberto
Holden who is coming to Accra to represent the UPA... ». Thus, Roberto Holden, to the
astonishment of the three main leaders of the UPA and all the other members of the UPA steering
committee, went to Accra and took part in the Pan-African Movement Conference.

While in Accra, Holden met with President Sékou Touré, Head of State of Guinea, to whom he
presented his concerns and objectives of Angola's liberation struggle. In order to train him
politically, Sékou Touré contacted Kwame Nkrumah, who agreed to take him on an internship,
into the presidential cabinet of Ghana. A few months later, at the end of his internship - his political
training - Holden went to Conakry where Sékou Touré issued him a Guinean passport, under the
name of Gilmor, and sent him to UN headquarters in New York to deliver a speech challenging
Portuguese colonialism in Angola. Holden will stay a few months in New York. Thanks to the
assistance provided by the Embassy of Guinea to the United Nations, Roberto Holden will speak
vociferously about the liberation of Angola. In 1960, he returned to Conakry, the capital of Guinea,
and he was to benefit from an excellent stroke of luck: Congo-Belgium gained independence on
30 June of the same year under the leadership of Patrice Lumumba, as Prime Minister. President
Sékou Touré recommended Roberto Holden to Lumumba in Leopoldville. Benefiting from Sékou
Touré's sponsorship, Holden was placed under the protection of Lumumba, who gave him all his
support. He took such advantage of it that he went so far as to eject the whole leadership of the
UPA, by removing Eduardo Pinock, Manuel Barruso Necaca, Barrulo Lulendo and the other
members of the management committee. He became the unique President of the UPA. At the
same time, he declared himself "socialist". In African progressive circles, the UPA was considered
a more authentically African movement. The MPLA, it was said, was "a movement of Portuguese
assimilates, cut off from the peasant masses". President Kwame Nkrumah will be in charge of
financing the UPA office in Leopoldville. Favoured by the freedom of action and sympathy granted
to him by the political circles of Leopoldville after the independence of Congo-Belgium, Roberto
Holden's movement developed rapidly.




47

At the same time, other small political organizations were operating in Congo-Belgium among
nearly one and a half million Angolan refugees. The main ones were the:

- Democratic Party of Angola (PDA), which defended the interests of the Northrn part of Angola,
then led by David Livrementos, Emmanuel Kunzika and André Massaki. The PDA only
included nationals of Uige;

- Ngwisako, an association of Portuguese-speaking Angolans, led by Angelino Alberto;

- Movement for the Defence of Angola's Interests (MDIA), founded in 1961 by some UPA
deserters.

The armed struggle against the Portuguese colonialists was launched from these political

organizations, led mainly by Angolan refugees in Congo-Belgium, including the UPA and the

MPLA. In addition, from 1961 onwards, the resistance organized itself around the MPLA and the

UPA, two liberation movements, unfortunately deeply divided, each with its own army, and, yet,

both movements claiming themselves as "socialist". In fact, it was more a conflict between two

persons, Agostino Neto and Roberto Holden, who were fighting for leadership, as the stupid
civil war that began in 1975 would demonstrate.

From the outset of the conflict, Kwame Nkrumah, President of Ghana, tried to encourage the
two main Angolan groups to reach an agreement. In a treaty, he proposed the formation of a
military alliance and the creation of a "Unified Command for the Liberation of Angola":

We consider that this is above all the military situation in Angola against the Portuguese.
Since this situation is in the interest of the Angolan masses that are savagely
massacred, and subjected to all kinds of atrocities by the Portuguese aggressors, it is
highly essential that we find immediate ways and means to attack and completely
liquidate the enemy. My view is that the only practical way to successfully continue the
Angolan war is to consolidate all nationalist forces?®.

The agreement proposed by President Kwame N'Krumah stated the following:

a) The formation of a new military alliance between the main political parties;

b) The creation of a new unified military command to ensure full control of Angola's
military forces. This command would have nothing to do with the internal politics of
the various political parties, but should deal exclusively with the effective and rapid
conduct of the war;

€) The creation of a National Council with appointed and elected representatives of the
various political parties to control the action of the military command.

Taking advantage of the agreement process carried out under the arbitration of Kwame Nkrumabh,

the UPA and the PDA tried to include in the composition of the National Council, the Angolan

National Liberation Front (FNLA) — which was the result of the agreement and the merger of the

UPA and the PDA - something that the MPLA and the other Angolan political groups rejected

categorically. On March 26, 1962, the UPA and the PDA officially merged and formed the FNLA.

From this front, the Revolutionary Government of Angola in Exile (GRAE) was born in Kinshasa, on

5 April 1962. This formation of the GRAE provoked the anger of the MPLA and other various

Angolan political groups because they were not associated with any consultation, unlike the Kwame

Nkrumah's agreement!’. All observers interpreted this gesture as a move by Roberto Holden to

position himself well against MPLA leader, Neto.

16 Text reported by André Kisalu Kiala cf Le drame angolais, Paris, L'Harmattan, 2005, p.84.

= See Dossier: Memorandum to African governments on the formation of a provisional government of the Republic of
Angola, Leopoldville, 15 April 1962 (Unclassified Archives of the Angolan Cultural Centre in Brazzaville).



It should be recalled here one remarkable fact: Holden was never threatened in Leopoldville,
despite Lumumba’s disappearance. The College of Commissioners confirmed its support. When
he came to power, Cyrille Adoula did not change the status quo. MPLA was barely tolerated in
Congo-Kinshasa.

The OAU recognized the GRAE, in July 1963, as the only representative body of Angolan
liberation movements. In Leopoldville, the consequences were immediately obvious: the activities of
the MPLA were banned throughout the country.

Fortunately, the MPLA enjoyed a historic opportunity at that time: on August 15, 1963, the
regime of President Abbé Fulbert Youlou was overthrown in Brazzaville. His successor
Massamba-Débat authorized the presence of the MPLA in Congo-Brazzaville.

2. President Mobutu in the history of the Angolan liberation struggle (1965-1974)
Lieutenant-Colonel Joseph Mobutu, Chief of Staff of the Congolese army, took power in
November 1965, in Kinshasa and expressed his support for Holden. He advised and
immediately forced Holden to turn to right-wing liberalism; otherwise he would withdraw not only
his support but also his facilities. Hence, Holden abandoned socialism.

The FNLA obtained, in the following years, with the diplomatic offensive of Mobutu®€, the support

of Morocco, Céte d'lvoire, France and many other moderate African countries. Unfortunately for the
"nationalist"'® cause, Holden will easily follow the steps of and imitate Mobutu's dictatorial methods.
He will not admit any criticism or opinion that goes against his opinions, even those relating to the
proper functioning of the FNLA. All the leadership of the FNLA was confiscated and remained within
his hands, going so far as to create a Security Service responsible for identifying potential protesters
throughout the territory of Zaire. Elements of Roberto Holden's Security Police were often involved in
acts of repression, imprisonment and execution against Angolan refugees in Zaire, suspected of
belonging to or sympathizing with the MPLA (many of them were executed). In fact, the success of
the FNLA among the two million Angolans (surprisingly, their number was increasing) who had
taken refuge in Mobutu's Zaire had only been achieved through intimidation.
Alongside the State Party, Mobutu's unique party, le Mouvement Populaire de la Révolution (MPR),
Holden was to create in the various districts of Kinshasa and in the various localities of the Lower
Zaire region with a high concentration of Angolan refugees, local sections of the FNLA, from which
animation groups will very quickly emerge where Angolan girls and boys, especially idle, some adults,
men and especially women, who were requisitioned against their will, sang and danced to Holden's
glory. A true cult of personality that the leader of the FNLA liked to praise himself with! This practice
caused a great stir in Angolan intellectual circles residing in Zaire, who found it absurd and
unnecessary, whereas the primary objective was the liberation of the country. Thus, in 1972, in
Kikunzu, the largest FNLA military base in Zaire, Holden was in difficulty for the first time: a group
of soldiers from the ALNA (National Liberation Army of Angola), the military wing of the FNLA,
under the leadership of Commander Agusto Eugenio Londes, head of military operations and
Commander Matumona, head of the military police, rebelled and opposed Holden. He tried to take
over the military leadership of the FNLA. The insurgent soldiers will forbid Holden to set foot at the
Kikunzu military base, while forbidding him to speak and act again on behalf of the ALNA soldiers.
He was accused of being responsible for the inefficiency, weakness and immobility in which ALNA
was locked up, and also of its selfish and dictatorial attitude, his inability or rejection of
confrontation and his inclination towards the cult of personality.

18 See, in this regard, J. Odier, 1975, "La politique étrangére de Mobutu", Revue Le Mois en Afrique, n° 120,

December.

1 On these facts of Holden's stay in Kinshasa, read: Journal Jeune Afrique, n° 785, "Les mouvements de libération de
I'Angola depuis 1960". Facts confirmed by our informers, Angolan intellectuals who were refugees in Brazzaville
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The mini coup succeeded well, at least for a few hours, since Holden lost control of his troops for
72 hours. At the headquarters of his movement in Kinshasa, he was no longer there. He remained
entrenched in his residence in Mbinza (one of Kinshasa's rich residential areas). A large number of
Angolan refugees in Kinshasa were delighted, "happy with the dictator's departure, happy to be
able to organize the struggle against the Portuguese colonizer themselves". But their joy was short-
lived. President Mobutu, hesitant at first to intervene, woke up with a start as soon as he saw
behind this coup de force, the hand of the MPLA, which was really only a denial of Holden within
the FNLA. He then decided to act and sent some FAZ (Zairian Armed Forces) units to Kikunzu.
The rebel soldiers of the FNLA, knowing that any action against the FAZ would be suicidal for
them, since they were in Zairian territory, decided to surrender without any resistance whatsoever.
On Mobutu's orders, the revolted ALNA soldiers were handed over to Holden, who in turn executed
them quickly. The execution of Commander Agusto Eugénio Londes, Commander Matumona and
their companions created a stir in Angolan political and civil circles, and even in Kinshasa in the
political and military ranks of the FNLA, a wave of emotion. From Brazzaville, the MPLA will
strongly protest against this "murder of freedom fighters".

In 1972, the MPLA and FNLA engaged in an incredible and ever-increasing controversy.
International journalists, at random meetings or contacts with one of these two organizations,
published articles praising one or the other group. In June, the OAU decided to get involved and
invited Neto and Holden to Rabat where the two Angolan enemy brothers decided to bury their
differences. After this meeting and the historic hugs that followed between Neto and Holden, it was
hoped that a new spirit of cooperation and understanding would emerge between these two leaders.
The Rabat meeting had no follow-up. The wars wave will resume in earnest, and there will be a
period of high tension between the MPLA and the FNLA.

The Republic of Zaire did not stop defending the Angolan cause in 1972. On 8 June 1972, an
OAU Conference of Governments was held in Brazzaville?®. The meeting was attended by
President Marien Ngouabi of Congo, President Mobutu of Zaire, a delegation from the FNLA led by
Roberto Holden and that of the MPLA led by Agostino Neto. At the end of the deliberations,
Mobutu declared:

| was optimistic when | was leaving Kinshasa, because | knew that between Roberto Holden and
Agostino Neto, even if there was a disparity, it could only be circumstantial;

it could not last any longer because Angola is their country and the goal pursued by the two
leaders is the same, namely the liberation of Angola, which is dear to both of them.

The aim of the Brazzaville conference was the unification of all the forces of the two
movements in order to accelerate the liberation of Angola.

Neto and Holden signed on 13 December 1972, in Kinshasa, another cooperation and
understanding agreement between their two movements, under the auspices of President Mobutu
of Zaire and President Marien Ngouabi of Congo, and the personal representatives of President
Nyerere of Tanzania and President Kaunda of Zambia. The agreement provided for the unification
of their military forces into a single command called the "Military Liberation Council" under the
leadership of the MPLA, headed by a "Supreme Political Council" chaired by the leader of the
FNLA. For his part, Mobutu undertook to open Zaire's borders to all Angolan liberation movements.
In practice, the implementation of this agreement, following the mistrust that had already developed
between Neto and Holden, proved impossible.

A year later, in December 1973, in Bukavu, a city in eastern Zaire, still with the aim of

20 Read, Revue Etumba, n° 245, week of June 10 to 17, Brazzaville, "Rencontre des présidents Mobutu et Ngouabi du
8 juin 1972".



encouraging the two Angolan compatriots to bury their rivalries that were hindering the smooth
running of Angola's liberation struggle, four African heads of State, Mobutu, Ngouabi, Nyerere
and Kaunda, once again attempted a final reconciliation between the two Angolan leaders. At the
end of the meeting, Neto will surprise everyone, announcing that he has decided to resign from
his position as president of the MPLA and resume his profession as a doctor. The reasons for
Neto's decision were twofold: first, Neto had been at loggerheads for a year with a large number
of the MPLA leadership, who accused him of having signed the agreement on 13 December
1972 in Kinshasa with Holden; second, he was tired of signing dead-end agreements each time
and immediately rejected by Holden, he disclosed in private.

Some African heads of State, including Nyerere, Ngouabi, Kaunda and many MPLA activists and
supporters, considering that due to his past, his experience and charismatic personality, Neto had
an important role to play in leading the struggle for the independence of the future Angolan
State, convinced him to review his decision of resigning. Thus, Neto had to put his decision
aside and took over again the presidency of the MPLA.

The year 1974 was the decisive year for Angola's liberation struggle. From January to March
1974, the FNLA engaged in extensive military activity in the northern regions of Angola. The colonial
army registered significant losses. For their part, the MPLA military forces, the FAPLA, had also
attacked the colonial army's objectives in eastern Angola. The losses in the Portuguese military
ranks were also very considerable: several destructions of military aircraft and many weapons were
recovered after being abandoned by the troops of the Portuguese colonial army when they were
leaving for Luanda. The FAPLA approached within 200 kilometres the Angolan capital.

Meanwhile, in February, Agostino Neto had established contacts with the Portuguese authorities.
Within the MPLA management, the motives were unknown. Chipenda, Vice-President of the MPLA
who was in the maquis at the time with the soldiers where he was leading the operations, was
surprised. He protested against Neto by openly accusing him of being in the hands of the Portuguese
colonialists. The other two main leaders of the MPLA, including Mario de Andrade and Joaquim Pinto
de Andrade and many others, also challenged Neto.

In fact, if on the ground of the liberation struggle, the FNLA strengthened its military positions;
the MPLA, on the other hand, because of internal differences among its leaders, showed signs of
weakness. Taking advantage of his duties but above all of the support and trust he enjoyed among
all MPLA fighters, Chipenda established his own internal political-military network within the MPLA,
known as " La Révolte de I'Est".

Neto was in serious trouble for the first time in his movement. He was contested. In a “call to all
activists" written in Brazzaville on May 11, 1974, MPLA leaders called for a congress where
grassroots militants could express themselves. The signatories of the «Brazzaville Appeal»?! have
denounced Neto's "absolute presidentialism", which "has created an atmosphere of fear, suspicion,
cynicism and hypocrisy within the movement" and was at the root of the "reversals of the guerrilla
struggle". According to this "Appeal" to militants, the MPLA "has been deeply undermined by the
virus of racism (allusion to rivalries between mulattos and genuine Black Angolans), tribalism and
regionalism, which has violated the principle that the people of all districts are the true author and
beneficiary of the liberation struggle". While advocating the creation of a "United Front for the
Independence of Angola", the signatories of the text hostile to Neto criticised the agreement that
Neto had signed on 13 December 1972, in Kinshasa, with Roberto Holden's FNLA.

President Mobutu, who was always keen to control, as far as possible, the developments in
Angola, in order to position himself effectively in Central and Southern Africa, decided to take
advantage of the difficulties faced by Neto within the MPLA, by shamefully engaging in a
manoeuvre that tended to isolate Agostino Neto, who nevertheless enjoyed great prestige among
many African leaders. He arrived in Dar Es Salaam on May 26, 1974, to hold talks with Tanzanian
President Nyerere. The day before, Mobutu had had conversations in Lusaka with Kaunda,

21 See Dossier: Brazzaville Appeal, 11 May 1974 (Unclassified archives of the Angolan Cultural Centre in Brazzaville).
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President of Zambia. The presence of Roberto Holden alongside President Mobutu was intended
to influence, and above all to encourage the two Heads of State, who were very loyal to the MPLA
leader, to support and bring their preferences to Roberto Holden, by endorsing his probity rather
than that of Agostino Neto. Mobutu failed: the two African leaders affirmed their loyalty to Neto.
Mobutu returned to his country, Zaire, disappointed and even humiliated.

It was from that time that Mobutu decided to play the spoilsport, to complicate the situation, i.e.
Angola's accession to independence, to the advantage of his ally Roberto Holden. He immediately
contacted Beijing. On June 3, Kinshasa's Radio-Nationale announced the arrival of about 100
Chinese instructors in Zaire to train FNLA fighters. Mobutu encouraged Holden to recruit new
fighters at an accelerated pace from among the 2 million Angolan refugees in Zaire. The FNLA
proceeded, therefore, to enrol by force young Angolans based in Kinshasa??.

Meanwhile, the crisis was still brewing within the MPLA. Curiously, at the OAU summit in
Mogadishu, Somalia, in June 1974,%° MPLA Vice-President Daniel Chipenda, officially mandated by
the MPLA leadership, announced that a climate of understanding and reconciliation had been
established between MPLA leaders, and that the differences between him and Neto had been
resolved. The various African Heads of State present at the Mogadishu summit, since Neto had not
travelled in person to bring them this news, greeted Chipenda's announcement with scepticism.
Indeed, a month later, the internal quarrels in the MPLA's ranks started all over again, followed by a
deep and serious division among its leaders. The atmosphere between Neto and Chipenda was once
more very tense.

The MPLA leadership convened an extraordinary congress of the movement in Lusaka, Zambia,
with the aim to urgently resolve this internal conflict. Initially planned for two or three days, the
congress lasted more than two weeks, from August 12 to 29, 1974. The congress was an
opportunity for Neto and Chipenda to fight through faithful supporters. Stormy and heated debates
between the different tendencies dominated this congress: the leaders squabbled in vain and
needlessly. And faced with the impossibility of reaching an agreement between them, some
congressmen, left the congress, notably Neto and his faithful Lucio Lara, Eduardo dos Santos
and many others, For their part, the two brothers Mario de Andrade and Joaquim Pinto de
Andrade and some of their followers also slammed the door of the congress. The remaining
minority continued the work and elected Daniel Chipenda, President of the MPLA.

A few hours later, just after the close of the MPLA congress, Zaire President Mobutu, whose
objective was still to isolate Neto, as always, opened his arms to Chipenda, the newly elected
president of the MPLA: "Don't go back to Brazzaville, come with the new MPLA leadership, and
settle in Kinshasa". But Chipenda declined the offer.

On his part, Agostino Neto did not take into account Chipenda's election, and considered himself
the sole and only president of the MPLA. Chipenda, who was elected at the Lusaka Congress, also
remained as MPLA President. The dispute over the leadership of the MPLA would continue
between these two persons. The Conference of Central and East African Heads of State, held in
Brazzaville, at the beginning of September attempted to resolve the crisis between Neto and
Chipenda, and succeeded in reconciling them, by proposing the following new MPLA leadership:
President, Agostino Neto; Vice-President, Daniel Julio Chipenda.

To defend the Angolan case, President Mobutu took some diplomatic actions towards Portugal,

22 ) . . . )
Facts confirmed by our informers, Angolan intellectuals who were refugees in Brazzaville.

z Read, Dossier: Report of the 23rd session of the Coordination Committee for the Liberation of Africa of the OAU
CM/572, Mogadishu from 16 to 11 June 1974 (Unclassified archives of the "Africa Division" of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and Cooperation of the Congo in Brazzaville).



and on 15 September, at his own request, Mobutu went to the island of Sal, Cape Verde, where
he met the Portuguese Head of State, General Antonio de Spinola, who was visiting the island.
The aim was to prevent Angola from falling into the hands of the "pro-Soviet and Communist”
MPLA, the majority in Luanda, the capital of Angola. During their meeting, the two Heads of State,
"anti-communists”, acted together without success. President Mobutu, who had been coveting, for
years, the oil resources of the Angolan enclave of Cabinda, was this time seeking to gain control
over the oil fields of this "African Kuwait"; as a result, he thought that this could be possible if
Cabinda were to separate from Angola. He proposed to General de Spinola a secret deal that
should allow the Angolan province of Cabinda to obtain independence separate from Angola,
while Holden would become Head of State in Luanda.

It was not clear, in the end, what exactly the two men wanted, since a month earlier, in August,
Spinola and Mobutu had signed an agreement, kept secret until the end of 1975, providing for the
creation of a Zairian-Angolan federation led by Mobutu Sese Seko of Zaire and Alvaro Roberto
Holden of Angola. In fact, it was the elimination of the MPLA from the Angolan political arena that
was at stake.

The pro-Western sympathies of general Spinola, who had previously met with the American
President, Richard Nixon, in the Azores, to whom he had confessed his fears about the rapid
progress of the Portuguese Communist Party, played in favour of Mobutu's diplomacy. Unfortunately
for Mobutu, General Antonio de Spinola, President of the Republic of Portugal, who opposed the
"left forces", was forced to resign, on 30 September, in Lisbon

The Movement of Armed Forces (MFA) which was very leftist was in charge of the decolonization
process, following the change at the top of management team in Lisbon, and would largely
contribute to the modification of the decolonization schedule®. The officers, members of the MFA
coordination commission, were in power in Lisbon, and were sensitive to what they called "the
intrigues and interference of imperialism». Without wanting to take sides, they were not at all willing
to give the FNLA or any other Angolan movement an a priori advantage. In the same vein, they
informed the OAU that they did not want to see one of the Angolan liberation movements,
regardless of its past, left behind in the process of Angola's accession to independence. This strong
warning against the OAU, which seemed to favour only the MPLA and the FNLA, was aimed at
UNITA, a newcomer into the "nationalist arena". That is how the Portuguese authorities imposed
UNITA on Africans, on the one hand and on Angolans, on the other.

The Portuguese military junta gave the green light to the decolonization train to continue its
journey in Mozambique, Guinea-Bissau, Cape Verde and Sao Tome and Principe, the OAU,
which also did not want to delay Angola's process of accession to independence, was finally
forced to recognize UNITA, alongside the MPLA and the FNLA. It was also in this context that
UNITA was part of the Angolan liberation movements that were to negotiate Angola's
independence?®.

As far as the MPLA was concerned, there was not a single drop of hope for an understanding
between Neto and Chipenda, due to two violently and contradictory positions: Neto, in his own
way, had nothing to share with the other members of the MPLA Steering Committee. He thought
he was the only BOSS of the movement. Often, he made decisions without consulting MPLA
management. On the other hand, Chipenda demanded and wanted everything to be done on the
basis of consensus.

Agostino Neto and representatives of the Portuguese authorities signed a ceasefire agreement
in the MPLA maquis, on 21 October, in Nshana Lukata, eastern Angola. A few hours later, after the
announcement of this event, which had surprised him again, Chipenda once again protested

2 Read Journal, Jeune Afrique, n° 718 of 12 December 1974, "Portugal: Antonio Spinola's lost bet"

% Read Journal, Jeune Afrique, n° 733 of 24 January 1975, "Angola: three movements meeting the people".
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against his president and accused him of illegally signing a ceasefire agreement on behalf of the
MPLA, without consulting him or the other members of the steering committee. From that moment,
a new disagreement was born between the two men, which led this time to the final break-up. The
MPLA thus divided into two wings: Neto's "direction of absolute authority”, a term used by Neto's
detractors, and Daniel Chipenda's "Eastern Revolt" wing, "accused of regionalism", an accusation
formulated “freely” by Neto's followers. There was also a third, smaller faction called Mario de
Andrade's and Joaquim Pinto de Andrade's "Active Revolt". This group quickly disappeared
completely?®.

This fratricidal war within the MPLA offered Mobutu a good opportunity. He tried again to seduce
Chipenda, but the leader of the "Eastern Rebellion", this time, did accept Mobutu's offer. He left
Brazzaville where the MPLA headquarters were located and moved, accompanied by his followers,
to Kinshasa where he opened another MPLA headquarters in October, the representation of the
"Eastern Revolt". Four thousand MPLA fighters in the liberated areas of eastern Angola accepted to
be under Chipenda's leadership - with the exception of a few hundred soldiers who would remain
loyal to Neto. Chipenda, President of the MPLA/Eastern Rebellion, travelled twice a month, by
plane provided by Mobutu, to the maquis in eastern Angola, via the border town of Dilolo, in the
Zairian province of Katanga, to visit his fighters. On December 15, the MPLA, through Lucio Lara,
the influential mulatto of the movement and considered Neto’s very close confidant, announced the
exclusion of Chipenda from the movement, which did not cause any stir.

Neto and Savimbi signed an agreement on 19 December 1974, with view to ending the rivalry
between MPLA and UNITA and to preparing for future cooperation between the two organizations. It
was in Algiers that Major Melo Antunes, Minister of State, in charge of supervising the
decolonization file, met Neto, the head of the MPLA. This contact was described as "positive" in
official Lisbon circles, as it allowed progress to be made in the preparation of the "round table".
However, a rapid worsening of the situation in Angola, which could lead to armed clashes in the
short term, was highly feared by the Portuguese leaders in December. There was particular concern
that the FNLA, which enjoyed the full support of President Mobutu, would engage in armed action to
muddy the waters and try to regain the lead at a time when its rival, the MPLA, was scoring serious
points both within Angola and on the international arena.

Meanwhile, the FNLA had first accepted in early November, with eagerness, the principle of a
"round table" to bring together representatives of Lisbon and delegates from all Angolan
nationalist movements, in order to prepare a transitional government to be established before the
end of the year in Luanda. In December, the FNLA no longer showed much enthusiasm for this
conference, which the Portuguese leaders had hoped for, insisting on its urgency and on their
desire not to take sides with either of the Angolan liberation movements.

On several occasions, since mid-December, President Mobutu was calling for the return to Zaire
of some five thousand former Katangese gendarmes who had been refugees in Angola since
November 1965, from where they continued to oppose the Mobutu regime, calling again for the
secession of Katanga, southern Zaire province, a secession that had not been obtained in the
sixties by Moise Tshombé (Prime Minister from 1964 to October 1965). It goes without saying that
Mobutu naturally feared that this force, albeit modest, would join the MPLA troops against the
FNLA.

Faced with this situation, Mobutu asked the Portuguese authorities to persuade the Katangese
to return to Zaire. But the five thousand former Tshombé supporters, who seemed to doubt
Mobutu's good faith and the real effects of his amnesty promise, decided to stay in Angola. The
Katangese did not have a short memory: they had never forgotten that the amnesty granted by

% Read Journal, Jeune Afrique, n° 714 of 14 September 1974, "Les trois leaders du MPLA s'expliquent".



Mobutu at the end of the secession in 1967 actually resulted in the systematic massacre of several
thousand of their colleagues who had agreed to return home. Not only did they reject the amnesty
offered, but they considered themselves "political refugees”. This was an important pawn that
escaped President Mobutu and his ally Holden, in this chess game followed with discretion, but also
with the greatest attention first by the United States, the USSR and China, and also by American,
Belgian, English, Dutch, French and South African firms. The Portuguese authorities then
discovered that a number of these firms were indeed engaged in intrigues that could jeopardize the
peaceful decolonization of Angola.

Jonas Savimbi, head of UNITA, announced on Saturday, December 28, 1974, in Lusaka, that a
"summit” bringing together the presidents of the three Angolan liberation movements and
representatives of the Portuguese government would be held "somewhere in Portugal” on January
10, 1975, to discuss the conditions for Angola's accession to independence. He added that the
three leaders of the liberation movements would meet in the coming days to agree on a common
position. But at that time of year, Savimbi was not very sure they would succeed, as the quarrels
between the MPLA and the FNLA were so intense.

Some African Heads of State, even the most moderate, openly declared themselves in favour of
Agostino Neto, the leader of the MPLA, because they were disappointed by President Mobutu's
attitude and his repeated interference in the internal affairs of Angolan nationalists, each time
taking sides with Roberto Holden. Omar Bongo President of Gabon, who was, up to that time,
hostile to the MPLA, officially invited Neto to his country. In the same vein, several contacts were
established between the head of the MPLA and some representatives of Lisbon.

Of course, the FNLA was not satisfied by such move in favour of Agostino Neto, and
continued to insist on the post of "Prime Minister" in the future Angolan provisional government.
This was one of the FNLA's requirements when Holden accepted, in early November, the
principle of a "round table" proposed by the Portuguese authorities. The FNLA leaders were
thus faced with an alternative: agree to participate in the "round table" with their "enemy number
one", Agostino Neto, or break off the dialogue and seek to register some gains in the field to
offset their diplomatic failure.

The Portuguese authorities saw the game of the superpowers as complicating the
implementation of an already complex puzzle. China was clearly supporting the FNLA: 200
Chinese military instructors had been training FNLA reserve commandos in Zaire since June.
President Mobutu, a key figure in this party that was just beginning, had just returned to Beijing
for the second time, at the beginning of December 1974, counted on the support of both the
United States and China, whose objectives in Africa were to eliminate Soviet influence.

While Moscow, had suspended its assistance to MPLA, since September 1974, five
months after the "carnation revolution”, it was not prepared to commit itself again into Angola.

Within the framework of preparing a common position for a summit with the Portuguese
authorities to define the terms of Angolan independence, Neto for the MPLA, Holden for the
FNLA and Savimbi for UNITA met on 3 January 1975, in Mombasa, Kenya. On Sunday, January
5, 1975, after three days of talks, the three Angolan liberation movements managed to reach an
agreement to negotiate together the constitution of a transitional government that would lead
Angola to independence. They also agreed that each of them should have three portfolios in the
transitional government of 12 ministers envisaged by the Portuguese leaders.

At the end of the Mombasa conference three communiqués were issued. In the first joint
communigué, the two main rivals, MPLA and FNLA, who had not yet reached agreement, indicated
that they had established "the basis for cooperation in order to avoid further deterioration of their
relationship at this stage of decolonization". The second communiqué referred to a "common
platform" in which were recorded "issues relating to the formation of a transitional government, the
situation of the armed forces in Angola and the creation and installation of the country's future
institutions”. Finally, in another "declaration of principle", the subject of the third communiqué, the
Angolan nationalists announced that the Cabinda enclave was "considered an integral and
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inalienable part of Angola".

After three days of in camera discussions and the publication of these series of
communiqués suggested that, for lack of agreeing on anything better, the Angolan delegations
had agreed on the minimum. As one of the FNLA representatives pointed out: "There is no
common front". Even less was there any question of unifying the three movements or even
providing them with a steering body. The hugs at the closing of the deliberations did not eliminate
the list of problems to be solved: everyone kept their own ties, maquis and a few secret spare
cards.

The Portuguese leaders and the leaders of the three Angolan liberation movements met, on 10
January 1975, in Alvor, Algrave, southern Portugal, to define the modalities for Angola's accession to
independence and to finalize the transitional government.?’” The "round table" had four main
objectives: to reach an agreement on the composition of a transitional government on the basis of the
elements designated by the Portuguese government and by the three Angolan movements; to
integrate the military forces of the three nationalist movements into a single army with a unified
command; to establish a timetable for the departure of the Portuguese armed forces from Angola;
and to determine the date of the elections that would establish the independence of the territory.

Finally, after six days of discussions, the agreement on the process leading to independence at

the end of 1975 was signed on 15 January 1975 between the State of Portugal and the three
Angolan nationalist groups: MPLA, FNLA and UNITA. In this agreement, the State of Portugal, on
the one hand, solemnly reaffirmed the right of the Angolan people to independence (Article 2),
and on the other hand, set the date of 11 November 1975 (Article 4). In addition, general elections
to appoint a Constituent Assembly were scheduled for October 1975 (Article 40). It is this body
that would be responsible for electing the Head of the future independent Angolan State. The
power would be exercised until the proclamation of independence by the High Commissioner and
a transitional government, which would be installed on 31 January 1975 (article 5). This
government would be led by a college comprising a representative of each nationalist movement.
The leadership of this college, called the "Presidential Council", would be carried out, on a
rotational basis, by each of the movements.
The integration of the armed forces and the departure of the Portuguese troops were regulated
in such a way as to ensure that the Portuguese authorities had some control until
Independence. Portuguese troops would leave Angola in February 1976. The command of this
army would be ensured by a national defence commission (Article 28) in which Portugal would
be represented by a High Commissioner; having the confidence of all, he would be appointed
by the Portuguese government and would thus replace Admiral Rosa Coutinho, who was
accused by Holden and Savimbi of pursuing the MPLA policy.

The conference discussed also the status of the future Angolan citizenship. It would consider
as Angolans all those born in Angola and those who settled there after their birth and who
accepted the principle of independent Angola.

Portugal officially transferred, on Friday 31 January 1975, its powers in Angola to a
transitional government, which was responsible for governing the country until full independence
scheduled for 11 November 1975. The ceremony was not attended by either Neto, Holden, or
Savimbi, the leaders of the three Angolan nationalist movements. The four members of the
Presidential Council - General Antonio Sylva Cardos (new Portuguese High Commissioner to
Angola), Johnny Eduardo (FNLA), Lopo Do Nascimento (MPLA) and José Ndelé (UNITA) - took the
oath. At that time, unfortunately, there were still many difficulties due to the rivalries between the

2 See Elima Journal of 26 February 1975 in Kinshasa, "L'accord d'Alvor".



three liberation movements, appetites aroused by the enormous wealth of this territory, foreign
pressures behind the scenes on the three liberation movements and a complexity engendered by
the multiplicity of ethnic groups?®

3. Mobutu's interference during the transitional period
It was obvious that President Mobutu of Zaire played a negative role during this period: by working
for the secession of the Angolan enclave of Cabinda, by his involvement in favour of Holden, by
taking side in the dispute between Neto and Chipenda and in the civil war, by engaging the Zairian
Armed Forces (FAZ) in the conflict, alongside the FNLA.
Mobutu and the Cabinda case
Mobutu, President of Zaire, haunted by the enormous oil wealth of the Angolan province of
Cabinda, did not stop interfering in Angola's internal affairs. And quickly he found a subterfuge: on
7 May 1975, he recommended holding a referendum in the Angolan enclave of Cabinda, under the
pretext "to leave to the inhabitants to decide their future". Mobutu also assured that he had in his
possession documents in which Angolan nationalist leaders recognized that the enclave was not
an integral part of Angola. When Mobutu defended this idea, he quickly received a dry reply from
Neto:
You say that the Cabinda is not part of Angola. Oh, really? | stick myself to that statement.
This brings us back to revisiting our borders arbitrarily drawn by the colonialist powers at the
Berlin Conference (1884-1885). And you will see if the Cabinda is not part of Angola.
The documents allegedly signed by the nationalist leaders to which Mobutu referred were never
published to identify the likely signatories. If these documents had really existed, it is very likely
that they were signed by Holden and Savimbi, the two leaders who used to make deals with
Mobutu. And Holden and Savimbi might have signed such documents for him, in the euphoria
of money promises made by Mobutu.
During a few rare meetings with Mobutu, Neto never missed the opportunity to raise or
clarify this element frankly with Mobutu, face to face. And Mobutu was silent.

Chipenda's "betrayal"?®

One week after the installation of the transitional government Daniel Julio Chipenda came to
Luanda, in February 1975, to set up an office of his group "La Révolte de I'Est". This event attracted
many MPLA militants and supporters; even those of FNLA and UNITA were singing in favour of
Chipenda. In fact, while Neto had a wide international audience, Chipenda was very popular and
enjoyed great support from many MPLA militants in particular, and from many Angolans in general.
Some saw him as the future president of Angola. Clearly, Neto was not at all happy by Chipenda’s
success: on February 13, MPLA military elements attacked by surprise the headquarters of "La
Révolte de I'Est" in Luanda, killing several people. Representatives of "La Révolte de I'Est" were
expelled from Luanda and their offices were destroyed. The MPLA accused "La Révolte de I'Est" of
receiving reinforcements in men and equipment from Zaire and of benefiting from a "strange
passivity of the FNLA and UNITA".

Serious differences would also emerge over the attitude to be adopted towards "La Révolte
de I'Est" which had not participated in the Mombasa and Arvor negotiations. Therefore, UNITA
offered, on 15 February, to "welcome into its ranks" La Révolte de I'Est". It was expected that
Chipenda would accept this offer made by UNITA, given the matrilineal ties between him and
Jonas Savimbi, but the proposal received no favourable response from Chipenda. In the evening,
Mobutu tried to convince Chipenda of the need to strengthen Holden troops by integrating into the

28 gee Journal, Jeune Afrique, n° 736 of 14 February 1975, "Angola : équilibre de transition".

2 "Chipenda/Neto case": Oral surveys among former members of the PCT (Parti Congolais du Travail-Parti-Etat)
External Relations Department in Brazzaville. See also, André Kisalu Kiala, op. cit. p. 103-121.



57

FNLA. But Chipenda rejected Mobutu's proposal. Indeed, he still remembered the political
imprisonment he had been subjected to by Holden in July 1963: when the Kinshasa government
banned the activities of the MPLA on its territory, following the disputes with the MPLA Chipenda
remained in Kinshasa and tried to convince Holden of the need for reconciliation between the
FNLA and the MPLA, while proposing to the leader of the FNLA the establishment of a common
front between the two liberation organizations, in order to make life impossible for the Portuguese
colonialists in Angola. But Holden had not accepted at all the idea and had ordered the arrest of
Chipenda, who was detained in the Ndolo military prison in Kinshasa. After six months in prison,
Chipenda had managed to escape and join the MPLA leadership in Brazzaville. Twelve years later,
he had not forgotten.

This charm operation with regard to "La Révolte de I'Est" in which Mobutu had embarked

since mid-January, with Holden's approval, had displeased Chipenda, who had considered it
inappropriate to integrate any structure. In the days that followed, Mobutu kept on insisting,
more and more, by putting pressure on Chipenda. Finally Chipenda let himself be convinced,
but reluctantly and he announced on 21 February, in Kinshasa, to the press the integration of
his military forces and political leadership into the ranks of the FNLA, from where he became
Deputy Secretary-General.
This "betrayal" caused a great turmoil among MPLA (and "La Révolte de I'Est”) militants in
Kinshasa who were very reluctant to rally. However, a day before, on the eve of the announcement
to the press, Chipenda had taken care to explain to them the circumstances that had led to this
decision. Despite the explanations given, many militants had not accepted that "La Révolte de
I'Est” would merge into the FNLA, especially since they continued to hope for reconciliation
between Neto and Chipenda, despite their differences. But it was well known that President
Mobutu, who was anti-Neto and hosted Chipenda in his country, was an obstacle to his
reintegration into the MPLA, while Neto had always hoped the return of Chipenda to MPLA. In a
move to reduce tensions among his many disappointed militants, Chipenda told them: "We will go
to the FNLA with our own military and political strategy. There is no way we're going to blend into
the ranks of the FNLA."

It was a victory for President Mobutu when Chipenda joined the FNLA. Mobutu, who had
powerful financial resources, was very firm in preventing a "communist" regime supported by
Moscow, i.e. the MPLA, to be established in Angola.

The integration of "La Révolte de I'Est" was a severe blow to the MPLA as a whole, and to
some Angolans who felt both betrayed and very embarrassed. The popularity and support for
Chipenda declined.

Chipenda’s departure with 4000 trained soldiers had seriously reduced the military strength of the
MPLA, which decided then to requisition the "Katangese gendarmes", who were then considered
armed opponents to the Mobutu regime.

Mobutu and the Holden/Savimbi coalition

Jonas Savimbi was commuting between Neto in Luanda and Holden in Kinshasa to try to bring
them together at a negotiating table, with view to restoring the seriously disrupted peace during
the transitional period.

After the signing of the Arvor agreements, Roberto Holden, head of the FNLA decided to
continue to reside in Zaire. This decision complicated several things at once. First, Holden
made a miscalculation. He should have broken his Zairian exile by returning permanently to
Angola and settled in Luanda, as the other two leaders had done. But he preferred to return to
Kinshasa, hostile to the MPLA. This would undermine the already strained relations between
the MPLA and the FNLA. Second, obliged to commute regularly between Luanda and



Kinshasa, Savimbi gradually got used to having interaction with Mobutu and, finally, fell under
Mobutu’s charm and influence. That is how, slowly but surely, the Mobutu/Holden/Savimbi axis
against Neto was formed.

President Mobutu, Holden's "ally" in the civil war

Jomo Kenyatta, President of Kenya, tried to get involved in the Angolan situation in order to prevent
the country from sinking into civil war even before independence. He succeeded in bringing the
three Angolan leaders together on 16 June 1975, to his country, in Nakuru®, located at 150
kilometres northwest of Nairobi. But in fact Savimbi was behind the initiative. The UNITA military
forces had been victims, for the first time, on 9 June in Luanda, following the bloody clashes
between MPLA and FNLA forces. It seems that it was the MPLA forces that shot UNITA soldiers.
The Nakuru conference initially scheduled, for 15 June, had been postponed by 24 hours due to the
delay of the MPLA delegation. The meeting almost did not take place: Neto, who still had in mind the
assassination of MPLA militants and supporters by FNLA soldiers, at the beginning of May, in the
cities of Mbanza-Kongo, N'Zeto, Tombaco and Uige, no longer wanted to sit at the same negotiating
table with the FNLA leader, whom he called "criminal". Some African Heads of State, such as the
Congolese (Brazzaville) Marien Ngouabi, the Tanzanian Julius Nyerere and the Zambian
Kenneth Kaunda, had to intervene to convince Neto, taking into account their close relations
with him. Finally, Neto accepted to come to Nakuru. It was also a way for Neto to say that he
was "ready for dialogue".

Several newspapers titled the meeting as the "summit of the last chance", which took place
from 16 to 19 June 1975. The three liberation movements agreed to unify their forces and
create a national army and on the need to disarm civilians. An agreement was reached even to
settle the fate of former "Katangese gendarmes"”, long accused of being in the service of the
MPLA.

The Nakuru summit did not improve the relations between the MPLA and the FNLA. The
atmosphere between the two movements remained tense. There was no understanding
between the two formations. The Nakuru agreements they had just signed certainly held them
captive, in their desire to rekindle the fire of armed hostilities. After Nakuru, neither of the two
groups wanted to be singled out, nor did they want to be guilty in the eyes of Africa of the
resumption of the war in Angola.

Unfortunately, at the beginning of July, when the three Angolan liberation movements were
trying to re-establish contacts with each other in order to create a single army within the
framework of the Nakuru agreements, the American Intelligence Service, the CIA, came to put
fuel on the fire by sneaking in military aid to the FNLA. This irritated the MPLA, which
considered this secret American aid, not only the USA willingness to take control of Angola, but
above all an imminent danger of its annihilation. The MPLA then decided to expel all FNLA units
stationed in Luanda.

Consequently, on 9 July, three weeks after Nakuru, violent fighting resumed in Luanda; on 14
July, the MPLA emerged victorious. The FNLA headquarters buildings were destroyed; some of
the movement's leaders had to flee to Kinshasa. The transitional government collapsed like a
sandcastle. The toll of these clashes was more than a thousand deaths. The scale of the
fighting was such that the few UNITA soldiers could not stay or resist and would flee to the
southern regions of Angola.

The Americans then decided to quickly come to the rescue of the FNLA. In order to avoid a

%0 Read the Journal, Jeune Afrique n° 756 of 4 July 1975, "Angola, after the Nakura Meeting, Can we finally talk about
peace?
- Read also the Elima Journal, of 6 February 1976, Kinshasa, "The Nakura Agreements".
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United States physical commitment, Washington encouraged Pretoria to engage directly in Angola
and asked Kinshasa, i.e. Mobutu, to provide FNLA with some units of the Zairian Armed Forces
(FAZ).

After the bitter failure it had just suffered, the FNLA withdrew to the north of the country, very
close to the border with Zaire. To strengthen Holden's movement, President Mobutu sent 1200
Zairian soldiers to FNLA. Already, on 14 July, the Zairian government accused the Portuguese
forces of helping the MPLA forces, and even fighting alongside them. Kinshasa denounced
"Portugal's duplicity" and urged Portugal to strictly respect active neutrality towards the three
Angolan liberation movements. However, it was rather "Katangese gendarmes” who had fought
alongside the MPLA. In a message to Lisbon, President Mobutu mentioned the possibility that
Zaire could abandon its neutral attitude if Portugal did not stop supporting the MPLA.

The rest of the history of the civil war would show that Mobutu had, since then, been involved in
the civil war alongside the FNLA and UNITA, which in turn benefited from South Africa’'s strong
military, material and financial contribution.

4. President Mobutu in the Angolan civil war (1975-1996)3!

During its summit held in Kampala, Uganda, from 28 July to 2 August 1975%, the OAU called for
peace and understanding among the three Angolan leaders and proposed the establishment of a
conciliation commission to that end to find a peaceful solution to the Angolan conflict, because the
Continental Organization was aware of the dangerous conflagration in which Angola was on the
eve of independence. The ten-member commission, which was immediately set up, went to
Angola, but encountered a climate of reluctance on the part of the Angolan liberation movements;
the results, exploited both by an extraordinary meeting of the OAU Defence Commission, were
not as expected.

South African troops entered Angola and occupied a 35 kilometre deep strip of territory in the
south of the country on August 9. Pretoria admitted its action which was carried out with
Washington's approval®3. There were two reasons for this South African decision to attack Angola3*.
The first one: for Pretoria the north-western border of South Africa, was not the border with South
Africa and Namibia, but much further north, on the border of Namibia with Angola. However,
SWAPO (South West African People's Organisation), the liberation movement in Namibia, operated
mainly in Ovamboland, in the north of the country, and in the "famous" Caprivi corridor. Neutralized

3 On the subject of the Angolan Civil War, read: the Journal, Jeune Afrique, No. 760 of 1 August 1975, "La seconde
guerre d'Angola”,

- Le Journal Jeune Afrique, n° 767 of 19 September 1975, "Angola: A position war today, an inevitable conflagration
tomorrow";

- the interesting article by B.Lanne Published in 1978 in the Revue Afrigue Contemporaine, n° 106, "Angola from 1975
to 1979".

32 Read the Journal, Jeune Afrique, n° 762-63 of 15-22 August 1975, "OUA: Les heures folles du Sommet de Kampala'.

3 See J. G. Bender, 1975, "La diplomatie de M. Kissinger et 'Angola", Revue Frangaise d'Etudes politiques africaines,
Paris, February

3 Read, R. Manning, 1976, "South Africa's Intervention in Angola", Le Monde
Diplomatique, n° 263, February; -. R.A.Manning,1976,"Condemnation of South Africa",
Le Monde Diplomatique, n° 263, February.



in Zambia, where its main support was located following the "opening” made by Zambia towards
South Africa, SWAPO could expect an independent Angola (especially with MPLA in power) to
successfully carry out its fight against South Africa’s occupation of Namibia. No diplomatic or
judicial action on the validity of South Africa's mandate on Namibia had ever changed this fact.

The second reason was that the MPLA represented for the leaders in Pretoria the communist
peril. With the approval of Washington haunted by the prospect of an African power (the MPLA)
Marxist-inspired and powerfully supported by Moscow, it was considered a major danger, at
their door (Angola). Based on this premise, South Africa was not contented with invading
southern Angola to "protect its borders”, but sent units far north to fight against MPLA forces.
Savimbi, leader of UNITA, who controlled the southern part of Angola, warned SWAPO fighters
against any attack on South African troops.

The South African intervention would turn the Angolan conflict into a truly modern war for which
none of the liberation movements were prepared at all. In order to push back the South African army;,
the MPLA requested Moscow to provide it with weapons®®. This time, Moscow sent heavy weapons
including the conventional arsenal, plus unmanned anti-tank missiles, Mig 21 fighter aircraft and Sam
7 anti-aircraft missiles. The MPLA soldiers, supported by the "Katangese gendarmes”, did not know
how to use these devices. Very quickly, at the request of the MPLA, a contingent of some 4000
Cubans, perfectly familiar with Soviet weapons, arrived in Angola in mid-August. Since 1965, about
100 Cuban soldiers had been fighting alongside the MPLA in the anti-colonial war.

During the last week of August, MPLA attacked the FNLA and recaptured the city of Caxito, and
thereafter to the south west on the Atlantic, where it settled in the ports of Benguela and Lobito,
and opened a new front against UNITA, this time to dislodge it from the coast and the border with
Zambia, where Savimbi was collaborating with Pretoria. UNITA entered into an official alliance, in
October, with the FNLA against the MPLA. The American CIA provided funds that would enable
the FNLA to recruit many mercenaries.

The various camps involved were accused or accused of being assisted by foreign forces:
white mercenaries (English, South African, West German, French, Belgian...), FAZ elements
from Mobutu, Chinese military instructors and CIA military advisers alongside FNLA; South
African soldiers alongside UNITA; Soviet, East German, Czechoslovak and Cuban military
experts alongside MPLA3®,

In October, the military clashes led once again to the victory of the MPLA. Seriously disappointed
by this new failure of the FNLA, Mobutu decided to supply UNITA. The Savimbi movement then
began to receive arms, notably through an airlift between Zaire and Huambo in south-central of
Angola territory. The "Hercules" planes sold by the United States to Zaire unloaded Panhard
delivered by France to President Mobutu at Huambo and Cuito airports. While the FNLA attacked,
with limited success, in the Caxito region, in a more ambitious offensive, the FAZ tried to force the
MPLA to withdraw to the Central part of the country, its most traditional area of influence.

At the initiative of President Idi Amin Dada, current President of the OAU, a restricted
conference of the OAU Conciliation Commission was convened on 1 November, in Kampala,
with the presence of the three Angolan liberation movements, but the respective leaders of
these movements were not present. As soon as this restricted conference opened®, the USSR
sent a message to the current President of the OAU warning him that Moscow "would not
remain indifferent to developments in Angola".

¥ See S. L. Vanzyl, 1976, "Le point de vue de Moscou sur le réglement du probléme angolais”, Le Monde, n° 9649 du
20 janvier, Paris.

36 Lire, R. Lefort, 1975, "Les interventions étrangéres en Angola", Le Monde Diplomatique, n° 261, Paris, December.

%7 Read S. Malley, 1975, "Three military invasions characterized, designed, financed and implemented by imperialism
since the Second World War", Africa-Asia Journal, No. 95, Monday, November 3.
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The deliberations of the restricted conference lasted four days. The representatives of the three
Angolan movements agreed on 4 November to form a government of national unity. But differences
that remained between them prevented the constitution of the government. On the ground, fighting
was raging. MPLA forces, supported by the Cubans, were going to succeed in repelling the troops led
by the white mercenaries who were trying to seize Benguela, on 5 November. On the night of 5 to 6
November, the MPLA took control of Luanda airport. A breakthrough attempted on November 6 by
FAZ and FNLA military units on the Bengo River to surprise the MPLA ended in failure. The next day,
November 7, the Cubans and MPLA troops replaced the Portuguese military in Luanda. Thus, five
days before the D Day of November 11, Dr. Agostino Neto was guaranteed to be invested President
of the Republic.

Meanwhile, FNLA and UNITA created a 24-member National Revolution Council, on the evening
of November 10, in Kinshasa, Zaire, in the magnificent and luxurious American Intercontinental
Hotel. It was actually a coalition government. Its President "would belong to the FNLA and would
have the rank of Head of State"; the Prime Minister of the coalition government "would be
appointed by UNITA". In addition, they decided that Luanda remained the capital of the Republic,
but that, under the circumstances (referring to their dislocation from Luanda by the MPLA), Nova-
Lisboa, and renamed Huambo, would be the temporarily political headquarters.

The Portuguese Prime Minister, Admiral Pinheiro de Azevedo, had announced, on 11 November
at midnight, in Lisbon that "on behalf of the President of the Portuguese Republic, | solemnly
acknowledge Angola's independence”. In Luanda, the MPLA proclaimed the independence of the
People's Republic of Angola. In Ambriz (now Soyo), an Angolan city in the northwest was under the
control of the FNLA. The two movements, FNLA and UNITA jointly proclaimed the city of the
People's Democratic Republic of Angola. A few days later, perhaps with Washington's
admonitions about the connotation of the word People's that sounds communist Holden and
Savimbi would quickly delete the french term "Populaire". Thus, the name of their State became
the "Democratic Republic of Angola”.

Fighting continued on the front between the three belligerents, during the Independence
ceremonies. Angola was independent, but in the midst of a civil war. The death toll of this war,
from the beginning to this month of November, was 40,000. Several African countries
recognized the People's Republic of Angola.

The OAU decided to organize an extraordinary summit on Angola from 10 to 13 January
1976 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, in order to find a solution to the bloody tragedy in Angola.
African countries were then divided into two (22 so-called "progressive" and 22 "moderate”
countries). They had to admit their inability to find a solution to the Angolan problem in the Final
Communiqué reflecting the deliberations of the meeting, while expressing the bitterness and
distress of most States®.

38 See Dossier Draft Resolution on Angola submitted by the called "progressive” OAU Member States to OAU the
Assembly of Heads of State and Government, Addis Ababa, extraordinary session, from 10 to 12 January 1976
(Unclassified archives of the "Africa Division" of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation of the Congo in
Brazzaville);

-File Draft resolution on Angola presented by the called "moderate” OAU Member States to the OAU Assembly of
Heads of State and Government, Addis Ababa, extraordinary session from 10 to 12 January 1976 (Unclassified
archives of the "Africa Division" of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation of the Congo in Brazzaville).

-See - Le Journal Jeune Afrique, n° 784 of 16 January 1976, "Angola: the most difficult ordeal for African Unity";

- El moudjahid, No. 3313 of 27 February 1976, Algiers, "Le probléeme angolais et la division de I'Afrique".



However, violent fighting between the three formations continued and caused havoc: on the
ground in Angola, with thousands of people killed. In mid-January, the FNLA suffered a severe
defeat and had to flee to Zaire. Mobutu welcomed it in the hope that one day it would return to
Angola with arms to overthrow the MPLA regime. MPLA troops then proposed the idea of chasing
FNLA soldiers on Zairian territory. Mobutu threatened, on January 17, to declare war on the MPLA
if Neto's troops entered his territory. A few days later, the MPLA led a vigorous offensive in the
centre and south of the country that forced the South Africans to withdraw; UNITA lost 600 men in
Huambo. At the beginning of February, the last Angolan cities fell into the hands of the MPLA,
while UNITA was leaving for Namibia. The MPLA thus emerged victorious from the long and harsh
confrontation, without, however, putting an end to South Africa's aggression against Angola.

However, 41 out of 46 OAU Member States had recognized the MPLA government by the end of
February 1976. On the other hand, the FNLA/UNITA coalition that created the Democratic Republic
of Angola with the capital Huambo had not been able to gain international legitimacy, because the
South African intervention had had a disastrous effect on African opinion. Indeed, as soon as the
Washington Post announced the presence of South African troops on 22 November 1975, many
African governments reconsidered their position. No one was ready to accept two states for a single
Angolan "nation". This seemed irresponsible in the eyes of some Heads of State and, despite the
support; no one on the ground seemed to accept it either. The MPLA, regardless of its small national
base, had won its political adventure by its international recognition.

Mobutu's reconciliation with Neto®®

Zaire and Angola share a common border of 2,600 kilometres. They were condemned to reach an
agreement. Zaire contested, a little late, on 13 February 1976, the legitimacy of Angola's admission
(since 1 December 1975) to the United Nations. But the Angolan Head of State, Agostino Neto, was
a clear-sighted pragmatist. Two days later, Neto proposed to Mobutu of having "normal relations".
President Mobutu, aware that Angola was hosting hundreds of thousands of "Katangese
gendarmes", opponents to his regime, had every interest in seizing this opportunity offered by the
Angolan President. He then made signals of reconciliation by prohibiting the transit through Zaire of
FNLA and UNITA mercenaries. The two Heads of State met on March 2, in Brazzaville. Immediately
after this meeting, the activities of the FNLA were put on hold in Kinshasa and throughout Zaire.
Despite a rise in tension in August, Zaire officially recognized Angola on 7 January 1977. The
activities of the FNLA were therefore prohibited in Zaire. A few days later, Roberto Holden received
an official notification from the Kinshasa government ordering him to leave Zaire territory. France
welcomed him.

The FNLA collapsed rapidly after Roberto Holden's expulsion. Jonas Savimbi, on the other
hand, was both alone and sad; his movement was also on the verge of collapsing. But he was
not discouraged and he found his salvation by deciding to collaborate with South Africa.

On his part, President Neto urged the "Katangese gendarmes" and their leader Nathanaél
Mbumba to travel to Zambia, in March 1977, in an effort to maintain very good relations with
Kinshasa. The "Katangese" turned a deaf ear and instead crossed the border into Zaire by attacking
Kapanga, Dilolo, Mutshasa, cities located in Katanga, then Shaba, southern Zaire. The Zairian army,
which gave the impression of being the strongest and best organized in black Africa, faced with the
ordeal of confrontation with the "Katangese gendarmes", proved to be non-existent: the Zairian
soldiers fled in big number from a handfuls of "Katangese rebels" by abandoning their weapons, only
to disappear into the bush. It took the arrival of Moroccan troops - about 1,500 men, carried by the
French Transail, a DC 8 and a Boeing 747 - at Mobutu's request, to take over the Shaba. However,

3 Cf. Journal, Jeune Afrique, No. 816 of 16 July 1976, "Zaire et Angola: I'heure est a la réconciliation";
- Le Monde Diplomatique, n° 1423, from 29 January to 24 February 1976, Paris, President Mobutu reviews his position
towards Angola".
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the "Katangese gendarmes" were actually returning home to Katanga, which Mobutu had renamed
"Shaba". Mobutu, for his part, accused Angola of having facilitated this operation to invade the
Shaba. This would call into question the agreement between Zaire and Angola.

In order to induce anti-Cuban sentiments in the Western world, Mobutu decided to act: he said it
loudly and clearly that he had seen Cuban soldiers alongside the "Katangese gendarmes". This
created anti-Cuban psychosis in the West: Zaire had to be protected against communist danger at
all costs! This worked in favour of UNITA: Paris then decided to provide weapons to UNITA. And
Mobutu, who took the opportunity, tried to make his friend, King Hassan Il of Morocco, understand
the need to support UNITA. Savimbi, the head of UNITA met the King of Morocco in October, in
Rabat. This meeting would completely change Savimbi's situation: UNITA's military cadres would
be trained at the Benguerir base, not far from Marrakech, and Savimbi would then have a real
external headquarters in Rabat; the Moroccan government would provide Savimbi with weapons.
Through King Hassan Il, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and the Shah of Iran would provide Savimbi with
money, a lot of money. Egypt would also provide him with weapons and train his officers.

But there was a problem: from where should the weapons supplied by France transit? through
Morocco? through Egypt? Zaire! It was not possible. This country, which had just experienced the
Shaba war against the "Katangese" from Angola, which proclaimed its neutrality, had no intention
of allowing the transit through its territory of weapons destined for UNITA. This could be used as a
pretext for the Angolan government to grant other logistical facilities to the "Katangese gendarmes".
Political realism and economic imperatives (the reopening of the Benguela railway would allow
Zaire to export its copper at a lower cost) prevailed. By South Africa, Savimbi proposed. But neither
France nor any other country wanted to deal with this apartheid country. Savimbi went alone to try
to talk to the South Africans. But the latter were reluctant and blamed Washington for pushing them
into Angola in August 1975 and then letting them down. They said "no". Savimbi insisted, implored
and finally South Africa gave in. It allowed logistics for UNITA to pass through its territory. After the
time of despair, Savimbi's time of re-conquest began. And he was no longer alone this time facing
his destiny. At the head of the kwachas (Savimbi guerrillas) were South African forces. From March
1978, the Savimbi rebel really went on to (re) conquer Angola. And Luanda now had to face the
UNITA guerrillas, who were supported by South Africa. Thus, Angola slipped into one (other) civil
war. As illustrated in the above chronology, from February 1979 (South African bombings in the
Lubango area and a deadly South African army raid on the Namibian refugee camps in Cassinga)
to 31 May 1991, date of the signing between the MPLA and UNITA of the ceasefire agreement, as
well as the political liberation process leading to elections in 1993, and the Battle of Cuito
Cuanavale, during which the South African army and UNITA suffered an unforgettable defeat.

Mobutu’s policy shift*

From 1985, Mobutu was again involved in the Angolan conflict. He was given the opportunity, when
the United States decided to save UNITA, because Savimbi's movement was cornered in southern
Angola. For UNITA, redeployment to the North was then a matter of life and death. Mobutu allowed
this reorganization with American support. Thus, it was from the American base at Kamina, in south-
central Zaire, that UNITA troops were trained, a few hundred kilometres from the border with
Angola. The joint American-Zairian manoeuvres known as "Flintlock 88" left stocks of weapons in
the military bases of Kitona, Kikunzu, Dilolo and Kamina, which were later transported to the UNITA
maquis. Zaire had remained the hub for arms transport to UNITA-controlled territories. On 18
December 1995, a cargo plane belonging to Trans Service Airlift, owned by Seti Yale, one of the
"baron" of the Kinshasa regime, special adviser to Mobutu, most often residing in Portugal and

40 our development is based on the chapter by André Kisalu Kiala in his book, Le drame angolais, and p.171-208.



managing the President's personal fortune, crashed in Jamba, the "capital” of UNITA, Angola. And
on 8 January 1996, Kinshasa experienced one of the most spectacular, absurd and deadly disasters
in the history of aviation. Overloaded, full of weapons for UNITA, an Antonov aircraft - which the
Zairian population calls "flying garbage” - from the SCIBE airline of Bemba Saolona, another "baron”
of the Mobutist regime, crashed into the Type K market, near the "Simba zikita" market, shortly after
its takeoff from Ndolo airport, killing 350 people!

Mobutu's support for Savimbi was most evident in January 1993. For refusing the result of the
presidential and legislative elections of 29 and 30 September 1992, civil war between government
forces and UNITA had resumed. Since mid-January, UNITA fighters, supported by the FAZ of
Mobutu who came by boat from the nearby border, surrounded the town of Soyo, in the northwest
of the country, at the mouth of the Congo River, the main rear base for oil exploitation in Angola
where five foreign companies had facilities: Petrobas (Brazil), Elf-Aquitaine (France), Texaco
(USA), Agip (Italy) and Fina (Belgium). Meanwhile, in Huambo, where violent fighting continued,
the government army headquarters had captured three Zairian soldiers fighting alongside UNITA.

In conclusion, it appears in fact that Mobutu's investment was not "free" in the Angolan case.
Zairian ambitions towards Angola were profound and historic: Mobutu kept an eye on the rich
mineral resources (especially diamonds) that abounded in the northeast of Angola and on the rich
oil-producing enclave of Cabinda. He was firmly and maliciously counting on a "Zairianization"
of Angola, which would have allowed him to gain control over the future Angolan government.
This could justify Mobutu's effective participation in all the conciliation/reconciliation
commissions of the three liberation movements throughout his reign.

In addition, the vast border region had always been a relatively open passage, where the Kongc
traders in the region, maintained close relations on both sides of the border. In fact, 300,000 Angol
Zaire and traffic between the two countries was intense. Much of Luanda's supplies came from what \
in Luanda, the capital, as the "Zaires", which are in fact the Angolans who lived in Zaire. Moreover, in
the country, especially since the Angolan economy had practically ceased to function since the 1
regions were de facto integrated into the Zairian economy.

The socio-economic assistance that Congo-Kinshasa/Zaire provided throughout the anti-colonial
war to the Angolans cannot be overlooked. Congo-Kinshasa had welcomed more than one million
Angolan refugees to its territory. He had given them shelter and land. Angolan refugees were
admitted to hospitals, clinics, schools and universities. In fifteen years, from 1961 to 1975, Congo-
Kinshasa had trained more technical staff for Angola than Portugal in four centuries of colonization,
including engineers, agronomists, doctors, high school and university teachers*:.

4 See information acquired from Angolan intellectuals who were refugees in Brazzaville and who have decided not to
return to Angola at the end of hostilities.
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2. Congo-Brazzaville in the history of Angola's liberation struggle*?

As far as the history of the liberation struggles in southern Africa is concerned, it
appears; from the abundant written and oral documentation that Congo-Brazzaville
could be considered as one of the countries of French-speaking black Africa that
had been most actively involved in the struggle for the liberation of southern Africa.
Indeed, Congo-Brazzaville supported the liberation struggles of Angola, Namibia,
Mozambique and South Africa against apartheid.

Congo-Brazzaville, like Congo-Kinshasa (Zaire), was directly and actively
involved in the history of Angola's liberation struggle, at the diplomatic and military
levels, since 1960.

Congo-Brazzaville had taken a position in the Angolan case as soon as it became
independent. Indeed, the government of Father Fulbert Youlou, through his Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Stéphane Tchichelle, expressed the following Congo's position at the
United Nations, on 15 October 1960:

Can President Salazar be less generous than General De Gaulle and Queen Elizabeth

of England? The African people of Angola are asking to be considered as men,

citizens, voters and that their elected representatives can discuss, on an equal

footing, with the Portuguese settlers who certainly have rights, but no more than the

indigenous population*3,
In other words, Minister Tchichelle had spoken out against the inquisition procedures
applied by Portugal in its African colonies: imprisonment of people who expressed
peaceful ideals, destruction of radio equipment to prevent the hearing of foreign
broadcasts, brutality endured due to merciless Portuguese officials. In his conclusion,
the Congolese Minister called for United Nations intervention and spoke out in favour
of the development of genuine nationalism, not a nationalism that would lead, in
reverse, to xenophobia and racism. Congo-Brazzaville had made every effort to
demonstrate that Angola was a colony, not a "Portuguese province", and therefore an
extension of the kingdom of Portugal, as claimed by Portugal.

Congo-Brazzaville demonstrated, in 1961, at the 16th session of the United
Nations, contrary to Portugal's allegations at the time, that Angola was indeed at
war*4: the two Congo were constantly receiving hundreds of refugees from Angola
every day: between 120,000 and 180,000 for that year 1961. These refugees were
even hunted beyond the borders of these two countries and often arrested. During that
session, Congo-Brazzaville and 23 other African States requested the Security
Council to meet specifically on the question of Angola's decolonization; it was also
invited to stop the war in Angola. But this approach did not succeed, because the
"Western" countries led them to believe that the situation in the Portuguese territories
did not constitute a serious threat to peace and security in Africa and the world.

The governments of both Congo met in June 1963, in a boat on the Congo

42 This chapter, based on the abundant written documentation presented in the Annex, has benefited from
the annotations of former Congolese ambassadors from the "Frontline States"”, former Congolese
administrative and political leaders of the MNR (Mouvement National de la Révolution) Massamba-Débat
era, the PCT...

43 See Journal, La Semaine Africaine, n° 424 of 16 October 1961, Brazzaville, "Mr Tchichelle speaks
about Angola at the UN".

44 See Revue Présence africaine, n® 42, op. cit., p.101-103.



River, to discuss the "Angolan problem”. In the final communiqué published at the
end of the meeting, they invited Portugal to begin the process of Angola*
decolonization. In July 1963, President Fulbert Youlou invited the nationalist parties
to unite in a more effective struggle against the Portuguese colonizer:

You have the right to do everything, to choose your policy, your tactics, but you do not

have the right to fail; you have the duty to succeed, and even to succeed quickly*6.

Portugal recalled its Ambassador from Congo as an immediate reaction to this
speech and decided to cut off all diplomatic relations with Congo. The aim of the
speech was to unite again the MPLA and the FNLA, a step that had started on July
7, 1962 but failed. At that time, diplomatic support and the representativeness of
political parties were necessary for the credibility of the Angolan Revolutionary
Government in Exile (GRAE), formed in Kinshasa on 5 April 1962, following the
unification agreement between the UPA and the PDA (these two parties had
merged on 26 March 1962 and formed the FNLA).

It became impossible for the MPLA leaders to stay in 1963, in the Democratic
Republic of Congo: its militants were persecuted or attacked by the leaders of the
GRAE. It was under these conditions that the MPLA had to leave Leopoldville for
Brazzaville where President Alphonse Massemba-Débat, of "socialist' obedience,
welcomed it. The leaders of the MPLA were granted, that time, Congolese diplomatic
passports issued by the Congo-Brazzaville authorities, in order to facilitate
participation in UN or OAU meetings. The MPLA used Radio-Congo every night to
raise awareness among its militants, Angolan national opinion and international
opinion about its liberation struggle.

From 26 to 30 August 1966, Brazzaville hosted the meeting of the Governing
Council of the Organisations Nationalist Conference of the Portuguese Colonies
(CONCP). On that occasion, the President of Congo-Brazzaville, Alphonse
Massemba-Débat, received the following message:

The CONCP warmly welcomes President Alphonse Massemba-Débat and expresses

its thanks to the Congolese people, the government and the National Movement of the

Revolution (MNR) for having hosted the meeting of our Council; expresses its deep

gratitude for the fraternal solidarity it has shown towards the struggle of the peoples of

the Portuguese colonies and, in particular, the Angolan people against colonialism,
expresses its sympathy, solidarity and unconditional support for the struggle led by the
brotherly people of the Republic of Congo-Brazzaville for progress and social well-being,

as well as its important contribution towards the total liberation of Africa®’.

This message demonstrated the Congo-Brazzaville's firm commitment to support
the Angolan people in their fight against Portuguese domination.

Agostino Neto, President of the MPLA, announced on 3 February 1968, at a
press conference in Brazzaville, the transfer of the MPLA headquarters inside
Angola.

Under the mandate of President Marien Ngouabi, Brazzaville hosted on 9
December 1968, a meeting of the Angolan Committee of Good Offices aimed at
forming a common front of nationalist movements. This Committee had not been

4 See F. Kimina Makoumbou, 1963, "Neither dialogue nor rupture with Portugal, declare the Heads of

State of the two Congo", Journal La Semaine Africaine, n° 564 of 23 June.

46 J.P. Essah, 1963, "Les attaques concentrées contre le Portugal et I'Afrique du Sud", La Semaine
Africaine du dimanche 21 juillet.

4 ) Quoted by R. Davezies, 1968, La guerre d'’Angola, Bordeaux, ed. Ducrot, p. 77.
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able to achieve its objective, because not all the movements ever agreed on the
reunification of the fronts. This Committee eventually dissolved and became part of
the MPLA.

Congo-Brazzaville government agreed to organize, in February 1969,
demonstrations marking the 8th anniversary of the outbreak of armed struggle in 1961
by the Angolan people. In the same year, the Congolese Armed Forces compelled a
Portuguese plane to land in Pointe-Noire. The government made a declaration to this
effect to reiterate its continued support for the "heroic struggle" of the Angolan people.

During the celebration of the "Day of Solidarity with African Peoples in Struggle”,
on 24 April 1971, in Brazzaville, Congo strongly condemned Portugal, denounced
the massacres perpetrated in Angola by the Portuguese armed forces and
protested also against NATO.

Following the OAU recommendation, Presidents Marien Ngouabi of Congo-
Brazzaville and Mobutu of Zaire organized a meeting on 8 June 1972, in Brazzaville ,
with the participation of Roberto Holden, President of the FNLA and Agostino Neto,
President of the MPLA. The purpose of this meeting was to set up a common platform
between the FNLA and the MPLA. The final communiqué noted the willingness of the
two movements to unite their forces to liberate Angola from Portuguese domination.

Still under the auspices of the OAU, Congo-Brazzaville, represented by its
President, Marien Ngouabi, participated in the meeting in Bukavu, South-East
Zaire, on 27 July 1974. These meetings were led by the OAU Secretary General,
Eteki Mboumoua. The meeting was attended by MPLA Neto, Chipenda and Mario
de Andrade and FNLA Roberto Holden. The objective was to build a unified
national movement to accelerate the decolonization process. Unfortunately, this
objective was not achieved.

Another conference was held a month later, in Brazzaville, from 31 August to 2
September 1974, with the participation of the following countries: Cameroon, Chad,
Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Kenya, Malawi, Rwanda, Uganda and Zaire.

There was only one item on the agenda: the decolonization of the African territories of the

Portuguese empire, including Angola.

Three months later, on 3 January 1975, the Mombasa Agreement (Kenya) reduced Congo

and Zaire's claims to the Cabinda Enclave. In this Agreement, MPLA, FNLA and UNITA

recognized, after having agreed on a common platform, that the Cabinda Enclave was an
integral part of Angola.

Unfortunately, all these diplomatic efforts never brought the Angolan problem to a
successful conclusion: Portugal and the nationalist movements continued the war of
liberation until the victory of the Angolan nationalists. Angola's independence was
proclaimed on 11 November 1975 in the midst of a civil war between the MPLA and
the FNLA/UNITA coalition. The problem that arose from that moment was the
recognition of the People's Republic of Angola proclaimed by the MPLA in Luanda and
the Democratic Republic of Angola proclaimed by the FNLA/UNITA coalition in
Huambo. Congo-Brazzaville played a very important role in the recognition of the
People's Republic of Angola. It contributed to the resolution of the dispute between
Angola and Zaire, which supported the FNLA. It all began at the OAU Summit in Addis
Ababa in January 1976, when the Congo adopted a conciliatory attitude: which led the
OAU to let it mediate between Angola and Zaire. To maintain a policy of good
neighbourliness, Angolan Prime Minister Do Nascimento made a solemn appeal to
Zaire on 2 February 1976 with a view to normalizing relations between Angola and
Zaire. After several meetings between the technicians of the two countries, the



following prerequisites were established to achieve the normalization of their relations:

e Zaire shall refrain from interfering in Angola's internal affairs;

e Zaire shall recognize Angola within its borders, that is, including Cabinda;

e Zaire shall accept the presence of Cuban troops in Angola, as this issue is
solely a matter of the sovereignty of the Angolan State.

e These three prerequisites were not incompatible with those formulated by
Zaire's representatives in Brazzaville, namely:

e the demobilization and repatriation of the 6,000 "Katangese gendarmes" who
served in the MPLA ranks;

e guarantees shall be given that Cuban troops do not constitute a threat to Zaire,
and will not seek to export "their revolution”;

e Settlement of the issue of Angolan refugees living in Zaire.

Presidents Agostino Neto and Mobutu had a one-to-one meeting, on
February 28, 1976. At the end of which a joint communiqué was drafted and
signed. It was based on three points: the composition of a permanent ministerial
commission to ensure the demobilization and repatriation of the "Katangese
gendarmes" who constituted a danger to the Kinshasa regime; both countries
undertook to pursue a policy of good neighbourliness based on peaceful
coexistence to the implementation of the agreements. The repatriation of
FNLA/UNITA coalition fighters also constituted a danger to the power of the MPLA.
The assistance of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees was required for this
repatriation operation. By this agreement, Zaire recognized the People's Republic of
Angola.

Congo continued to support the Marxist power in Luanda until the official recognition
by the OAU and the UN of the People's Republic of Angola.

Congo's firm commitment was also important and decisive in military terms. Since
1964, Congo had been used as a fall back base during the anti-colonial liberation war.
In addition, Brazzaville hosted the political-military headquarters of the MPLA. The
building still exists today in the south Brazzaville, in a district known as Makelekele, and
remains the property of the Angolan State. From 1971 to 1991, we lived next to the villa
called Neto, his residence in Brazzaville located in the industrial district called Mpila,
near the private residence of the current Head of State Denis Sassou N'guesso. Near
the town of Dolisie, southwest of Brazzaville, the MPLA military base known as
"Mafubu" was established in 1964. The choice of Dolisie was strategic and tactical for
the guerrillas who operated in the forests of North Cabinda where the MPLA maquis
were located.

At the height of the armed struggle, Congo had made its airports available to the
Angolan armed forces. War materials were transported through the international
airports of Maya-Maya in Brazzaville and Pointe-Noire, which is now known as
"Agostino Neto". The Pointe-Noire seaport was also used for this purpose.

In conclusion, it is important to note that it is the divergence of political options of the
liberation movements that never allowed the unification of nationalist forces: the MPLA,
with its "progressive" tendency, was naturally supported by the "Marxist" Congo and the
FNLA/UNITA coalition, with its "moderate" tendency, was supported by Zaire, and then
considered as "anti-communist". And Africa was thus divided in these years of Angola's
liberation struggle into "progressive" and "moderate”. This did not facilitate the OAU's
task at the height of the civil war, during the extraordinary summit it convened in Addis
Ababa, from 10 to 13 January 1976.

The following countries were considered as "progressive": Algeria, Benin,
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Burundi, Cape Verde (Islands), Chad, Comoros, Congo-Brazzaville, Equatorial
Guinea, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guinea, Libya, Madagascar,
Mali, Mauritius (Island), Mozambique, Niger, Nigeria, Sao Tome and Principe
(Island of), Somalia, Sudan, Tanzania.

The following countries were considered as "moderate™: Botswana, Burkina Faso,
Cameroon, Central African Republic, Céte d'lvoire, Egypt, Gabon, Gambia, Kenya,
Lesotho, Liberia, Malawi, Mauritania, Morocco, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Swaziland, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Zaire, and Zambia.

The "Brazzaville Protocol" of 13 December 19884
This diplomatic act could be considered as a major act of President Denis Sassou
Nguesso in resolving the problem not only in Angola, but also in Namibia's
accession to independence. It was even a prelude to the evolution of the South
African regime and the various democratization processes under way in southern
Africa and, finally, to the release of Nelson Mandela.

It was on May 13, 1988, to everyone's surprise, that Brazzaville hosted the special
meeting between Angola and South Africa, two parties directly involved in tripartite
negotiations between Cuba, Angola and South Africa, under the mediation of the
USA. Surprisingly, it is true that, according to corroborating sources, it was neither
Cuba nor Angola, friends of the Congo, that chose Brazzaville, but apartheid South
Africa. Denis Sassou Nguesso's struggle throughout his tenure at the OAU against
apartheid and for the liberation of the Continent, far from generating South Africa's
hostility towards Congo, had rather aroused admiration and respect.

South Africa felt it was time to get rid of its marginalising and inhuman system
before it sounds their death knell. South Africa had made it clear that, its entry to
Africa and the world, as a new nation accepted by the international community, was
through Brazzaville and that it was no longer acceptable for negotiations to be held
outside Africa. Despite opposition from other parties, South Africa had insisted that
this should be the case, and it was.

The negotiations generally focused on the "linkage" between UN Resolution
435/78 on Namibia's independence under the South West Africa mandate and the
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola. The negotiations that began in London in
May 1988, around a timetable for the simultaneous withdrawal of Cuban and South
African troops from Angolan territory, culminated on 13 December 1988 with the
signing of the historic "Brazzaville Protocol" in the Banquet Hall of the Presidential
Palace, after several phases of difficult and laborious negotiations. It was in New
York, on 22 December 1988, that the agreement between Cuba and Angola on the
modalities for the withdrawal of Cuban troops was finalized.

This ceremony took place in the Security Council Chamber. Vernon A. Walters,
Permanent Representative of the United States to the United Nations, addressed a

48 Read, on this subject: J.M. Kamba, "Les grands moments de la diplomatie congolaise sous Denis
Sassou-N'Guesso", in Le regard diplomatigue. Revue congolaise d'études et de pratiques
diplomatiques, n° 1, October-November 2008, p.21-37.

- the interview with Herman Cohen, former Director for African Affairs at the National Security Council
(1987-1989), former US Under-Secretary of State for African Affairs (1989-1990): "American mediation
and quadripartite negotiations on peace in Southern Africa", in Le regard diplomatique. Revue
congolaise d'études et de pratiques diplomatiques, n° 2, janvier-février 2009, p.77-80.



letter to his colleague, Ambassador Martin Adouki, Permanent Representative of the
Congo to the United Nations, on 20 December 1988, which was an invitation from
the United States Government to the Congo to attend the above mentioned
ceremony.

Denis Sassou N'guesso had to get personally involved, day and night, to achieve
this result and to bring these negotiations to a successful conclusion. It will be
recalled that London, Cairo, New York, Cape Verde and Geneva, the cities where the
first phases of negotiations took place, had not succeeded in bringing them to a
successful conclusion. It was in Brazzaville that the issue of southern Africa and
apartheid was resolved.

For the record, it should be recalled that the United States Government, which had
doubts about the Congo, expressed its satisfaction by transmitting official
congratulations and thanks to President Denis Sassou N'guesso and to his Government
for his personal investment that had enabled the conclusion of the negotiations.
Appreciating the positive role played by Congo in the "tripartite”, President Ronald
Reagan's former Security Advisor, Herman Cohen, observed at the time that it was not
the tradition of the United States to congratulate people, especially in foreign policy, and
that Denis Sassou N'guesso's efforts in this area had been warmly welcomed by the
American administration. Under-Secretary of State, Chester Crocker, who led the
mediation, was personally impressed by Denis Sassou N'guesso's substantial and
decisive support throughout the negotiations. After each round of negotiations, a briefing
was made to President Denis Sassou N'guesso. Whenever there was a stalemate, he
was used to persuade both sides on the need to narrow differences.

Thus, the Congo had not only hosted the decisive phases of the negotiations, but
had also contributed effectively to their successful conclusion.

B- Congo-Brazzaville's support for the liberation movements in southern
Africa (ANC, SWAPO, FRELIMO)

The "Brazzaville Protocol", which marked the successful conclusion of these long and
difficult negotiations, made possible to achieve the following: the end of apartheid, the
liberation of Nelson Mandela, the withdrawal of Cuban and South African troops from
Angola, the Namibia's independence and the advent of the new South Africa.

Given the scope of this diplomatic act, we publish below the interview of President Denis
Sassou-N'guesso with the French journalist Michel Aveline®®. The President of the Republic
of Congo, Denis Sassou-N'guesso, reveals for the first time, in this exceptional interview, "the
practical art of diplomat in the field", on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of the
"Brazzaville Protocol" (13 December 1988-13 December 2008).

This interview allows us to appreciate both the place of Congo in the history of
southern African liberation movements, such as the ANC, SWAPO, FRELIMO, and
even in the liberation of Nelson Mandela.

Michel Aveline: Mr. President, can you tell us how you entered the process of the 85-90s that

would lead to Mandela's liberation and the end of apartheid, a flashback in time?

Denis Sassou Nguesso: It must be said that it was a long struggle, a great event of
global significance with the end of apartheid and the liberation of Mandela. Around the
years 1986-1987, we witnessed a kind of acceleration of history. Fortunately, this

49 Interview with H.E. Denis Sassou-N'Guesso, President of the Republic of Congo, "My contribution to
the quadripartite negotiations on peace in Southern Africa (1988)", in Le regard diplomatique. Revue
congolaise d'études et de pratiques diplomatiques, n° 2, janvier-février 2009, p.13-26.
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coincided with the period during which we modestly assumed the OAU chairmanship.
Indeed, we placed this mandate under the banner of the struggle against apartheid. It
was necessary to conduct a campaign to win the idea of economic sanctions against
South Africa. During our mandate, we participated in this campaign through a series of
initiatives: to travel across the world to raise awareness in the international community of
the negative effects of the heinous apartheid system. Attentive to the cry of the hearts of
the "Frontline States", we organized a "Literary Symposium against Apartheid" in
Brazzaville, from 25 to 31 May 1987, which was a very important event. All writers from
Africa and around the world gathered in Brazzaville and took part in this "Literary
Symposium against Apartheid", under the theme: "Writers Blame Apartheid".>® In the
final Communiqué of the meeting, the writers recommended the creation of an anti-
apartheid committee in each country and the organization of "Nelson Mandela" sports
tournaments, just as the first lesson of the new school year in all African schools should
be devoted to apartheid.

At the same time, we had been comforted by the decision of the American Senate,
which supported this dynamic by voting in 1987 for economic sanctions against
apartheid, which was a very important turning point. | must also recall that during the
same period, at the 8th Summit of the "Non-Aligned Movement" in September 1986,
in Harare (Zimbabwe), the Heads of State and Government took, on the basis of our
initiative, an important decision by the establishment of the "Africa Fund" to support
the struggle of the Frontline States against the apartheid system.

In this regard, | recall that the establishment of this Fund attracted support around
the world. In the case of India, for example, there have been donations of equipment
such as rails to rehabilitate the railways of the "Frontline States." As far as our country
is concerned, we launched a vast popular movement in addition to the Government's
contribution. All Congolese, including children, contributed as a sign of solidarity to this
vast international movement.

Michel Aveline: A few words on the OAU and liberation struggles: Can you explain
this process and the institution of the "Africa Fund" to us?
Denis Sassou-N'guesso: We took over from President Abdou Diouf, who had
taken good initiatives throughout his term of office. At the level of the OAU, there
was a committee to support all liberation struggles, not only the struggle against
apartheid, but also the struggle for the decolonization of the former Portuguese
colonies.

With regard to the "Africa Fund", it must be said that it was at the Harare Summit
that all the "non-aligned countries" solemnly decided to mobilize financial and
material resources to support the "Frontline States". This is a major political
decision. During this summit, an Africa Fund management committee was set up.
The Prime Minister of India, Rajiv Gandi, was entrusted with the chairmanship of
the management committee of this Fund.

In January 1987, the summit of the Fund's management committee was held in
New Delhi to define the concrete modalities and management mechanisms of the
Fund. Each State had to mobilize, according to its possibilities, various resources
from States, people or companies.

50 we took part in this Symposium as a "Member" of the Scientific Committee and submitted a paper,
see Bibliography, in Annex.



It was a vast movement that culminated; it must be said, with support for the "Frontline
States". So for the OAU, it was a major political action. At each summit, we received
liberation movements that reported on their actions such as: SWAPO, MPLA, PAIGC,
FRELIMO, ANC and PLO.

| think the high point was when it came to persuading the international
community to impose sanctions against the heinous apartheid system and the
implementation of UN Security Council Resolution 435/78 on Namibia.

It should be recalled that a link was established between the implementation of
resolution 435/78 and the withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola. After President
Diouf's term as OAU chairman from 1985 to 1986, we took over. | believe that
President Diouf had focused on holding a United Nations special session on the
economic situation in Africa. It will be recalled that the United Nations devoted a
special session of the General Assembly to this subject. Important decisions were
made. After Diouf, our mandate, as | said earlier, focused on accelerating the process
of implementing resolution 435/78 and eliminating the heinous system of apartheid.

Michel Aveline. Let us return to the quadripartite negotiations. The first meeting took place in London
and you remember, and very quickly we talk about Brazzaville. How Brazzaville has established itself
as the geographical and geopolitical point of this sensitive issue from the late'80s?

Denis Sassou-Nguesso: | was saying earlier that there has been a kind of
acceleration in history. The US Senate adopts economic sanctions against apartheid,
the effects of which are being felt in South Africa. Many observers thought that the
conditions were in place for more initiatives to be taken in this direction. You could feel
something moving in South Africa. After welcoming the initiative of the US Senate, we
were looking for a kind of trigger. Brazzaville was not chosen at random. After some
signals observed in South Africa, some friends felt that it may be necessary to promote
direct contact between Angola and USA.

This was not easy at the time, because of the presence of Cuban troops in
Angola. We agreed to promote this direct contact between the USA and Angola.
We received Under-Secretary of State for African Affairs, Chester Crocker, whom
we met in Brazzaville to discuss this matter.

In the absence of President Dos Santos of Angola, we took the initiative to invite
Minister Rodriguez Kito to establish direct contact with Mr. Chester Croker. | think
that this was also an important trigger. So we succeeded in this first contact at a
governmental level. Contacts continued in Luanda. | think that these contacts made
it possible, in part, to accelerate the development of the situation until the
organization of this first meeting in London.

Michel Aveline: The secret services, like some retired South African diplomats, confirm that

they had indeed suggested that this meeting be held in Brazzaville, that their choice was

dictated by the fact that you were the only person able to influence the American position on

Angola. According to my sources of information, the Angolans were sometimes a little reserved

about the choice of Brazzaville, whereas they are your friends?

Denis Sassou Nguesso: The choice of Brazzaville was not easy because before
Brazzaville, there were meetings in London, Cairo, Geneva, New York and then Cape
Verde. We have taken risks, including in terms of our domestic policy, to foster contacts
and to be confident that South Africa is truly ready to move forward. We could not take
bold initiatives if we were not sure that South Africa was ready. That is when we made
the decision, | think, historic; our people being totally opposed, because they were
fighting on the front line against apartheid.

Despite this opposition, we took the decision, in total secrecy, to send to South
Africa, | believe this is the first time | have spoken publicly about it, Foreign Minister
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Ndinga Oba, in early 1987, together with the officer in charge of my security, Colonel
Pierre OBA, to contact the South African authorities so as to be sure that the time had
come to move forward. | did not give the information to the people, to the leadership of
my Party, the Congolese Labour Party (a single party at the time very powerful), or to
the Government. So | decided to make this secret contact.

My two envoys brought me back elements that convinced me that South Africa
was in the right spirit to take part in these negotiations in Brazzaville. Other
elements undoubtedly contributed to the choice of Brazzaville, since after various
consultations on the choice of location, it had been specified that after Cairo,
negotiations could take place in Brazzaville. There were probably reservations from
some of them, | don't know! Maybe our Angolan friends too! Finally, we are simply
saying that all parties agreed to hold the negotiations in Brazzaville.

Michel Aveline: these negotiations led to the Brazzaville Protocol?

Denis Sassou-N'guesso: Yes, the Brazzaville Protocol was concluded on 13
December 1988 at around 1 p.m., after four rounds of negotiations.

Whenever there was a pitfall, no one wanted to rush things. We preferred to stop
everything and ask the parties to consult their respective Governments rather than
to venture down a path that could lead to failure. As soon as there was any difficulty,
the delegations consulted us and we gave some advice on the spot. There were
times when, at the request of the Americans and South Africans, a meeting was
suspended to allow them to cross the Congo River and contact President Mobutu in
Kinshasa. The same was true of President Houphouét-Boigny in Abidjan, who was
closely following the outcome of this case. In this regard, President Houphouét-
Boigny had permanently assigned his Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr Siméon Ake, to
Brazzaville to follow these negotiations. There was also the representative of the
United Nations Secretary General on Namibia, Mr. Martti Ahitsaari, who was also
based in Brazzaville. Similarly, the Soviets had their representative who was not
directly involved in the negotiations.

The negotiations concerned Cuba, Angola, South Africa, with the USA as
mediator. In reality, the USA did not only play the role of mediator. They were
indirectly involved in this issue from the "linkage" they established between the
implementation of resolution 435/78 on Namibia's independence and the withdrawal
of Cuban troops. So it was a real challenge.

This process, which began in May 1988 in London, continued in Cairo, New
York, Cape Verde and Geneva and ended in Brazzaville, after several rounds, with
the signing of this "Brazzaville Protocol".

The Brazzaville negotiations began in August 1988 and the "Brazzaville Protocol"
was signed on 13 December 1988 in the Banquet Hall of our Presidential Palace.
The negotiations did not go so smoothly. They lasted several months. We would
contact the South African authorities and then establish contact between the
Angolans and the Americans.

In the meantime, there were several negotiations. Negotiations were held at the
Mbamou Palace Hotel. We had our employees there who were there all the time.
During the negotiations, they provided us with each other's positions, which we should
carefully pass on to the other delegations. We saw Pick Botha, Mallan, arrive in the
South African delegation.

For the record, we had to engage in lengthy negotiations with our youth who wanted
to oppose the arrival of Pick Botha and Mallan. For these young people, it was out of



the question to receive in Brazzaville the figures of the heinous apartheid system. This
was a delicate situation for our internal policy. We had to stop the demonstrations that
Congolese youth wanted to organize at the airport against these South African
leaders. So it wasn't that simple. It was necessary to get involved consistently, in order
to reconcile the positions of both sides. It was necessary to be informed and to remain
attentive to the progress of the negotiations. In this regard, we found here a note that
was sent to us at the time by officials about South Africa's concern that, in the midst of
negotiations, South Africa had been informed by their security services about the
movement of Cuban warships bringing in new troops to massacre them towards
southern Angola, as this sensitive information was likely to block the negotiation
process. So we had to manage all this.

Similarly, there was the internal Angolan question with the "Savimbi case" which,
at one point, was introduced as one of the negotiating points by South Africa. This
issue was the subject of a special meeting in Franceville (Gabon) between the
negotiations. The question of Nelson Mandela's release was raised for the first
time. These are therefore elements that were coming to us and that we should
move wisely to the delegations in order to move the talks forward. It was therefore
a long process and the successful conclusion of this process with the signing of the
"Brazzaville Protocol" on 13 December 1988 is to be welcomed.

Michel Aveline: Mr President, in the same vein, | would like you to recall this little
trial of strength you had with Frangois Mitterrand at the dawn of the France-

Africa Summit in Lomé on the possible visit of the South African President,

Peter BOTHA, to Paris for a commemorative ceremony in memory of the

South Africans who died in the 1914-1918 war.
Denis Sassou-N'guesso: As | said, the struggle against the apartheid system had
accelerated between 86-87 and 88. In Congo, since we were campaigning for
economic sanctions against the apartheid regime, we opposed, for example, the
stopover in Brazzaville for the flight of the French airline UTA from Paris to
Johannesburg. The Government had to take a decision to stop the UTA stopover in
Brazzaville. It may have been very difficult for our French friends, but we remained
firm on this position. As a result, UTA had to decide to make a stopover in Kinshasa.

When we were the current Chairman of the OAU, in 1986-1987, President Peter
Botha, in agreement with the French Government, intended to visit France to
commemorate the event. In Africa, we felt that President Mitterrand could not
receive Peter Botha, the apartheid leader, in Paris and meet African leaders at the
France-Africa summit. | informed Francois Mitterrand that such an event could
seriously compromise the France-Africa summit in Lomé. | believe that we had
managed to defeat President Botha's visit to France and thus promote the success
of the France-Africa Summit in Lomé.

Michel Aveline: How do you feel about the question of the business world

under apartheid at the time?
Denis Sassou-N'guesso: | think that in Africa, before we took the straight line, the
generally accepted idea was that of sanctions. It was excluded that Africa would have
economic and trade relations with South Africa. These are not measures that have
always worked 100%. The "Frontline States", South Africa's neighbours, could not, for
reasons of isolation, avoid economic relations with this country. We thought that was
obvious. In Africa, other distant countries maintained economic relations with South
Africa during this period. But many countries have remained firm. Congo was one of
the group of African countries that maintained the principle of not maintaining economic
and trade relations with South Africa. When we came to the straight line, | think of that
period, 86, 87, 88, with the vote on economic sanctions against South Africa by the
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American Senate, there was a hardening of positions and perhaps even mutual
monitoring. We could feel things moving in Africa. Companies had started to leave
South Africa and move elsewhere. In short, everyone was following this movement
closely. At the African level, and increasingly, there had been a growing awareness
among many leaders that positions need to be strengthened. This was a period marked
by stronger positions at the level of all States; South Africa felt this quite harshly in
economic terms.

Michel Aveline: So before being recognized, the ANC was in hiding?

Denis Sassou-N'guesso: Congo has generally supported the liberation movements
in southern Africa. More precisely, before Mandela's liberation, the Congo provided
support in various forms to Namibia, through SWAPO, which had part of its
headquarters in the Congo. SWAPO was on our radio almost every day to spread its
message about the liberation struggle. We had, with the help of Norway, opened a
school in Loudima (southwest Brazzaville) for Namibian children who were in southern
Angola to escape South Africa's bombing on Angola.

We have therefore provided direct support to Namibia and Mozambique. We
had political and diplomatic contacts with the ANC. It was especially after
Mandela's release that we provided material assistance to the ANC, especially
when it came to supporting the reintegration of ANC militants who were abroad. We
also intervened on behalf of the «Frontline States", in particular Angola, Namibia
and Mozambique.

Michel Aveline: What is the meaning of Nelson Mandela's visit to Brazzaville

on February 11, 1991 after his release?

Denis Sassou-N'guesso: It was an honour and a great pleasure for the Congolese
people to welcome President Mandela to Brazzaville on 11 February 1991, an
astonishing coincidence with his release on 11 February 1990. | remember, we
were to make a State visit to Washington at the invitation of President Bush. |
believe that the Americans were satisfied with the role played by the Congo in
these negotiations, and President Bush invited me to make a State visit. It was over
the Atlantic, before landing in Washington, that the pilot announced the release of
Nelson Mandela on February 11, 1990.

We organized a party by holding a meeting on the plane. All the passengers were
overjoyed. It was great excitement. When | saw this spontaneous movement of people
coming and going, | was worried about the balance of the plane. But it was a party. After
that day that we lived over the Atlantic, a year later, on February 11, 1991, Mandela
would visit Brazzaville. The whole population was on the streets. | remember that
moment, after the big reception here at the Palace, we found ourselves somewhere in a
small circle to express our joy more.

President Mandela got up to dance. The image was so moving that Miriam
Makéba broke down into tears. She said she was very moved to see this free man
share his freedom through dancing and body expression. It was therefore a very
important moment for us to have this direct contact with President Mandela. We have
experienced it as a great moment in the history of Africa and of our own country. |
immediately saw him again in Windhoek, during the celebration of the anniversary of
Namibia's independence. There too, it was a great moment for me. That evening, we
were, all the African leaders standing with Mandela in the middle, to witness the
descent of the South African flag and the rise of the flag of independent Namibia. We
lived these moments with Nelson Mandela, free.

Michel Aveline. Do you feel that Nelson Mandela knew that during his



detention, there was this official or parallel diplomacy that worked for his

release?
Denis Sassou-N'guesso: | don't know if President Mandela in his prison was aware
of everything that was being done to secure his release, certainly yes. | do not think
that these negotiations that led to his release were conducted without contact with
him. We knew that from time to time, he would ask some prerequisites. | think he was
aware of some of the things that were going on. In truth, President Mandela is in a
better position to answer such a question.

Michel Aveline: What was Europe's attitude towards this issue?
Denis Sassou-N'Guesso: Not much interest. It was an American case. The case
was managed by the United States. But its outcome was welcomed by everyone,
including Europe, because the question of apartheid presented itself as a challenge
for the international community. All peace-loving nations and justice welcomed the
successful outcome of peace in southern Africa.
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Introduction

This study examines the evolution of the policy of the North African states in the
liberation struggle in Southern Africa between 1952 and 1994. The former include
Egypt, Libya, Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia, the latter include Portuguese colonies
of Angola and Mozambique, Zimbabwe (then Southern Rhodesia) and the Republic
of South Africa and its former colony Namibia. We discuss also their role against
Belgium and its allies and also the big power conflicts that followed the
independence of Congo in 1960 as well as Guinea Bissau albeit outside the main
focus The North Africa States began to engage in the anti-colonial movements of
the colonized in Africa against colonialism, racism and anti-white minority
governments in Southern Africa in the 1950s.We discuss their role and standpoint
of each country in the liberation struggle of Southern Africa countries as follows.

Egypt

I%c\;yptian Support of the Liberation Struggle in the Portuguese Colonies
(Angola, Mozambique and Guinea Blssaug
Egypt established diplomatic representation with Portugal on legation level, which
was elevated to the level of Embassy on December 31, 1959. Portugal showed
neutral position in the 1956 tripartite aggression against Egypt, and non-recognition
of Israel, but this situation began to change since the early sixties with the beginning
of the United Nations discussion of the conditions of the Portuguese colonies. In
March 1961 on the light of the revolution and the upheavals that had occurred in
Angola at that time, the Security Council met and issued a decision in June 1961
calling on the Government of Portugal to stop repression and oppressive actions
taken in Angola.1 Egypt took a tough stance against Portuguese colonialism since
the beginning of the discussions in the Security Council. Egypt was among the
countries that made it clear that the Portuguese government had decided to
arbitrarily and unilaterally take Angola as an integral part of Portugal without
consulting the Angolan people. Egypt also participated with both the Ceylon (later
Sri Lanka) and Liberia in the draft resolution calling on Portugal to give urgent
consideration to actions and reforms in Angola, aimed at the implementation of
resolution 1514 (15) issued on November 14, 1960. It was the declaration on
granting of independence to that country. The draft resolution contained an
appointment of a subcommittee on Angola to discuss the situation. The draft
resolution was rejected for not having a majority of votes.2

On 3 April, 1961, 36 Afro-Asian countries (including Egypt) presented a draft
resolution, like the previous resolution, to the UN General Assembly. It was
adopted

gl) For more details about this issues and the role of South Africa in Namibia (formerly South West Africag For
urt{]leé |1nlfgrmat|0n see Abdel Malek Oda, United Nations and the African Issues (Cairo: Egyptian Anglo, 1967),
pp:116-117.

(2) United Nations and the Portuguese Colonies: Publications of the UN Office of Information No. 2, Cairo, 1970,
pp.14-17.
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in April 20 by a majority vote of 73 countries, with opposition from Spain and
South Africa.3 Egypt, Liberia and Ceylon submitted another draft resolution to the
Security Council on June 6, stating that the continuation of the situation represented
a threat to international peace and security. It demanded Portugal to desist from
policies of repression and violence, and to provide facilities to the Sub-Committee
on Angola to be able to perform its functions. The resolution also expressed the hope
that a peaceful solution of the Angolan issue would be found in accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations.4

In July 1963, the Security Council discussed the Portuguese colonies, at the
request of 32 African countries including Egypt. It issued Resolution No. 380 on
July 31 declaring that the situation in the Territories was a serious concern for peace
and security in Africa. The UN urgently demanded Portugal to recognize the right of
the inhabitants for self-determination and independence. It also called on all the
States to prohibit any aid to Portugal, which might enable it to exercise a policy of
repression, including the prevention of the sale or supply of arms and military
equipment.5

At the level of the Organization of African Unity, Egypt played a leading role to
pressure Portugal to give independence to her colonies in Africa, especially after
the decision of the Founding Conference of the Organization in Addis Ababa (May
1963). Egypt demanded a boycott of actual foreign trade with Portugal through an
import ban and the closure of ports and airports in Africa. It encouraged the
coordination of the efforts of liberation movements to intensify their struggle, in
addition to the establishment of a Coordination Committee, Africa Liberation
Committee for the Liberation of Africa in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, composed of 9
countries in which Egypt was served as a member.6

At the First Conference of the Heads of State and Government of Africa held in
Cairo in July 1964, the President’s speech in the opening address was directed to
aspects of the issue of the Portuguese colonies. He also paid tribute to some leaders
of the liberation struggle who were attending the conference, in particular Holden
Roberto. Nasser said “We extend our hands to the Prime Minister of Angola Holden
Roberto, who is sitting here with us for the first time after the recognition by most
countries in the African Organization of the legitimacy of his government and as the
brave leader of the Angolan people; brave against the last castles of the abhorrent
colonial domination on the continent”.7 At the level of the Council of Kings and
Heads of Arab League countries, in the first meeting in Cairo from 13 to 17
January 1964, expressed its initial situation towards the Bandung principles and the
Charter

(3 Shorma, D.N., Afro-Asian group in the UN. (Mahabad: Chou tama Publishing House, 1969, pp.36-38 & p.232.
(4) Annual Report of the United Nations on the Organization Activity, June 26, 1960 — June 15, 1961, Official
Documents, New York, V.1, p.200.

(5) The decision was issued with the consent of 8 members without objection but with 3 abstentions.

6) The Arab Reﬁublic of Egypt, Foreign Ministry, The resolution, recommendations and declarations of the
Organization of the African Unity 1963-1983, pp.10-11.

(7) United Arab Republic, The Ministry of National Guidance (General Association for Information) set speeches
and statements of President Nasser (Section 1V: February 1962 - July 1964.
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of Addis Ababa. It also emphasized the justness of the struggle for national
liberation from colonialism and racism; and expressed its hope to gain support of all
free nations that believe in peace, based on justice, as well as the justice of the
national struggle in Angola, South Africa and everywhere in the world, where the
issues of freedom and justice are indivisible unit.
The Second Arab Summit Conference held in Alexandria from 5 to 11 September,
1964, endorsed the decisions of the struggle of African peoples and came up with
the following statement: “This Council supports the struggle of Angola,
Mozambique, Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) and so-called Portuguese Guinea and
South Africa for freedom, as denouncing the attempts of foreign interference in the
Congo”.8

The Third Arab Summit Conference in Casablanca, held in Morocco from 13 to
17 September, 1965, declared its full support to the struggle of peoples in Angola
and Mozambique for freedom, and the so-called Portuguese Guinea. It denounced
apartheid in South Africa and attempts to condemn the declaration of Southern
Rhodesia independence in a way of the exclusive minority governance, and supported
the efforts of the Organization of African Unity to resolve the problem.9 The Sixth
Arab Summit Conference in Algiers from 26 to 28 November, 1973, supported the
Arab- African political cooperation and the promotion of Arab diplomatic
representation in Africa. Also, it resolved to boycott all diplomatic, consular,
economic, cultural and other relations with South Africa, Rhodesia and Portugal
from all Arab countries which have not yet done so. It also resolved to apply a total
ban on exports of Arab oil to those three countries; and to carry out special
arrangements to continue supplying fellow African states with Arab oil, as well as
to support and expand economic, financial and cultural cooperation with their
institutions, either on bilateral or on regional level.10

The Position of the Arab States Towards the Political and Economic
Boycott of Portugal:

Egypt had continued to condemn Portuguese colonization until the African Union
Summit in Addis Ababa (May 1963) that declared a decision regarding the boycott
of Portugal. The Egyptian Foreign Ministry’s devices paid a considerable attention
to this subject, especially the Department of Western Europe, which prepared on
July 23 a report on the status of the relations between Egypt and Portugal, and how
to deal with Portugal in the light of the Africa Summit decision. The report focused
on the importance of having opinion of the Government of Portugal in response to
the summit decision. This could be done by two ways; one was through the
Egyptian ambassador to Lisbon to inform the Portuguese Government about the
summit decision and receiving its formal reply. The second way was to wait for the
return of the Ethiopian Minister of State, the Emperor’s envoy to Lisbon, who had
travelled on

(8) Statements of the Second Arab Summit in Alexandria September 5-11, 1964.
(9) Statements of the Third Arab Summit in Casablanca, Morocco (13-17 September, 1965).
(10) Statements of the Sixth Arab Summit in Algeria (26-28 November, 1973).
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June 17 for the same purpose. In case of non-response by the Portuguese Government,
the report recommended the boycott of diplomatic and consular relations with
Portugal.11

On June 29, 1963, the same day in which the President of Portugal replied to the
Ethiopian Emperor on his message, Cairo decided on the boycott of Portugal. The
Egyptian Foreign Ministry summoned the Portuguese ambassador in Cairo on the
same day to inform him of the decision of the boycott of Portugal. Italso announced in
a statement about the reasons of the boycott namely, continuation of the Government
of Portugal in its colonial and non-response to the United Nations resolutions on
decolonization,repression and terror against the African peoples under the Portuguese
colonies, refusal of the Portuguese colonialists to implement the declarations of the
African Summit in Addis Ababa (May 1963), United Nations Resolutions and the
Conferences of Belgrade and Accra. 12 The Portuguese ambassador in Cairo
received the declarations with complete surprise. He expressed the very good
relations that his country had with Egypt, and regretted that it was the first time that
Egypt had severed relations with Portugal.13 On July 11, 1963 he said,"“We have had
relations with Cairo, always friendly... It is not a secret that the Egyptian
constitution is taken from the Portuguese Constitution; I do not think it makes sense
for Cairo to draw criticism to the political regime in Portugal, the same system that
Egypt has quoted its image.14

It should be noted that the statement of the Egyptian Foreign Ministry on boycott
of Portugal had been devoid of statement for severing economic relations or closing
ports and airports. It was necessary to consult the departments of economics,
commercial, aviation and maritime ports before action could be taken. Some of them
notably the Public Institution of Marine Transport suggested non-marine boycott of
Portugal due to the importance of Lisbon port for the Egyptian marine fleet.15 The
Ministry of Foreign Affairs submitted a memorandum to the Ministry of Economy
for the economic boycott of Portugal and on 1st September, 1963, the Minister of
the Egyptian Economy, in the Resolution No. 690 of 1963 declared the economic
boycott of Portugal immediately. In the same vein The Civil Aviation Authority issued
a “Declaration of Pilots” on September 7, 1963, preventing Portuguese aircraft from
crossing the Egyptian territories or landing in the airports.16

11) Ibid.

(12) See the statements of the Egyptian Foreign Ministry on diplomatic and consular boycott of Portugal on June
29, 1963. Department of Information — Documentation and Research Center, Documentation Newsletter, Year 11,
March-June 1963, p.20.

(13) Egyptian Foreign Ministry, African Administration Archive, Where it is stated that the ambassador, Nabih
Abdel Hamid, who informed the Portuguese ambassador by the decision of the boycott.

(14) Ahmed Yoosef Al- Koraey, Egyptian Foreign Policy toward decolonization of the Portuguese and racist
regimes in Africa 1952-1967, MA Thesis, Institute of African Research and Studies, Cairo University, 1978.
Pp.109-110.

(15) Ibid, p.111.

(16) The devices reForted in Eggpt that after it had been the continuation of low rates commercial relations between
Egypt and Portugal, until October 1967. The Egyptian exports of raw cotton were worth 155 thousand Egyptian
pounds. Corn was imported from Mozambique, worth 304 thousand Egyptian pounds and some wooden boxes and
Volyn boxes to cast metals from Portugal, worth 213 thousand Egyptian pounds. Ibid, pp.112-113.
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1. Support for Liberation Movements in the Portuguese Colonies

Egypt initiated, since the end of the 1950s, the recognition of the liberation
movementsandAfricanresistance,especiallyaftertheAfrican People’s Conference
held in Accra in 1958. The national delegations and the African liberation
movements, which were banned from doing business within their own countries,
were flocking to Cairo, where the African Association was founded in
Zamalek
— Cairo, in 1957. Cairo was turned into a base for political offices representing
the African national movements, including the liberation movements from the
Portuguese colonies. It accepted only one office for each colonial territory, but
later it expanded to more than one to represent the liberation movements against
colonialism in the same region. The Portuguese colonies were represented by
five offices for Mozambique, Angola and Guinea-Bissau as follows:17 They
include the Nacional de Mozambique, The Democratic National Union of
Mozambique
(UDNMO), Govérno revolucionario de Angola no exilio, (GRAE) representing
a government-in-exile led by the National Liberation Front of Angola (FNLA),
The Front for the National Independence of Guinea (FLING), Partido Africano
da Independéncia da Guine e Cabo Verde, PAIGC).

2. Egg/ptia_n Military, Material and Media Support for the African
Liberation Movements
Egypt considered the members of the liberation movements’ offices resident
in Cairo as political refugees, and offered each of them a monthly stipend
(40 Egyptian pounds, which was increased later. The Office of African Affairs
under the chairmanship of the Republic bore the expenses of the Office of the
Government of Angola in exile (GRAE), as well as The Front for the National
Independence of Guinea-Bissau, and The Mozambique Liberation Front
(FRELIMO). The Egyptian Intelligence was paying salaries and expenses of
the officers of the African Association in Cairo. Also, it provided them with air
tickets for traveling when required to do so. Moreover, Egypt provided
scholarships for the African students of Portuguese colonies among other 31
countries. This was under the training program approved by the UN General
No. 808 (17) issued on 14 December, 1962. With regard to military assistance
and training, Egypt was the first country to open its doors - the doors of
military institutes for the training of members of African liberation movements.
Although there is no accurate inventory of the Egyptian military aid to
Mozambique, Angola and Guinea-Bissau; the Egyptian press sources, some
foreign sources and the statements of some heads of movements, all confirmed
the Egyptian contribution and the main military support to the Mozambique
Liberation Front, especially after the reception of the leaders of FRELIMO
(Mondlane, do Santos, Liomilasi) in Cairo in April 1963. Egypt agreed to arm
rebels with Egyptian machine guns
«Port Said», where the rebels began their revolt on September 25, 1964 and

(17) Ibid, pp.115-119.
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used these guns. Mondlane said during his visit to Cairo in September 1965
«Liberation Army troops are currently receiving military training in Egypt,
Algeria and Ghana.»18 He also mentioned on another occasion that the nucleus
of the National Liberation Army in Mozambique had received military training
in Egypt, Tanzania and Algeria.19

Egypt also played an active role in reconciling the conflicts between
different nationalmovementsineachregioneitherindividuallyorthroughthe
Coordinating Committee of the Organization of African Unity .For example,
Egypt served in the Tripartite Commission which included Ghana and Congo
Brazzaville formed by the Organization of African Unity to reconcile the
Revolutionary Government of Angola then in exile and the People’s Movement
for the Liberation of Angola since 1964.20 At a meeting of the Commission in
Cairo, October10- 13, 1969 which was chaired by Najib Al-Sadr, Director of
African Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and attended by the Secretary-
General of the Organization of African Unity and the Assistant Executive
Secretary of the Coordination Committee, it was resolved that, the detained
members of the two Fronts be released immediately; all forms of hostile
propaganda be stopped immediately; a Military Coordination Commission be
formed to reinforce and strengthen the armed struggle and activate it and a joint
committee of representatives from the two movements be formed to study ways
of military and political cooperation between them:21
Egyptian Media Support

Immediately after the diplomatic and consular boycott of Portugal, the Egyptian
Administration of Africa-Oriented Radio Program wrote a memorandum on
July 2, 1963, to the Director of Radio and Television Authority to broadcast a
radio program to Mozambique and Angola in the Portuguese language. The
broadcast was started in the Voice of Africa from Cairo, on a daily basis; this
was welcomed by the liberation movements in the Portuguese colonies. Simanju,
the Representative of the Mozambique Liberation Front, in a message to the
Director of Radio Cairo on the day following the broadcasting said, “The
people of Mozambique have been eager to listen to the developments of their
sons, in the struggle, inside and outside the country, and Radio Cairo has
resolved this problem.” The radio began broadcasting to both Angola and
Mozambique for forty-five minutes a day. The broadcasting time was increased
to an hour from 1966.

(18) Al Ahram, Sep. 18, 1965.

(19) Al Ahram, July. 13, 1966.

(20) ArabRepublic of Egypt, Egyptian Foreign Ministry, The Resolutions, Recommendations and declarations of the
Organization of the African Unity, 1983s, Foreign Ministry 1185. AHG/RE5118, p.50.

(21). Ahmed Yoosef Al- Koraey, Egyptian Foreign Policy toward decolonization of the Portuguese and Racist
Regimes in Africa 1952-1967, op.cit., 1978, p.121.
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Egypt commissioned representatives from Angola and Mozambique, in Cairo,
to write comments and broadcast them by their voices. The radio was targeted to
cover Guinea-Bissau as well, but the short-wave did not reach there for technical
reasons.35 All the leaders of the African movements were received including
Cairo; (Holden Roberto, Augastinho Neto and Amilcar Cabral), All leaders of the
African liberation movement among when were, Holden Roberto were received
in Egypt in the 1960’s.

Egyptian Support to the Liberation Struggle in Zimbabwe (Formerly
Southern Rhodesia)
The issue of Zimbabwe, formerly Southern Rhodesia, was out of the general
discussion of decolonization in the United Nations until 1961. Britain did not
identify it as a non-self-governing territory, although some nations had referred to it
from time to time when talking about the conditions in the colonies. However,
Egypt had succeeded in raising the issue at the United Nations, the Arab League,
the Organization of African Unity and the rest of the international fora. Egypt also
supported the liberation movements through political and material assistance, and
also helped in the conciliation between them.
Egypt and a number of other African and Asian countries had raised the issue of
Rhodesia in the United Nations. This was in defiance of Britain’s position considering
that the United Nations was legally competent to look into the affairs of Rhodesia,
especially after 13 days of adoption of the constitution by the Rhodesian Parliament’s
Constitution, which raised concerns about the possibility of the independence of
Rhodesia under the rule of the white minority. In December 19, 1961, three weeks
after the establishment of the Decolonization Committee, 10 days after the National
Democratic Party (NDP) was banned, and two days after its re-birth as“the Zimbabwe
African People’s Union (ZAPU)”, 11 countries, including Egypt and Yugoslavia,
raised the question of whether Southern Rhodesia had already reached the rank of
full self-governance. They introduced a draft resolution proposing that the General
Assembly of the United Nations requests the Decolonization Committee to study the
Southern Rhodesian issue.22 This was the legal and political basis for the
discussions and decisions that followed regarding Rhodesia in the United
Nations, including resolution 1747 (16) on June 28 1962, submitted by Egypt with
37 other countries. It approved the report of the Special Committee on Rhodesia
that confirmed that it was not an autonomous province in accordance with Chapter 11
of the Convention.23 However, lan Smith took over power in Rhodesia in April 1964,
and in October the same year Harold Wilson, the British Prime Minister, failed to
resolve the issue. Egypt

(22) Ahmed Yousef El-Koray, The 23rd of July Revolution and the Decolonization in Africa (Cairo: Al-Ahram
Center for Political and Strategic Studies, July 1978), pp.156-157.

(23) Attia Abd EI Moneim Attia, Egypt’s Foreign PoIicK Toward Africa With Reference to Decolonization &
Apartheid Within The United Nations, 1952-1970, Master Thesis, Center For African Studies, St. Johan’s University,
New York 1973, pp.334-338.
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with 34 other African countries drew the attention of the Security Council to the
gravity of the situation maintaining that it represented a threat to international peace
and security. After discussion, the Security Council adopted Resolution No. 202 on
May 6, 1965; the day before the Rhodesian election. The Council demanded Britain
and all Member States not to accept the unilateral declaration of independence
ad that Britain should not help by withdrawing her sovereign powers....24 Egypt
and its Permanent Representative (Awad Kurani) played an important role in the
formulation of the draft resolution which was submitted by Co6te d’Ivoire to the
Council of Nations on November 24, 1965 condemning unilateral declaration of
independence by lan Smith’s Front Government, and called upon all States not to
recognize the illegal minority racist regime.25

The Egyptian leadership did not leave any international forum without calling for
the liquidation of racism in Rhodesia and pointed to the responsibility of Britain in
the deterioration of the situation there.26 Egypt was behind the debate on the issue of
Rhodesia during the 21 Session of the General Assembly. The sanctions had failed
to overthrow lan Smith because both Portugal and South Africa, among other
countries did not apply the sanctions. Egypt called for the application of measures
under Chapter 7 of the United Nations Charter against countries that do not apply
sanctions. In the framework of the Arab League and Arab-African relations in
general, Egypt was the core dynamo and engine of the Arab position and the joint
Arab African position against racism in Southern Rhodesia. This was demonstrated
in the Third Arab Summit at Casablanca, Morocco on September 13-17, 1965 when
the Summit reiterated its position on the illegality of the lan Smith Government and
condemned ‘the declaration of independence in Southern Rhodesia”.27

In subsequent stages, and in the light of what seemed to be clear by the regime of
lan Smith and his intentions in the unilateral declaration of independence, Egypt was
fully alert to what could happen there. In the Accra Summit held on October 21-25,
1965, President Nasser emphasized the responsibility of Britain in the deteriorating
situation in Rhodesia pointing out the similarities between what was done in Palestine
by Israel and what could happen in Rhodesia as a result of the white minority backed
by South Africa and Portugal governments.28 As a result, the Accra conference
decided to form a committee of five African countries including Egypt, Zambia,
Tanzania, Kenya and Nigeria to follow up the implementation of the resolutions of
the Accra

(24) Ahmed Yoosef Al- Koraey, Egyptian Foreign Policy Toward Decolonization of the Portuguese and Racist
regimes in Africa 1952-1967, op. cit., 1978. p.211.

(25) Ibid, p.213.

(26) In the Conference of the Non-Aligned countries held in Cairo (5-10 October, 1964), the decision of the
conference to condemn Britain for failing to comply with UN resolutions on Rhodesia and called for Britain to
hold a constitutional conference |mmed|ate|y calling all the forces and political bodies in Rhodesia to declare a
new constitution for the country, Ibid, pp.277

20 IThe statement of the Third Arab Summit in Casablanca Morocco on September 13-17, 1965, Archive of Arab
resolutions.

(28) Arab Republic of Egypt, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the resolutions and recommendations op.cit pp.74+.
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summit and the need to review the African position visa-a-vies Britain, should her
pressure on the settlers in Rhodesia diminish.29

Support to the African Majority
Immediately after lan Smith declared independence unilaterally on 11 November,
1965, the Egyptian Prime Minister (Zakaria Mohy EI-Din) issued a statement
regarding this matter in the Egyptian Parliament, on December 22, 1965. He asserted
that British colonialism enabled the white minority to seize power in Southern
Rhodesia, and tortured millions of struggling people. The Prime Minister mentioned
also that what was being done by the colonial powers and racists inside Africa at
that time was what was done by the same forces in Palestine, on the borders of
Africa. He ended his statement saying, “We believe that the cause for freedom is
indivisible; our respect for the decision of the Council of Foreign Ministers of
African States on 3-5 December, 196530; based on our firm principles of
international relations, and our dedication to the principles upon which the United
Nations Convention and the Convention of the Organization of African Unity, the
United Arab Republic has severed diplomatic ties with the British government on
Thursday 16/12/1965.”31

The Egyptian Parliament made a resolution on December 22, 1965, endorsing the
move decided by the Government of Egypt in the fight against colonialism in all
its ancient and modern forms and manifestations; a confirmation of the Egyptian
commitment towards the African Unity, and positive contribution in meeting the
concerns of the continent and assume its responsibilities. The Parliament also
requested the continuation of consultations with the African States to detect the plot,
and called the government to notify the African Parliaments of this decision.32

The African position was divided on the actions that should be taken about
the situation in Rhodesia, particularly among the countries that were likely to
take military action against Rhodesia and the conservative states preferring only
economic sanctions and to cut off diplomatic relations. Egypt was one of the first
group. The Egyptian Foreign Minister said at the Conference of Foreign Ministers
of African States in Addis Ababa (December 1965) “I do not imagine how to end
the fake situation in Rhodesia without the use of violence, we all know that the
United Nations with its decisions cannot end this situation ... but if everyone agreed
to cut diplomatic ties | hope we can determine the time that we will cut off the
relationship, and make it clear whether we want to pose pre-conditions in call for
England”.33

(29) Its in the sixth extraordinary session of the Council of Ministers of the Organization of African Unity (Addis
Ababa: 3-5 Dec., 1965) CM/RES/13 (V1), a resolution on the province of Southern Rhodesia by African States for

a complete boycott

(30) The statement by the Prime Minister ong{)pt onthe cr|5|s in Rhodesia in the National Assembly (parliament) on

December 22, 1965s (Al-Ahram. Cairo December 23, 196

() Ibid.

(32) The statement of the decision of the National Assembly of Egypt (Parliament) of the Egyptian-British relations to

cut off about the situation in Rhodesia, December 22, 1965s gAI—Ahram on December 23,1965s).

(33 The General Egyptian Book Association, The National Archives of Egypt - the archives of the Ministry of

Foreign Affairs.
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The first statement on the Egyptian economic boycott of Rhodesia came out on
12 November, 1965. Egypt decided to confiscate all the Rhodesian goods passing
through the Suez Canal, as confirmed by President Nasser, the Suez Canal would
be closed to vessels and cargoes of Rhodesia on 19 November..34 In general,
British newspapers attacked the Egyptian decision, as a political decision designed
to support the Egyptian-African relations. They also underestimated and
understated these actions on the Rhodesian situation.35

Egypt continued, within the framework of Arab-African relations, the promotion
of anti-racist minority regime in Rhodesia. In the speech of President Nasser in the
National Assembly in Dar es Salaam in September 1966, he spoke of the alliance
between the traditional colonialism, the new colonialism and the racist regimes. He
said that was the alliance that brought together the remnants of collapsed empires
and conspiracies of neo-colonialism and the abhorrent regime of lan Smith’s, as
well as the inhuman dictatorship in South Africa, in addition to the wicked
Portuguese colonization.36

President Sadat continued on the same line. He said in a speech at the African
Summit Conference in Khartoum in 1987 “My dear brothers, we cannot ignore the
fact that the continuation of the racist regimes in the challenge of our will ..., our
sense of freedom cannot be completed if our brothers in South Africa and Zimbabwe
have provision under the yoke of colonialism and oppression ..., we cannot leave our
brothers in the frontline states alone, exposed to racist aggression in Rhodesia....,
we must determine - in all honesty and sincerity ... what we can offer these brothers
as real help beyond the posturing and slogans, to provide material and concrete
assistance, which can change the balance of power in the confrontation.37

Egypt, particularly after the October War in 1973, played an important role in
achieving Arab-African solidarity and in developing an institutional framework for
this cooperation. These efforts resulted in the first Arab-African Summit in Cairo in
March 1977. In this context, the Arab League put the issues of racism and Zionism
within the proper context, since it considered the confrontation with them as a cause
of common national liberation important to African and Arab peoples together, in
the same class. This was clearly demonstrated since the Ninth Arab Summit in
Algeria, on 26-28 November 1973, which declared breaking all diplomatic,
consular, economic and cultural relations with South Africa, Rhodesia and Portugal
through Arab countries that had not implemented boycott yet; and applying a
complete ban

) The statement of President Abdel Nasser, in an interview with the youth of the European Socialist Party

Ruling Party) in November 18, 1965 (Al-Akhbar newspaper, 21 November, 1965).
In fact, the trade balance achieves deficit for the benefit of Rhodesia capacity of 400 thousand Egyptian

pounds in 1964, accordin%to the sources in Egypt.
(36) United Arab Republic, State Information Service (Center for Documentation and Research Bulletin),
Documents: 15th ed., No.1, July - December 1966. Address of President Nasser in the National Assembly in Dar es
Salaam, in September 27, 1996, p.4.
(37) The statement of the speech of President Sadat in the session No. 15 of the African Summit in Khartoum, 18-
12 Jul ; 1978 I(Cairo: State for Information service) A set speeches and conversations of President Sadat in the
period from July.



8.3 north africa 117

on exporting Arab oil to these three countries, and multiplying the political and
material support for African liberation movements.38

In the Arab-African Summit in Cairo on 7-9 March, 1977 .three important
documents were issued setting the style of the Afro-Arab cooperation. They
emphasized the Afro-Arab agreement in the face of racism; they also stressed the
need to strengthen the front and their peoples in their struggle for national liberation,
and the condemnation of imperialism, neo-colonialism, Zionism, the racist
regime and all other forms of racism and religious discriminations, in particular,
manifestations as seen in Southern Africa, Palestine and other Arab territories. The
Political Declaration also confirmed the full support of the struggle of the peoples of
Palestine, Zimbabwe, Namibia and South Africa; and the French proclaimed the coast
of Somalia (Djibouti) to restore the legitimate national rights and carry out their
right to self-determination.39

The Egyptian Support of African Liberation Movements in Zimbabwe:

Egypt opened the doors of military schools, especially the military academy and a
commando’s school for training of cadres of liberation movements of Zimbabwe, as
well as Angola, Mozambique and South Africa. There was a chance for the patriots
in these countries under colonialism for training or promotion, to the rank of
officers, which was confined to Europeans. Egypt also provided the national
movement of weapons. The Bureau of African Affairs of the Presidency in Egypt
received the stores of arms upon the signing of the Convention on the British
evacuation. Egypt started being armed with Soviet weapons in the mid-fifties.
Therefore, it had a large surplus of British weapons appropriate to arm the African
liberation movements, especially in the English colonies.40

In the case of national liberation movements in Zimbabwe, the national leader
Joshua Nkomo who opened an office in Cairo for the National Democratic Party
(DP) received weapons and explosives and sent them to Dar es Salaam, Tanzania,
by air or sea. The office of African Affairs and Egyptian Intelligence secured the
transfer to that country. The leader, Joshua Nkomo and his followers smuggled the
arms into Rhodesia. This was the first shipment used by the Rhodesian nationalist
movement in the resistance.41 Since 1963, just after the entry of Nkomo into
Rhodesia where he was arrested, for 11 years, there was an agreement with the
Zimbabwe African People’s Union (ZAPU), declaring that the Egyptian planes were
to bring down large quantities of weapons and explosives in areas agreed upon in
Rhodesia in preparation

(38 The resolutions of the Sixth Arab Summit in Algeria, 26-28 Nov., 1973.- Arab Summit.

(39) Political Declaration of the Arab Summit in Cairo, the first African (documents and decisions of the
Conference of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African Unity and the League of Arab States in
Cairo from 7-9 March, 1977).

(40) Adel Sayed Abhd El- Ra2|k (1993), The role of Egypt in the African Organization Unity, Master Thesis, Institute
of African Research & Studies. pp.135-

(41) Mohamed Fayek, Abdul Nasser and the African Revolution (Cairo: Dar Al Mostakbal Alarabi, 2nd ed., 1982,
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for expansion of the resistance movement. This had been agreed upon between
President Nasser and Sithole, the deputy of Joshua Nkomo. The plan was based on
making use of the Egyptian aircraft in Yemen. However, these operations did not
take place because of the split of Sithole from Nkomo and the forming a party
called the Zimbabwe African National Union (ZANU); but this proved the extent to
which Egypt went in supporting the national movement in Zimbabwe.42

Despite the lack of accurate data on who was trained in Egypt, Egypt had been
the only source for arming and training the national liberation movements, until
they knew the way to establish contact with the Eastern bloc countries. Algeria
became independent and began to contribute in that direction. After the
establishment of the Organization of African Unity, and accepting Dar es Salaam as
the headquarters for Committee for the Liberation of Africa; President Julius
Nyerere opened his country to be a platform for the liberation movements. The
weapons flowed from many places for the liberation movements, and the training
was ongoing in Egypt and other countries.

On May 14, 1966 some newspapers reported the arrest of 20 Africans who were
sentenced to prison for entering the territory of Rhodesia for a guerrilla war after
receiving training in China, North Korea, the Soviet Union and the United Arab
Republic (Egypt). Egypt was generally one of the four countries continually
training members of ZAPU and ZANU parties. The Egyptian support was not only
for the military t and training, but it included political and media support, among
others. In political terms, Egypt received cadres of liberation movements from
Zimbabwe. Joshua Nkomo opened the first political office in Africa in November
1960, just after the Bureau of Lthun, which opened in January of the same year.43

The office represented the National Democratic Party (NDP) that was initially
managed by George Cillondika who was named general secretary of the party.
Washington Maleting took over management of the office in January 1961. He was
called to work in the ZAPU party, so a number of officials took over to manage the
Cairo’s office, such as Nasiana Mutizoa who released a flyer called “Zimbabwe
News” in 1962. He was followed by Turnos Makumbi, who subsequently joined
ZANU; then Morton Malenja, who founded a party that was called the Council of
People’s Guard PCG. There was a rival office directed by Sibanda for two years, that
is 1963 and 1964. He was followed by Stephen Nkomo, Joshua Nkomo’s brother,
who arrived in Cairo on April 17, 1964. He was followed by David Maiongo, who
served as acting in charge of the Cairo office for several years (1). As a result of the
great facilities granted to the offices of the liberation movement in Cairo, the office
was able to hold press meetings, and issue the required publications and periodicals,
such as “Zimbabwe News” as well as“Review Zimbabwe”. The ZANU Office
issued“Zimbabwe Today”. The African patriots were able to address large sectors in
Zimbabwe using their local languages,

@) 1bid.
@3) Ahmed Yoosef Al- Koraey, Egyptian Foreign Policy toward decolonization of the Portuguese and racist
regimes in Africa 1952-1967, op.cit., p.240.
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through oriented broadcasts. They started with the Nyanja language on July 1961.
The officials agreed at the request of the liberation movements in Zimbabwe for the
production of new radio stations using Shona language, which started on October
1964.44

The offices of the liberation movements also supervised repeated visits of the
liberation movement leaders in Zimbabwe, including Joshua Nkomo, Ndabaningi
Sithole, and Robert Chekerema, the Vice-President of ZAPU and others.

Liberation, Anti-Racism and Anti-Apartheid Struggle in South Africa and
Namibia

Egypt was a constant support of the struggle of the African people against colonial
rule and against the white minority rule in the Republic of South Africa and Namibia,
its fifth province since 1965. Gamal Abdul Nasser, the President of Egypt perceived
himself as a partner, in regard to the conflict of the black majority and the white
minority in South Africa in the 1950’s, and assumed the responsibility to fight it.
President Nasser’s opposition to apartheid policies in South Africa go dates back to
the tripartite invasion on Egypt in 1956. This policy started to escalate, in particular,
after Sharpeville Massacre in 1960. It was reflected at various levels namely the
racist government of South Africa, the South African National Liberation
Movement, collective diplomacy in the different regional and international levels,
and even at the level of Egyptian bilateral relations with other countries in different
parts of the world.

The Sharpeville Massacre, which took place on 21st March 1960, is considered
the beginning of a new phase for the escalation of the Egyptian campaign against
the Apartheid, and against the white minority regime in South Africa. This
massacre resulted in the killing of 67 people and the injury of 160 black Africans
while they were demonstrating against traffic laws. It marked the beginning of a
new phase of resistance and struggle of the black majority in South Africa. It also
marked the escalation of Egyptian political and media campaigns against the
regime of the vicious white minority governments. From then on Egyptian position
against the apartheid regime continued to escalate at the African, Arab, and Asian
regional and international fora levels. On 23rd March 1960, the Deputy Minister of
the Egyptian Council of State made a statement in which read, “The United Arab
Republic clearly denounces the brutal massacres from which the population has
suffered in South Africa”. He added, “These unarmed civilians have no fault but
their belief in human rights, and they passively oppose the racist discrimination
inflicted upon them by force and terrorism”.... “Shooting the African masses is a
part of the policy of extermination of Africans in their own countries’’. The United
Arab Republic announces its disapproval of this brutal crime in which hundreds of
Africans were

@4 Arab Republic of Egypt, Egyptian Radios & T.V. Union, External services of Radio Cairo, 1993 , pp.45-51.
Also, Mohamed Fayek, Abd EI Nasser and the African Revolution (Cairo: Dar Al Mostakbal Alarabi, 2nd ed., 1982,
pp.106-107.
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killed and wounded. Also, the United Arab Republic declares its support to all the
African peoples in their position against these brutal crimes”. The Egyptian official
expressed that the Egyptian delegation in the United Nations had come together
with the delegations of African countries to analyse the issue after the massacres
which were considered a violation of human rights and a complete breach of UN
Resolutions against racial discrimination.45

Egyptian position, to be sure, extended beyond denunciation and condemnation
of the Sharpeville Massacre. The Egyptian Foreign Ministry declared in a formal
statement on 30th May 1961, that it was breaking formal and diplomatic relations with
the minority white racist regime in Pretoria ad was also withdrawing its diplomatic
delegation from Pretoria and denounced the government of South Africa for violation
of the human rights of the Africans there and declaring that Egypt keenly looked
at the triumph of the free popular struggle in South Africa.46 The statement of the
Foreign Ministry made clear the basis on which Egypt established its decision to
end the relations. It read Racial discrimination policies in South Africa went too far
in its violations of the human rights of the Africans and limiting the elections to the
white minority is a violation of the rule of law in South Africa. Egyptian belief in
higher principles, and coinciding with the international customs and values, make it
ahead towards denying the recognition of the new government in the Republic of
South Africa. Egypt looks forward to the victory of the popular struggle. The
statement also refers to the fact that the relations will remain abridged except after
the establishment of a legitimate government which rightfully represents the
people. 47

This diplomatic statement was the starting point in the breaking of the relations
with the South African regime albeit the accusations of Great Britain and South
Africa which maintained that economic and trade relations would not be affected by
such statements. However, later events followed a different course as shown below.

The Bandung conference, in 1955, represented the first encounter between
President Nasser and the National Liberation Movement of South Africa. During this
conference, President Nasser met with Moses Kotani, the head of the delegation of the
African National Congress, who was attending the conference as an observer.48
Also, after the conference ended, Kotani visited Egypt during a set of visits to a
number of Socialist, Asian and European countries.49 The All-African
Peoples’Conferences were the first conferences to witness outside contact with
others, especially with Cairo. At the beginning of the year 1959, Tetoson Makuani,
one of the leaders of the African

@5) Dr Ahmed Yousef El-Kora’y, The 23rd of July Revolution and the Decolonization in Africa, op.cit pp.124-125.
@) Dr Ahmed Yousef El-Korary, «Egypt and the Diplomacy of Liberating South Africa», Alsseiasa Al-Dawlia
(journal of International Policies), Egypt, No0116, April 1994, p.171

@7) Dr Ahmed Yousef El-Kora’y, “Egypt and the Diplomacy of Liberating South Africa”, in op.cit., p.176.

@8) He Has Been Referred to previously in the research.

49 DrAhmed Yousef ElI-Korayy, The Egyptlan Foreign Policy aimed at the Elimination of Portuguese Colonialism
and Racist Regimes, Ibid, pp.177-178
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National Congress, escaped from a trial in South Africa, and he also intended to
represent his party in the conference of African and Asian Youth.50

During 1960, a group of seven representatives from South Africa from different
liberation movements visited Cairo to solicit Egyptian support for the struggle in
South Africa. This visit signalled the beginning of the end for the bilateral official
relations with South Africa and the beginning of the Egyptian support for South
African liberation movements which continued for decades51.Egypt beganto establish
public relations that gave prominence to African liberation movements that were
struggling for the freedom of their countries and their people. The most important
of these institutions by which these relations were established was the “African
Association” which was established in Cairo in 1956 and later became the “African
Society” and the Afro-Asian People’s Solidarity Organization (AAPSO) which was
founded in Cairo 1957. It was through them among others, that Egypt began to make
contacts with national liberation movements and to receive delegations of themand
lead to the establishment of offices for them in Cairo. The inauguration of the
office of the African National Congress (ANC) of South Africa took place for the
first time in 1960; the same happened for the Pan African Congress (PAC). Needless
to confirm that contact began between Egypt and these groups long before that
time; some of them visited Cairo as early as 1953 to attend the celebration of
African Day with the African Association in Egypt.52

The members of the two offices, namely of the ANC and the PAC, were
considered as political refugees, whereas, each of these offices was given monthly
payments. Added to that, the administration of the Egyptian Intelligence Agency
paid for the salaries and travel expenses of the members of the two offices, when
necessary. The office of the African National Congress in Cairo included a number
of national figures such as Ferowandle Bilisso, a of the executive committee of the
ANC, representing his party in Cairo, since he arrived from exile in London, until
he left on the 20th of November 1965 heading for Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, to
undertake the same mission. His wife represented the Women’s Movement of South
Africa in the Afro-Asian People’s Solidarity Organization in Cairo. Billisso
participated, along with members of the ANC office in Cairo, in large humber of
political activities; she participated in conferences, seminars and meetings related to
African affairs. Among them were the first African Summit Conference in Cairo,
1964, and the non-aligned countries summit during the same year. He also
contributed by writing in the African Association Magazine and in some Egyptian
journals and magazines.53

(B0) Makuani traveled from Egypt to London to supervise the campaign of boycotting South African commodities, as
well as supervising the British movement against the Apartheid. In January 1960, he was elected as a member in
the preﬁaratory committee of the All-African People>s Conference as Egypt was represented in it. Ibid, p.178.

(61) The Republic of South Africa, Department of Foreign Affairs, Documents and Settings Forum (Internet:
Desktop/Egypt and South Africa/history).

(652) Dr Ahmed Yousef El-Korary, Egyptian Foreign Policy towards Portuguese decolonization and ending racist
regimes in Africa (1952-1967), p.179.

(53) Ibid, p.180.
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At the same time, members of the political office of PAC, in Cairo, represented their
party and participated in many activities, the most notable of them was “Fose Maki”
who praised the work of the African Association in Cairo as he said in a statement,
“The generous facilitations of the African Association has enabled me to publish
and disseminate different writings, assign broadcast directed to South Africa, make
friendships,and gain scholarships for many South African students”.54

Various leaders of the National liberation movements of South Africa visited Cairo
since then; on top of the list was Oliver Tambo who was the Deputy President of
the African National Congress. He was warmly received in Cairo in May 1961, along
with three members of his party, in addition there were the Secretary General of the
Pan- African Congress (PAC), the president of the “Conference for South Africa”
party, and the president of the National Party of South West Africa (SWANO).
President Nasser welcomed them, and after the meeting was concluded, Tambo
stated that President Nasser “showed his utmost sympathy for the struggle of
Africans against racial discrimination policies adopted by the government of South
Africa”. He added that ““our visit to Cairo turned out to be very fruitful”.55

In 1962, Nelson Mandela who was one of the important leaders of the ANC at the
time visited Egypt; unfortunately President Nasser was not able to meet him because
his visit coincided with the visit of the Yugoslavian President. Mandela said about
this visit,*“T have informed the officials in Cairo about the articles which appeared in
“The New Age” referring to Nasser’s confronting Communism, and | told them that
“The New Age” does not necessarily represent the policy of our movement. | also
said that | will raise a complaint against “The New Age” and pressure it to change its
policies”.56 The National Secretary of PAC Potlako Leballo” visited Egypt
continuously. He said, after the coup d’état against “Nkrumah” and closing the
office of the party in Accra, that the U.S., Great Britain and Israel were behind
this coup. He revealed the methods of cooperation between the international
imperialism, Zionism and racism.57 Moreover, Egypt contributed in the trust fund
made for the support of the resistance movements against racist regimes in
Southern Africa, branching from the Organization of African Unity.

Military Training in Egypt:
Concerning the Egyptian military training and aid to the South African liberation

movements, cadres from groups from South Africa mainly from the African National
Congress (ANC) came to Egypt for military training in Egyptian military schools. Mr

(54) Tareq Y. Ismael, The U.AR. in Africa: Egypt’s Policy under Nasser, (London: Ann Arbor reprinted on demand

by university Microfilm International 1971), pp.154-156.

(55) It»s important to note that a few days after this visit, Egypt announced breaking off its relations with the
government of South Africa on the 30th of May 1961.

In this regard, see: Ahmed Y ousef El-Kora’y, Egyptian Foreign Policy towards Portuguese decolonization and ending
racist regimes in Africa (1952-1967), p.179.

(56) Dr Ahmed Yousef El-Kora>y, Ibid, p.179.

(57) Naim Qaddah, Racial Discrimination and the Liberation Movement in South Africa and Algeria, (Cairo: The
National Company for Publishing and Distribution, 1975), p.80.
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Mohamed Fayek, President Nasser’s Assistant for African affairs, informed the
author that there was a sort of coordination between him and Mr Oliver Tambo,
regarding the way of bringing these groups to Egypt and the way of returning them
back to South Africa. Mr Mohamed Fayek added that most of these South African
groups that came during the 1960s received military training in “AL SAAKA
Military School in Egypt for specialized Commando troops.58

Financial Aid to the African Liberation Movements:

Egypt contributed the largest share to the special fund for Africa Liberation
Committee, which was affiliated to the Organization of African Unity. Tablel
shows the contributions of the nine most important countries giving aid to Africa
within the period of 1964-1974.59

The Cairo-based Media Material Support of the Liberation Movements:

President Nasser directed some radio broadcasts from Cairo to areas under
colonialism and racial discrimination in Africa. They were transmitted in the African
native languages. Offices and members of liberation movements were given the
chance to address their people directly through these broadcasts. All this was done
with the aim of breaking all barriers forced on the occupation of the African people.
Thus, Egypt became the only state in the world, speaking for the African revolution
against colonialism and racism through the broadcasts of “The Voice of Africa”
established similar to the broadcast of “The Voice of Arabs”since 1954

Table 1: The Financial Assistance from Some African Countries to the Special
Committee for the Liberation of Africa (1964-1974) in $1000

Year
1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 |1969 1970 1971 1972 1973
1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 |1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
Egypt 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 10.0 90.5 }90.5 86.6 129.9 566.7

No Country

Nigeria 735 84.0 840 84.0 840 67.6 |67.6 652 979 5917
Morocco 46.0 20.0 56.0 [56.0 [56.0 57.0 57.0 55.0 83.0

Algeria 355 40.0 40.0 |40.0 [40.0 533 533 533 799 1155
Guinnea 14.0 16.0 160 |[16.0 |16.0 115 115 115 172 118
Ethiopia 17.5 20.0 20.0 [20.0 [20.0 26.2 26.2 26.2 39.3 1058
Libya 140 16.0 16.0 |16.0 |16.0 13.1 131 131 196 59.7

~N oo o B W N -

(58) The Experience of military training in Egypt had been shown by some individuals and groups that underwent
trains in Egypt 1962-1965, particularly from Pac in. Prof. Mamoud Abul-Enein, The Egyptian Role In The Anti-
Apartheid struggle and supBorting National Liberation Movements in The Republic of South Africa, A chapter b
the writer published in a book titled: The African Solidarity in Anti-Apartheid struggle (South Africa: Sout
African Democracy Education August, 2008).

(59) After. Ibrahim Ahmed Abd EI-Mon’im, the Namibian case in the United Nations, MA. Thesis introduced to

Cairo University: Institute of African Research & Studies, 1977, Attachment No. 19, p.291.
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8  Zaire 245 28.0 28.0
9 Tunisia 175 20.0 20.0

28.0
20.0

28.0 28.7 287 287 43.0 537
20.0 249 249 299 374 896

Source: lbrahim Ahmed Abd EI-Mon’im, The Namibian case in the United Nations, MA. Thesis introduced
to Cairo University: Institute of African Research & Studies, 1977, Attachment No. 19, p.291

The first programs of the Egyptian broadcast directed to Africa began on 29th July
1961. These programs were carried out in English and directed to South, Middle and
East Africa -as English was considered a common language in these areas
previously occupied by Great Britain. The transmission started for a period of 45
minutes per day.60 In addition, beside the transmission in English, Egypt set up
six African services to oppose racial discrimination in South Africa, Rhodesia, and
Namibia in the African local languages, such as Zulu.61

The programs transmitted in the Zulu language began on 15th February 1965 and
served many tribes whose inhabitants were around 15 million. There were other
broadcasts in the language of Shona to Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) which was
started on 20th March 1964 and also the language of Ndebele to Zimbabwe on 29th
October 1964. The objective of these broadcasts was to inform the African people
of their primary rights (human and political) and to support their patriotic efforts
against racism. They also called for the support of the people of South West Africa
(Namibia) in their struggle for independence and autonomy, until Africans in both
Namibia and South Africa were able to achieve their goals.62

The number of hours for the daily broadcast to the areas of South, Middle and East
Africa reached an average of 7 hours and 42 minutes of the sum of all broadcasts
to the continent, which was 18 hours and 75 minutes daily, up till the year 2005. It
was a broadcast which aimed at strengthening friendship ties between Egypt and the
Republic of South Africa as well as increasing the consciousness of current
events.63

Media Role for Liberation Movements in Cairo:

After prohibiting the activities of the African National Congress in 1960, the Cairo
office of the party issued a publication called “South African Freedom News”
starting from 1962. This publication was released but not sequentially. Some of its
volumes were printed in Al-Hana print house in Cairo; however, most volumes were
released

(60) See: Muhammed Fayek, Abd El-Nasser and the African Revolution, pp.26-27, see also Dr Ahmed Yousef El-
Kora’)y, Egyptian Foreign Policy towards Portuguese decolonization and ending racist regimes in Africa (1952-
1967), p.181.

(61) Dr Nagy El-Halawany, An Introduction to the Broadcasts Directed from Cairo, (Dar Al-Fikr Al-Araby, 1983),
pp.130-131.

(62) Egyptian State Information Service, Al-Nil Magazine, “Egyptian Broadcasts Directed to Africa”, Year 10, Vol.
42, July 1990, p.32.

(63) Arab Republic of Egypt, Egyptian Radios and TV Union, External Services of Radio Cairo, 1993, pp.45-49.
Also see: Arab Republic of Egypt, Egyptian Radios and TV Union, External Services of Radio Cairo, the General
Administration of the Broadcast to Africa, Zulu Program, the Report of the first Radio session for the year 2004.
Arab Republic of Egypt, Ministry of Communication & Information, State Information Service, “The Media Role
of Egypt in the African Continent”, pp.12-13.
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from the office of the party in the African Association Office in Cairo, at Zamalek.
This publication continued to be released until 1969, and then it stopped for a
number of reasons, among them was the desire of the Congress to combine all
publications and newspapers issued by them. There was another publication called
“Soehaba” which was printed in Eastern Germany, and released from Dar es Salaam
in Tanzania, starting 1967. The Pan African Congress, after the ban of its activities in
1960, started releasing a publication called “Pan Africanist News and Views” from
Cairo, starting in 1964.64

Table 2: The Number of Hours of Daily Broadcast to Southern Africa

No Language of transmission Daily duration broadcast
1 English 2 hours

2 Zulu 45 minutes

3 Ndebele 45 minutes

4 Shona 45 minutes

(Source: Arab Republic of Egypt, Egyptian Radios and TV Union, External Services of Radio Cairo, 1993,
pp.45-51)

Boygott and Regional and International Strategy of combating racism in 1960s and
70s:

Since the beginning of the Sixties, Egypt went beyond condemning and rejecting
the racist regime of South Africa to the level of taking practical measures and
stances towards the disgraceful situation of the racist government. This was done in
order to coerce the white minority government to change its position towards the
black Africans. The Egyptian delegation in “The Conference of Independent
African States”, held in Addis Ababa in 1960, stated that: Egypt is quite ready to
break off the diplomatic relations and impose boycott on the Republic of South
Africa until the regime in South Africa abandons its racist policies.

It became clear that taking practical measures and arrangements against the
vicious white minority regime of South Africa was an essential matter in order to
coerce it to change its policies. The trend eventually led Egypt to issue a statement,
through the Egyptian Foreign Ministry, declaring its boycotting of the government
of South Africa on 30th May 1961. Since then, the revolutionary government in
Egypt started to follow a gradual strategy of imposing pressure on South Africa. So, it
started to break off its diplomatic relations gradually and ended with a total
boycott, and the formation of regional and international groupings to organize the
boycott and reinforce the roles of African countries in order to reach the desired
goals.

(64) Ibrahim Ahmed Abd EI-Mon’im Nasr EI-Din, The African Liberation Movements in the Face of the Political
System of South Africa, PhD Thesis, (Cairo University: Center for African Researches and Studies, 1980), p.402.
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The process of breaking off the relations took a new gradual turn; it began with
being limited and continued to broaden. The trend was governed by a number of
elements; the most important of which was the desire to leave a space for an
Egyptian presence in South Africa to assist the liberation movement; second, to
present of itself as a role model for other states to follow its orientation, especially
when Egypt deliberately tried to strengthen the African, Arab and Asian public
opinion to boycott the minority government and forced it to change its policies
against the African population of South Africa.

Intensification of Egyptian Boycott of South Africa through the
Governmental and Non-Governmental Institutions
Following the Egyptian Foreign Ministry’s declaration on breaking off its relations
with South Africa on May 30th 1961, the government of South Africa, and also
the British media, tried to spread the idea that the Egyptian boycott was limited
to diplomatic aspects, and that economic and commercial relations would not be
affected by the statement. The British correspondents of the Times in South Africa
expressed this conviction at the beginning of June 1961.65

Despite the fact that the size of trade and transactions between Egypt and South
Africa was limited, the Egyptian Ministry of Trade and Industry released its
directive to ban imports from South Africa. The general administration also issued a
periodical for the banks, including the condition that the payments for commodities
exported from Egypt to South Africa must be made in advance or by irrevocable
documented funds.66

On the 14th February 1962, the Economic Affairs Department of the Egyptian
Foreign Ministry issued a document concerning the situation between Egypt and
South Africa in the light of the inaccurate news published by some British
newspapers, in which they claimed that “Egypt had ceased its economic boycott to
South Africa”. That issue had a negative impact in African circles. It was also
mentioned in the document of the Economic Affairs Department that the Egyptian
Presidency agreed on breaking off the economic relations with South Africa, and
preventing all ships’ journeys and all flights between the two countries, excluding
those crossing the Suez Canal, as well as preventing special services for passing
South African ships such as loading and unloading shipments, and providing them
with fuel and water. A number of ministries were informed of this document such
as the Ministry of Treasury, Ministry of Trade and Industry, Ministry of
Transportation, and Ministry of Defence and Military Production. They were
advised to carry out the directives in

(65) Ibid, p.171.

(66) The General Egyptian Book Or%anization, The National Archives of Egypt, the highly classified archive of the
Foreign Ministry, the document of the Economic Affairs Department in the Egyptian Foreign Ministry concerning
the economic boycott to South Africa, January 31st 1962.
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the document, guided by the rules of the law of boycotting Israel No. 506, and what
was suitable for the situation from these rules.67

On the 23rd September 1963, the Egyptian Minister of Economy issued the
ministerial decree No. 718 on ceasing of the economic relations between Egypt and
South Africa, especially after the release of the decisions of the African Summit
Conference that was held in Addis Ababa May 1963. They demanded the break of
the diplomatic and consular relations between African countries and the government
of South Africa, and the call for member states to cease their economic relations
and trade with South Africa due to its conduct of occupational policies and racial
discrimination.68 The Egyptian Ministry of Economy also declared that the economic
boycott was an integral part of the political boycott.

The Position of Egyptian Workers in Boycotting South Africa

The Egyptian workers responded to the decision of the boycott, and they even
initiated a boycott to South African ships in Egyptian ports. Many workers and ship
agents, in the ports of Port-Said, Suez and Alexandria, stopped offering the
necessary services for ships carrying the flag of South Africa while they were
passing through these ports. They announced that their situation came as a practical
application of the decisions of the UN General Assembly, in its 17th session,
towards the persistence of the South African government on adopting policies of
racial discrimination. Also, the workers in Port-Said boycotted the South African ship
(Nobel Marine) that arrived in Port-Said at the beginning of May 1963. They
announced that the step was a reflection of the UN General Assembly decisions that
advised member states to shut down their ports in the face of South African ships.69

Complete Boycott:

Adhering to the Egypt strategy towards a gradual boycott, and in concert with the
international decisions and the resolutions of the Organization of African Unity in
which Egypt contributed and helped in forming groupings of different powers for
issuing them, the President of the United Arab Republic (Egypt) issued a decree on
31st March 1964 on the boycott of South Africa’s Federation through maritime and
aviation. The decree included the following articles:70

All seaports and airports of the United Arab Republic will be shut in the face of
ships and planes carrying the flag of South African Federation.

(67) The Egyptian Ministry for Foreign Affairs -the Economic Affairs Department, a document on the situation
between Egypt and South Africa, February 14th 1962.

(68) Ministerial Decree No. 718 for the year 1963 on ceasing the economic relations between Egypt and the
Republic of South Africa on September 23rd 1963, Ibid.

(69) Dr Ahmed Yousef El-Korayy, Egyptian Foreign Policy towards Portuguese decolonization and ending racist
regimes in Africa (1952-1967) pp.173-174.

(70) The United Arab Republic, The Encyclopedia of Arab Politics, the Archives periodical, The Decree of the
President of the United Arab Republic No. 1066 for the Kear 1964 on boycotting South Africa —maritime and
aviation- on March 33rd 1964, State Information Service, The Center for Archives and Researches, Year 13, Vol. 4,
March-April 1964, p.103.
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All ships and planes carrying the flag of the United Arab Republic will be
prevented from entering the seaports and airports of South Africa.

Applying the previous 2 Articles does not interfere with the freedom of maritime
activity in the Suez Canal and the direct arrangements related to the safety of the
Canal and navigation.

In this sense, Egypt embarked on its complete boycott of the government of the
racist white minority in South Africa. It headed towards creating groupings of
Arab, African and Asian countries, non-aligned countries, and socialist powers for
the purpose of actualizing an international boycott of the Apartheid regime.
Moreover, Egypt continued to expose the atrocities of the racist white minority’s
internal policies as well as its bilateral relations, hoping that the racist regime would
abandon its unjust policies.

At the regional levels, Egypt opposition to apartheid and boycott of South Africa
began at the regional level with the Bandung Conference in 1955, which reached
the conclusion of recognizing the equality of all mankind and all nations.71 After
that, Egypt’s role continued at the African level in the conferences of Independent
African States, and the meetings of Sub-Regional organizations that preceded the
existence of the Organization of African Unity such as “The Casablanca Group”,
“The Monrovia Group “, and so forth. In addition, the role at the Arab level was
exemplified in the meetings and the conferences of the Arab League that were
summoned to support the anti-Apartheid policies. At the African regional level
Egypt exerted efforts to surround the white minority regime in South Africa in
particular, and all other racist regimes in Southern Africa in general. The Egyptian
efforts started to mount following the position of the Pretoria government from the
Tripartite aggression on Egypt and its position from Israel, as Egypt considered
both of them to stand for a form of vicious occupational colonialism.

In the first Conference of Independent African States which was held in Accra
on 15th to 22nd April 1958, Egypt participated in this conference along with 7
other African countries from Northern Africa and South of the Sahara. The
conference declared war on colonialism and on the Apartheid policies in South
Africa. In this manner, the conference issued a resolution Number 4, which was not
confined to condemning racial discrimination in South Africa, but went further to
calling on the members of the United Nations to eradicate the effects of racial
discrimination from their respective countries and fight the disgraceful treatment.72

In the resolution, it was mentioned that:73

(71) Colin Legoum, Pan -Africanism: A Brief African Guide, trans.to Arabic by: Ahmed M. Soliman and Dr Abd
El-Malik Auda, (Cairo: The Egyptian House for Publishing and Distribution), Periodical of African Studies No.19,
.216.

(72) Ibid, pp.52-53.

Countries that participated in this conference were: Egypt, Morocco, Tunisia, Libya, Sudan, Ghana, Liberia, and
Ethiopia.

(73) Ibid, pp.222-223.
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whereas having heard shocking accounts of the brutal operation of racism and
discriminatory laws and denial of human rights on the continent of Africa from
representatives of the participating organizations; whereas Africans in the Union of
South Africa, Rhodesia, Nyasaland, Mozambique,Angola, Kenya, Cameroons,
Belgian Congo, Basutoland, South West Africa, and Cameroon were victims of
racialism that has reached alarming proportions; Whereas the recognition of, and
respect for human dignity are the bases of a decent society; whereas those who
practice racialism and discrimination are therefore out of step with the law; Whereas
colonial authorities do not respect international conventions;

Be it resolved that this Conference registers its vehement protest against this ugly

system;

Condemns the pernicious system of racialism and discriminating laws, especially as

expressed in its extreme and most brutal forms in the Union of South Africa, Rhodesia,

the Portuguese Territories of Angola, Mozambique, Principe, and Sao Tome, where the

indigenous populations exist under a regime of apartheid;

Condemns racial segregation, reserve systems and all other forms of racial

discrimination and colour bar;

Calls upon the religious institutions and world religious leaders to exert all possible

efforts for the purpose of eradicating racial discrimination

The All-African People’s Conference calls upon the United Nations to reconstitute the

Committee on the Racial Situation in the Union of South Africa;

Recommends that all members should take measures to eliminate the effects of

racial discrimination, each one in its respective country, if it exists;

Demands all members of the United Nations to increase efforts for fighting and
eliminating this type of unjust disgraceful treatment”’.

In the second Conference of Independent African States which was held in Addis
Ababa in June 1965, the head of the Egyptian delegation in the conference, Hussein
Zu Al-Fuqgar Sabry - who was the deputy of the Foreign Affairs Minister, declared
that Egypt was ready to join any initiative for a complete boycott to South Africa
until it abandons its racial discrimination policies against its citizens. In this regard,
he said “The United Arab Republic (Egypt) will carry out any decision of the
conference against South Africa”. He added that, “The United Arab Republic is to
realize the independence of all African countries and their liberation from all forms
of colonialism”. The head of the Egyptian delegation called for putting an end to the
trusteeship of South Africa on South West Africa saying that “Great Britain cannot
acquit itself from this issue because it received the trusteeship in its name and then
referred it to South Africa”.74

The conference resolved on calling upon the member states to break their
diplomatic relations with South Africa, and boycott all its commodities, and bans all

(74)  The Egyptian Newspaper Al-Ahram, June 18th 1960.
Dr Colin Legoum, Ibid. p.263.
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its airplanes from flying over the lands of member states”. He added that, “All ports
of the Suez Canal are excluded from this matter so that we conform to the principle
of the freedom of navigation in the Suez Canal for all countries, specifically with
the countries that are not in a state of war with the United Arab Republic such as
Israel”.75 On the occasion of the inauguration of the Third All-African Peoples’
Conference, -which was held in Cairo from 23rd to 31st March 196076 President
Nasser said, “Did Colonialism give in ? Is this true whereas racial discrimination
is practiced in its worst forms resulting in more humiliation and disgrace for
Africans? Is racial discrimination but a facade for colonialism? And at the closing
of the conference, President Nasser referred to the success of Afro-Asian
countries who are members of the British “Commonwealth of Nations” to banish
the government of South Africa from its membership in the Commonwealth. This
issue contributed greatly in shedding more and more light on the problem of
racial discrimination. It, also, mobilized a strong international public opinion
against the government of South Africa that follows a course of action
contradictory to all human principles that people struggled for since the earliest
phases of history”.77

In the conference of Al-Dar Al-Baidaa, in Casablanca on 3rd to 7th January
1961, which included a number of countries called “The Casablanca Group”, Egypt
was one of the six founding countries of this group and it was very active init.78 The
conference attacked colonialism and racial discrimination, it called for the unity of
Africa as well as preserving its peace and integrity. Concerning the racial
discrimination practiced by the government of South Africa, the conference
opposed it, and it affirmed the decision of the Security Council issued in April 1960
that considers racial discrimination policies, practiced by the government of South
Africa, a threat to international peace and security. It, also, condemned the policies
of colonial states that were still supporting the government of South African
Federation and its racial policies morally, politically and militarily. The conference
demanded the United Nations to impose sanctions referred to in article 40 and 41 of
the United Nations Convention, if the government of South African Federation did
not put an end for its racial discrimination policies.79

(75)  Dr Ahmed Yousef El-Korayy, Egyptian Foreign Policy towards Portuguese decolonization and ending racist
regimes in Africa (1952-1967), pp.166-167.

(76) 1t is the conference that affirmed the resolutions of the first All-African Peoplers Conference held in Accra
(December 1958), and the second conference which was held in Tunisia (January 1960).

See: Colin Legoum, Ibid p.388.

(77)  The United Arab Republic (Egypt), A collection of statements, speeches and declarations of President Gamal
Abdl-Nasser, Part three, (Cairo: Ministry of National Guidance, State Information Service), pp.427-430.

(78)  This group was a sub-regional grouP, and it included: Egypt, Kingdom of Morocco, and the Algerian
government. And after the establishment of the Organization of African Unity, other countries joined this groups
which are: Ghana, Guinea, and Mali. It was a revolutionary organization that supported military struggle against
the French occupation of Algeria, and support Lumumba in Congo-Kinshasa, as well as supporting the idea  of
forming a political alliance between African countries. This was stated in the convention of Casablanca in
December 1960.

See: Ahmed Sekou Toure, United States of Africa, (Arab Republic of Egypt: State Information Service, 1981), p.36.

(199 Colin Legum, pp.287-288.
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In a speech given before the Foundational African Summit Conference that
established the Organization of African Unity, in May 1963 in Addis Ababa, the
President focused on the issue of racial discrimination in the continent in general,
and in South Africa in particular, to which he referred many times. He said, “From
outside our continent, there is colonialism which was not fully eliminated from all
parts of the continent... There is also racial discrimination and suppression that are
imposed in some parts of the continent... and there are operations of usurping the
lands of the people and prohibiting its original owners from using them, while giving
them to occupiers coming from far-away.”

In another part of his speech, he asserted on the importance of fighting racial
discrimination, as he said, “Condemnation will not be sufficient to overcome
suppression and racial discrimination... it is an insult to all humanity in this current
age and throughout all ages. We have to fight fiercely with all possible ways and
methods until we reach the level of complete boycott. This will enable us to turn those
who imposed isolation on African people in their lands to become isolated parts
from the whole humanity, and left out of the realm of international cooperation. We
have to impose boycott with all possible means, depending on intellectual capabilities
and organizing as well as effective actions”.80 Generally speaking, the
Foundational Summit Conference (Addis Ababa, May 1963) took many decisions.81
It discussed all forms of segregation and racial discrimination, and agreed,
consensually, to organize and unite all efforts for the purpose of putting an end to the
criminal policies of racial discrimination practiced by the government of South
Africa. These efforts included the following: Giving internships and scholarships to
researchers from South Africa, sending a delegation from Ministers of Foreign
Affairs to be informed of the changing situation in South Africa, supporting the
recommendations proposed to the Security Council and the General Assembly
through the United Nations Special Committee on the Elimination of Racial
Discrimination in South Africa, calling upon all countries to break their economic,
consular, and diplomatic relations with the government of South Africa, and to end
all forms of encouragement to racial discrimination.82

President Nasser condemned and opposed racial discrimination policies practiced
by the government of South Africa in almost all the African conferences he attended.
In the First African Summit Conference, in Cairo in July 1964, the President said that
the occupation conspiracy of Israel resembles the one in South Africa. And he said
about Israel that,“It is a part of a conspiracy to usurp the lands of the people through
what is called “settlements”, that which you have come to know in other examples
in the African continent in South Africa”. He demanded a complete boycott and

(802] The United Arab Republic (Egypt), A collection of statements, speeches and declarations of President Gamal
d El-Nasser, Part two, pp.355-360, p.430.

(81) Onthe decisions of the conference and its importance, see in this book: Elias J. Tarimo and Dr Elias Songagi,
The Role of the Organization of African Unity (OAU) and its Liberation Committee (SADET).

(82) See the decisions of the conference in details in: The Arab Republic of Egypt, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,

Resolutions, op.cit., (Cairo: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1985), p.19.
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besieging to the areas of racial discrimination in South Africa and Rhodesia.83 In
his speech, at the end of the conference, President Nasser said, “Your conference
was a clear indication of the efforts of freedom champions in the continent, such as
Mandela (South Africa) and Nkomo (Rhodesia) who were put behind bars by the
colonialists, and the people who are still struggling bravely with honour to break off
their chains”.84 The First African Summit Conference reached the conclusion in its
resolution (AHE/ RGS/531) that the situation in South Africa represents a large
threat to international peace and security. It also condemned the government of South
Africa and its policies that do not conform to the political and moral duties of the
member states of the United Nations. These policies form a great threat on stability
and peace in Africa and in the whole world. The Conference called for the release of
Nelson Mandela, Walter Sisulu and Mongoliso Sobukwe as well as all other African
patriots who were put in prison as a result of the notorious laws of South Africa. It
called upon all the countries producing oil to immediately seize their exports of oil
and its products to South Africa.85 President Nasser condemned the racial
discrimination policies applied in South Africa in all of the African conferences
and events. During his meetings and talks with Hamani Diori (President of Niger),
President Nasser condemned the fascist occupational policies that some governments
were still following, especially the racial discrimination policies in South Africa that
were still practiced despite of the United Nations resolutions issued in this regard,
and all international conventions on human rights.86 In an open letter to the African
peoples on the occasion of “Africa Liberation Day” on the 17th of September 1963,
President Nasser said, “We are working now for a well-established clear purpose
and that is the complete elimination of colonialism and the demolition of racial
discrimination”.87

Additionally, in a dinner party held for honouring the President of the Soviet Union
Nikita Khrushchev on the 9th of May 1964, President Nasser expressed his belief in
the agreement between the two countries to eliminate colonialism and struggle
against racism. He said, “Our efforts have met to fight colonialism and all its
forms... and to demolish racial discrimination”.88 Also, on the occasion of the
dinner party held by the Ethiopian Emperor Haile Selassie in honour of the
delegations that attended the African Summit Conference in Addis Ababa on 6th
November 1966, after thanking God for the blessing of the increased number of
African countries that were able to gain its independence, the President said, “This
does not hold us from carrying our

(83) Dr Ahmed Yousef El-Korayy, Egyptian Foreign Policy Towards Portuguese..., op.cit., p.168.

(84) Ibid, p.163.

(85) The Arab Republic of Egypt, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Resolutions, op.cit., pp. 44-45.

(86) The United Arab Republic, The Arab Political Encyclopedia, The Archives Publication, (Cairo: State
Information Service, The Center for Archives and Researches), Year Twelve, Vol.1, July 1963, p. 45.

(87) The letter of President Gamal Abd El-Nasser to the African peopleson the occasion of celebratmg the «Africa
Independence Day», September 17th 1963, Ibid, p.438.

(88) The speech of President Gamal Abd El-Nasser on the occasion of holding a dinner party to honour the Soviet
President Nikita Khrushchev, May 9th 1964, Ibid, p.593.
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duty towards our fellow African brothers who are struggling for their independence
and freedom against racial discrimination that is imposed upon them”.89

In the mutual statement issued on the occasion of the visit of the Emperor Haile
Selassie to the United Arab Republic on 18th October 1966, it was mentioned that
“Both parties express their condemnation of the British policies that led to the
usurpation of power in Rhodesia by the ethnic minority imposed by the occupation
on the people of Zimbabwe... The two parties condemn the occupation of the
government of South Africa to the South West Africa and violating the rights of the
people of this region to self-determination and eliminating this occupation. Also,
both sides condemn the decayed racist policies of the government of South Africa
that still work on depriving the absolute African majority from their natural rights,
and they condemn the vicious alliance that exists between this racist government of
South Africa and the racist minority government in Rhodesia on one hand, and the
existing Portuguese occupation that is based on former colonial policies”.90

In his speech in the African meeting in Cairo, that was comprised of Algeria,
Guinea, Tanzania, Mauritania and the United Arab Republic, under the auspices of the
Organization of African Unity, to discuss the problem of Rhodesia in 1966, President
Nasser said, “This is a common meeting to discuss a case that represents one of the
most dangerous threats to our continent... there was a coalition that was formed
gradually within this context; it included the British occupation, the minority regime
of Rhodesia, the interests of neo-colonialism, the Portuguese exploiting system, and
the racist government of South Africa. Itis a coalition between traditional colonialism
and new colonialist elements along with the centres of racial discrimination and
exploitation that deepened its existence in the South of the continent”.91 At the
closing of the conference, a mutual statement was made in which the states
severely condemned the coalition and coordination between the racist minority in
Southern Rhodesia and the colonial and racist powers in South Africa and Portuguese
colonies. The statement mentioned that “this coalition that acquires new
dimensions is the main enemy of the African peoples”.92

In the year 1968, Egypt threatened to withdraw from the Olympic Games if
South Africa participated in it. This action was a consolidation with national
liberation movements in South Africa and an opposition to racism.93 He also
expressed the continuity of the Egyptian position to reject and condemn racist
policies. By this Egypt was giving a model of intensifying the boycott exemplified
in the decision of

(89) The speech of President Gamal Abd El-Nasser on the occasion of the dinner party held by the Ethiopian
Emperor Haile Selassie in honour of the delegations that attended the African Summit Conference in Addis Ababa
November 6th 1966), Ibid, Year Fifteen, Vol.1, July-December 1966, p.59.

90) The mutual statement on the occasion of the visit of the Emperor Haile Selassie to the United Arab Republic
October 18th 1966), Ibid, p.167.

91) The speech of President Gamal Abd El-Nasser: The Opening Session of the African Meeting in Cairo, April
14th 1967, Ibid, p.67.

(92) The mutual statement of the African Meeting in Cairo, April 14th 1967, Ibid, pp.155-156.

(93) Africa Contemporary Record (1968 — 1969), (Annual Survey and Documents), edited by: Colin Legoum,
(London: Africa Research Limited, 1969), p.128.
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President Nasser No. 1606 on 19th March 1964, on boycotting all conferences and
activities that were attended by representatives of South Africa.94

During the nineteen-seventies, the policy of the late President Anwar Al-Saddat
continued to follow the same path of President Nasser. In the ordinary session
number 15 of the African Summit Conference held in Khartoum in 1978, President
Saddat addressed the attendees of the conference saying: “Our brothers, we cannot
ignore the standing reality of the continuation of racist regimes to challenge our
will...these racist regimes that are still violating and transgressing the dignity of
our fellow brothers who were put in the dark circumstances of terrorism,
suppression and exploitation, through occupation and colonialism that is based, at its
core, on the exploitation of native people who are owners of the land. This
occupation became a means for serving vicious colonial interests, and it has
become a barrier for these people preventing them from their basic human rights.
Strangely enough, the United Nations Decade against Racial Discrimination, which
it declared in 1973, and almost half of the decade is over and there is still no
tangible progress in the cause of our brothers in South Africa and Rhodesia. We
will seize the chance of the international conference organized by the United
Nations in Geneva, in the middle of the next month, to fight racial discrimination
through setting a practical and a timely schedule to eliminate the racist occupation in
our great continent”. He added, “Our feeling of freedom will never be complete if all
our brothers in South Africa and Zimbabwe are facing occupation and oppression.
We cannot sense hope or security in the future if our African brothers are still
worried about their future and their lives”.95

In the year 1975, Egypt announced that the Declaration of Dar es Salaam on South
Africa expresses the Egyptian position, and is considered a historical document on
the path of struggle towards independence. Needless to say that it affirms to the whole
world the dangers and crimes of racist occupational colonialism, practiced against
people who were usurped from their lands and freedom. Thus, Egypt decided to
agree with all the content of the declaration. It also supported African states in their
attempt to issue a resolution to suspend the membership of the racist government of
South Africa in the International Organization for Weather Forecasts, and endorse
the invitation of Namibia to attend the meetings of this session as anobserver.

At the Arab Regional Level

The Egyptian as member of the Arab League was active in confronting racism
and Apartheid in South Africa. This was in response to the mutual challenges and
injustices that both the Arab and the African sides faced namely, European colonialism
and settler racist regimes in both areas; the racist white minority in Rhodesia and

(94) Nabil Abd EI-Hamid Hasan, The Republic of South Africa Following the Apartheid and Possible Effects of the
Egyptian Policies in Africa, MA Thesis, Faculty of Economics and Political Science — Cairo University, December
1995, p.154.

(95) The Arab Republic of Egypt, State Information Service, A Collection of Speeches and Statements of President
Anwar Al-Saddat, the period between July to December 1978, p.17.
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South Africa in the African continent, and Israel in the Arab world. Therefore, both
Arabs and Africans stood side by side to face these critical mutual challenges.
Arabs opposed the racial discrimination in South Africa, and Africans supported the
Arabs in their conflict against Israel. The Arab League condemned the policies of
racial discrimination Africa and the suppression of the African majority in the hands
of the white minority in South Africa since its establishment in the year 1945
condemned the policies of racial discrimination in South. Africa. Additionally the
Arabs condemned this policy, both as a group inside the Arab League led by Egypt,
and as individual states. They moved as an organized group to coordinate their
efforts inside the United Nations and constituted the first step to an Afro-Asian
coordination inside the United Nations considering that the League was founded
before the Organization of African Unity. They were the ones condemning racial
discrimination policies in South Africa, called for imposing sanctions as well as
boycott of South Africa. The Arab position inside the United Nations had an
effective role in the issuing of the General Assembly Resolution No.1514 for the
year 1960 which gives independence to occupied countries and peoples.

Fighting racial discrimination in South Africa

In addition to the resolutions of the Arab League since its early meetings in 1946,
which opposed racial discrimination, the Arab League conferences showed concern
and discontent with the racist practices of the government of Pretoria, since the first
conference of the Summit which was held in Cairo in January 1964. The statement of
the Summit expressed that,*“Arab leaders call for the support of all independent states
that believe in the values of peace and justice”...”They believe in the just Arab
struggle against colonialism...and in the national struggle of Angola and South
Africa and everywhere else in the world. Issues of freedom and justice are one
integral unit”.96
The Second Arab Summit that was held in Alexandria during the same from 5th to
11th September 1964, supported the decisions of the African Summit that was held
in Cairo (July 1964), and stressed on the belief of the Afro-Asian consolidation, and
raised hopes in the increasing strength of the African unity. It also confirmed the
necessity to stand for the just causes of the people, and their right in self-determination
and the elimination of colonialism and racial discrimination... and those issues of
Afro-Arab cooperation represent one of the bases for the policy of the Arab world”.97
As for the Third Arab Summit held in Casablanca in 1965, Arab Presidents and
Kings affirmed the struggle of the Africans for freedom in the Portuguese colonies,
and “they condemned the racial discrimination in South Africa, and also condemned

(96) Resolutions of the First Arab Summit in Cairo (13-17/1/1964), available on:
http://www.fatehforums.com/showthread.php?

(975J Resolutions of the Second Arab Summit in Alexandria (5-11/9/1964), available on:
http://www.fatehforums.com/showthread.php?
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the attempts declaring the independence of Southern Rhodesia in the way which
enables the white minority to seize power solely”.98

The Sixth Arab Summit held in Algeria, in November 1973, was a clear sign of
the Arab support to the cause of opposing racism and the process of international
boycott to the white minority regime in South Africa. This is true especially when we
take into consideration the timing; as it is was held after the October 1973 war, in
which the Egyptian and Syrian armies succeeded in defeating Israel and the
African countries broke their relations with Israel. In that Summit, the Arab
countries expressed “their gratitude and appreciation for the fellow African countries
for the decisions they took to break their relations with Israel which increased its
isolation in the world.” The statement issued from the Summit expressed the full
support of the Arab countries to African countries in their struggle for the purpose of
national liberation and economic progress, and in their struggle against occupation
and racial discrimination. The Summit Council resolved to break all diplomatic,
consular, economic and cultural relations with South Africa, Portugal and Rhodesia
by countries that had not done so, apply complete ban on exporting Arab oil to
those three countries and carry out special arrangements to continue supplying
fellow African states with Arab 0il.99

Confronting racism at the international level in the 1960s and 1970s:

Egypt moved for this cause through collaborating the work of the Arab group and
the Afro-Asian group since the Ban dung Conference in 1955, and the African group
since the Conference of Independent African States held in Accra in 1958. It
incited the different groups of Third World countries to put increased international
pressure on the government of the white minority in South Africa, following the
Sharpeville Massacre.

After the Sharpeville massacre occurred on the 21st March 1960, Egypt along
with 28 African and Asian countries informed the Security Council about this issue,
which led the Council to discuss the Apartheid for the very first time. It took a decision
on the 1st April 1960, Resolution No0.134, in which it states that the situation in South
Africa had resulted in an international dispute, and in case of its continuation, it
might endanger international peace and security. The Security Council called upon
the government of South Africa to take the necessary precautions to reach a racial
consensus based on equality...and to abandon the Apartheid policies.100

On the 13th April 1961, the General Assembly issued its resolution N0.1598,
which was proposed by Egypt and a number of African and Asian states. This
resolution stated in its third article on the demand to all countries to take individual
and collective measures in order to put pressure on South Africa to cease its racial

(98) Resolutions of the Third Arab Summit, Casablanca (Morocco), (13-17/9/1965), Arab Decision Archive,
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(99) Resolutions of the Sixth Arab Summit Conference, (Algeria — November 1973), Arab Decision Archive,
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Al-Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studies, July 1978), pp.126-127.


http://www.fatehforums.com/showthread.php
http://www.fatehforums.com/showthread.php

8.3 north africa 137

discrimination policies. In the seventeenth session of the UN General Assembly, Dr
Mahmoud Fawzy, the Egyptian Minister of Foreign Affairs, on 12th October 1962,
confirmed the Egyptian position on the problem of Apartheid in South Africa. In this
regard, he said “The government of South Africa is still adhering to the policies of
racial discrimination, in addition to the position it follows towards South West Africa,
and it is a situation that implies a challenge to the United Nations”.101

The General Assembly agreed on the resolution No.1761 in November 1962
that considers the racial discrimination policies a threat to international peace and
security. The resolution demanded all countries to take proper individual and
collective precautions that would pressure South Africa to abandon this policy.102
The United Nations also demanded the imposition of a voluntary ban to the
production of weapons exported to Rhodesia.103

In response to the General Assembly resolutions, Egypt informed the Secretary
General in a letter dated October 3rd 1963 that it broke all its diplomatic relations
with the government of South Africa since May 1961, and it broke its economic
relations as well since September 1963. Egypt had also prohibited all Egyptian
ships from entering the ports of South Africa, and it closed its ports to all ships
carrying the flag of South Africa. It refused to give any facilitation for taking off
and transit for all South African and South African registered airplanes. Egypt was
asserting the resolution of banning the supply of weapons and military equipment
to South Africa.104

Moreover, the Egyptian delegate in the special political committee of the UN
General Assembly, announced that Egypt was educating 20 students from South
Africa in Cairo yearly. The Egyptian Minister of Foreign Affairs on 10th October
1963, requested from the General Assembly, in the name of Egypt, to take an
immediate decision against the trial of 11 people for the attempt of toppling the
government in South Africa. The Egyptian official said that the United Nations
should work on releasing the political prisoners who were wrongly accused by the
government of South Africa, which used the most brutal methods to arrest them.105

On the 27th April 1964, Egypt, along with 57 African and Asian states,
demanded holding an emergency meeting for the Security Council to look into the
heated situation in South Africa in the light of the report of the United Nations
Secretary General on 20th April 1964, asking the Security Council to take urgent
procedures for preventing the problem of South Africa, as they opposed the
assassination of patriotic leaders in South Africa which was considered a threat to
peace in Africa and in the
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whole world. On the 9th June 1964, the resolution of the Security Council No.190
was issued. It condemned the government of South Africa concerning the trial of
the leaders of the liberation movement. It is important to note that this was the last
resolution issued by the Security Council on this conflict until 1970.106

In the General Assembly, Egypt was a member of the UN Committee of
Credentials that was tasked to check papers of accreditation of the state
representatives delegated to New York. Furthermore, the Egyptian delegate Ismail
Fahmy proposed, on behalf of Egypt, Syria and Madagascar, the project of the
resolution to the committee speaking of not recognizing the validity of the
accreditation presented from the actual government of South Africa. This
suggestion was approved by the Soviet Union. Despite the fact that this suggestion
did not mention the approval of the other five countries in the committee, namely
Australia, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Iceland and the U.S., it proposed representation
of the first attempt to reveal such illegalities.

The Egyptian Role in Supporting the Process of Change in South Africa and
Namibia (1989-1994)

By the end of the nineteen-eighties, and in the context which led to the end of the
Cold War between the two superpowers, Egypt continued its policy towards the
government of South Africa; a policy which was based on the commitment to the
general African consensus to oppose the white minority regime in South Africa,
support African liberation movements and assist the front-line African states. This
was done for the purpose of forcing the white minority government to abandon its
apartheid policies internally, and liberating Namibia that it occupies externally. The
context of the Cold Wans end allowed for a Détente for Namibia, which was
occupied by South Africa, especially after the international agreement between the
United States and the former Soviet Union, which was a primary step for the process
of Détente.

It is important to note that the international context, around the end of the Eighties,
started to change, particularly after the Soviet Union ceased to be confrontational
with the United States in different parts of the world. Instead, the Soviet Union
showed willingness to negotiations and peaceful solutions in the area of Southern
Africa. One of the most significant implications for this was to facilitate reaching
Angolan-Namibian agreements in December 1988 that were directly related to
the departing of Cuban forces from Angola, which, eventually, opened the way to
Namibiars independence on 21st March 1991.

There were a number of elements and conditions that contributed to increasing
the likelihood of the collapse of the vicious Apartheid regime in South Africa, such
as the international environment, which prevailed at that time; international and
African pressures that were led by Egypt in this stage, as Egypt presided over the
Organization of African between 1989-1990; and of course the brave struggle of
the

(106) Ibid, p.128-129.
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African people of South Africa. As for the Egyptian support for the process of
change, by the end of the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s, we can observe
that the Egyptian diplomacy re-evaluated the position from the situation in South
Africa, in the light of the developments and changes that took place internationally,
regionally and inside South Africa. This process of re-evaluation drove Egypt to
participate in the process of change for the interest of Africans. This led Egypt,
eventually, to restore its relations again with South Africa; a position which we can
analyse through the following remarks:

Egypt and Independence of Namibia

Egypt followed with interest the case of Namibia because it represented an African
national liberation case in the first place; and secondly because it was related to the
racist situation imposed by the occupying country, South Africa. Egypt established
a political office representing Namibian revolutionaries in Cairo. It, also, took the
initiative to establish direct relations with SWAPO which meant acknowledging the
organization, the legitimacy of its struggle and its representation of the Namibian
people. This acknowledgement came years before many countries started recognizing
the legitimacy of this organization. Since 1992, SWAPO was able, through these
facilities in Egypt, to send more than 200 members of its cadres to receive military
training, methods of resistance and guerrilla warfare in Egyptian military colleges.
Those members were the core of military struggle in Namibia afterwards.107

Additionally, the Egyptian diplomacy supported the Namibian people either in
the realm of the United Nations or in the Organization of African Unity, as Egyptian
diplomats took part in the international mobilization for Namibian interests. The
Permanent Representative of Egypt to the United Nations travelled to Japan as an
envoy of the Security Council in March 1979 to ask for the support of the Japanese
public opinion, and send a report to the Secretary General of the United Nations.
Also, Egypt presided over the United Nations Council that travelled in 1983 to
Latin American countries, namely Costa Rica, Haiti, San Domingo, and Nicaragua,
for increasing the awareness of the Namibian case in these areas. It was a member of
the United Nations Fund for Namibia since 1977, to finance the preparations for
Namibia’s state reconstruction and enforcing it. This was a program that intended to
cover the pre-independence phase. Egypt was chosen as a member of the
administration board of Namibia’s Institute affiliated to the United Nations Council
for Namibian Affairs based in Lusaka to train the Namibian youth technically and
culturally.108

Furthermore, Egypt tried, throughout the 1980°s, using its contacts with the United
States and other Western countries like Great Britain, France, Italy and Western
Germany, to invite them to support African demands for independence, in particular.
Through the efforts of the Western contact group, there was an agreement to start

(107) Adel Sa»id Abd El-Razek, op.cit p.175.
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a new round of negotiations which began in London in May 1988 between the
quadruple parties, namely Angola, South Africa, Cuba and the United States.

Asserting the Egyptian interest of the Namibian cause, Egypt hosted the third
round of the quadruple negotiations, in the period from 24th to 26th June 1988, for
the purpose of overcoming the problems that faced the negotiations path. Although
Egypt was not a party in the negotiations, and also it was still boycotting South
Africa, it agreed to the request of the Angolan President Jose Eduardo dos Santos
to hold this round of negotiations in Cairo. This was to remove any obstacles in the
face of implementing the United Nations Resolution on Namibia’s independence.
The delegation of South Africa arrived in Cairo to participate in the negotiations
according to the rules of the special envoys pacts that were issued within the realm
of the United Nations in 1969, which allowed for the communication between
states that have no diplomatic relations. This was done also in accordance with all
other African states involved in this case. Egyptian diplomacy followed up on these
negotiations. It used its influence to counter the efforts that were against proceeding
with the negotiations at this important stage. Hence, a mutual work-plan was made
and all parties agreed that experts would implement it to ensure the progress of these
negotiations. Negotiation rounds continued after that in New York (11/07/1988), and
then in Geneva, Brazzaville, New York until the final agreement “Independence
Pact” was signed in New York in December 22nd 1988.109

With the victory of SWAPO in the November 1989 elections and the realization
of Namibian independence, another strategic goal of the Egyptian policy goals in
eliminating the occupation in the whole continent, was achieved. President Mubarak
attended the celebration of Namibia’s independence on 21st March 1990 as the
President of the Arab Republic of Egypt, and the President of the Organization of
African Unity during that year. This event had important significance to the Egyptian
perception that headed the campaign of eliminating colonialism in the continent for
long. Egypt considered the independence of Namibia as the beginning of a complete
liberation wave for Southern Africa from racism.110 President Mubarak, also, had
a meeting with the President of South Africa de Clark, at that time, during the
ceremonies of celebrating Namibia’s independence.111
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2. Freeing Nelson Mandela in the Context of the de Clark Reform Program:

It’s important to refer to the active Egyptian role in putting pressures on Pretoria
government to release Nelson Mandela. In a meeting with the Coordinating
Committee for the Liberation of Africa, in February 1990, President Mubarak
declared that Egypt’s diplomatic efforts were exerted for more than two years, in
collaboration with various partners, and they contributed in the release of the great
African leader Nelson Mandela, who is considered a symbol for the national struggle
of South Africa. In the opening of the Third Conference for Pan-African Parliaments,
he said, “Nelson Mandela was worthy of becoming a symbol for human resistance
everywhere. All the free people and the freedom fighters all over the world look up
to his victory as it is a victory of the good over the evil.” He added, “We remind the
minority regime in Pretoria once again, the inevitability of submitting to the rationale
of history, and the rule of law so that the vicious racial discrimination policies will
not remain, except as an obsolete phase of human history, which radiates with the
greatness of human resistance against aggression and injustice.”112

The following month, President Mubarak, in the opening session of Meeting the
Special Committee on South Africa held in Lusaka on 19th March 1990, he said,
“We are concerned with the positive developments that are taking place in South
Africa, on top of which is the release of the African hero Nelson Mandela, and
removing the prohibition of national liberation movements and national
organizations. This is something which is apt to be considered a victory for human
rights all over the world”.113

Releasing Nelson Mandela coincided with the first wave of a wide range of
reforms that de Clark declared in February 1990. These reforms included: ending
the prohibition imposed on political parties and organizations, the intentions of the
government to participate in the negotiations to eliminate what was left from the
apartheid. This process met the demands of the international society, including the
United States and George Bush Senior administration; as its electoral campaign
involved the willingness to meet with black and white leaders in South Africa for
the purpose of stirring the situation there.114

Also this concurred with the transformation that started to take place in Africa,
and in the whole world, after the end of the Cold War age and the beginning of a new
international system. President Mubarak invited the South African leader Nelson
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Mandela to visit Egypt, and he did accept the invitation. He came to Egypt from
19th to 22nd May 1990, and he received official, popular and media attention.
Cairo University also gave him honorary PhD. President Mubarak declared, during
that time, that Egypt will continue to support the people of South Africa until the
full elimination of racial discrimination in the Southern part of the continent.

Re-Evaluation of Relations with the New South Africa

Since the of the 1990s of the 20th Century, and with the détente that took place
inside South Africa, as well as the issuance of the United Nations General
Assembly Resolution No. 38 of December 1991, that is related to the efforts of
eliminating the apartheid, Egypt started to re-evaluate the situation as for what
could enable it to mobilize the situation in the positive direction aiming for the
interests of the African majority. This was important specifically since the General
Assembly resolution, as mentioned earlier, was issued under the title of
“International Efforts to Eliminate the Apartheid”. The resolution had such a
moderate and balanced discourse, that even the government of South Africa
welcomed it. All of this indicates a turning point in the perspective of the
international society towards the situation in South Africa.

Egypt had a number of observations on this General Assembly resolution which
included the following: First, the resolution did not mention the condemnation of
the government of South Africa. Second, it did not include the declaration of the
government of South Africa of its intentions to end the policy of racial segregation.
Third, it avoided the issue of inducing states to stop its academic, cultural and athletic
cooperation with South Africa. Fourth, it ignored the indication to oil ban. Fifth,
it did not use the phrase of “economic boycott” but it rather mentioned “economic
procedures” and the prohibition of weapons. In spite of these observations, the
Egyptian diplomacy began to realize that the forces of change in relations to the
international society with South Africa had just begun, and that the different parties
of the international community as well as regional groupings started to revise their
positions from the situation in South Africa. Thus, Egypt started to re-evaluate its
position from the government of South Africa in the light of these new variables. It
is important to note that in 1991-1992, Egypt reconsidered its position from South
Africa as the African department in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs introduced two
official documents in this matter, the first one was dated 11th January 1991 pertaining
to the deliberations of the issue of racial segregation in the 45th session of the
United Nations General Assembly, and the second one was in 1992 pertaining to the
evaluation of the different positions of states from the political and economic boycott
to South Africa and Egypt’s evaluation of the currentsituation.115

a. Positive signs and the convenient developments:

(115) The Arab Republic of Egypt, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Egypt>s Memorandum on the evaluation of the
positions of different states from the political and economic boycott to South Africa and Egypt>s evaluation — of
the current situation (Cairo: the African department in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the record of racial
discrimination, 1992.
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The official documents of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs have determined them to
be as follows:

de Clark’s policies of constitutional reform and ending the emergency status in
KwaZulu-Natal region, as well as eliminating the policy of racial discrimination
in different institutions and social and entertainment forums.

The decision of the European group to lift the ban on the new investments in
South Africa to address unemployment, economic and social conditions and
encouraging the eliminate racial discrimination. Hence, the European Council
decided on the 15th December 1990, that European countries group will begin
reducing the group of measures agreed upon in 1986, as long as the government
of South Africa is taking legislative measures to eliminate the Group Areas Act
and land laws.

The United States began gradual reduction of boycott procedures gradually aimed
to end boycott.

The development of the relations between some of the African states and
the Pretoria government, in addition to the beginning of talks over regional
integration and cooperation between the countries in Southern Africa. This trend
led the Secretary General of the Organization of African Unity to address a
letter to a number of African heads of state, during December 1990, including
President Kenneth Kaunda who met with the Foreign Minister of the Pretoria
government many times. He also invited him to attend a special event with
President Kaunda and President Museveni.

b. Extant challenges

The Challenges and difficulties that the Egyptian Ministry of Foreign Affairs believed
that the following challenges still existed:

The continuation of the violent incidents in the Homelands and Black townships
from the supporters of the National Congress movement and Inkatha Movement.
There were also radical trends in the African National Congress movement. This
issue led the leadership to take on the conception of the continuation of imposing
penalties in exchange of agreeing to negotiations with the White government over
the new constitution. Therefore, there were fears that such radical trends would
threaten the process of negotiations entirely.

The continuation of violent acts and the deteriorating situation, which came as a
result of the internal fight between the Inkatha movement and the African National
Congress movement affect the negotiations with the Pretoria government which
might lead to an increased support for the white minority’s idea to establish a
smaller state restricted only to the Whites according to what the pragmatic wing
of the Conservatives party called for.

The Pretoria government rejection of the idea of holding a foundational assembly
based on the assumption that such a call conforms to the cases in which the
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countries are on their path towards independence, so they are creating a new
constitution for the first time, which does not apply to South Africa.

« The competition and cooperation between the Black African organizations and
their leadership due to the transition from military actions to political actions
intensified as a result of political manoeuvers between the different forces.

c. The Document of the Egyptian Ministry of Foreign Affairs resolved:

The belief that the information was available to our permanent delegation in New
York where the Pretoria government was to apply on February 1991, a proposal for
a law concerning the terminating of the land laws and Group Areas Act which were
waiting for ratification before June 1991. Through this, the government responded
to the American conditions to lift the ban on economic transactions with South
Africa as well as to cease all other bans imposed by the European group and Japan.
It was also expected that all those who were deported and exiled, and their numbers
ranged from 30,000 to 40,000 including 8,000 combatants, were to be assisted and
given aid from the European countries to be successfully integrated in the society.
Indeed, the beginning of the 1990’s, constituted a major element in the process of
Egypt’s re-evaluation of its position with respect to South Africa which remained
in the same course since the 1950’s. However, the outcome of this re-consideration
hung between Egypt’s complete endorsement of all the positive steps achieved.
They included the level of the détente witnessed internally in South Africa, the
context of the new negotiations between rivals in South Africa, the new
perceptions of the international society of the conditions there, on one hand, and
Egypt continuing with breaking diplomatic relations with the white minority
government on the other hand. Egyptian conduct towards the events that occurred in
South Africa during the 1990s was preceded by the political trend that adhered to
the collective decisions of the Organization of African Unity in its support for
national liberation movements on the one hand and encouraging constructive
negotiations between the government and liberation movements underway in order
to reach a real democratic society which would put an end to racism and constitute
a non-racist society.

On the 17th June 1990, Dr Boutros Ghaly, the Egyptian State Minister for
Foreign Affairs, had a meeting with the South African Minister of African Affairs, in
which the latter asked the former to reconsider the request of sending an Egyptian
delegation to take part as observers, in the negotiations between his government
and the representatives of African national organizations.116 Egyptstilladhered tothe
position of condemning the Pretoria government through the resolutions of the
Organization of African Unity, particularly for its conduct in instigating the
destructive violent rage that covered Southern Africa. Egypt, also, welcomed the
mutual historical meeting between the African National Congress and the Pan
African Congress in Harare, from 15th to 16th April 1991, as it considered it a
turning point in the struggle against

(116) Nabil Abd El-Hamid Hasan, Ibid. p.162.
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racist oppression. It praised the decision both movements had reached in August
1991, as they agreed to hold a national conference that was comprised of all
national groups and divisions for the purpose of establishing a national front.

Egypt, also, stood by African states in the 28th Summit Conference held in
Dakar, in July 1992, which called upon the Security Council to investigate the
violent acts in South Africa, based on the request of the African National Congress,
and to put pressure on the Pretoria government to resume the process of
negotiations and establish a non-racist democratic government.117 Reacting to
Nelson Mandela’s and the African National Congress request to re-impose sanctions
on South Africa; and the call to perform an international investigation in the
political violence events, in an attempt to punish de Clark for not accepting the
demands of the African National Congress, Egypt called for a UN Security Council
Special Session which was held on 15th — 16th July 1992.

In the Egyptian statement presented by Amr Moussa, the Egyptian Minister of
Foreign Affairs, before the Security Council, he mentioned, “Egypt was keen to
participate in this meeting as an expression for our call, which we confirmed invariably,
for the necessity of giving a priority for the situation in South Africa in this critical
and vital stage. We believe that this situation has affected the conditions in Africa, in
addition to our belief that eliminating racial discrimination is a distinguishing border
between one age and another, and once it takes place, it will be a major departing
point for Africa’s individuals, communities, peoples and states.118

Egypt determined its position and demanded, in its statement in the Security
Council, a number of procedures; the most important of them were:119

i. There isno alternative to eliminating the Apartheid regime and replacing it with a

non-racist democratic regime.

ii. CODESA negotiations should be reinstated as soon as possible, and Egypt

demands all the parties involved to join these negotiations.

ii. Egypt conceives violence as the main impediment in this path towards democracy.

iv. The main party responsible of confronting violent acts is the government.

v. Cooperation between all sides is an essential matter.

vi. The goal of this phase is to resume the negotiations and the desired final goal is to

spread peace, democracy, equality and majority rule.

Emerging relationships between Egypt and South Africa
The immediate post 1992 period witnessed gradual normalization of relations between

Egypt and the new South Africa that was emerging. They began with exchange of
commercial delegations, businessmen and investors between both countries. Many

(117) Idem.

(118) The Arab Republic of Egypt, The statement of Mr Amr Moussa, the Foreign Minister before the Security
Council concerning the Situation in South Africa, 15/07/1992, (Cairo: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, African
Department).

(119) Ibid.

Also see:

The Arab Strategic Report 1992, (Cairo: Al-Ahram Institution, 1992), p.427.
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commercial and economic agreements were signed; the one with the most profound
effect among them was a special agreement which lifted the ban on airline operations
between the two countries and establishing a new branch office for Egypt Air in
Johannesburg. The first Egyptian plane flew on the Cairo/ Johannesburg route on 5th
February 1992 after suspension of flights that lasted for 19 years. Also, the year
1993 witnessed exchanging visits of media and athletic groups, in addition to some
trade fairs.120

To be sure, Egyptian actions towards the restoration of relations gradually with
South Africa were in concert with the general context that started to dominate inside
the Organization of African Unity,especially inrelationto creating economic,financial
and commercial channels with South Africa, in order to promote the transformation
process. On 26th September 1993, the Organization of African Unity officially
declared its decision to lift economic sanctions against South Africa, especially
after Nelson Mandela announced it in his speech, before the Special Committee
against Apartheid, affiliated to the General Assembly, to lift the sanctions against
South Africa. He asserted, “The time has come to lift economic sanctions...”.
However, at the same time he called for the maintaining of the weapons prohibition
until the national government was formed, after the elections set for April 1994.
The United Nations reached its decision to lift commercial sanctions and travel
restrictions for South Africa on 8th October 1993, and by this, ending the isolation
that was imposed on South Africa.121

In this setting, economic relations began to be restored through the visits of
Egyptian businessmen to South Africa, and by participating in the fairs and visiting
showrooms there to open new horizons for Egyptian commodities. So, 17 Egyptian
companies took part in the 15th round of the fair called “Design for Living” held in
Good Hope in the city of Cape Town. Also, the first company was established in
South Africa for trade and contracts between both countries for marketing Egyptian
commodities, it was called “EgyCape”. This company acquired authorizations for
marketing and distribution in all African countries. Some tourist companies such as
Flamingo opened offices for Tourism in South Africa.

Despite of this ongoing motion between both countries, Egypt followed up on the
process of negotiations and its integrity. And once the conflict between political parties
and competing elements reached a certain critical point that threatened to result in
violent acts and secessionist claims, President Mubarak, who was the President of
the Organization of African Unity 1993-1994, held a meeting of the Permanent
Committee on Southern Africa in Harare on 19th March 1994, for the purpose of
providing all required assistance to save the negotiation process and to support them
in attaining freedom. President Mubarak confirmed, in his opening speech of the
Southern African Summit Conference, It takes the participation of all national forces

(120) The Arab Republic of Egypt, Ministry of Information, State Information Service, Egypt under the Presidency
of Mubarak and the New Republic of South Africa, p.11.

(121) Africa Research Bulletin, September 16th — October 15th, 1993, pp.114 -120.
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in the election process as a major and important step to achieve the hopes we look
for in these transformational historical models”. He added, “From our side, we will
never hesitate to exert all efforts sincerely for enforcing this perception because we
consider our mission inside this committee to be continuing and connected. It will
remain so until the outcomes of our great struggle are realized. We are quite ready to
contact all parties and groups to encourage them to participate positively so that a
democratic state can be established in South Africa and acquire its place in our large
African family”.122

The committee condemned, in its final statement, all sorts of violence or threats,
and it requested from all leaders and parties not to boycott, or threaten to boycott, the
electoral process but instead to be part of it.”123

When the United Nations Resolution No.894 was issued on the 15th January 1994,
which was concerned with the supervision of elections by the United Nations,
Egypt contributed 32 observers out of the 180 observers from the UN,
governmental and non-governmental institutions, as well as other international
organizations. Dr Mona Amr, the head of the Egyptian representation office in
South Africa, ina statement
for Sawt Al-Arab broadcast on 27th April 1992, asserted that the Egyptian presence
was an efficient and an active presence. She said that there were over 50 Egyptian
observers spread all over South Africa to supervise the electoral process.124

The success of the elections had very good implications for all the Egyptians. Mr
Amr Moussa stated on 25th April, before the elections, with just one day to
go,“Egypt is glad with the developments taking place in South Africa, particularly,
that they are occurring at the same time that Egypt is presiding over the
Organization of the African Unity”.125

While the first signs of true normalization appeared in 1991, when the Egyptian
Ambassador to Mozambique announced that he would react favourably to visa
applications from South African citizens; the formal relations came at the end of
1993, with the opening of South African and Egyptian Representative Offices in
Cairo and Pretoria, respectively. On the 11th October 1993, the Egyptian Foreign
Ministry announced that full diplomatic relations would be resumed, following the
April 1994 general elections in South Africa. Shortly after the elections, both
governments announced the upgrading of their respective Representative Offices to
Embassies.126

(122) The Arab Republic of Egypt, Ministry of Information, The Archives Periodical, President Mubarak»s speech
in the opening session of the Southern African Summit Conference in Harare, 19/03/1994, (January-December
1994), pp.84-85.

(123) Al-Ahram: 20/03/1994.

124) Middle East Press Association (Cairo), |, 27/04/1994.

125) Ibid, 25/04/1994.

(126) Republic of South Africa, Department of Foreign Affairs, (web: http://www.dfa.gov.za/).
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Algeria

The Algerian Role in Supporting the Liberation Struggle in Southern
Africa Algeria had the longest and the most brutal European colonization in the
continent. Since the arrival of French colonization in the territory of Algeria in
1830, the Algerian people were subjected to all kinds of multiple oppression,
torture, destruction and obliteration of identity. Therefore, the Algerian people had
to struggle against colonialism for about 132 years of colonialism. The most
important of these stages and the most decisive was the national resistance led by
the Algerian National Liberation Front (FLN), that was set up on 1st November
1954 to obtain independence for Algeria from France. The revolution swept across
Algeria. France resorted to the use of violence and displacement to hit the national
movement and role models, prompting some of them, such as Farhat Abbas and
others, to resort to seeking asylum in Cairo.

As the Algerian revolution continued, and with the constant support of Egypt,
the Algerians were able to take away the recognition of France in their right to self-
determination. They agreed to negotiate in the Evian Conference in June 1961, but
the Algerians rejected the French conditions, forcing France to recognize the full
independence of Algeria as a sovereign state, in 1962.

Algeria’s independence was nowhere to be effective, leading to a convergence
between African States, especially the revolutionary and moderate countries in
Africa. It also had an impact in advancing the process of the liberation of the
continent, and support of liberation movements throughout Africa, including in the
Southern Africa region. This was due to the successful revolutionary model of the
Algerian revolution and the national liberation movement that led the struggle
againstcolonialism.

The Algerian Patriotic Front for Liberation succeeded in doing the most important
national liberation war against French colonialism in Africa and the Arab World. It
introduced an inspiring model for all national liberation movements, after its success
in achieving independence for Algeria in 1962. In addition to that, Algeria adopted
socialist revolutionary road and an attractive economic experience in its economic
development, by which Algeria was able to depend on its reserve of oil and gas
resources, to support its choice of foreign policy, particularly towards the African
liberation movements, which Algeria provided with material and military training.

Thus, the story of the Algerian struggle, from the time that the armed revolution
started in 1954, was the burning torch that lit the way for African activists to get
rid of colonialism, slavery and racism. Some thinkers who had been affected by the

Algerian revolution, such as Franz Fanon, shared in fuelling revolution against the
colonists in many parts of Africa. His writings “Black Skin and White Masks” in
1952, and “Wretched of the Earth” in 1961, contributed in continuation of the
revolution.

Some of those who were affected and became his standard bearer were Amilcar

Cabral, Walter Rodney, Claude Aké and others. Franz Fanon also criticized Patrice
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Lumumba of DR Congo, for his confidence in the United Nations. He also commended
the idea of a“colonial violence”and creation of black man with white masks, and
other ideas that inspired him from Algeria and its revolution. He was a speaker who
had great feasibility and impact on behalf of the Algerian revolution in Africa and its
fora.127

The Algerian revolution also paved the way for an important country in North
Africa like Algeria, that played a full role in supporting the liberation movements
in southern Africa in general. Algeria was helped to carry out this role by its
abundance of resources from nineteen sixties to eighties. It enhanced this role by
the successful experience of the development strategy adopted by Algeria since
independence.

Revolutionary Algeria followed the state socialism path and adopted as a
remarkable experiment in the development based on a centrally planned
economy128, and the policy of nationalization and comprehensive focus on
manufacturing, especially in heavy industry and manufacturing. Algeria also used
the exploitation of oil resources in bridging her needs for food despite of its foreign
policy; particularly as the African and international liberation movements were
receiving financial assistance and training from Algeria.129

In addition to the above, the Algeria population had shot up from 9 million in 1968
to 15 million in 1973, and to more than 20 million in 1983.130 The average per
capita income was around 4,500 dinars per year in the late seventies. Furthermore,
sustained growth was for the prestige of Algeria in the early seventies at the
international level, especially as it represented a revolution taking the context of a
national anti- imperialism and dependency on capitalist organization of society;
and supporting the spirit of independence of the peoples.131

It can be said that Algeria became an example to the liberation movements, and
that the role of the Algerian liberation of the continent became an active role to
promote and add to the role of Egyptian and North African descent in general, as will
be seen in the following three key dimensions:

(127) Helmy Shaarawy, Political and Social Thought in Africa (Cairo, Mahrosa Center for Publication, Press
Services and Information): 2010, p.185-187.

(128) Allan Findlay, the Economies of North west Africa in the 1970,’s: Introduction, in : Rilchard law less and
Allan finally (eds), North Africa: contemporary politic and Economic Development (London: Croom Helm, 1984),
p.151. Also: Hugh Roberts, the politics of Algerian Socialism in Richard lawless and Allan Findlay, Ibid, p.52.
(129) However, we note some differences between the model of economic development from the eras of Ben Bella
and Boumédienne and Chadli Bendjedid, See: Richard I. Law less, «Algeria: The contradictions of Rapid
Industrialization, in : Richard Lawless Allan Findlay led) Ibid, pp.153-161 & p.183-186.

(130) U.N. Demographic year Book 1983, p.132.
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reV|eW|ng of Dr Ahmed Khalil Bou Khalil (Beirut: Dar al-Hadatha Printing, Pu Ilshlng and Distribution, 1981),
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First: the Algerian National Liberation Movement and the Creation of
Colonial Imbalances in the Continent:

The Algerian National Liberation movement had contributed to the events of the
great imbalance in the colonial architecture on the continent, since the revolt began in
Algeria from November 1954. The Algerian revolution was able to present itself,
from the beginning, as an Africa revolution, along with being an Arab-Islamic
revolution, where its relations were relevant to the national organizations in the
French Africa. The French attempts could not isolate the revolution that was taking
place in Africa.132 The Algerian Revolution, especially after the success in 1962 to
win independence, was able to spoil the French plans advocated by de Gaulle, and
contributed towards the acceleration of the liquidation of French empire in Africa;
and the liberation of large parts of the continent, although some had thought that de
Gaulle had merit in it.

The Algerian Revolution had accelerated a wave of independence that was
spread in parts of Africa, which were controlled by France. This was expressed by
Edgar Faure, the French Prime Minister, in 1955 by saying, “We have to win the
race with time, and the problems of black Africa will impose itself on us just like
the problems of North Africa”.133

When de Gaulle described his policy between 1958 and 1962, it became clear
about the impact of the Algerian revolution and self-determination, to the African
people in French West Africa, when he said, “Our former colonies in the black
continent, as well as the Big Island on the Indian Ocean, meaning Madagascar,
became democratic republics with our help, because | estimated how much of a
revolution might cost, in the former possessions if we refuse to have what are
equality and justice; this is not inevitable, but would be an inevitable reality on the
other hand in the stream of psychological and political realities of the continuing
war in Algeria.”134

In general, de Gaulle’s plan did not succeed in Africa because of the war in
Algeria, where there was failure of Federal Union between France and its colonies.
The Executive Board had only seven meetings between February 1959 and March
1960. The Parliament of the union did not meet but twice: first when it was created,
and the second in June 1960. Then independence of African States Accord
(Dahomey - Niger
- Upper Volta - Cote d’Ivoire) was in August, and ended up with the independence of
all countries in the French West Africa and tropical Africa. France called the United
Nations in 1960 for the membership of twelve African countries.

In fact, the main reason for the changing of de-Gaulle’s African policy, was the
evolution of the war in Algeria and his conviction that France was not able to end
that war militarily, there was no way to save France from the bleeding, but the

(132) From the French attempts in this regard, it is referred to the French organisation, established by France in
1957 - to manage the exploitation of Sub- Saharan Africa as the “Common Organization of the Saharan Regions
OCRS)”: See Mohamed Fayek, op. cit., é)

133) National Center for Hlstorlcal Studies, The Algerlan Revolution and echoed in the world (Algeria: Algerian
International Forum, 24-29 November 1984, p.158-159.

(134 Mawlod Belkasim Night Belkasim, The Role of First November in independence of Libya, Morocco and
Tunisia and the whole Africa, « in Culture, Algeria and the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, 1984,p.97.
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independence of Algeria; especially that the liberation movements and opposition
groups to France in the other French provinces had started gathering in Guinea and
Ghana, and those from the Niger and Cote d’Ivoire had begun to receive military
training, and collect weapons in preparation for the resistance. Egypt had welcomed
the opening of a new front against France in the French regions to ease pressure on
Algeria.135

The outcome of this important development was the liberation of many regions of
the continent. It enabled the countries to besiege colonial influence and apartheid in
South Africa, in which Algeria played an important role using People’s
Revolutionary ideology, and an active role as a liberal country.

Model of the Algerian Revolution, and the African Coalition on the Model:

The impact of the Algerian revolution extended to a number of areas in Africa under
colonialism. The African liberation movements found a model in the struggle of
the Algerian Revolution, with which to face colonialism in their countries, where
the majority of the movements began to realize that the editorial battlefields were
helping to gain international recognition and solidarity. Some of the main stations
in the itinerary of the Algerian revolution reinforced this perception, applied and
highlighted it at the African level.136

The Algerian revolution succeeded in taking the issue of Algeria to the General
Assembly of the United Nations in 1955. When France opposed it and threatened
to withdraw from the General Assembly and its sub- committees, the Afro-Asian
States insisted on the need to include the Algerian issue on the agenda of the General
Assembly in 1956 and 1957. So it was no longer possible for the colonial powers
to prevent the application of self-determination, especially after the liquidation of
colonialism in the African continent was considered to be in the forefront of issues of
concern to the United Nations.

The emergence of the Provisional Government of Algeria on 19th September
1958 in Cairo, to give the Algerian revolution, an important African dimension, in
a way that later enabled it to play a prominent role in raising the issue of colonialism
and its resistance. It considered that the unity of the armed struggle for all who were
fighting for their independence as a natural alliance. The Algerian revolution
followed two major means for the sake of this alliance:

Separation of Africa from France condemned the dual French-African framework,

known as the “French Union” an imitation of the British Commonwealth.

Working to involve Africa in the liberation struggle waged by Algeria against
France. When France applied the policy of autonomy of the administrative model, the
Algerian revolution opposed it and considered it as an apparent form as long as the
regions were still managed by a general governor who received orders from Paris. It
raised the

(135) Mohamed Fayek, op.cit., p.40-41.
(236) Mohamed Al-Mabrouk Yunus, The history of the political development of Arab-African relations 1952 — 1977,
Cairo: Institute of Arab Research and Studies, 1988, p.48-52.
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slogan “You Africans to arms, the death for French colonialism”. It was confirmed to
attract attention to the African Algerian revolution in African conferences held in the
period between 1958 and 1961.137

Liberational Ideology of the Algerian State

The Algerian state adopted a popular ideology of post-independence liberalism,
both in the form of documents and in the external behaviour, particularly in the
African continent. The foundations and the main components of this ideology can be
determined as follows:

Confirmation of Algeria belonging to Africa, where the Algerian National Charter
1979 (Article 7) states, “Algeria, as an African country, included its foreign policy
within the scope of African solidarity for the political emancipation of the continent,
and development of its economic and social affairs.” Thus, the full emancipation of
Africa was an integral part of the struggle of the Algerian people for independence
and dignity. For Algeria it meant that the commitment to stand by the African peoples
struggle against colonialism and racial discrimination also meant to stand by the
African countries that were fighting for their emancipation and the domination of
neo-colonialism. Algeria adopted all the fair African issues... This direction of our
policy was not a terminal choice but it was derived from belonging to Africa and the
need for solidarityamongall struggling peoples of the continent. 138 The same meaning
in the Algerian Constitution in 1989 was confirmed, where the Constitution provides
that Algeria was in solidarity with all peoples struggling for political and economic
liberation and the right to self-determination and against all racial discrimination.

The Constitution refers in its introduction that “Algeria is the land of Islam and is
an integral part of the Great Arab Maghreb, Arabic land, Mediterranean and Africa
and country that is proud of the radiance of its revolution, the first of November, and
honoured by the respect that it has made, and knew how to keep its commitment to
the just causes in the world.139

The statements and actions of senior Algerian leaders have been reflected this liberal
approach, particularly towards the African countries and peoples under colonialism,
and in particular to the Portuguese colonial systems of racial discrimination in
Southern Africa; as reflected in Algeria’s adherence to the unitary correlation of the
African continent, and in resistance to the separation between the North African
Arab, and South African non-Arab.

Since the reign of Ahmed Ben Bella,Algeria adopted a policy diametrically
opposed to the colonization of the old and new policies based on the chapter devoted
to North African and South, and resisted the policy of cultural hegemony, which
contributed to the convergence and integration of the continental shelf and non-
convergence within national frameworks or national origin.

(137) 1bid, p.51.
(138) Algeria, The National Charter, 1979, (Art. number 7).
(139) Algeria, The Algerian Constitution of the Socialist Peoplers 1989, Article 26.
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President Houari Boumediene continued on the same lines. He considered it as a
liberal and a sacred duty, and said in this regard,”To perform the sacred duty, Algeria
stresses its determination to continue ongoing cooperation with organizations in
which Algeria is a member; and its mission, which is based on coordinating the
efforts of all its members, and the creation of appropriate terms and conditions, to
complete the liberation of some parts of the Arab world and Africa, which are still
suffering from the nightmare of colonialism.”140

Second: Algerian Efforts supporting the Liberation of Southern Africa in
Regional and International fora:

Based on the experience of the revolutionary model of national liberation, after
her independence in 1962, Algeria continued to support the African liberation
movements in southern Africa, either in the Portuguese colonies against Portuguese
colonialism, or in the face of the odious racist regimes in South Africa, Southern
Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) and Namibia, in addition to the Congo, Kinshasa.

The political situation in Algeria was strong in supporting these countries and
regions, particularly through regional organizations, such as the Arab League,
Organization of African Unity, Non-Aligned Movement and institutions of Arab-
African cooperation, in addition to the United Nations.

Algerian position through the Arab League:

Algeria stood through the group of Arab States in support of the African liberation and
anti-apartheid. The excellence of Arab summits reflected such a clear position
since the First Arab Summit Conference in Cairo in 1964, where the closing
statement of the Conference announced the support of all free nations that believe in
peace based on justice ... “And fairness of the national struggle in Angola and
South Africa and the entire entity in the world. The issues of freedom and justice are
indivisible unit”.141 The Third Arab Summit Conference in Casablanca, Morocco
in 1965 registered the Arab position towards Africa and against the Israeli
infiltration in it. It reaffirmed*“the support of the struggle of peoples for freedom in
Angola, Mozambique and Guinea Bissau. It disapproved the racial discrimination
of South Africa, and condemned the attempts to declare the independence of
Southern Rhodesia on the face of the exclusive minority rule”.142

Algeria hosted the Sixth Arab Summit Conference from 26 to 28 Novmber1973,
which issued the strongest Arab resolutions, where it was paying tribute to the
brotherly African countries on the decisions taken to break ties with Israel. The
resolution voiced support for Arab-African cooperation. “It has also decided to sever
all diplomatic and consular relations, economic, cultural and other relations with

(140) Houari Boumediene, speeches From the Blood to Vein, Algeria, the Ministry of Media and Culture, 1979.
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(142) Final Declaration of the First Arab Summit Conference held in Cairo in the period 13-17/1/1964, Arab
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South Africa, Portugal and Rhodesia by the Arab states that have not yet done so;
as well as the application of a total ban on the export of Arab oil to the three
countries, with the adoption of special procedures to continue to supply natural
brotherly African countries with Arab oil, and double the diplomatic and financial
support for the organizations of African liberation struggle”.143

The Algerian position was formed in support of the African struggle against
colonialism and racism in southern Africa. It was a position that represented the
cornerstone, either in the African context, or in the framework of the Non-Aligned
and the United Nations.

The Algerian position through the Organization of African Unity and African fora:

Algeria contributed in the founding of the Organization of African Unity in May
1963 and participated in the African Conferences prior to the organization, whether
conferences for the African peoples, or for independent African States. Algeria had
played a main and active key role in the various African fora, which was reflected
positively on the African struggle in the southern African region.

1. Conferences of the African People:

A series of African People’s conferences were held, including organizations and
associations in Africa which were not necessarily for independence. Algeria
had participated in these conferences since the first conference held in Accra,
Ghana in 1958, which focused on the extent of adherence to the African unity,
and the need for the establishment of the United States of Africa, not based on
discrimination of sex, race, colour, or territory. The conference linked the
Algerian people’s struggle and the struggle of peoples of South Africa, through its
emphasis on the support of all the peoples just struggle against colonial and racial
powers. It raised the slogan of “Africa for Africans”.144 The Second African
People’s Conference November 1960, attended by delegates representing 32
African countries, emphasized the same meaning and added that the
development and economic growth of African countries can only be achieved
through the full emancipation of the countries. The third conference, held in
Cairo, in March 1961, was attended by delegations representing 69 African
people’s organizations. It continued to confirm the support and assistance to the
Algerian liberation movement, as well as the African people’s struggle in
Rhodesia, Angola, Mozambique and South Africa, facing the worst kinds of
oppression and violence in the hands of colonialism. It also called for providing
financial support to these people, through the Liberation Fund contributed by
the independent African states.145
2. Independent African States Conferences:

(143) The resolutions of the Sixth Arab Summit in Algeria on 26-28 November 1973, Arab resolutions Archive.
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Several conferences were held by the independent African States, before the
founding of the Organization of African Unity, in order to achieve the objectives
of the continent in completing the liberation and unity, where the first conference
was held in Accra, Ghana from 15 to 22 January 1958. Eight independent
African States participated, in addition to the African liberation movements. The
conference addressed issues of liberation and independence in Palestine, Algeria
and South Africa. It also stressed the policy of non-alignment and full support to
the Arab and African struggle. The Second Conference of Independent African
States was held in Addis Ababa on 24 and 25 June, 1961. Different streams
emerged from the conference for the unitary trends. The Conference stressed
the support to the liberation struggle at the level of international organizations,
such as the United Nations, particularly with regard to the case of Algeria. The
third conference which was scheduled to take place in Tunisia in April 1962
was postponed, due to lack of response to attend from a sufficient number of
States.146
3. Non-Aligned Movement and the Algerian Position:

The Afro-Asian solidarity was the basis for the Non-Aligned Movement. The
Bandung Conference which took place from 18 to 24 April, 1955 in Bandung,
Indonesia, was the beginning of the emergence of African States on international
political stage, and taking a positive role in global issues besides Asian States.
It was known the Afro-Asian group in the United Nations, which had become
the largest group of its collections. It was used for the service of African issues
before the United Nations on the decolonization.
Algeria was not an independent state, while holding the Bandung Conference,
which was attended by only four African countries, namely Egypt, Ethiopia,
Libya, Liberia, plus Ghana and Sudan, as observers, which had not obtained the
independence at that time. But the Bandung conference that was the solidarity of
peoples in Africa and Asia, included a large number of liberation movements and
various political consulates fromthe two continents147, Algeria was among them.
Also, in 1961 the Provisional Government of Algeria participated in the
Belgrade Conference. Yusuf Ben Khodda, the Algerian Interim Prime Minister,
said in this conference, explaining the concept of non-aligned as, «The right
to choose the system of government and freedom of choice do not agree with
involvement in any military alliance.»148
After the independence, Algeria, adopted the general principles of the Non-
Aligned Movement. This was reflected in the Algerian foreign policy. The
texts and official instruments of the state included the principles and the
decisions of the movement. The Algerian National Charter of 1979,
emphasized that, “The Non-Aligned Movement is the result of a sense of the
deficiency and imbalance

(146) Idem.
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in the international relations.” It also added, “The Non-Aligned Movement is
the expression of our will to complete independence from any foreign power.
It demonstrates the determination of the revolution to be free from all external
constraints and to determine domestic and foreign policies according to the
interests of our people and ideals that guide the activities at the international
level. The policy of non-aligned forms a solid base for an act of solidarity
struggle against any foreign domination on the third world countries, which
express their will to struggle for full independence and political freedom and to
defend their economic interests.149

In general, the Non-Aligned Movement was used to defend the Southern
Africa’s issues at the United Nations. The Algerian National Charter considered
the United Nations, for the non-aligned countries, as an appropriate framework
in which they contribute for strengthening security reasons in the world and
establishing a fair balance, where the system for international relations was
lacking.150

Algeria organized the Fourth Summit of the Non-Aligned Countries in
1973. It was hosted by representatives of 76 countries, in addition to the
African liberation movements as observers.151 It was one of the main stages of
the development of Non-Aligned Movement and the beginning of adulthood,
where the important decisions were made and statements issued to oppose the
racism in South Africa. Among the most important decisions was the one
regarding the establishment of an African Fund that had among its objectives
the supporting of the economic and financial capacity of the frontline states, So
that they can fight against apartheid in South Africa and support the liberation
movements in Namibia, as well as helping them to withstand any retaliatory
economic measures that might be exposed by the racist regime.152

4.  Algeria’s Support through the United Nations:

Algeria had continued in the framework of Arab coordination and the Arab
Group at the United Nations153, and through the Non-Aligned Movement as well
as coordination with the African Group at the United Nations,154 in pressure,

(149) Algerian National Charter, 1979.

(150) Al-Manar, Algeria between 1919 - 1989 - The impact of Algeria and its contribution to the world liberation
movement, No. IV, p.214.

(151) The African liberation movements which attended the conference belong to Angola, Mozambique and
Guinea-Bissau, Sao Tome and Principe, Rhodesia, South Africa, Namibia, Angola, Seychelles, Comoros, and
French Somalia.

152) Dr Khairy Mahmoud Issa (Supervisor), Arab-African Relations: An Analytical Study of its Various Dimensions
Cairo, Arab Organization for Education, Culture and Science - Institute of Arab Research and Studies, 1978),
pp.287-293.

(153) The Arab Group is the oldest group used in the United Nations. It was the basis of the Afro-Asian solidarity,
because it includes countries in Asia and Africa. It has started its work since the San Francesco in the beginning of
the emergence of the United Nations.

(454 The African Group was founded in the United Nations after the foundation of the Organization of African
Unity. It has begun its work late in 1963, preceded by attempts of African coordinates since 1958.
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through the United Nations mechanisms to defend freedom of the African
peoples in southern Africa. Algeria also participated in the Group of 77, which
was founded in June 1964 on the sidelines of the International Meeting of the
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD). The first
ministerial meeting of UNCTAD was held in Algeria in 1967, and came out
with a statement called “Statement of Algeria”, where the organizational
structure of the group was formed.

Algeria has contributed through its regional and international levels, rising in
the seventies to ask many of the initiatives to reform the international system,
support and advocacy for oppressed peoples in southern Africa and Palestine.
This was manifested on several occasions, including the Arab position on
apartheid in South Africa in 1979 in the General Assembly, Twenty-ninth session
chaired by the Algerian Foreign Minister Abdelaziz Bouteflika, where the Arab
position was headed by Algeria. The coordination with the African position had
a great effect in voting to prevent South Africa from attending the other sessions,
especially after using the right of veto by both the United States and France,
in the Security Council, to prevent the proposal made by African countries, to
expel South Africa from the General Assembly. This decision was regarded as
a significant shift in the history of the World organization, demonstrating the
importance of concerted Arab and African countries on common issues in the
General Assembly.155

The initiative taken by the Algerian President Houari Boumedienne in 1974, as
Chairman of the session of the Non-Aligned Movement, was recorded to Algeria,
when he called for a special session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations to discuss the subject of raw materials from 19 April to 2 May,
1974. This was marked as the first time for third world countries to have an
opportunity to coordinate their positions on an international level, to discuss
response to the establishment of the rich developed countries what is called
“International Atomic Energy Agency” and coordination between the oil-
consuming countries. In general, due to the Algerian and Egyptian positions, it
was possible to coordinate all Arab positions towards the issues of South
Africa at the United Nations. The Twenty-seventh Session of the General
Assembly in 1972, showed a high percentage of Arab support for the issues of
the African continent, particularly towards the support of the liberation
movements and anti-racism, which continued throughout the seventies. The
percentage of Arab support for the issues of southern Africa was ranged
between 94% and 100% until 1986156,

(155) Dr Salwa Mohamed Labib, Arabs and apartheid in Africa, Arabs in Africa: The Historical Roots and
Contemﬁorary Realities (Cairo: Culture Housg g 211-214.

(156) This percentage was relatively low, in 1978, when It got to 86%, see Dr Salem Hussein Albaroni, The Arab-
Afrlcan Cooperation Strategy 1967 - 1986 (L|bya Tr|p0I| World Center for Studies and Research of the Green
Book, first edition 2005) pp.81-83.
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which refers to the Arab continuous support of the southern African issues, in
addition to a clear Algerian role and support in the crowd.
Algeria’s Support through the Organization of African Unity:

Algeria was one of the most active African countries that participated in
establishing the Organization of African Unity, in May 1963 and setting its charter.
While Ghana, Nkrumah for example, focused on the goal of achieving a
political union among African countries, the movement of Algerian President
Ahmed Ben Bella was important, where he sent a mission to a small number
of the most important African countries to explain that his first interest in the
Summit is to ensure a continental support for the liberation movements in the
African countries that were not yet liberated.157

Although the Ghana’s proposal was not successful, the Charter of the
Organization of African Unity, which was released in the Addis Ababa
Conference, was crucial in its self, but more importantly, it reflected the vision
of Algeria, and that for the first time, the African countries had unanimous
opinion to achieve an active program to support the liberation movements in the
Portuguese colonies, South Africa, South-West Africa (Namibia) and the three
regions of the British High Commission and Southern Rhodesia.

The speech of the Algerian President Ben Bella had a magic effect in the
hearts of his counterparts in the founding conference of the Organization of
African Unity, He said, “T have spent my life in prison, | do not want to start
great deal of talk now,” adding that “my fellow Africans have agreed to die for
the Algerian independence, therefore, let us agree that we die to liberate the
countries that are still under colonial domination, and so it does not become an
empty word of African Unity”. These words had great impact on the other
leaders’ speeches.158 Ben Bella was very felicitous, in accordance with the
unanimous, to justify the policy of violence in the regions that had not yet
attained independence.

Supporting of liberation struggle became a path for friendship between
Africa and the West. The founding African Summit adopted two resolutions for
supporting the liberation movements in Africa:

The first resolution was to receive the national liberation movements, to train
them in the independent African states, and to empower the African youth
through training and vocational education. It was decided to form a mechanism
for that, which was the establishment of “the Struggle Fund” to which all
Member States contributed 1% of national income to support the Fund. That was
through the “Coordination Committee for the Liberation of Africa”, and Dar es
Salaam was the base. The Committee was known as the Committee of Nine, and
Algeria one of its members. The total contributions in 1963 amounted to 600,000
pounds. All States participated except Ghana who objected to joining the
Committee. So

(157) Colin Legum, op.cit, p.186.
(158) Ibid, p.188.
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the first African Summit in Cairo in 1964, decided to make the contribution from
Member States compulsory, but without specifyingany amount.159

Third: The Nature of the Algerian Financial and Military Support for

the Liberation Movements in Southern Africa:

In addition to full political support to liberation movements in Southern Africa,
Algeria provided financial and military support as well as training for liberation
movements in the Portuguese colonies of Angola, Mozambique and Guinea Bissau. It
also provided support for movements against apartheid and racism in South Africa,
Zimbabwe and Namibia.

Through the Organization of African Unity, Algeria provided financial support
through a Special Fund of the Africa Liberation Committee from the time the
Committee was established, in 1963. If we review the published data, we will find
that Algeria is ranked third in importance among the African States providing
financial support through the Liberation Committee, after Egypt and Nigeria. In the
first ten years (1964 - 1974), Algeria submitted to the Fund US $35,000,
$40,000; $40,000; $40,000; $40,000; $23,295; $53,265; $53,295; $79,942; and
$115,475 in each of the ten years, respectively.160

Algeria also opened offices for the liberation movements, especially for
the movements that were fighting against Portuguese colonialism and racial
discrimination in South Africa. Algeria came second after Egypt in providing
assistance.161 Algeria received a number of prominent personalities in the freedom
struggle, including Nelson Mandela, Desmond Tutu, Robert Mugabe, Samora Machel,
Patrice Lumumba, Amilcar Cabral and others. In addition to that, Algeria provided
aid in the form of training for the liberation movements in its camps. It also provided
military assistance including hardware, weapons and ammunition. The experience
gained by the Algerian revolution in the struggle against the French, as well as the
available wealth from oil and natural gas, together contributed towards helping the
Algerians to provide assistance in the coordination with regional and international
parties, especially Cuba,and in some cases (Namibia).162

159)  The nine member countries are: United Arab Republic (Egypt), Tanganyika, Nigeria, Ethiopia, Congo
Leopoldville), Senegal Algeria, Uganda, and Guinea, See Ibid, p.189.

(160) See Table 1 in this chapter.

(161) Dr Salwa Mohamed Labib, Ibid, p.394.

(162) About the role of the Cubans, and coordination with the Algerians in some battles for the liberation of
Namibia, see: Public lecture on the occasion of the 20th Anniversary of the battle of Cuito Cuanavale, Polytechnic
of Namibia, Auditorium 1, 19 March 2008. http://www.parliament.gov.na/cms_documents/33_lecture_on_cuito_
cuanavalel19.03.08.pdf.
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The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and its Support to the Struggle of Africans
Against Colonialism and Racial Discrimination in South Africa
Since Libya attained its independence in 1951 under the monarchy, it stood on the
conservative side of the continent, which means the side that does not embrace the
principle of armed struggle to be free from colonialism or racism in Africa. Therefore,
it was not in the“progressive”, revolutionary wing; which included the revolutionaries
in the continent at that time, such as Egypt, Algeria, Morocco, Ghana, Mali and
Guineal63. Some even criticized the monarchy in Libya, which allowed the use of
a US. base in Libya, “Hobuls” to attack the national movement of Patrice
Lumumba in the Congo.164 But with the revolution of 1st September 1969, which
abolished the monarchy and the old system, it was clearly evident that Muammar
al-Gaddafi was the powerful one, who was embraced by the Revolution Command
Council. He was also the main focus in the new system. His role has increased and
confirmed day after day, including the Libyan foreign relations on the African side.

The following address Libyan support for the struggle of Africans against
colonialism and racism as follows:

The ideology of the new regime in Libya and the principles of Libyan policy in
Africa;

Libya and support of liberation movements in the Portuguese colonies;

Libya and the liberation struggle in Rhodesia, Namibia, and South Africa

and Libyan Aid to Liberation Movements in the Seventies.

First: The Ideology of the New Regime in Libya and the Principles of Libyan
Policy in Africa

With the Revolution of September 1, 1969; the leadership, including the process of
formulating foreign policy, was focused in the hands of Libyan Leader Muammar al-
Gaddafi and the inner circle around him. Despite the presence of a number of formal
bureaucratic devices such as the secretariat of Foreign Affairs that was responsible
for the implementation of the policy, there were some other secretariats or ministries
such as security, justice, intelligence services, military, and the Revolutionary
Office secretariats; as well as a number of non-official public bodies. Each of these
played roles of different levels of importance in the expansion of Libyan foreign
policy plan; but the President was still the backbone of the process of making the
foreign policy. Hence in short the importance of the definition of his personality
lies in the factors

(163) Dr Mahmoud Mahmoud Abul-Enein, Libﬁan foreign policy towards sub-Saharan Africa in the era of al-
Qadhafi, In: Amin Howeidi and others, No for the Zionist-American threats to the Jamahiriya (Cairo, the World
Islamic People’s Leadership, 1996, p.184.

(164) Mohammed Saleh Omar Makkawi, African orientation in the Libyan Foreign Policy 1969 - 2002, Master
Thesis in Political Science - Department of Political Science. Academy of Graduate Studies in Tripoli.
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influencing his ideas and ideology, as this represents the basis for the ideology of the
whole system.165

President al-Gaddafi was born in 1942 in Sirte, near Tripoli, in a Bedouin family.
He grew up with a desert Arab tribes «al-Qadafi», and was educated in that
environment. In general, he was affected by the Arabic nature, and religious faith,
which was the central element in his psychological composition. Also, he has
retained a passionate thought of the Egyptian leader «Gamal Abdel Nasser».166 His
cultural revolutionary ideologies have been crystallized in the following important
elements:
1. EIl Nasserism:

El Nasserism became a model for the new system in Libya since the beginning,
especially with regard to the position of colonial Western powers, the position on
the issue of the Arab unity, the independence of the Arab and African countries,
the position of anti-Israel, the racist regimes in Southern Africa and others. This
makes al-Gaddafi see himself as a complement to the carrier to the message of
Abdel Nasser.167

From here, the cluster arrangement, movement of State to Libya has been
largely influenced by the Chambers adopted by Abdel Nasser, since the
beginning of the seventies, in his book Philosophy of Revolution,168 which
means of the Arab and African Services, the Islamic one, then the Non-Aligned
Movement and the World Service. Although the Libyan leader did not say so
officially, the
Jamahiriya’s moves were to reflect this trend, i.e., looking at Africa as the
Arabic Service. Although this changed in the last period, for the benefit of the
African continent came second after Libyan interests.169

2. Islam:

Islam is a source of reference for the thinking of Muammar al-Gaddafi; and one of
the key factors shaping his psychological motives. It should be noted here that the
new regime in Libya has clashed with the traditional religious institutions on the
role of religion in the new system where the system no longer recognizes the
use of government as a tool in the hands of Islam, as in the concept of
fundamentalist and traditional groups.170

This trend is behind the establishment of the World Islamic Call Society in
1971. It is an association based on Islamic advocacy and dissemination of Islam
in Africa and Asia, and is working with members of the Revolutionary
Committees to strengthen the role of Libyan Foreign policy. This trend
explains the Libyan

(165235 8Héa\rris, Lillian Graig, Libya: Qadhafi’s Revolution and the Modern State, Westview Press, 1986), p.83 &

pp.65-cb.

(166) Ibid., pp.45-50.

(167) About the form of Nazareth, especially with regard to America, see: Mohammed Fayek, Abdel-Nasser and

the African Revolution: (Cairo: Dar al-Mustagbal Al Arabi in 1982).

(168) Gamal Abdel Nasser, The Philosophy of the Revolution (Cairo: World Edition, no date).

519%97) Rggald Bruce St. John, Qaddafi’s world design: Libyan foreign policy, 1969-1987... London: Saqi books,
,p.93.

(170) Ibid.., pp.45-50.



162

Southern african liberation StruggleS 1960

attempt to configure “Islamic Cluster” within the framework of the Third World,
in which Libya represents a model and an example.171
Socialism:

Socialism is one of the components and sources of the ideology of the new
system. Its assets occur in the “Green Book” or the Third Universal Theory,
which was issued in 1972, and explanations and details of the theory, which
was issued in several volumes. The socialism here is different from that in the
Marxist concept. It does not believe in the class, but believes in religion,
nationalism, and social justice; a concept that made the new system stand as a
striker for both communism and capitalism, together.172

The Principles of Libyan policy in Africa in the Cold War:

The Revolution of September 1, crystallized in the ideological framework,
referred to a number of basic principles, which we can say were governing the
Libyan policy in Africa, since the early seventies until the end of the Cold War,
at least. These principles are:

i. Supporting National Liberation Movements, Anti-racism and Apartheid:
At the time of the Libyan revolution, most African countries had been
liberated from colonialism and had gained political independence, except
the Portuguese colonies in Southern Africa, the racist regimes in both
Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) and the Republic of South Africa and
Namibia controlled by South Africa, as well some few other countries and
islands.

In line with the basic principles of the revolution, and following the
approach of Egypt, especially in the era of the late President Gamal Abdel
Nasser; Libya supported the national liberation movements in these
countries, in various forms of overt and covert, political and military,
bilateral and collective assistance through the Organization of African
Unity and the Liberation Committee. It also supported the African and
international efforts to combat racial discrimination in the countries facing
racial discrimination; and supported the African Frontline States in the face
of attacks by the racist regimes.173

ii. Opposition of the Israeli Existence and its Expulsion from Africa:
The Libyan revolution and its leader were the main factors influencing
the isolation of Israel from Africa in the seventies. They also contributed
greatly to the cessation of Israeli infiltration in countries of the continent,
as a racist colonial-settler. The Libyan revolutionary regime believed
that

(171) Harris Lillian, op. cit., p.54 & p.102.

(172) William Zartman With A.G. Kluge «the Sources of Gaddafi>s foreign policy «in American Arab Affairs,
Indians State University, Nov. 17, No 3, Fall 1983, pp.38-41.

(173) Libyan Arab Republic - Mmlstry of Information and Culture, the Arab people>s revolution (Tripoli, c. 1 in
1973), pp.204-205 See also the Encyclopedia of the National Reglster Colonel Muammar Gaddafi in Libya 'to mark
the second anniversary of the evacuation of U.S. forces in November 11, 1972.
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Israel was a state of colonialism, and its presence in Africa was a «Fifth
Column Movement» that should be liquidated and eradicated, especially
after its growing presence in the late sixties, and spreading in most parts
of the continent. This had become a risk for the security of Arab countries
in general, especially under conditions of the ongoing war with Israel after
the attack of June 1967.174 In that context, many African countries
severed diplomatic ties with Israel after the war of October 1973. Among
them was Zaire, now the Democratic Republic of Congo, under Mobutu,
especially after Mobutu’s visit to Libya from 9 to 11 September 1971.175
It was the result of the role played by Libya, interdependently with
other Arab states that had a clear effect in the African states and caused
them to sever ties with Israel. In his assessment of this achievement,
Gaddafi said “We have reduced the influence of the Zionist state and
made it the size of Taiwan”.176 In the eighties, Libya continued with the
same approach, especially when some African countries began to re-
establish contacts with Israel, as Zaire did in May 1982 and Liberia in
August 1983. These countries faced a sharp attack from Libya and intense
pressure from a number of Arab countries that prompted most African
countries to continue boycotting Israel until the beginning of the nineties,
especially after the Madrid Peace Conference. The African countries that
continued to have relations with Israel, like Lesotho, Swaziland and
Malawi, were all under direct influence of the apartheid South Africa, at

that time.
ii. Resifc.tance to European colonial influence and the American imperialism
in Africa:

Despite the great economic relations that continued between Libya and
both the United States and Western Europe, the attitude of both sides had
been marred by doubts, fear, and fantasies, in many cases.

Al-Gaddafi continued to look to Western Europe and the United States
as the largest obstacles to achieving his goals and political ambitions.177
He described the United States as the country seeking to dominate the
world. Al-Gaddafi also mentioned that the US policy in favour of Israel
and its policies in the Third World, as a whole, constituted international
terrorism; and they fell under the influence of the Zionist, resulting in the
furthering of its own interests in the whole world and causing disaster.

There were occasions when al-Gaddafi offered to improve his relationship
with the United States and open a new page, but for a very long period
during his reign, that did not happen. In general, the hostility prevailed

(174) Dr Mohabat Imam Sharabi, Israeli and Arab presence in Africa: economic and political study (Cairo: Dar El
Maaref, 1982), p.49 and after.

(175) Colin Legume Africa Contemporary Record 1971/1977, Annual Survey and Documents, p.43.

(176) Africa Contemporary Record 1973/1974, op.cit, p.64.

(177) This is despite the fact that Libya was less African countries - in general - in terms of the western colonial
time span of Italian (1911-1941) and England (1941-1951).
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between Libya and the United States, since the US withdrawal from the
Libyan Wheelus Air Base in 1970, because of the American support for
Israel; the circumstances and the developments of the Cold War. The Libyan
role in Africa, from the Libyan point of view, was one of the main reasons
that caused the deterioration of the relations between the two sides. In this
context, the Western countries, especially the United States, accused Libya
of working to destabilize the African states. It is mentioned in a U.S. report
that Gaddafi finds in Africa a hotbed of his ideas.178 There are many
examples of obvious and hidden confrontation between Libya and the West,
in Africa, particularly in Central and West Africa, in the seventies and
eighties, until the transition took place in the international system after the
Cold War. Libya began to reduce the pressure against the West in general
after the liberation of the Portuguese colonies, and later the independence
of Zimbabwe and Namibia. The standoff was then confined to the white
apartheid regime in South Africa, which collapsed in1994.179

Second: Libya and the Support of the Liberation Movements in

the Portuguese Colonies:

Libya started supporting African liberation movements in southern Africa in the era
of the new revolutionary regime. The African liberation movements in the
Portuguese colonies were the most important movements that received the backing
of Libya in various forms in the seventies. This support led to the establishment of the
good relations between Libya and those African countries after the independence in
Angola, Mozambique, and Guinea Bissau,as follows:

1 Regarding liberation movements in Angola, Libya assisted the Popular Movement
for the Liberation of Angola, MPLA in all forms, in terms of material, political
and media support; that was done on the bilateral and regional levels in the
Arab and African fora, through the Arab League, conferences of the Afro-Arab
Cooperation, as well as the Organization of African Unity and the Liberation
Committee.

Libya met with representatives of the MPLA in Libya, and offered to support
their movement, and cut off assistance to the other movements such as UNITA
which was backed by South Africa and the United States. The financial support
to MPLA in 1976 amounted to 55.1 million dollars180

§178) Mustafa Bakri, the night of Green Tent - Secrets of the American raid on Libya (Cairo: Arab Thought Center
or Studies and Publishing, November 1991) pp.83-84.

(179) Libya has declared its role in Africa in a new way, especially in light of the end of the conflict with Chad, and
the conditions of international isolation under the Lockerbie crisis. The Libyan initiative to establishment of the
Community of Sahel and Sahara in 1998, is considered as one of these being new role, as well as the initiative to
establish the African Union in 1999/2001.

(180) Marwa Adel Shukri Mohammed Amin, The Libyan liberation policy in Africa and the situation of the United
States of America (1969-1989). Master Thesis, History Department, Institute of African Research and Studies,
Cairo University, 2009, pp.158-160.
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Following the victory of the MPLA and power after independence, very
strong ties were established with Libya, where three economic and technical
agreements, and others for trade exchange, were concluded, in addition to a joint
ministerial committee to follow up on other aspects of cooperation between the
two countries181.

Colonel al-Gaddafi also received a telegram from Dr Augustine Neto, President
of the Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola on 24 January, 1976,
expressing the movement’s appreciation to the Libyan positive role towards the
Angolan case in the Emergency Summit of the Organization of African Unity,
and its support for the struggle by the liberation movement, and the unity of
Angolal82.

2. Regarding the Movement for the Liberation of Guinea-Bissau and Cape Verde
Islands, there was a close relationship between al-Gaddafi and the leader of the
movement, the African freedom fighter, Amilcar Cabral, who expressed this
by saying “We have strong hope and believe that the Libyan revolution and
the Libyan people are our partners in the struggle. They are doing their best to
provide effective assistance to promote the revolution and to achieve victory
against the colonizer”.183

Libya continued to support Guinea-Bissau following the assassination of
Amilcar Cabral, the movement leader in 1973, where Libya provided weapons
and a number of men for the resistance movement in “Portuguese” Guinea.184
The Libyan leader received a telegram from the President of the Executive
Committee of the Movement for the Liberation of Guinea-Bissau and Cape
Verde, Aristide Pereira in 1973 stating,“Following the brutal assassination of
Amilcar Cabral, the founder of his party and its Secretary-General, the African
people considered the cable that we have received is conclusive evidence of the
solidarity of the Libyan revolution for the liberation of Africa, until fully
liberalized. It also represents for our fighters and activists of national leadership
of the Party, encouragement to follow up on the tremendous work that was
initiated and led by our beloved leader.”185

Libya acknowledged the new system in the country, which led to independence
in 1974. Luis Cabral, President of the Council of State, thanked the Libyan
leader for recognizing the independence of Guinea-Bissau, which joined the

(181) Dr Abdel Meguid Khalifa Al Kut, Libyan foreign policy towards the non-Arab Africa since the end of the Cold
War (Libya - Garian: University House for Publication and Distribution and Printing, 2008), pp.46-47.

(182) Encyclopedia of the National Register, a cable from the Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola to
Brother Muammar al-Gaddafi, Chairman of the Revolutionary Command Council, in January 24,1976.

(183) Salem Hussein Omar Bargawi, Afro-Arab Cooperation Strategy (1967-1986), Libya: Global Center for Studies
and Research of the Green Book, 2004, p.88.

(184) Colin Legum (ed.) African Contemporary Record, 1973/74, p.64.

(185) Encyclopedia of the National Register, a cable to the Leader of the Executive Committee of the Movement for
the Liberation of Guinea-Bissau and Cape Verde., May 9, 1973.
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Organization of African Unity, as member No. 42. Libya announced an assistance
of one million pounds sterling for the Republic of Guinea-Bissau.186

Regarding Mozambique, Libya announced its support for the Mozambican
people’s struggle against Portuguese colonialism since the early nineteen
seventies, and supported it in all African, Asian, and Islamic and other fora. In
the Ninth Council of the Organization of Afro-Asian People’s Solidarity, al-
Gaddafi said in a speech to the Council, “We support the struggle of the
peoples of Asia and Africa for freedom, and support the struggle of African
liberation movements in Angola, Mozambique, Namibia; and other liberation
movements against the apartheid, and direct and continuous colonialism187.
Libya supported the liberation movement, FRELIMO, in its struggle against the
Portuguese presence, until the independence of Mozambique in 1975.188

The Libyan support for Mozambique continued after independence, especially
the country’s exposure to the aggression of South Africa “racism”. In this
regard, in the 30th meeting of the Coordinating Committee for the Liberation of
Africa, in Tripoli, 1978 al-Gaddafi said,“The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya is
prepared to fight publicly beside Mozambique as an independent state subjected
to attack from time to time. Also we are with Angola that is also subjected to
attack from South Africa, along with the rest of the countries exposed to the
aggression of the racist regimes, which are still on Africansoil.189

Libya continued to support Mozambique in the nineteen-eighties, as one of the
states that were in confrontation against the apartheid regime in South Africa, as
well as a revolutionary state that associated with the Libya; and this was
endorsed in the Nineteenth Summit, of the Organization of African Unity in
Libya in 1982. This conference did not get a quorum required to be held because
of the division of Africa due to the crisis of Libyan intervention in Chad, and the
Western Sahara problem. It was then that Mozambique, became one of the three
countries, which starting in 10 September 1988, received financial support in
the form of loans, and material support in the form of crude oil, from Libya.
The loans, given to Mozambique, Tanzania and Ghana by Libya reached about
US $189 million, in addition to the 11.1 million tons of crude oil provided; the
oil and the loan for the three countries, cost about US $228.567 million.190

(186) Marwa Adel Shukri Mohammed Amin, The Libyan liberation policy in Africa and the situation of the United
States of America (1969- 1989) Master TheS|s History Department, Institute of African Research and Studies,
Cairo University, 2009, E

(187) Encyclopedia of the National Register, and a speech by Colonel Muammar Gaddafi in the Ninth Council of
the Organization of Afro-Asian People’s Solidarity. (Tripoli - Libya, November 11, 1971).

(188) Dr Abdel Meguid Khalifa Al Kut, Libyan foreign policy towards the non-Arab Africa since the end of the Cold
War (Libya - Garian: University House for Publication and Distribution and Printing, 2008), p.41.

(189) Encyclopedia of the National Register, and a Tpeech by Colonel Muammar Gaddafi in the meeting No. 30 of
the Coordinating Committee for the Liberation of Africa, who started in Tripoli on February 14, 1978.

(190) Dr Sobhy Qansuh and others, Libya: The revolution in twenty-five years (1969-1994), polltlcal economic and
social transformations, (Libya - Misurata: Libyan Publishing House, 1994), p.179.
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Libya and Mozambique also established an agreement of friendship and
cooperation in August 5, 1982, as one of the Frontline States in Southern
Africa, which had to bear a substantial burden as a result of the application of
economic sanctions against South Africa, and as a support of its defence
against the South African attacks.191

It came during the second session of the conference “Nineteenth African
Summit”, Tripoli in August 1982, which was attended by Mozambican President
Samora Machel; al-Gaddafi said, “We are ready to work side by side with the
Frontline States and the African .... and I want to mention that; but I swear by
my honour, domestic and military, | am personally ready to go to the fighting
immediately, at the head of any of the forces, myself.192 Al-Gaddafi sharply
condemned South Africa in 1986 for its deliberate plot to assassinate President
Samora Machel.193

At the opening of the Conference of Islamic Foreign Ministers in 1987,
Colonel al-Gaddafi proposed to include Mozambique and a number of other
African countries, which include considerable Muslim minorities such as Kenya,
Ethiopia and Tanzania to the Organization of Islamic Conference.194

X?i_rd: Libya and the Liberation Struggle in Zimbabwe, Namibia and South
rica:

Libya was in support of the liberation struggle against racism in Zimbabwe,
formerly Southern Rhodesia, and South Africa, as well as the colonization of
Namibia.

1

In the case of Zimbabwe, Libya agreed to the resolutions of the Council of
Ministers of the Organization of African Unity, in its third regular session in Cairo,
in 1964, on Southern Rhodesia,195 which registered objection on the decision
of the independence of Rhodesia from the minority government supported by
colonialism; and the Decree No. 15 of the Ninth Ordinary Session of the Council
of Ministers of the Organization of African Unity held in Dar es Salaam, on 7-
10 April 1975, regarding South Africa, which stressed that the objective of the
Organization of African Unity (OAU) to Zimbabwe was independence on the
basis of majority rule.196

Colonel al-Gaddafi stressed on many occasions that the solution imposed by
colonists in Zimbabwe, was a fake and sick resolve. At that time, the delegates
of the liberation movements of Africa demanded not to recognize the results

(191) Encyclopedia of the National Register, “Agreement of friendship and mutual cooperation between the Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya and Mozambique, 25/8/1982.

(192) Encyclopedia of the National Register, and a speech by Colonel Muammar Gaddafi in the second session of
the Ninth Conference of the African Summit in Libya, in Au%ust 1982.

(193) Encyclopedia of the National Register, for a leader of the revolution with the Irish Radio Network on
November 6, 1986.

(194) Encyclopedia of the National Register; Conference of Islamic Foreign Ministers in 1987.

(195) Arab Republic of Egypt Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The Resolutionsand Recommendations. op.cit., pp.46-47.
(196) Ibid, p.330.
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of the colonial solution. Libya contributed in the establishing of the OAU
Assistance Fund for the Struggle Against Colonialism and Apartheid. The fund
was established for humanitarian purposes from outside the continent, and the
money was used for the preparation of the areas liberated from colonial rule
by providing them with food, clothing and educational services, among others.
The funds were also used for assistance to refugees who had left the Rhodesian
land to neighbouring countries on the continent as a result of brutal raids by the
authorities of racism in Rhodesia at that time. Libya also contributed to the
unification of ZAPU and ZANU-PF movements in an effort to form a common
front for the liberation of their country, in Benghazi, Libya.197

Colonel al-Gaddafi received Joshua Nkomo in Libya in 1979, to coordinate
for the next stage after the independence of Zimbabwe, and to conduct elections
in February 1980, which were won by ZANU-PF led by Robert Mugabe who
became the Prime Minister. Al-Gaddafi travelled to Zimbabwe, and addressed the
Zimbabwean military delegates, where he said,“The Libyan people stood with
all their capability, with the people of Zimbabwe, and thanked God that this
alliance had led to final victory... Colonialists were aware of the Zimbabwean
liberation forces on our territory, so they blacklisted us in order to stop our
support for our brothers in Zimbabwe, Namibia and South Africa, and we
rejected that ...We had the support of the Irish Republican Army and created a
big problem for Britain near its border ... Since that time, Britain began
considering partially lifting its hands on Zimbabwe ... Our arms extended to
you will not stop at this point, but we are ready to support Zimbabwe’s economy
as well, and you can count on your friends and your allies, the Libyans”.198

Regarding Namibia and South Africa, Colonel Muammar al-Gaddafi marched
on the same line, which was followed by the late President Gamal Abdel
Nasser in Egypt about the link between the racist regime in South Africa and
profaned the Zionists in Palestine. Al-Gaddafi was saying “There is a white
racist regime in South Africa and racist Zionists in Palestine ... Why is this
bridge between them? Because they are one type. They are racist enemies of
humanity. If we spent on one of them, the other will stand on one foot. This is
why we direct our efforts to eliminate the white racists in South Africa just as
we direct our efforts to eliminate the racist Zionists in Palestine ... The Arab
and African people are paying the price in the face of this common enemy that
is an enemy to them and the whole world.199

(197) Marwa Adel Shukri Mohammed Amin, The Libyan liberation policy in Africa and the situation of the United
States of America (1969-1989). Master Thesis, History Department, Institute of African Research and Studies,
Cairo University, 2009, pp.267-268.

(198) Encyclopedia of the National Register, the speech of the Revolution Leader to the military trainees in
Zimbabwe in March 13, 1980.

(199) Speech of Colonel Muammar al- Gaddafi in the International Symposium on the Dismissal of the Issue of
Zionism and Racism, Tripoli, July 22, 1976, pp.15-16.
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Al-Gaddafi’s vision of the struggle against the settlers was marred by lack of
familiarity with the realities at the beginning. Based on his words, he said in
1972, “I was surprised when | spoke with the brother President Mokhtar Weld
Daddah of Mauritania, about the South African issue. President Mokhtar showed
me that the problem was now the Government of South Africa seizure of the
territory of Namibia; and this was on top of Africa’s concerns. Because | think
that the work for Africa was the liberation of the whole of the southern Africa
region from the control of white invaders.”200

Libya continued to support the struggle for Namibia’s independence from South
Africa“racism”. In the Nairobi Summit, 1981, Libya promised to provide
financial support to SWAPO, that was struggling for the liberation of Namibia
from South Africa, by half million dollars, in addition to in-kind assistance, such
as weapons, food among others. At the same time, it also promised to provide
assistance to the African National Congress (ANC) as well as Pan-African
Conference (PAC) that were struggling against the apartheid inside South
Africa.201 Also, Libya joined the African and international anti-racism and
racial discrimination for both Rhodesia and South Africa, as a form of abhorrent
colonialism.202

In the campaign against racism in Rhodesia (Zimbabwe), Libya provided
assistance to both Zambia and Tanzania, the neighbouring countries, giving
support to the fighters. Libya also contributed to the international campaign for
a boycott of the racist regime in Pretoria, and demanded in all the international
meetings of al-Gaddafi, to fully respect the resolutions of the United Nations
regarding boycott against the racist regimes in South Africa.203 Libya
condemned on many occasions, the prison sentences given to the freedom
fighters of the African national liberation movements.

At the 19th Africa Summit, November 26, 1982, in his speech al-Gaddafi
said, “Libya will carry out its duties towards the liberation movements in South
Africa, the Pan African Congress (PAC), the African Congress (ANC) in this
list; we pledge to you that we will provide all necessary support. Also, Libya
will take the international obligation regarding the achieving of the functions of
social and economic programs for South Africa.”204

At the 8th Summit of the Non-Aligned States in 1986, in Harare, Zimbabwe,
Gaddafi said “We came to you to boost the morale of the fighters of South
Africa and the freedom fighters headed by Mandela, but | announce from here
that the

(200) Encyclopedia of the National Register, A speech of Colonel Muammar al-Gaddafi in the Ninth Afro-Asian
Peoples Solidarity Organization, Tripoli - Libya, November 11, 1970.

(201) Africa Contemporary Record 1981, 1982, p.61.

(202) Nathan Alexander, op.cit., p.840.

(203) Marwa Adel Shukri Mohammed Amin, The Libyan liberation policy in Africa and the situation of the United
States of America (1969-1989). Master Thesis, History Department, Institute of African Research and Studies,
Cairo University, 2009, %p.249—251.

(204) Encyclopedia of the National Register, The final session of the Conference of the XIX African Summit,
November 26, 1982 (Libya Tripoli).
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potentials of my country, the moral and material are under the command of the
liberation forces all over the world.”205

In his speech to the Defence Committee of the Organization of African Unity,
in 1989, al-Gaddafi said, “We must win the fight in South Africa for the benefit
of the black people of South Africa; it is a shame that an European system
remains hosted by white racists in South Africa, it is shameful that African
countries exchange visits, negotiations or confessions with this system, the
dirty racist regime against the black. Therefore, we should depend on our own to
destroy the racist regimes.”206

Fourth: Libyan Aid to Liberation Movements in the Seventies:

Libya’s contribution to the support of the liberation movements in African countries,
either through the Organization of African Unity that is the Coordinating Committee
for the Liberation of Africa, in which Libya’s Contribution amounted to about
6.51% of the Committee’s budget.207 The assistance to the African liberation
movements was supported by the internal popularity in Libya, where the Libyan
People’s Congresses, including the General People’s Congress or Parliament, issued
Law No. 11 of 1981 in support of liberation movements in Africa and the world. The
governmental General People’s Committee also made a decision to support African
Frontline States on 26 November, 1981.208

At the same time, some other African countries, in the seventies, received loans
and grants from Libya, such as Guinea-Bissau, which received a loan of $3 million
during the period of 1975-1976, and the DR Congo, which received loans worth
$93 million to fund projects in 1974. Angola received about $150 million in 1974
as a loan from Libyan.209 The Libyan leadership announced in the Council of
Ministers of the Organization of African Unity, meeting in its 27th Ordinary
Session, in Port Louis, Mauritius, from 24 June to 3 July 1976, that it invited
Member States of the Organization of African Unity to provide effective assistance
to the Government of the Republic of Mozambique; and then the resolution No. 475
was issued to provide a grant of $30 million from the Special Arab Aid Fund for
Mozambique, and to support the Zimbabwean people’s struggle for liberation.210

(205) Encyclopedia of the National Register, Addressed by Colonel Muammar al-Gaddafi in the 8th Summit of the
Non-Aligned Movement, September 4, 1986, Harare, Zimbabwe.

(206) Encyclopedia of the National Register, addressed by Colonel Muammar Gaddafi at the opening of the tenth
session of the Commission of Defense, March 28, 1989 (Tripoli - Libya).

(207) Mohammed Saleh Omar Ali Matary, African Orientation of the Libyan Foreign Policy (1969-2002), Master
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(208) Secretariat of the People’s Committee for Foreign Liaison and International Cooperation - Report of the
Libyan Foredgn Policy, 1981, p.24.

(209) Khaled Hanafy Mahmoud Libyan foreign policy towards non-Arab African countries since 1969, Master
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(210) Arab Republic of Egypt - Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the resolutions, op.cit., p.374.
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Morocco and Tunisia

Morocco and Southern African Struggle against Colonialism and

Racial Discrimination

The Kingdom of Morocco had adopted an active African policy since the
beginning of its independence from France in 1956. The African continent was one
of the core constituents of the foreign policy of Morocco due to many links,
including the geography, historical link with the Sahara, cultural ties, where the
African component is one of the main constituents of the Moroccan identity. In
addition, there was the common struggle for liberation from European colonialism;
all of which linked Morocco with the African continent.

Three main phases can be identified in the framework of the Moroccan African
policy, particularly the position of the Kingdom of Morocco and its support of the
liberation struggle in southern Africa. The first phase, covering the period from 1956
to 1961, a period of King Mohammed The V; the second phase, extending from
1961 to 1975, a stage at his successor, King Hassan The Il - specifically by the
African position on the issue of the disputed Western Sahara; and the third phase,
lasting from 1975 to 1994, the second term of the reign of King Hassan The I,
especially after Morocco’s withdrawal from the Organization of African Unity, and
his taking to an independent stance.

1 The First Phase: The King Mohammed V Morocco’s Accession to the Axis
of the Revolutionary States in Africa:

Morocco sought to pursue a policy of African revolutionary, since its
independence from France in 1956, especially in the period of King Mohammed
V, from 1956 to 1961, who joined the Revolutionary wing of the continent,
which believes in using all means to liberate colonized territories, including
armed force. This was reflected in the Moroccan position towards the Algerian
revolution. It was also reflected in the position of Morocco towards the
Congolese (Kinshasa) Revolution, as well as in joining and in founding the
Organization of Casablanca, which included the revolutionary countries on the
African continent at that time. The reign of King Mohammed V was marked by
his support of the national liberation movements against colonialism in Africa
and Asia, whether in Algeria, Palestine, Indonesia or Congo. This trend was an
extension of the experiment, which was led by King in Morocco itself. The
French colonialists wish the King had joined the French colonialists against the
national movement in his country. However, King Mohammed V chose to
support the internal national movement. As a result he was exiled from the
country to the island of Corsica, south France, in August 1953. He was later
transferred to the island of Madagascar in January 1954.(211) The national
movement continued fighting colonialism, and received

(211) Dr Ragaa Mahmoud Taha Mohamed, His Majesty King Mohammed the V symbol of struggle and sacrifice
in: Publications of the High Commission and members of the former resistance fighters imprisoned freedom, His
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support from Egypt, where Abdel Nasser gave arms to The Liberation Army of
Morocco, until the King returned from exile on 16 November 1955 and Morocco
gained its political independence from France on 2 March, 1956.

Further,there was friendship between King MohammedV and the late Egyptian
leader Abdel Nasser, and there was broad consensus between the two leaders
who were gathered through Arabism, Islam and the liberation of Africa and the
Arab world. They were also involved in supporting of the Algerian Revolution,
and the establishment of coordination among the independent African states at
the United Nations, which had helped in getting several decisions passed, that
helped in liberation of many African countries. One of most important of these
resolutions is the UN Resolution Number 1514 of the General Assembly, in
1960 of the “Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonized
Countries and Peoples”, as well as the resolution establishing the Decolonization
Committee that was created in 1961 by the General Assembly of the United
Nations, with the purpose of monitoring implementation of the former
resolution. (212)

The King Mohammed V charged Abdul-Karim al-Khatib, Minister of African
Affairs, to establish contacts with African liberation movements, particularly the
African National Congress, and the Popular Movement for the Liberation of
Angola. The King Hassan Il did the same in the early years of his reign.

King Mohammed V Support of the Revolution of the Congo (Leopoldville):

The Congo crisis at the beginning of 1960’s landmark in the history of the
struggle and the liberation of Africa, where it led to a terrible conflict between
the forces of colonialism on one hand and national liberation forces in Africa on
the other.

The King Mohammed the V, with courage and clarity, made a stand with the
leaders of African liberation, namely Gamal Abdel Nasser, Ahmed Sékou
Touré, Kwame Nkrumah, Modibo Keita) in support of Congolese national
independence leader Patrice Lumumba.

On 11 July, 1960, Lumumba asked the United Nations to send international
force to maintain law and order in the Congo to stop the Belgian intervention.
He also asked his friends in Africa, including King Mohamed V, to participate in
the force. The King Mohammed the V responded immediately and sent a force of
some battalions of the Moroccan army. Morocco was the first country to respond
to the UN resolution, where it sent two battalions in July 1960. It also sent the
third battalion, for a total of up to 3,250 soldiers under the command of General
Hamo El-Kettani who was appointed to succeed the President of the General
Command of the United Nations.(213) The Moroccan troops spread in all parts

late Majesty Mohammed The Fifth, Struggle for Independence and Support for African liberation Movements (Rabat:
An International Academic Seminar, 14 - 15 November 2005, pp.95-98.
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Edition , 1997) p.05.
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of the Congo and the most important mineral sites in the territory of “Katanga”.
The first task assigned to them was to contact the rebel soldiers to disarm and
return them to their barracks as well as the protection of factories and farms. The
United Nations had also assigned them the task of organizing Congolese forces
as soon as possible. So that the Ministry of Defence and the Chief of Staff were
organized, also three battalions of paratroopers were formed. That was the first
nucleus of a real Congolese National Army.

The Congolese police was also reorganized. They also supported the troops
in the restoration of the factories and farms, as well as the resumption of
special researches and construction of Enka Dam. The Puma Port on Congo
River, and Matadi Port, were reopened, as part of the important work carried
out until March 1961, when the troops were returned to Morocco. The speech
of King Mohammed V to them was, “It is something to be very proud of to see
that the whole world respects the great role that you have played for the good
of the Congo and service that you rendered with sincerity to the people,
conserving the traditions of military, and having magnanimity, nobility and
generosity of self and high vigor.”214

In general, the situation in Congo seriously deteriorated after President
Kasavubu responded to the colonial schemes. He issued a decree deposing
Lumumba as Prime Minister and leader of the majority in the parliament, based
on the support of General Mobutu, an army commander of the garrison located
in Leopoldville. Lumumba refused that and became one of two authorities in the
country, as well as the United Nations force. King Mohammed V was worried
about using the African military forces, including the Moroccan troops, in
purposes other than they were sent for. Given this situation of complexity, the
King made an initiative, calling for the Casablanca Conference on January 1st,
1961, which was attended by leaders of African countries that had troops in the
Congo to examine the situation.(215)

King Mohamed V and the Casablanca Conference (January 1961):

The summit meeting was in Casablanca at the initiative of King Mohammed the
V of Morocco. The conference brought together African countries, revolutionary
at that time, like Egypt, Morocco, Guinea, Ghana and Mali, in addition to the
interim Algerian Government, as well as leaders of African liberation
movements. They declared Casablanca’s charter that established the first African
organization fromthe five States and the interim Government of Algeria. [t was an
organization bringing together countries from North Africa,Arabic-speaking and
sub-Saharan African countries which were non-Arabic speaking. The Charter
was prosecuting the unionist revolutionary thought, emphasizing on the
liberation of African territories still under foreign domination. It also
declared that the economic

(214) - Abdul Hag, Marini, Ibid p.405 to 406.
(215) - Mohamed F%vek, His Majesty King Mohammed the V and his Role in the liberation of Africa and to
Achieve unity, in Ibid, pp.120-121.
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and social policy for African countries should be in the form that ensures the
exploitation of national wealth for the benefit of their peoples and to ensure that
the wealth was distributed equitably among their own nationals.

The Conference adopted a resolution on racism in South Africa and denounced
the policy of Government of the Union of South Africa disregarding the UN
resolutions and the Afro-Asian conferences. It condemned also the policy of
colonial powers that still supported the moral and military Government of the
Union of South Africa, and affirmed the determination to implement the
resolutions of the Bandung Conference, as well as Accra and Monrovia on this
subject. The conference called the United Nations to apply the penalties that are
set in the Articles 40, 41 of the UN Charter if the South African government did
not put an end to its racial segregation policy.(216)

The Second Phase: King Hassan 11 period, 1961-1975

During this phase, we have witnessed an extension of the first phase to a
certain extent, especially in the first few years. The African policy of Morocco
continued to support the African peoples and the liquidation of colonialism and
anti- racism. These were, in fact, the foundations built by the Moroccan politics
under King Mohamed V.

Morocco continued to provide training and material support to revolutionary
movements, including Nelson Mandela who visited Morocco in April 1962.
Mandela was asked to send his men to Dar es Salaam, and then they would be
trained in Morocco. Mandela received £5,000 from Abdel Karim Al-Khatib.
However, some developments began to impact on the Moroccan position as an
Arab-African revolutionary state. The most important of these developments was
the claim of Morocco’s sovereignty on Mauritania, as part of the historical empire
of Morocco. The conflict extended over the Western Sahara, especially since
1976, which contributed to the limitation of Morocco’s African policy.

Mauritania gained its independence from France in 1960. King Mohammed
V presented this event to the African public as an example of work against
colonialism and imperialism, focusing on Moroccan policy of anti-dependency.
He assured the support of radical leaders of the African revolutionary in
demanding sovereignty over Mauritania.(217)

The Moroccan Minister of Foreign Affairs presented the Mauritanian issue
at the United Nations in 1960 as similar to the issue of secession of Katanga
from the Congo. After Mauritania gained its independence, the King Hassan Il|
boycotted the founding Summit of the Organization of African Unity in Addis
Ababa because Mauritania was called to attend the conference. Morocco
delayed the signing of the Charter of the OAU for four months. It kept a
precaution when

(216) - Colin Ljum, The Pan-Africanism, Brief of political guide, p.287-288.
(217) Miguel Hernando de Larramendi, Foreign policy Morocco, translated from Spanish by Abdel-Aal Roky,
Casablanca: Al Nagah Algadida: The 9th Book, 2005, p.153.
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signing the Charter, saying that His Majesty King’s Government had no intention
in any way to abandon its legitimate historical rights regarding to peace and the
preservation of the territorial integrity of the country within its borders.(218)
However, Morocco was obliged to accept the independence of Mauritania de
facto. Morocco amended its approach in African politics since the mid-sixties. It
began to strengthen its relations with moderate African Francophone countries,
or conservatives, like Senegal, Cote d’Ivoire and Zaire, which made Morocco
to get into the Western Sahara conflict, without enough support from the
African States, especially after 1975.(219)

Before that, the African States were supporting the Arab-African parties in the
dispute sustaining them against Spain as decolonization case that was an African
goal which had always attracted unanimous support.

The African States continued to adopt this position until the issuance of the
advisory opinion in 1975 by the United Nations and the International Court of
Justice. The feud began among the African countries, particularly after the
Madrid Agreement that partitions the territory, which was rejected by some of
the committees of the OAU. They considered that the Territory was still in the
rule of colonial domination. The Organization of African Unity emphasized on
the inalienable right of the people of Western Sahara to self-determination.(220)

These events had influenced on the Moroccan policy towards Southern
Africa. With regard to the Moroccan position for the liberation movements
in the Portuguese colonies, the Morocco has always engaged in the approach
to the Organization of African Unity, based on the recognition of the three
liberation movements in Angola, namely the People’s Liberation Movement of
Angola (MPLA); the National Front for the Liberation of Angola (FLNA) and
the National Union for the Total Independence of Angola (UNITA).

Until the mid-seventies, Morocco shared with the Organization of African
Unity,the option of calling Portugal to hand over power to all the three movements.
It also believed that the three movements, before or after independence, should
work to resolve the outstanding problems among them in the framework of
forming a government of national unity, and organize free elections within a year
after independence.

The assembly of Heads of State and Governments held in Kampala, Uganda
from 28 July to 1st August 1975, discussed some issues including the
deteriorating situation in Angola. It adopted a resolution (AHG/Res.72 (XII))
requesting the Chairman of OAU, after consultation with Members of the
Bureau, to appoint members of the Fact-Finding Commission of Enquiry and
Conciliation in

(218) Mahmoud Mohamed Ibrahim Abul-Enein, The Right to Self-Determination with a comparative study of
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Angola; the Commission included Uganda, Somalia, Nigeria, Upper Volta (now
Burkina Faso), Ghana, Algeria Lesotho, and Burundi.(221)

In the framework of the Commission of Inquiry and Conciliation, Morocco
had stood with Uganda, Upper Volta, Niger, Ghana, and Lesotho, while Algeria
was with Somalia, Burundi and Nigeria, that is, on a line completely in the
opposite. The representative of Morocco, Mohammed Besbs, Head of African
Affairs, Foreign Ministry of Morocco; said that “Morocco does not support the
recognition of the People’s Liberation Movement in Angola”. He also said that
“Morocco cannot be on the same side with a movement that was treating others
systematically as traitors™.(222) Despite that both the MPLA and the FLNA
were started in Morocco, according to Moroccan Foreign Ministry
sources.(223)

The Algerian trend was supporting the USSR in its position on the Angolan
movements. Algeria was accused in playing a key role in supporting the Soviet
efforts in Angola by allowing the departure of the aircraft from its land to
Angola. This situation strengthened the Algerians position in their bargaining
with the Soviets, resulting in the tendency of the Soviets supporting Algeria in
the Sahara conflict.

The Moroccan Minister of Information, Dr Taieb ben Hema, expressed the
Moroccan viewpoint on Angola in his talks with the US Ambassador in Morocco
on 26 December, 1975. He said,“Morocco will continue its current policy to
avoid recognition of any movement in Angola”.224

Perhaps the link between the situations of the Western Sahara and Angola have
become clear both from the viewpoint of Moroccans or Algerians, or even
from the point of view of other African states. Nigerian diplomatic officials
announced that the Nigerian envoys who visited Morocco with a message from
the Nigerian President Murtala, faced a difficult time there. Moroccans did not
give them warm reception because of the relatively negative attitude of Nigeria
towards the Sahara issue. This was in contrast to the delegation of Zairean
President Mobutu to Morocco. It was warmly welcomed because of the strong
support of Zaire to Morocco at the United Nations on the Sahara issue. (225)

In general, the African Summit held for the situation in Angola ended without
reaching a compromise on Angola. The States supporting the government of
(MPLA) rejected the draft resolution submitted by the Ugandan President Idi
Amin. Thus the second round of collective diplomacy in Africa failed, and the
African nations were split into two equal (numerically) sides, one led by
Algeria

(221) Egypt - Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Decision, Resolutions and Declarations of the Organization of African
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and supporting the government of MPLA, and the other led by Morocco, calling
for a coalition national government in Angola formed by the three movements,.
In fact, the second group was supporting the Alliance of UNITA and FLNA,
which was against the MPLA.

The Third Stage: Kin Hassan I’s accession to the moderate centre of the
Continent in 19 6 1994

The support of the Algerian proposal to the problem of Western Sahara by majority of
the African states in the Organization of African Unity, led to the recognition of The
Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic (SADR), by a number of African countries, in
the Freetown Summit, of 1980. It joined as a participant in the Council of Ministers
of the Organization of African Unity in Addis Ababa, in February 1982. The
Secretary- General of the Organization Adam Kodjo, announced the admission of
the SADR under the leadership of the Polisario.(226) The Moroccan delegation
withdrew from the meeting, followed by delegations of a number of African countries
that threatened to boycott the organization’s conferences in the case of participation
of the Polisario. Indeed, when the delegation of the SADR admitted as a member of
the Organization (No. 51), attended the 20th Summit in Addis Ababa, in 1984, the
Moroccan delegation withdrew from the meeting.

The President of the Moroccan delegation, the representative of King Hassan, said,
“Waiting to be overcome by wisdom and prudence, we are leaving”. The Moroccan
membership in the organization was suspended. The King Hassan Il concluded that
“the Organization of African Unity had acted improperly, and that the standards of
the United Nations are in high degree of accuracy”. (227)

Morocco tried to gain the western support and to ensure moderate African support;
it tried to give the conflict as a conflict between East and West. Therefore Morocco
used the political tools as well as military ones. Among the most important tools,
was engaging in the activities of the Francophone countries, hoping to give it more
room to move, especially towards the neighbour Algeria, which was then seen to be
on the socialist camp. The extent and the most important cause behind Morocco’s
involvement in the Francophone countries was the “Group safari” made up of two
parts, intelligence and military, with the aim of making rapid intervention to support
friendly regimes.

It was the military arm that intervened more than once in the DR Congo (
formerly Zaire) to support Mobutu’s regime; in Somalia to support Siad Barre against
the ruling Marxist Mengistu Haile Mariam in Ethiopia. The other attempts were

(226) -The Polisario, Polisario Front, or Frente Polisario, from the Spanish abbreviation of Frente Popular de
Liberacién de Sagula el Hamra y Rio de Oro (“Popular Front for the Liberation of Saguia el-Hamra and Rio de
Oro”) is a Sahrawi rebel national liberation movement working for the independence of Western Sahara from
Morocco. http://en.wikipedia.org.

(227) - Mahmoud Mohamed Ibrahim Abul-Enein, op.cit., pp.412-416.


http://en.wikipedia.org/
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to support moderate coalitions in Africa which were pro-West, against the radical
coalitions supported by the socialist camp that tended to favour Algeria.

1 The First Western intervention in Zaire (Shaba), 1977

Inearly April 1977, a Moroccan band composed of 1,300 men and their equipment
on board using French aircraft went to the Republic of Zaire to help to sustain
the liberalization of Shaba (previously Katanga) province, which was attacked
by Cuban mercenaries from Angola. The campaign was led by Col. Abdel Qadir
Lubares, supported by Col. Abdel Wahid the commander of military operations.

The Moroccan band was able to recover the mining city of Kolwezi, Lualaba
Province, South DR Congo. It was also in cooperation with the forces of Zaire to
recover Kananga, Lulua Province, Muchacha. The Mercenaries fled beyond the

border of Zaire. The Moroccan force took control of the cities of Kankura, and
Vankova. It caused heavy losses and got spoils. It enlisted Zairian volunteers who

were using poison arrows. The Moroccan force retrieved the Kazagy town, which

forms a junction for roads and railway; and the Dilolo city, which was the last

stronghold for the invading mercenaries; thus returned the independence of the
territory and ended the war. (228)
2. The Second Morocco’s intervention in Zaire, 1978

The second Moroccan military Battalion including 1,500 solders, and a unit of
armoured forces, was sent to Zaire in June 1978. It was led by Col. Major
Lubares. This was based on the call from the Organization of African Unity to
restore security after the turmoil of the security situation in Zaire. The Moroccan
troops participated alongside a number of African Union forces led by
Moroccan Commander Lubares. It completed its work and returned back to

Morocco in August 1979.(229)

3 Moroccan Support of Liberation Movements in the Portuguese Colonies
and South Africa:

King Mohammed V had put a strong foundation to support the liberation

movements in the Portuguese colonies. He supported the National liberation
movement in Mozambique*Front for the Liberation of Mozambique (FRELIMO)”
led by Samora Machel. The FRELIMO had struggled until Mozambique got
independence on 25 June, 1975. The independence of Mozambique was

followed by the independence of islands of Cape Verde, Sao Tome and
Principe. The Mozambican National Resistance (RENAMO) was founded in
1975 following Mozambique’s independence as an anti-Communist political

organization. It fought against the FRELIMO in the Mozambican Civil War from
1975 to October 1992 with the Rome General Peace Accords between

FRELIMO and RENAMO.

(228) Abdul Hag, Marini, The Moroccan Army Through History, op.cit., p.415.
(229) Idem.
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In 1994, Mozambique held its first-ever democratic elections, based on multi-
party system.(230)

Mr Abdel Karim Al-Khatib, who served as minister for African Affairs
since the reign of King Mohammed V, organized the training of cadres for the
liberation movements in Mozambique, South Africa and Portuguese Guinea.
Morocco also provided financial support for the political resistance to apartheid
and racial discrimination in South Africa. In this regard, at the beginning of the
reign of King Hassan Il, Nelson Mandela visited Morocco in April 1962.
Mandela requested a meeting with the King to ask for help for his men because
he wanted to establish an army. He also wanted money, weapons and training.
Abdel Karim Al-Khatib asked Mandela to bring soldiers to Dar es Salaam, and
Morocco was going to provide an aircraft to transfer them to Morocco for
training. They also agreed for arms to be sent to Dar es Salam. When Mandela
asked for £5,000 as a financial assistance, Al-Khatib handed him a check for
that amount to put it in one of the London banks, without taking a receipt.
Nelson Mandela still remembered the incident and commended it on every
occasion, as a sign of what was done by Morocco in supporting the resistance
movement against apartheid in South Africa.(231)

Thus,Moroccoplayedanactiveroleinsupportof ~ Africanliberationmovements,
since its independence; including the liberation movements in southern Africa,
and in the anti-apartheid and decolonization. Morocco always supported the
decisions approving the independence and freedom of African peoples in the
summit meetings and regional and international conferences.

However, Morocco’s support to African liberation movements in Africa in
general, and in southern Africa in particular, became limited due to the alliance of
Morocco with the Western powers. After the short-term association with African
revolutionary leaders or radicals who formed the Casablanca Group, Morocco
chose the moderate or pro-Morocco African regimes due to the Sahara conflict.
This type of conservatism had contributed to reduce the Moroccan support for
liberation movements in the revolutionary, patriotic and anti-Western South
African movements.

Tunisia and the Southern African Struggle

The role of Tunisia in the liberation struggle in Southern Africa was relatively
less important. Habib Bourguiba was the father of Tunisian Independence who
forced France to leave his country. But the method that was adopted by Tunisian
National Movement in the struggle against France was based primarily on political
and diplomatic means. The Tunisian>s Liberation Army didn>t have the chance to
reach the same degree of maturity and breadth of influence that was reached by the

(230) USAID/Mozambi()ue, Strategic objective close out report, 2005, p.2.
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/14/62/36133961.pdf

(231) Abdel Karim Al-Khatib, Resistance to French colonialism, p.1, 10/1/2005.


http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/14/62/36133961.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/14/62/36133961.pdf
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Algerian Liberation Army, for example, or even by the Moroccan Liberation Army.
This referred to the short duration of the Tunisian armed struggle. That period ranged
from March to December 1954.

These conditions helped Habib Bourguiba, in the declaration of Tunisiars
independence on 20th March, 1956; as a sovereign nation running its foreign
affairs and self-defence with some concessions to France.(232)

Bourguiba stayed in office until 1989 when he was succeeded as president, by
Zine El Abidine Ben Ali.233 So the most important and decisive period through
which the Tunisian side could have help the liberation movements in Southern
Africa passed through Bourguiba rule, that focused on the political dimension and
efforts through international organizations and also the financial support, through
the OAU, to help the liberation struggle in Southern Africa.

In fact, the alliance of Tunisia under Bourguiba, with the West put it in a group
of moderates and conservatives, and got it out from the camp of fighters and
revolutionaries who believed in the importance of armed action in the liquidation of
colonialism and resistance to apartheid. Bourguiba was one of the first politicians in
North Africa and the Arab world, in general, who did not welcome any cooperation
with the former Soviet Union or the socialist bloc countries. He used to say, “The
entry of one cartridge of this camp is able to open the door wide to experts and
destructive ideas”. In a speech in May 1968, he said, “We believe that the influence
of the United States of America constitutes an element of stability that protects the
world from any kind of totalitarian regimes.”

Bourguiba’s relations with Egyptian President Abdel Nasser witnessed continuous
tensions, where he disagreed with him in his direction, ideology, and many issues
including unity, nationalism, and the Palestine. He preferred, in some speeches, the
Atlantic Alliance instead of the Arab League. He also criticized radical systems of
the Arab world such as the Baathist regime and the Libyan regime. (234)

However, Tunisia in the era of Bourguiba provided moral and material assistance
to support the national movement in South Africa, led by Nelson Mandela, as well
as the revolutions of Angola and Mozambique. The Tunisian support was through
the Organization of African Unity, Committee for the Liberation of Africa Fund.
Tunisia was ranked eighth in terms of the financial support through the Fund of
Liberation Committee, after Egypt, Nigeria, Algeria and Guinea, Ethiopia, Libya and
Zaire. (235)

§232) This, along with recognition of the national struggle waged against the French by Habib Bourguiba and his
light across Libya to E%ypt at that time, and the formation of a team of Tunisian fighters reached about 2514 men,
which made the French felt that their life was in danger.

See: Dr Nawal Abdel-Aziz Riyadh, Liberation movements in the Arab Maghreb (Cairo, Dar Al Arab Thought,
Culture Encyclopedia of Historical, Archaeological, Cultural, Modern and Contemporary History No. 22, 2007,
p.41, 49.

(233) Bourguiba died in the April 16, 2000.

(234) http://www.moqatel.com/mogatel/dats/wathaek/wazerafrica.

(235) See Table 1 in this chapter.


http://www.moqatel.com/moqatel/dats/wathaek/wazerafrica
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Although Tunisia did not participate in the African groupings such as Brazzaville,
Casablanca, and Monrovia Group, prior to the OAU, it joined the Organization
of African Unity. Tunisia supported the liberation movements in Southern Africa
through the African collective action, the Arab summit conferences, and the
conferences of Non-aligned Movement. It provided political and moral support to
the liberation movements and the liquidation of apartheid in South Africa; which
was attended to by the Tunisian President Ben Ali, until the change in South Africa
in 1994,

Conclusion

Thus we can say that the tide of supporting the Liberation movements in Southern
Africa against apartheid in South Africa started to rise from the North African
countries that continued to work until the achievement of the objectives. Cairo
was the major centre for African liberation movements, including the liberation
movements in Southern Africa, in terms of providing places for political leadership,
military training, financial assistance, political support, media and diplomatic support.
Algeria and Morocco, especially after 1961 and 1962 provided support and
assistance; Libya also started giving support since the beginning of 1970’s but to a
lesser extent than Egypt, because of the potential difference; this was because of
Egypt’s better understanding of Africa and its ability to mobilize Arab, regional and
international support for the liberation movements which were struggling for
liberation and for elimination of apartheid from Southern Africa countries.
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The struggle for Southern African liberation really began in earnest in the region
itself in the early 1960s. At that point, liberation movements had come to a shared
awareness that the independence from direct colonial rule won by their African
counterparts elsewhere on the continent was not to be so readily won south of the
Zambezi - in the stubborn redoubts of both white settlerdom and a particularly
recalcitrant Portuguese colonialism. As a result they began to craft the more assertive
policies of popular and armed struggle that they felt to be necessary in order to lay
claim to their freedom.

The regional war that resulted — at its most dramatic in Mozambique, Angola,
Rhodesia (to become Zimbabwe), South-West Africa (to become Namibia), and South
Africa — has been described by others elsewhere in this collectively-prepared
SADC study. But well beyond the region itself, the drama of the southern African
struggle also had enormous resonance; focusing the energies of large numbers of
people in a host of countries world-wide. Indeed, even in those countries whose
governments and corporate sectors tended to find themselves, from the outset, on the
side of white power and of tried and tested sources of profit, citizens organized,
from below, to take noteworthy initiatives to challenge their countries’ support of
racist rule — and to give such succour as they could, to those on the ground in
southern Africa who were struggling for liberation. This chapter will focus on the
North American front of such a challenge and of such support — specifically on
Canada and the United States.

Defining the Terrain of Support

We shall be looking, then, at what | have termed elsewhere the “thirty years war
for southern African liberation.” This was a war waged, in the first instance, against
continuing racial/colonial rule and it was one waged on a humber of territorial fronts
throughout the region, most dramatically in the thirty years from 1960 to 1990.
This period, when southern Africa became a theatre of war, was one bounded, in
its beginnings, by the 1960 banning of the African National Congress (ANC) and
Pan-Africanist Congress (PAC) which, in turn, would precipitate attempts by these
movements to launch armed struggles in South Africa. It was also a beginning
marked by a further build-up in Angola of the pressures that erupted into violent
confrontation there in 1961, and by Dar es Salaam’s emergence as the central
staging ground for liberation movements from Angola, Mozambique, Zimbabwe,
Namibia and South Africa dedicated to struggles further south. The period spanned
the ensuing conflicts that brought independence to both Angola and Mozambique in
1975 and the establishment of majority rule in Zimbabwe in 1980. And it closed, in
1990, with the political liberation of Africa’s last colony, Namibia, and with the
release, in South Africa, of Nelson Mandela and the unbanning of the ANC that set
the stage for a period of negotiations (1990-1994) towards establishment of a
democratic constitution there and, ultimately, the holding of the “freedom elections”
of 1994 that brought the ANC to power.
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It is true that the struggle so defined did not come to an end until this latter date,
1994, when, after four further years of political stalling and physical confrontation,
the white power-holders were finally displaced from formal control of political
power. It is also the case that the struggle for liberation in southern Africa did not
really begin in 1960 but rather in the very first resistances to imperial trespass
decades, even centuries, previously. Moreover, the struggle, as we will emphasize,
had not really come to an end by 1994, but instead, when properly construed, can
be seen to continue to the present moment.

However, in order to see clearly the on-going nature of the “liberation struggle”,
as well as to make any real sense of the thirty years war for southern African
liberation itself, it will first be necessary to further clarify the terms of our inquiry.
Since our topic is “liberation support” we must begin by considering the very
concept of “liberation” itself. What exactly are we to take “liberation” to have meant
and to mean in southern Africa? There is also a related question, as we will see: in
what ways, and to what extent, has liberation actually been attained - and in what
ways does the struggle for it still continue?

Let us be clear. The starting point of the analysis here is that “liberation” must be
considered as being a multi-dimensional concept, one that implicates four different
dimensions: race, class, gender and (democratic) voice. Each dimension needs to
be emphasized and reflected upon. There can be no denying that the struggle for
southern African liberation has been, principally, a struggle for liberation from
racial domination, as epitomized, in South Africa for example, under the name
and in the practice of apartheid. Nonetheless, it remains true that for many of the
participants in these struggles, there was also an equally important struggle to be
waged for liberation on several related fronts: on the class front (for the overthrow
and/or strong qualification of the capitalist system, defined as it crucially is by
class differentiation and exploitation, both locally and globally) and on the gender
front (with claims centering on the demand for a much greater measure of gender
equality) in particular.

There was, as well, a fourth dimension to the struggle, one for “voice” - for a
high degree of “liberation” in popular terms, (in terms, that is, of the local
population actually gaining genuine and sustained democratic voice and exerting
real and institutionalized control over their new governments). In fact, even if
rhetorically
asserted, this latter goal was much less passionately advocated and pursued in southern
Africa. Thus even the most exemplary and committed of the liberation movements in
the region (one thinks here of FRELIMO in Mozambique and even, perhaps, of the
ANC) were overwhelmingly “vanguardist,” and hence tendentially authoritarian, both
in perspective and too often in practice. Moreover, all had within their leaderships
many who would quickly become content with primarily applauding their own rise
to power rather than seeking the effective empowerment of the people themselves
than one had hoped would be the outcome of such struggles.
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It is also true that the precise balance between these various liberatory goals
(cast in terms of race, class and gender and voice) struck by the different liberation
movements during their struggles was diverse, with such a balance also subject to
shifts over time. Of course all the leading movements were united in their resistance
to white minority rule (if not, as noted, in many cases looking to any very strongly
democratic aftermath to such contestation). Moreover, virtually all such movements
did in fact pay at least lip service, initially, to socialist goals, as well as (albeit with
marked variation amongst them) to aspirations to a significant degree of gender
equality as well.

Yetall - and each of the founding movements/parties still in power in the region -
have come to abandon virtually any attempt to transform fundamentally the “capital-
logic” and class differentiation inherent in their inherited economic structures,
while all have also been far stronger in their rhetorical, as distinct from practical,
commitment to gender equality (read: the realization of women’s interests). An
advancement of the interests of black southern Africans there has certainly been but
even this has been qualified markedly by the differential progress made by different
strata of the black population under the various now hegemonic capitalist systems in
the region. In short, without trivializing or understating in any way the achievements,
both practical and meaningfully symbolic, that have been realized, the actual content
of “liberation” in Southern Africa must be carefully and critically scrutinized.

This becomes all the more true when careful account is also taken of the shifting
perspectives of players on “the other side” of such struggles, not merely the white
settler communities themselves but, even more markedly, the global forces that were
arrayed, both for capitalist and for racist reasons, on the side of white minority rule.
This is especially true with respect to the present chapter since its main focus will
be on movements for support for southern African liberation/anti-apartheid struggle
that grounded themselves in two of the most unapologetically capitalist of powers
(the United States and Canada) and - especially as regards the United States —
which were also marked by domestic policies of significantly racist-tilt.

Indeed, of the essential support, over many decades, of the strongest western
states and economies for the white minority regimes there can be no doubt. For,
however much tinged with “merely” Cold War calculations and by residual racism,
it is especially true that the protection and advancement of the economic “interests”
of their countries and corporations were at the forefront of the minds of most
western political and business leaders. Thus it is not surprising that much of the
energy of liberation support/anti-apartheid activists in these countries was at least
as often directed towards seeking to confront corporate complicity in the profits of
oppression (through loans, trade and investment) as to challenging the entanglement
of their respective states with the racist regimes (whether these latter ‘entanglements”
be manifested through NATO-support for Portugal for example, or, vis-a-vis South
Africa, Angola, Mozambique and Rhodesia, as part of some Reaganesque/Thatcherite
anti-communist crusade). In any case, the involvement of real popular energies in
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campaigns of support designed to lift the weight of western countries, both politically
and economically, to be found on the side of white power was dramatic and is well
worth chronicling - involving, as it did, political and cultural assertions in such
countries by both blacks and whites that were of real merit and magnitude.

But it is also important to emphasize that it proved much easier for the supporters
of liberation movements, within churches, trade unions, and autonomous support
groups, in western capitalist countries to confront the enormities of racist rule than
to assail, with any sustained purpose, the capitalist premises that moved western
societies to play the damagingly negative role they did. In part this was a realistic
reading by anti-apartheid militants at the time of what was really feasible (in order
to avoid their being glibly dismissed as “mere ultra-leftists”) in such profoundly
capitalist countries, in part a comfortable, perhaps even unthinking, embrace by
even some anti-apartheid militants of the capitalist premises that moved their own
societies. In sum, capitalism, it was felt by such latter militants, would merely have
to be “reformed” in order to realize the overthrow of racial rule.

It is, therefore, no accident that much of the hitherto existing alignment with pro-
southern African hopes and demands tended to fade away as a popular cause in the
West in the latter part of the 1980s (and with respect to South Africa in particular).

For by then western capital itself had begun to recalculate the mounting potential

costs to capitalist continuity of continued attachment to the once profitable but
increasingly vulnerable (even‘“‘unnecessary”) racist/apartheid structures with which it
was entangled. Moreover, with racist rule abandoned/defeated, the various territories
throughout the region that had until then experienced such racial oppression now
proved, disappointingly, to be ready candidates for capitalist resubordination. But that
was not all. Rather startlingly, the mere removal of the racist “distortions” of western
capitalist control seemed also to be a signal for the liberation support/anti-apartheid
movement in western capitalist centres, with all the energy that had once sustained
it, merely to disappear - as did any particularly outspoken and active commitment to
the fate of the poorest of the poor in the region! Any continuing commitment merely
bottomed out, in fact, at the present extremely low level, where one currently finds it.

All this must be part of the story of both the successes and the failures of the

struggle for liberation both in southern Africa and, as regards southern Africa, more
globally. Of course, there are those who would tell this story differently, seeing it as
exemplifying a pretty unqualified victory for the cause of “freedom.” There are also
those who, even if they glimpse that there have been unrealized hopes for “liberation”
in southern Africa and that “the struggle continues,” would still like to tell the story
of the southern African struggle in fairly one-sidedly positive terms. Let us,they
say, concentrate for purposes of an historical account like the present one on
something they then call “the first phase” of liberation struggle — the struggle
for “national liberation” — with other so-called “phases” (struggle cast in terms of
class, gender and

voice) to come later.
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One problem with such a formulation should be clear right from the start. One
phase does not follow from another automatically or ineluctably. Quite the contrary.
The victors in the first phase (the new cadre of [mainly black] national leaders in

the recently “liberated” countries of southern Africa), as well as their new allies
at the heart of global capitalism, are not likely to push on eagerly to the realization

of new “phases” of liberation (as defined in terms of emancipations from
constraints defined by the redress of dominant class and male power and the
correction of the present distortions of claims to any effective assertion of popular
and democratically- expressed voice). Yet, note carefully, a preoccupation with a
more expansive notion of liberation against which to measure the success of
liberation movements in southern Africa is not merely the product of the fantasies of
western ultra-leftist commentators. For many observers who might be rather
demagogically so labelled, in fact learned their “expansive” definition of liberation
from those struggling for liberation in the region itself: that is, from the stated
concern for a multi-faceted, multi-dimensional, liberation, that came from the likes
of Eduardo Mondlane and Samora Machel and from many of those in other of the
movements in southern Africa. For this was the mood of the time in southern
Africa, more real and tangible in some places perhaps (hotably in Mozambique,
however briefly) rather than others, but it was by no means absent throughout the
region. Moreover, it is important to emphasize here one final,

but absolutely essential, point.

For the fact is that a significant number of those most active in the liberation
support/anti-apartheid struggle in the United States and Canada were committed,
against the pull of the “common sense” of their own societies, to emancipation in its
broadest sense: not only to racial emancipation (as important as that was), but also
to anti-imperialist/anti-capitalist emancipation, to the fight for gender equality, to
the struggle to give democratic voice to the poorest of the poor. It would therefore be
impossible to write the present chapter - to tell the story of the movement in North
America, its victories and defeats, its strengths and weaknesses, its unity and
divisions
- without framing such a story around the diversity of liberations it sought to support.
But this will all become clearer as we proceed.

|. Canada, for example

Canada was and has remained a firmly capitalist country whose dominant classes
have had great difficulty in seeing beyond the western imperial calculus that has
rendered the country a junior partner in maintaining the profitable “northern” grip
upon the Global South. This is as true as regards Africa as it is vis-a-vis other parts
of the southern world. In fact, while never a major player, Canada stood firm in
defence of a primarily market driven support for institutionalized racial superiority
in southern Africa over many decades. True, a measure of racism was a determinant
as well. Canada’s stance as partner of South Africa within the British Empire was
a particularly galling instance of the important link established between shared
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economic interests on the one hand and shared racial solidarity with the white elite
on the other, in defining the country’s policy.

Note, in this regard, that Canada’s treatment of the original native inhabitants of
its own country, through its reservations policy and denial of the franchise, served as
a quite self-conscious point of reference for South African policy-makers in forging
the patterns of segregation and rigid control of its own African population that would
form, eventually, the building blocks for apartheid. There was, in fact, a pattern of
“learning from each other,” from the very beginning of the twentieth century, that the
Canadian governmental elite was happy to facilitate vis-a-vis South Africa.1

Canada, after World War 1, was also an uncritical party to the western defence
network that found its fullest expression in NATO, an alliance that, in fact, also
formed a tacit support network for Portugal in that country’s wars to maintain its
own hegemonic colonial control in Africa, not least, in southern Africa, in Angola
and Mozambique. Even more important was the continuing involvement, throughout
the region and over decades, of Canadian-based corporations, notably in the mining
sector, in both exporting capital to and repatriating substantial profits from southern
Africa and back to Canada. Both government and corporate ties to racist rule in
southern Africa and other links of civil society to the (white) rulers there would,
of course, become targets of liberation support and anti-apartheid mobilization in
Canada, as we will see.

For the fact is that not all Canadians have agreed, over the years, with their
country’s official stance of acceptance, both tacit and active, of racial hegemony in
southern Africa. True, signs of significant resistance were to surface more slowly
than in the United States, no doubt in part because, until fairly recently, the black
population (a population group potentially more alert than others to the racial
injustices being perpetrated in southern Africa) in Canada did not comprise the
same proportion of the population as there; moreover, while targets of racism in
Canada, blacks were without quite the same desperate incentive to assert a claim to
rights of their own as American blacks had, notably in the southern (but also in
other) parts of their country.

For the rising tide of black assertion in the United States did actively stimulate a
growing awareness of white control as an unacceptable world-wide phenomenon,
including in southern Africa, as we have occasion to emphasize in a later section of
this chapter (one devoted to an account of the resistance to southern African racism
in the United States). Here it is important to emphasize that, in Canada as in the
United States, there were both blacks and whites involved in the liberation support/
anti-apartheid movement — and it is to a recording of the activity of such activists in
Canada that this section of the present chapter is devoted.

() See Ron Bourgeault, “Canada Indians: The South African Connection,” in Canadian Dimension, January
1988, pp.7 and 8; and John S. Saul, Two Fronts of Anti-Apartheid Struggle: Canada and South Africa,” paper
presented to the South African Association of Canadian Studies, Cape Town, SA, May, 2009 (subsequently
published in Transformation [Durban], 2010).
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The issue also reveals a cultural fissure in Canadian society to which it is
difficult to give a correct weighting. Of course, cultural analysis is notoriously
complex and scientifically unsatisfactory, more poetry than science in fact. Still,
Canadians, at least in the latter part of the twentieth century, seemed for the most
part (we will return to the signal, and not unimportant, exceptions) to have come to
evidence a lack of enthusiasm for racial tyranny and for firmly institutionalized
racial inequality. We even began, as the twentieth century wore on, to allow a
greater measure of equality to our brutally colonized and marginalized indigenous
peoples than we had in earlier decades, granting them (albeit rather shockingly late
in the day) the unqualified franchise in 1960 and also beginning to deal slightly more
openly and equitably with a number of land claims and with a history of abuse of
native children in various, often church-sponsored, residential schools. Nonetheless,
the recent statement (in October, 2009!) by the current Prime Minister Stephen
Harper suggests a willful ignorance of our own history that is truly shocking:“We ...
have no history of colonialism,” he said. “So we have all of the things that many
people admire about the great powers, but none of the things that threaten or bother
them.”2

Nonetheless, it was still rather easier for official Canada to clean up its act and
step away from institutionalized racism than it was for white South Africa to do so,
since, by the time these changes in Canada’s official thinking began to emerge, the
native people of Canada were so marginalized in terms of numbers and means of
ready resistance that they could eventually be granted the franchise without any great
trepidation as to its having“negative” effects. Not so easy, perhaps, for whites in
power in South Africa to do so when blacks actually represented over 80% of the
population as well as comprising a valuable pool of cheap labour. To be sure, it was
reassuring that many Canadians would ultimately react — as many anti-apartheid
activists were to find, as they themselves became more active and effective in the
1970s and 1980s
- with a real degree of outrage towards the continuing existence of white tyranny in
southern Africa - once the situation there was explained to them and once their own
lack of knowledge and the weight of misinformation arising from the negative impact
of biased media and governmental sources began to be challenged.

There is a crucial reality being underscored here in fact: the existence of a gap
between many Canadians’ gut instincts and potential understanding of the enormity
of the outrage perpetuated by white minority rule in southern Africa on the one
hand, and the actual policies the dominant classes in Canada and of the government
and corporations that represent them have tended to pursue on the other. From this
tension sprang the numerous liberation support and anti-apartheid organizations that
emerged in Canada. For these latter sought, often impressively, to redress precisely
the existent imbalance of influence in Canada by building an informed public capable

(@ Stephen Harper speaking to a press conference at the G-20 Summit in Pittsburgh, October 2, 1980, as quoted in
John Barrera, “Atleo [National Chief of Canada’s Assembly of First Nations/AFN] rejects explanation of PM’s
remark on colonialism: AFN leader says that Harper must be held to higher standard,” (Canwest News service on

<canada.com>, 10/4/09).
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of mounting a measure of pressure from below on those in power. In the end such
attempts were important. Of course, one might have hoped also to see more members
of the Canadian establishment than was ever to be the case also answering the same
call of morality and humane purpose regarding southern Africa that many other
Canadians did.

But in fact, when not merely crudely racist, most members of this

“establishment” did seem tightly locked within an iron grid of class interest, raison
d’état and the pursuit of profit. As Prime Minister Trudeau once said - and in doing
so illuminated this basic reality starkly - of his government’s apartheid policy (or,
rather, lack thereof):
“It’s not consistent. Either we should stop trading or we should stop condemning.”
In the event, as one might have feared, Trudeau and the Canadian establishment
continued to do, precisely, both!3 In any case, as Linda Freeman has forcefully
argued, Trudeau’s statement was merely the tip of the iceberg:

In 1970, a government white paper had openly supported Canadian capital in its
bid to take advantage of “the better than normal opportunities” of trading and
investing with the apartheid state as a “balance” to Canada’s interests in social
justice. One minor gesture to reduce official promotion of Canada’s economic
relations with South Africa in the late 1970s in the aftermath of the Soweto riots
had almost no impact on patterns of Canadian trade and investment. In addition,
while Canada had adopted United Nations sanctions against military exports,
enforcement of these rules was quite slack. A Canadian firm, Space Research
Corporation, helped South Africa develop an artillery gun, the G-5, which has the
capability to deliver tactical nuclear weapons and has been an important military
export. Thus, in the Trudeau years, Canadian policy in South Africa — with its
flourishing economic relations, loopholes on military exports and full diplomatic
relations with the white regime — left the Canadian state open to charges of
insincerity if not hypocrisy in its claim to be supporting the struggle against
apartheid.4

Canada’s record vis-a-vis Portugal’s continuing colonial presence in Africa and
Rhodesia’s racism was no better. Indeed, it was this kind of “hypocrisy” that
defined the moral morass within which the Canadian liberation support/anti-
apartheid movement sought to navigate throughout the years of its existence.

Moreover, when a major shift in Canada’s policy towards South Africa did finally
occur it came not primarily because of pressure exerted from below by progressive
social forces in Canada — however admirable and important these forces may have
been in mounting considerable popular pressure. It came only when resistance on the
ground had reached a high level in southern Africa itself (and, in particular, in South

(@ Trudeau’s reply was to a student at Carleton University who asked how Canada’s policy of trading with South
Africa could be reconciled with Canadian condemnations of apartheid (as quoted in the Toronto Telegram,
February 25, 1970); Trudeau further stated in response to the question that “I have a very poor answer to that. Weare
keeping on with our trade despite the fact that we condemn the policy [apartheid] in the United Nations. We are not
very proud of this approach.”

@ Linda Freeman, “Canada, Aid and Peacemaking in Southern Africa,” in Robert Miller (ed.), Aid as Peacemaker:
Canadian Development Assistance and Third World Conflict (Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 1972), p.37.
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Africa). As we will see below, at that point and no sooner the Canadian government,
and even corporate Canada, began, at the eleventh hour and led by Prime Minister
Brian Mulroney, to, cautiously, switch sides: the better, it was felt, to co-opt the
South Africa forces of liberation themselves into a shared commitment to
continuing capitalist exploitation.

Of course, to repeat, there were Canadians, white and black, who had resisted the
coexistence of the twin logics of racism and capitalist exploitation in southern Africa
from a much earlier hour and felt themselves to be fighting against both. There is
no doubt, too, that Canadians of various ideological hues ultimately helped move
official Canada to abandon its tacit support of racial tyranny. Yet just how important
the considerable energies that some Canadians devoted to this cause actually were in
the overall equation of forces that determined such an outcome and just what impact
their exertions had, more specifically, upon their corporate and governmental foes
in Canada itself, is extremely difficult to say. A valuable complement to the drama
of the internal struggle in the region itself they certainly were, helping the forces on
the ground who were working to realize a non-racial order to win out. They were
also a factor that helped move Canadian capital and state to shift their own
calculations. Yet that result was paradoxical, as we have suggested, representing at
least in part a pyrrhic victory: a victory over racism no doubt but leaving the urge
for liberation unfulfilled on a number of other fronts.

Yet the failure to achieve a broader, more meaningful, liberation was not, somewhat
surprisingly, much bemoaned by many of those in either the Canadian or the
American liberation support movements. For them, racial liberation was sufficient
and very few would seek, at the end of the day, to help southern Africans to push
further forward to seek to expand the meaning of their liberation — in terms of class,
gender and voice. Who really won the struggle for southern African liberation, then?
The question is more complicated than one might think, and one to which we will have
to return. Nonetheless, a careful recounting of the record of opposition, opposition
to both racial rule in southern Africa and to Canadian complicity in its perpetuation,
remains, as far as it went, an inspiring one - as it also has been in the United States.

Canada: Into the 1960s and the 1970s

Canada’s overall track record vis-a-vis southern Africa was scarcely so inspiring of
course, the country, as noted, having served quite willingly as a model to South
Africa in shaping segregation and apartheid there. With the 1960 Sharpeville
massacre, however, it became more difficult to ignore entirely what was happening
in that region of the world. Moreover, the Canadian government itself was under
additional pressure, not yet from within Canada itself but from within the sphere of
its external involvements, most notably in the Commonwealth. Self-evidently, the
balance of voice (if not quite of power) in that organization - an organization that
linked the then “White Dominions” with Great Britain and that, in effect, succeeded
the British Empire itself by virtue of the Statute of Westminster in 1931 - had
begun to shift
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markedly in the post-World War Il years For then, in the wake of the independence
of India and its entry into the “New Commonwealth,” there were soon to be seen
many other freshly independent countries, not least from Africa, joining.

Here, in fact, was a novel new constituency within the Commonwealth that
Canada — loyal, apparently, to its “British heritage” and hence to its Commonwealth
membership — had to take seriously. Indeed, it was on such a stage that Canada’s
position on southern Africa would begin to be put to its first significant tests. For
the new members of the “New Commonwealth,” especially those from Africa would
not yield easily to the posturing of the UK vis-a-vis South Africa nor, in particular,
to Harold Wilson’s pussy-footing around the issue of lan Smith defiance of Britain’s
presumed overlordship in Rhodesia. However, South Africa provided the first
moment when the new diplomatic dilemmas that would face Canada with reference
to southern Africa were exemplified.

Thus, almost immediately after Sharpeville, the issue of South Africa’s
continuing membership in the Commonwealth arose when that country sought to shift
its status to that of a republic within the Commonwealth. This moment provided the
opportunity for those hostile to the country’s apartheid to speak up.In such a
situation Canadian Prime-Minister John Diefenbaker, at the Commonwealth Heads
of State meeting in 1961 was amongst those who helped create the context within
which it proved impossible for South Africa to continue its membership on the old
terms. Indeed, even if Diefenbaker’s role in “driving South Africa out” of
Commonwealth was less crucial than some at the time presented it as being, it was
not ignoble. Nonetheless, it was a gesture that, for the moment, had little or no
spill-over into other policy spheres (the very negative pattern of our economic
exchanges with South Africa, for example) and also found only relatively muted
echoes in the broader society — although some voices were beginning to be heard
within both Canada’s white and black communities (this latter still relatively small
but increasingly active, especially in Halifax and in Toronto).5

Next up was Lester B. Pearson, the Liberal Party’s successor to Diefenbaker
as Prime Minister. The issue this time: Rhodesia. Under lan Smith the Rhodesian
government had declared, in defence of white supremacy, a “Unilateral Declaration
of Independence” from still existing British overrule — despite the fact that Britain
remained formally in charge of Rhodesia and at least notionally responsible for the
well-being of its entire population, not least the large, but disenfranchised, majority of
black residents, the country’s original and brutally colonized indigenous inhabitants.
Yet Britain was extremely reluctant to intervene to bring Smith’s“rebels”-
Britain’s*“kith and kin” - to heel. Instead, the meekest forms of sanctions were
pursued by the U.K., and further negotiations, disconcertingly concessionary
towards Smith, were floated
— to the considerable and continuing outrage of many Commonwealth members.

® The Diefenbaker “legend” is discussed (and debunked) at several points in Linda Freeman’s The Ambiguous
Chan)lpion: Canada and South Africa in the Trudeau and Mulroney years (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1997).
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Elaine Windrich has effectively summarized the interplay within the
Commonwealth and Pearson’s momentary positive role vis-a-vis the issue:6

The Labour Government’s negotiations efforts were also condemned by the
Commonwealth Prime Ministers, at a conference which turned out to be one of the
most bitter encounters ever experienced by a British government...[As regards
sanctions] other African delegates joined the Zambians in demanding that if sanctions
were to be effective, they had to be made mandatory, and also comprehensive, by
United Nations action.

But sanctions were a secondary consideration compared with the issue of
Rhodesia’s political future. Most of the delegates (including the Afro-Asian-
Caribbean bloc, with the support of Canada) were strongly opposed to the bilateral
negotiations with the Smith regime,which they considered incompatible with the
commitment of a previous Lagos Commonwealth meeting to convene a constitutional
conference representative of all sections of Rhodesian opinion. Nor could they
accept any agreement with the Rhodesians that did not guarantee that majority rule
would be established - the so- called NIBMAR [No Independence Before Majority
Rule] pledge.

With Britain backed only by Australia, New Zealand and Malta the difference
“appeared to be irreconcilable, so long as Mr Wilson refused to give an
unequivocal pledge on NIBMAR or to agree to abandon his negotiations with the
Smith regime on any other basis.” As Windrich continues:

Feelings between the African delegations and the British became increasingly
bitter, with the Zambian Foreign Minister [Kapwepwe] walking out of the conference
and charging Mr Wilson with having become a racialist. It was probably due to the
mediation efforts of the Canadian Prime Minister, Mr Lester Pearson, that any joint
communiqué was possible at all. While there were no dissentients, the differences
of view recorded revealed how wide the gap between the two camps was. Had it not
been for the view of most delegates that a breakup of the Commonwealth over
Rhodesia would only bring comfort to the Smith regime, it might well have
occurred.

As for Pearson himself he remained a bit bemused by it all, noting of his formulation
of the draft resolution to commit Wilson to NIBMAR: “T wasn’t sure whether | was
being asked to commit polygamy or incest, but whatever it was, | did it.”7
Meanwhile, despite the resolution,Wilson continued to extend further offers to lan
Smith - which, as it happened, Smith was to reject.

Back in Canada, however, the Rhodesian issue had begun to stir the pot of
protest. A group calling itself the “Canadian Committee on Zimbabwe” formed in
Toronto under the leadership of Cranford Pratt, a professor of African Studies at the
University of Toronto and formerly the first principal of the new University College
in Tanzania. The group pressed for a much further widening of Canada’s commitment
to the mounting of effective pressure on both Wilson and Smith’s illegal Rhodesian

© Elaine Windrich, Britain and the Politics of Rhodesian Independence (London: Croom-Helm, 1978), pp.89-90.
() Lester Pearson, as quoted in Robert C. Good, UDI: the International Politics of the Rhodesian Rebellion
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1973), p.175.
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regime, and even, briefly (in the late 1960s), mounted a journal, entitled, appropriately
enough, NIBMAR, to help make that happen. It bears noting that this was still largely
an issue within the dominant classes themselves — the voices of a genuinely liberal
commitment to multi-racialism and democracy coming primarily from the academy,
from various members of church bureaucracies, from some journalists as well as a
few independent spirits within the wider citizenry now added to the political mix.
The popular base for related activities was to widen considerably in the following
decades, however.

Meanwhile, many of the NIBMAR group pressed forward with their critique, with
Pratt and the admirable churchman Garth Legge (of the United Church of Canada)
being particularly prominent in this regard. A crucial moment was the convening,
in May 1970, of a workshop of various concerned Canadians “with a major and
continuing involvement with Africa”at Carleton University in Ottawa at which a*“wide
consensus for a stronger Canadian policy”’surfaced strongly.8 At the same time a group
came together briefly around Pratt and others in Toronto called the “Committee for a
Just Canadian Policy Towards Africa,” with a membership that included “churchmen,
officials of voluntary organizations, trade unionists, businessmen, academics and
returned CUSO volunteers.”

This Committee, in turn, asked Pratt and Legge, together with two other co-
authors, Hugh Winsor, a Globe and Mail journalist, and Rick Williams, an
exemplary activist from Nova Scotia (temporarily studying in Toronto), to produce
a response to the Canadian government’s recent foreign policy White Paper:
Foreign Policy for Canadians (insofar as the latter bore on Africa). This was to
become The Black Paper: An Alternative Policy for Canada in Southern Africa.9 In
fact, Williams, who had worked with CUSO in Tanzania, had himself been an
activist (alongside David
Cayley, Janet Torg, Jackie Seaton and others) with the bold, if short-lived, Project
Mozambique in Toronto - a group that reached its high-water mark when, forty of
its members having become Alcan shareholders, it lectured the company’s Annual
General Meeting in 1971 as to the inappropriateness of Alcan supplying $4 million
of materials to the construction of the Cabora Bassa Dam in northern Mozambique.
No doubt Williams was thus able to make an especially useful contribution to the

Black Paper as regards so-called“Portuguese Africa”- and could also help it to further
define the broader terms of struggle in South Africa and Canada. In addition, Linda
Freeman (who would remain a central protagonist in related southern Africa work for
decades10) was listed in the Black Paper’s foreword as providing important
editorial work as well as “major assistance with the sections on Mozambique and
Angola.”

® Garth Legge, Cranford Pratt, Richard Williams and Hugh Winsor, The Black Paper: An Alternative Policy for
Canada in Southern Africa (Ottawa CCIC, 1070).

© The government’s White Paper was entitied Foreign Policy for Canadians (Ottawa, 1970); the answering Black
Paper, discussed here, is cited in the preceding footnote.

(10 She would, for examﬁle, eventually author a magisterial book on Canada and Southern Africa, The Ambiguous
Champion $op.cit.), and she also authored, over many years, an annual survey on Canada-South Africa relations in
Southern Africa Report.
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The resultant Black Paper was a powerful document, being a clear a response to
the federal government’s aforementioned White Paper’s sections on southern African
policies. It clearly analysed the situation on the ground in the region and, turning to
Canada, saw the government’s own document as offering “no rationalization
whatsoever for the admitted inconsistencies in Canadian policy [towards southern
Africa] other than to state that the government has arrived at some balance, by a
process as yet unexplained, between its supposed moral position and what it
perceives as the country’s economic interest.”11 Indeed, the original White Paper
was actually found to demonstrate “a declining interest in Canada’s role in
preventing [the] destructive polarization™ in the region.

The Black Paper then analysed Canada’s negative record, in terms of both economic
and other linkages (through NATO support to Portugal, for example) that tied Canada
to white power in the region. Its conclusions are circumspect — calling only for“partial
economic disengagement” but with this nonetheless to include such things as “the
withdrawal of Canadian trade commissioners from South Africa” and the stepping
up of sanctions on Rhodesia and “discouraging” investment in illegally occupied
(by South Africa!) Namibia. Moreover, noting the Canadian government’s own
admission that it expected the white regimes in southern Africa to resist political and
racial inequality*to the bitter end,” the authors called on the government to recognize
and give support to the “legitimacy of the struggle of the liberation movements.”
Yet, as the Black Paper then acknowledges, the prospects for enlightened

governmental policies on any of the fronts mentioned in the paper itself were not
bright.12

Unfortunately, it remained possible to echo exactly the same charges several
years later, as the present author, just back from seven years spent in Tanzania,
wrote in an article about official Canada’s role in southern Africa published in the
Canadian
Forum in 1973, one entitled, advisedly, “Both Sides of the Street.”13 Concluding that
“Canada’s policy towards southern Africa has been, over the years, a fundamentally
dishonest one,” | then asked, rhetorically: “Why raise this issue again when a small
handful of Canadians have been raising similar points for years with little effect?”
14 My answer: “Quite simply because the contradiction that lies at the heart of
Canadian policy will be a much more difficult one to straddle in the future than it
has been in the past.” In fact, | wrote, the struggle in southern Africa was
escalating to such a degree that the separation of “the rhetoric from the reality of
Canadian foreign policy” was proceeding in “a particularly graphic manner” —
and more Canadians

(1) Black Paper, op.cit., p.9.

(12 Nonetheless, as Robert Mathews and Gerald Helleiner observed, in their “Further notes on an Alternative
Policy for Canada Towards Southern Africa” (Canadian Journal of African Studies, V, ii [1971]), “some 15000
copies of this Black Paper had been sold [in the first year] and a growing number of Canadian organizations
[various national church bodies are specifically mentioned] are adopting policy positions that are in keeping with its
recommendations.”

(13 John S. Saul, “Both Sides of the Street,” Canadian Forum, March, 1973.

(149 Here I specifically cited the “The Black Paper,” which had itself also been published in the September 1970
number of the Canadian Forum, as a key example.
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were beginning to take the full and indefensible implications of that contradiction
seriously.

Thus,additionalandsomewnhatbroaderconstituencieswithin ~ Canadiancivilsociety
were already beginning to raise critical questions (as seen in Project Mozambique’s
above-mentioned action vis-a-vis Alcan) as to Canada’s stake in racist rule in southern
Africa as exemplified by the activities of Canadian corporations in southern Africa.
For such corporations were even less apologetic about their economic exploitation
of that region than was the Canadian government (though that government too
remained profoundly conscious throughout the period of its own class base deep
within an essentially capitalist and globally exploitative Canada). Crucial seeds of
a critique of Canada’s corporate sector were sewn in a key document, Investment in
Oppression,15 one of the first initiatives to present this southern African issue and
its Canadian connection clearly to a wider audience. The well-researched pamphlet
was prepared by a team led by Renate Pratt (who, with her husband Cranford, had
spent a number of her formative years in Africa, notably in Julius Nyerere’s
Tanzania) and was published by the YWCA of Canada. (As we will see below, Pratt
herself was later to also take a key role as staff-person, motivator and writer for the
important Taskforce on the Churches and Corporate Responsibility/ TCCR; this
latter group was launched in 1974 with an active executive group composed,
significantly enough, of key representatives of most of the mainstream churches in
Canada.)

With Investment in Oppression, one way (it was to be the way of TCCR as well)
of attempting to influence Canada’s corporate sector had begun to be exemplified —
working both through exposure of the facts of corporate linkage to the oppressive
politico-economic systems of South Africa in particular and through polite but
persistent lobbying and similar pressures.16 After tracking the grim nature of
the apartheid regime and beginning of an important sketch of some of Canada’s
questionable economic links to it, the document put the chief point clearly:

The central policy recommendation that emerges {from our study] and which we
now urge is that there ought to be no new Canadian investment and no expansion of
existing Canadian economic operations in South Africa. Increasing Canadian
investment would reinforce the strength of the white economy...[A] categorical
Canadian policy to dissuade Canadian investment would demonstrate a concern not
to acquiesce in or benefit from racial oppression and would achieve a greater
harmony between our economic policies and our basic political and social values.
Such a policy also would break the existing pattern in which the predominantly rich
and white nations align themselves with the rich, white minorities of southern Africa
to profit from the exploitation of the black people.

Important here too, as anti-corporate consciousness linked to the southern Africa
struggles for liberation came forward more assertively in the 1970s, was a series
of

(B Investmentin Oppression: Report of the Study & Action Committee of the World Relationships Committee of the
YWCA of Canada on Canadian Economic Links with South Africa (Toronto: YWCA, 1973).

(16) Ibid., pp.39-40.
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exposes written by Hugh Nangle, a deputy editor of the Ottawa Citizen, of Canadian
businesses (notably Ford, ALCAN, Massey-Ferguson, Bata and Falconbridge)
involved in enriching themselves through the low wages they were able to get away
with through the systematic racial oppression of the populations in the region. These
articles first appeared in the Citizen in 1973 and they were then widely distributed
as a booklet (entitled The Nangle Report) by the CCIC17 and the Southern African
Information Group in Ottawa. This publication had a very real impact at the time.18

Of course, in addition to such initiatives, there already existed, by the early years
of the 1970s, the beginnings of an organized constituency of Canadians concerned
about southern Africa, one that was increasingly becoming a significant part of the
political landscape. This reality was captured by Alex Brown and his co-authors
in
their punchy booklet of 1973, South Africa: Some Questions for Canadians.19 In the
overview (chapter 8) that they provide of the emergent national movement they
spotlight, they note that, even by 1971, there was “no lack of groups across Canada
whose members are concerned about the issues of southern Africa” with*no less than
eight groups arriving. .. with briefs,” for example, to present to the House of Commons
External Affairs Committee’s hearings on Southern Africa.

True, “the Committee had time to hear representatives of only three such groups”
(The Committee for a Just Canadian Policy for Africa, the YWCA and CUSO), but
the fact remains that by now, in most large cities, groups were forming, with
Vancouver, Winnipeg and Saskatoon being cited as examples by Brown and his
colleagues in this respect. In Toronto as well several initiatives are mentioned,
Project Mozambique being said to now to be “dormant™ but the Toronto Committee
for the Liberation of Portugal’s African Colonies (TCLPAC) now described as
“organizing methodically.” Ottawa’s Southern African Information Group was also
singled out, as were some Montreal organizations and a number of national church
structures. At the same time, they concede solemnly, for “all the concern of these
special groups, the general Canadian public is not kept well informed on southern
Africa” — such was the weakness of the media in this respect.

Support work did continue to expand throughout the ‘70s, however. Numerous
groups emerged in a range of diverse centres and engaged in a substantial range
of parallel initiatives: the lobbying of various levels of government, a growing
array of anti-corporate actions, the hosting of the visits of representatives of the
liberation movements, some fund-raising on the latter’s behalf, and various forms of
“propaganda” work (talks, film-shows, publications). True, it was often up-hill work
since many of these groups began to take on more publicly assertive forms than even

(17) The acronym of the Canadian Council for International Cooperation — an organization self-described as a
national forum of Canadian civil society organizations involved in international cooperation.

(18) The Nangle Report: Canadian Businesses in Southern Africa (Ottawa: CCIC and SAIG, 1973), comprising
articles by Nangle for the Ottawa Citizen, June-July, 1973; see also reports of Gordon Pape’s extensive tour of
southern Africa for the Southam News Services in early 1973.

(19) )Alex Brown, Peter Bunting and Clyde Sanger, South Africa: Some Questions for Canadians (Ottawa: CCIC,
1973),pp.27-8.
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church-persons of good will could easily permit themselves to adopt; for example,
very direct links were to now be made between a range of activist groups in Canada
and the region’s liberation movements.

Of course, this also implied a simultaneous (and especially challenging) attempt
to gain acceptability, both in ruling political circles and in much of the mainstream
media, for the very demands and the activities of these movements. For, otherwise,
the latter were being caricatured or merely ignored in establishment circles. Thus, in
Canada, much was made by Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Mitchell Sharpe,
and others of the need for “peaceful solutions” — even when to so argue was, in fact,
merely to lend comfort and support to the white minority regimes themselves. It also
proved inordinately easy for conservative voices in Canada (as in the United States)
to misrepresent such movements manipulatively, either as proto-communist fronts
(in part because of Eastern military assistance to them) and/or as mere “terrorist
organizations.”

A great deal of time was therefore spent by liberation support movements
throughout the continent in hosting delegations from the liberation movements,
both in New York during relevant UN sessions and, more generally, on various tours
highlighted by diverse speaking engagements, and also in broad-ranging advocacy
work on their behalf. Such support, it was hoped, would further inform North
American public opinion but also, perhaps, would help to empower the liberation
movements themselves by contributing to their ever burgeoning sense of their own
importance and of the growing international credibility of their cause.

Thus, TCLSAC, one of whose activists had actually had the opportunity to visit
the liberated areas of Mozambique in 1972 with FRELIMO guerrillas, hosted, in
turn, a number of FRELIMO representatives in Toronto - one such public meeting
even becoming the target of a brutal, physical attack by right-wing Canadian
ruffians of the self-styled “Western Guard.” Nonetheless, sufficient money was
collected, on this and other occasions, to purchase several trucks for FRELIMO to
be used for ferrying supplies around, behind the lines of their on-going war. In this
and other ways the links between Canadians and Mozambicans, via FRELIMO,
were solidified. As for official Canada, which stood firmly on the other side as
Portugal’s largely uncritical NATO partner, the links to FRELIMO were virtually
non-existent. As Marcelino dos Santos, a senior FRELIMO leader and the
movement’s Vice-President, would succinctly note on the CBC-Radio:

Really, Canada has made many statements but...I must say frankly that, knowing
and having heard what Canada has said several times...but knowing that Canada is
doing nothing real to help the liberation movements, one should at least ask: is...the
Government of Canada sincere? We don’t believe it, and we hope that Canada will
try to show us that it is really sincere. [As he continued:] I’'m forced to think that
Canada
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continues to think it preferable to have relations with colonialist and fascist regimes
than with people who are fighting for their freedom and their dignity.20

Small wonder then — in light of the vast discrepancy between the concrete
solidarity shown towards their struggle by various groups in Canadian society, on
the one hand, and the little offered by the Canadian government itself on the other,
- that two delegates from TCLSAC were invited to comprise the official
Canadian representation at Mozambique’s independence celebrations in 1975 —
with these delegates then finding themselves on the podium sitting in the exact
same rowas an array of Heads of State from around the world.21 It was also in
TCLSAC’s offices, then in St Paul’s Church on Avenue Road, Toronto, in 1974 that,
at the exact minute that MPLA’s president Agostino Neto and a number of other
members of his soon-to-be Angolan cabinet were sitting down to a formal
luncheon, word came by phone of the coup in Portugal, effectively ending Neto’s
Canadian tour and sendingthe entire entourage back to Africa in order to play out
the end-game of their struggle at home. A substantial literature had also begun to
appear in North America on these movements and their wars of liberation, a
whole range of these being prepared by the Liberation Support Movement based in
British Columbia, for example, and by and other like-minded groups in both the
United States and Canada. Of special importance in both countries was the making
and wide-spread showing of American

activist Bob VanLierop’s exemplary film shot in Mozambique, A Luta Continua.22 Such
links were being made quite self-consciously with the liberation movements in order
both to high-light their legitimacy and to underscore the parallel nature of struggles
occurring in both southern Africa and in North America. For example, a counter-
conference on “Zimbabwe: the Missing Delegation” held in 1973 simultaneously
with an official Commonwealth Conference in Ottawa was addressed by both
ZANU and ZAPU representatives, as well as representatives of other southern
African liberation movements. Similarly a trip to Canada was facilitated for
SWAPO militants who then met with Canadian Native groups to share their
histories vis-a-vis the Hudson’s Bay Company (and other exploitative resource-
hungry corporations), the HBC then being engaged in the raising of Karakul sheep
in colonized Namibia just as it had once recklessly pursued beaver pelts in Canada
itself.23

Needless to say, there were also complications and contradictions in linking North
Americans to southern African struggles. Some of these we will have to return to
below (the issue of the nature and degree of ANC centrality to the struggle in South
Africa, especially as it presented itself, most clearly, during the 1980s, for
example). Here, however, it is worth noting that even as the liberation support
movement focused

(20) Dos Santos statement came in a CBC-Radio interview in 1973 and was first cited in my Canada And
Mozambique (Toronto: DEC/TCLPAC, 1974), p.69.

(21) “Invitation to a Celebration: John Saul in Independent Mozambique,” This Magazine, 9, 5&6 (Nov-Dec, 1975).
(22) Indeed, the present author showed this film so often to various groups around the continent that, eventually, he
could almost repeat the sound-track in his sleep!

(23) Susan Hurlich, “Native Peoples in Canada and in Africa: Two more reasons why it's hard not to think of the
Bay,” This Magazine, 9, 4 (October-November, 1975).
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on what seemed clearly to be the central issue, the manner in which white minority
regimes and white western governments and corporations cruelly subordinated the
vast majority of the population in southern Africa, there were also certain limitations
in the practices of the liberation movements themselves that were downplayed, even
ignored, by the ranks of liberation support workers.

Thus the bona fides of a movement like FRELIMO were taken pretty much for
granted because of the movement’s generally exemplary aims and practices and in
spite of its rather too high-handed and vanguardist approach towards any democratic
expression of the voice of its own citizenry, something that would most clearly
reveal its negative impact upon the movement’s ostensible radical purposes only
after liberation.24 So too a far more compromised SWAPO leadership in Namibia
revealed even more clearly than did the leadership in FRELIMO - and during the
very years of struggle against South Africa — a particularly grievous set of
authoritarian practices (as did the MPLA in Angola); yet when various Namibians
visited Canada to explain the facts as to cruel and unjust suppression of supposed
dissidents they were given insultingly short-shrift by Canadian activists.25 Equally
grievous were the clear signs of long-term authoritarian tendencies on the part of
the Rhodesian/Zimbabwean liberation movement, notably ZANU, that — so heinous
was the Smith regime then in power - tended to be downplayed by the liberation
support movement, even though these were to prove the almost certain seeds of the
disastrous Mugabe regime to come.26

Meanwhile, however, other central activities of the support groups that emerged
across Canada involved an ever-widening range of exemplary anti-corporate
assertions, Western corporations being increasingly seen, together with local white
dominant classes, as the main pillars of repression in the region. Sometimes such
resistance to corporate malevolence by Canadian activists sprang from genuinely
socialist premises, with some seeing in the struggles in southern Africa seeds of a
burgeoning socialist consciousness; they therefore viewed the exposure of the manner
in which Canadian governmental and corporate support had settled in behind

(24) In this paragraph | reflect, not least, on some of my own writings in which | tried, both at the time and since,
to make sense of the regional outcomes in the 1970s. For example, | agonized, with some confusion, over
developments in Mozambique that | had witnessed, from their beginning and at quite close hand. My shifting
reflections can be divined from the several first-hand accounts of developments in Mozambique that | penned over
the decades and which are now included in my Revolutionary Traveller: Freeze-Frames from a Life (Winnipeg and
Johannesburg, 2009).

(25) For an attempt, much too late, to make good this grievous shortfall in my own intellectual -cum-political
project see my several works with Colin Leys: “Liberation Without Democracy: The SWAPO Crisis of 1974,”
Journal of Southern African Studies, 20, 1 (1994), Namibia's Liberation Struggle: The Two-Edged Sword (London:
James Currey, 1995) and “Lubango and After: ‘Forgotten History’ as Politics in Contemporary Namibia,” Journal
of Southern African Studies, 29, 2 (2003).

(26) Zimbabwe was one-place where, unfortunately, | think | did tend to get my line - on ZANU and on Mugabe -
more or less right, even at the time: see my “Transforming the Struggle in Zimbabwe,” Southern Africa (Februar?/,
1977), “Zimbabwe: The Next Round” in The Socialist Register 1980 (London: Merlin Press, 1980) and in Monthly
Review, 32, 4 (September, 1980) and, more recently, as co-authored with Richard Saunders, “Mugabe, Gramsci and
Zimbabwe at 25,” International Journal, 40, 2 (Autumn, 2005).
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Portugal (and behind white power more generally) as having the potential to spawn
a growing scepticism as to the moral bona fides of capital itself. Other activists
were more inclined to emphasize specific corporate abuses of power, and worked to
expose and redress them without necessarily advancing too far towards any more
systemic critique of capitalism itself. In fact, in the short-run and for purposes of
confrontation with Portuguese colonialism, white Rhodesian overrule and the
power-wielders of an apartheid economy, this was more than enough unity to build
active resistance in Canada — although it would prove less effective for sustaining a
struggle around southern African issues in the long-run and particularly after the
fall of apartheid.

Nonetheless, impressive work was being done throughout both the 1970s and
the 1980s by, to take one very prominent example, the aforementioned Task Force
on Churches and Corporate Responsibility (TCCR). Founded in 1974, TCCR’s own
story is well told by Pratt in her helpfully analytical account of the venture, In
Good
Faith: Canadian Churches Against Apartheid.27 But we will have to examine
this
record more closely in the following section as well since TCCR’s tireless efforts
from the time of its founding and through the 1980s, are particularly instructive.
For here was a connection formed between southern African activist work and a
substantial, church-based constituency of Canadians that would be of increasing
importance in subsequent years as the question of Canada’s questionable links with
white power, especially in South Africa, became ever more prominent as a political
issue.

Some groups went further, both in strategy and tactics — taking up the cue
provided by Project Mozambique whose activity vis-a-vis Alcan was mentioned
previously. Thus the Toronto Committee for the Liberation of Portugal’s African
Colonies (TCLPAC) turned its efforts with special intensity against Gulf Canada
and its Angola connection when it was found that Canada’s imports of Angolan oil,
questionable enough in themselves, were actually mere transshipments, the crude
being brought to Canada to be cleaned before being sent on as a “Canadian import”
to the United States. TCLPAC was able to underscore the negative implications, both
developmental and environmental, that this kind of intermediary processing role
held for Canada’s Maritime Provinces — as well as the significance it held for
Angola in bankrolling the Portuguese presence there.28

The whole seamy business led, in turn, to a confrontation at Gulf Canada’s AGM
in Toronto when militants (having each purchased a single share in Gulf-Canada in
order to enter the meeting) passed out to the assembled share-holders faked business
brochure’s with “Gulf Kills” logos (modelled on the corporate one) on the inside
pages. An attempt to elect, with the protestors’ handful of votes, TCLSAC’s the Rev.
Murray Mclnness (a Canadian who has once served as a missionary in Angola before
being expelled by the Portuguese colonial government) to the company’s corporate
board, was defeated, needless to say, by many millions of votes. But a point had
been

(27) Renate) Pratt, In Good Faith: Canadian Churches Against Apartheid (Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University
Press, 1997).

(28) See TCLPAC, “Larceny by Proxy: Gulf Oil Canada Ltd. and Angola,” This Magazine, January, 1974).
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made. Indeed, so sharp was that point that Gulf soon sought to infiltrate a spy (a man
who had once also served undercover in an attempt to bust the union at Gulf just
outside Toronto) into TCLSAC’s ranks; only quick work by a progressive private
eye working for the Committee, itself suspicious of the man’s style and manner,
served to foil that scheme.

About this time Jonathan Forbes, a particularly imaginative Toronto activist, floated
another idea, a possible bill-board ad for which he had drafted an effective mock-up;
unfortunately, the idea was never realized but with its spritely proposed signage -
“Cigarettes Kill, So Does Apartheid — and Rothman’s is into Both” — it nonetheless
captured something of the spirit of the time. For anti-corporate campaigning
continued, as stated, to assert itself as the heart and soul of the liberation-support
movement. Here a graphic case in point was inspired by the revelation by activists
(see below) in the United States of the substantial secret bank loans being made
by American banks to apartheid South Africa. Canadian banks were also found to
be closely involved with this practice and hence became prime targets for activist
activity, activity that continued, as we will see shortly, well into the 1980s.

There were other fronts of the struggle as well — perhaps most notably in the
sphere of demands for gender equality. Here North America was perhaps in some
ways ahead of Africa and, in any case, this was not at first a front central to North
American preoccupations regarding southern Africa. Nonetheless, as movements
like FRELIMO began themselves to manifest progressive practices in the gender
equality sphere, this issue also prompted additional support from both individual
women and from women’s organizations (as well as from some*“progressive”men)
for both southern African feminist activists as well as for the cause of women’s

liberation more generally in the region.

Here books like Stephanie Urdang’s And Still They Dance: Women, War and
Struggle in Mozambique from New York’s Monthly Review Press,29 films like
Zimbabwean Deborah May’s LA-crafted “You Have Touched a Woman, You Have
Struck aRock,”

and the continuing speaking tours and public advocacy of Urdang and others were of
considerable importance in expanding the numbers of those who took the liberation
movements more seriously once they glimpsed in such movements some parallel to
their own level of feminist consciousness. Moreover such support helped in turn to
reinforce the dawning claims to gender equity that were being made from within the
various southern African movements themselves - notably, as Shireen Hassim has
demonstrated for South Africa, during the period of negotiations over the drafting of
the new constitution there.30

(29) Stephanie Urdang, Fighting Two Colonialisms: Women in Guinea-Bissau (New York: Monthly Review Press,
1979), And Still They Dance: Women, War and the Struggle for Change in Mozambique (New York: monthly Review
Press, 1989) and her “The Last Transition: Women and Development™ in John S. Saul (ed.), A Difficult Road: the
Transition to Socialism in Mozamblque (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1985).

(30) See Shireen Hassim, Women s Organizations and Democracy in South Africa: Contesting Authority (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2006).
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Finally, on quite another front, one major decision was being made by the
Canadian liberation support/anti-apartheid movement during this early period, even
if not entirely self-consciously. This was the choice to rest satisfied with, and
indeed to value the merely loose-limbed Canadian movement of diverse and
relatively un-integrated local initiatives that were emerging. Here, in fact, was a
movement united, in its diversity, primarily by a common cause rather than,
prematurely, by some overarching nationally-focused organization or movement. For
some this was a “choice” decided merely by happen-stance; for some a choice
dictated by the realities of Canada’s size and diversity; for some as a much more
conscious decision against the kind of constraints of orthodoxy and questionable
political direction revealed by, say, the UK’s Anti-Apartheid Movement.

This latter alternative was in fact viewed as a hugely negative counter-example
for many Canadian activists, the AAM seen as being much too slavishly
subservient to S.A.’s African National Congress on the one hand and much too
heavy-handed in its control over its base on the other. Of course, there were some
attempted national initiatives floated in Canada, the Canadians Concerned about
Southern Africa - as in England loosely linked to the (Canadian) Communist Party
and also quite subservient to the ANC line - no doubt had such aspirations.31 Of
course, the CCSA did useful anti-apartheid work, but it never realized any very
dramatic national presence. As in the United States a loose and even quite divergent
coalition was seen by a majority of activists as being the most that could or should
realistically be aspired to, at least at the outset of building such a movement.

Quebec was a clear point of reference in this respect and for the very reason stated
in the preceding paragraph, as an article of the time by Nancy Thede made quite
clear. The province did have a variety of southern Africa-oriented support activities
from early on, although as Nancy Thede has written, at first “Africa...was not seen
by the popular movement in Quebec as potential partners [for the kind of] dynamic
exchange that existed with Latin American movements.” True, this did begin to change
“in the mid-1970s with the intensification of the struggle in Angola, Mozambique
and Zimbabwe”; then various trade unions, the Parti Quebecois, the CCODP (the
Canadian Catholic Organizations for Development and Peace) and SUCO (Service
Universitaire Canadienne Outre-Mer) showed much more interest and concern.
Indeed the “Angola-Quebec: Zones a Liberer” was an imaginative early attempt to
link struggles in Quebec and southern Africa and to further develop meaningful
linkages. Nonetheless, as Thede continues:

A major turning point was the decision by SUCO to send cooperants to Guinea-
Bissau in 1976 and to Mozambique in 1978: direct feedback from the region started
to trickle into Quebec and more down-to-earth perceptions gradually developed.

(31) Indeed, a then Communist party member who was also a fellow southern Africa activist, was some years later to
tell me that he and another party member were summoned, sometime in the 1980s, to the office of the head of the
Party and instructed to start a new movement to “counter TCLSAC.” They refused to do this but, obviously, others
were prepared to do so, with CCSA being the result.
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Regular contacts were established with organizations in English Canada
specializing in work on southern Africa (TCLSAC) or with direct contact in the
region (Oxfam- Canada). The success of these formal links contrasts with the failure
of other attempts coming from outside Quebec to set up a “provincial front” of a
national organization: it is a clear fact of political life that any such initiatives must
spring first and foremost from within Quebec itself.32

As Thede suggests, the creation, in Montreal in 1982, of CIDMAA (the Centre
d’Information et de Documentation sur le Mozambique et I’ Afrique Australe) laid
the basis for the creation of numerous regional committees throughout Quebec, for
a province wide “table de concertation” chaired by CIDMAA (that included “trade
unions, NGOs, solidarity organizations, the churches, human rights organizations and
organizations of the black community” in the province), and for a burgeoning range
of actions and educational activities throughout the coming decade. In fact, a similar
choice for escalated activity was being made elsewhere throughout the country being
made by, in effect, the Canadian liberation support/anti-apartheid movement as a
whole. It was just such a movement — as much a network as a movement perhaps,
and with costs as well as benefits arising from such a format - that, as we will see in
the following section, would face the 1980s, and the dramatic playing-out during that
decade of the apartheid end-game in both South Africa and Canada.

Canada: The 1980s to 1994 and Beyond

As suggested, a new southern African politics was now defined for the 1980s in the
wake of both the liberation in the 1970s of the three key states of former
Portuguese colonial provenance in Africa (Mozambique, Angola and Guinea-
Bissau) and also of the formerly white dominated territory of Rhodesia, now
Zimbabwe. Not that the chapter of southern African liberation was altogether
closed. Apartheid South Africa’s active presence would continue to trouble
Mozambique, Zimbabwe and, especially (with the connivance of the United States)
Angola. Namibia’s fate would remain unresolved, increasingly a pawn in diverse
schemes against Angola and, because still under South Africa’s illegitimate control,
a part of that country’s own defensive perimeter. Nonetheless, South Africa’s
apartheid system was to be in the 1980s the main focus of such energies as
Canadians and Americans were prepared to devote to southern African issues.

This was true not just because it was now (together with Namibia which, in the
eyes of the UN, it had long since occupied illegally as a quasi-colony of its own)
the last redoubt of overtly racist rule left standing in southern Africa but because it
had become even more than previously a site of concrete and substantive struggle
by its own people for liberation and power on the ground. Here both the emergence
of a renewed working-class activism and of vigorous township unrest (as epitomized
most

32) Nancy Thede, “Quebec and Southern Africa: Still Crazy After All These Years,” Southern Africa Report, 4.5
May 1989), pp. 11ff.
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dramatically in the student-centered uprising in Soweto from 1976 but spreading
outward from there) was crucial in singling out the liberation of South Africa as the
key focus of expanding support in North America, a support that could now, more
than ever, move beyond “mere” moral outrage to see in South Africa an
increasingly credible target for action.

Of course, by 1980s, strong and progressive voices had already been heard on
the issue and they would continue to find clear expression through the coming
decade. Thus, even by 1981, when the Taskforce on Churches and Corporate
Responsibility met with and presented a brief to a brace of senior government
ministers inOttawa,
its record was already a striking one. Moreover, it had a great deal to do: a
summary of their important brief, appearing in the Canadian Journal of African
Studies (1982),33 documented, in the Taskforce’s words, a remarkable string of
“disturbing inconsistencies, long identified in Canada’s relations to South Africa,
between strong rhetoric on the part of the Canadian Government and rather weak
and half-hearted
policies and actions” and concluded, forcefully, that “it is hypocritical to proclaim
that one is against violence and prefers peaceful change while neglecting to act in a
manner most likely to result in peaceful change.” TCCR then documented, as they
had been doing since their founding by a broad range of Canadian churches in 1975,
a whole array of corporate and governmental practices that placed Canada quite self-
consciously and all too firmly on the wrong side of the struggle in southern Africa.

Thus, the flaws in this respect of both the Export Development Corporation and
the Canadian Development Corporation were well documented in TCCR’s brief,
as were the feebleness of the “Code of Conduct” the government “recommended”
to Canadian corporations in South Africa. Special mention was made of the shifty
government handling of Krugerrand sales in Canada (and the Bank of Nova Scotia’s
active involvement in them), for example. And particularly objectionable, TCCR
specified, was the obscenity of the involvement in South Africa of such companies
(including their involvement in the defence programmes of the South African
state) as the Ford Motor Company of Canada and Massey Ferguson — without any
noticeable unease being evidenced by the Canadian government.

Renate Pratt herself was to recount these and other enormities in her own
previously mentioned and very potent volume, In Good Faith: Canadian Churches
Against Apartheid,34 published in 1996 — while also sustaining her account to
embrace the 1980s and early 1990s. She emphasized the connection being formed
between southern African activist work and a substantial, church-based
constituency of
Canadians, as well as the diverse activities on the sanctions front of various
member churches. Most importantly, she also details, in successive chapters, the
scrupulously researched case to be made against the banks for their dealings with
South Africa - as well as their increasingly pugnacious attitude to criticisms of
their role. And she

(33) See Cranford Pratt, “Canadian Policy towards Southern Africa: Brief from the Taskforce on the Churches and
Corporate Responsibility,” Canadian Journal of African Studies, 16, 1 (1982), pp.113-126.

(34) Renate Pratt, In Good Faith (op.cit.).
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recounts the sorry tale of the Canadian “Code of Conduct,” designed, ostensibly, to
guide Canadian corporations toward the playing of some kind of more benign role
in the implementation of their investments in South Africa. As she discusses fully
for each case, this code’s ostensible “guidelines” were pretty much ignored by the
entire range of familiar Canadian offenders: Alcan, Bata, Canada Wire and Cable,
Rio Algom, Massey-Ferguson, Control Fata Computer Systems, QIT-FER et Titane
Ltd and Falconbridge.

Pratt’s account is too rich in the detail of real struggle to attempt to summarize
it here, though such incidents as the churches’ politely assertive presence at Alcan
general meetings, notably in 1982, are exemplary of the kind of impact the
churches were beginning to have.35 Moreover, as Pratt demonstrates, the Taskforce
also tracked the government closely throughout the decade of the 1980s. She notes
its shift, under Mulroney, to a limited sanctions-accepting agenda in the mid-80s
(see below), but also scrupulously identifies the severe limitations of Canada’s
policies - and its considerable backtracking on its stated agenda after 1987 (one
chapter [9] is actually entitled “The Taskforce and the Abandonment of Canada’s
Sanctions Policy, 1988-90!). In addition the continuingly negative role through the
late 1980s of Falconbridge, Massey Ferguson-Verity (Pratt’s account of the
company’s 1987 AGM when church representatives attempted to call the company to
account is particularly revealing), Rio Algom and of several very resistant oil
companies is outrageous — and Pratt’s painstaking documentation of the role played
by such offenders provides an absolutely essential record of it.

On these and other fronts then, TCCR continued to give deeper perspective and
resonance to novel energies that now burst upon the anti-apartheid scene. In 1980, for
example, TCCR was joined within the churches by formation of a second
ecumenical “parachurch” organization, the Inter-Church Coalition on Africa that was
active over a wide range of fronts. As Gary Kenny has written (in reviewing the
role of these church-related initiatives at the end of the 1980s), both were
unapologetic about their “prophetic” role in shaping and educating their
constituencies and were also vitally important: “Because [Kenny notes] they
operate at arm’s length from the churches and often attract highly political staff, the
role they have played in shaping both denominational and ecumenical policy on
southern Africa has been significant.”36

As Kenny further suggests “TCCR, well-known for its persistent style of work...
[has] helped to decrease the number of Canadian companies from about 35 four
years ago to nine as of May, 1989.” Indeed,“TCCR’s best known success was the
major role it played to convince Canadian banks to stop making loans to the South
African government and its state agencies.” Not that TCCR was alone in its bank
campaign, of course. Other groups were involved in sanctions work vis-a-vis South
Africa in the 1970s, and they, too, continued their efforts into the following decade.
For far from

(35) Of course and as the reader will recall, this is where it all had begun with the exemplary action of Project
Mozambique at an Alcan AGM a number of years earlier.

(36) Gary Kenny “Partners in Prophecy: Canadian Churches in Solidarity,” SAR (July, 1989).
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ignoring the sanctions issue and shying away from confrontations with corporate
Canada most anti-apartheid groups had actually been taking the need for such
confrontations quite seriously. Indeed, anti-corporate work (together with liberation
movement support) became the very centre of their activities.

At TCLSAC in Toronto, for example, a primary preoccupation of the committee
was also very much with those Canadian banks who were deeply implicated in
loans to the South African government.37 Indeed, TCCR and TCLSAC worked
effectively together to help facilitate the emergence of a majority at the Toronto City
Council in support of withdrawals of city funds from offending banks. And
TCLSAC also made its presence known at various bank (and other corporate) AGMs
- when not picketing them, with many others, outside on the streets; it also spent
hours engaged in such tricks as stuffing, for purposes of public enlightenment, the
deposit and withdrawal tables of numerous Canadian bank branches with fake
withdrawal slips that carried on the back injunctions against the practice of loans to
South Africa and of “banking on apartheid.”38 The banks were a key target, in short,
but so too were various mining companies (e.g. Falconbridge in Namibia and Inco,
Noranda and Alcan).39 Moreover, such efforts were soon to have a much wider
echo.

For, in the 1980s there were also new fronts, new struggles...and new
constituencies, their numbers swollen far beyond those represented in the 70s by
such activists of church and civil society who had heretofore been prepared to take
a stand. These constituencies were now ready and willing to assume a more
assertive role as the apartheid issue came more clearly into their sights, and they
included, notably, students and organized workers, but also people of such social
“categories” — wWho were now more inclined to speak out with their own voice, in
addition to being part of a broader movement - as women and black Canadians. We
will listen to these voices in turn, while also keeping an eye on the broader “anti-
apartheid” movement as it evolved. We will also note the several fronts upon which
action was increasingly required, not just as regards corporate activities (although, as
seen, such activities still defined the most crucial terrain of Canada’s negative
involvement in the apartheid system), but also on such continuing fronts as the
sports boycott and the media (where a hard slog to achieve more fairness and
honesty in the coverage of the South African struggle was on-going). We will take
these various items inturn.

Notable, as a particularly important and novel site of anti-corporate mobilization,
were the universities. Even in the late 1970s, amongst both students and faculty, there

(37) See, inter alia, John S. Saul, “Canadian Bank Loans to South Africa” in D. Anglin, T. Shaw, and C. Widstrand,
Canada, Scandinavia and Southern Africa (Uppsala: Scandinavian Institute of African Affairs, 1978); various
activities linked to the bank campaign itself during the late 70s and early 80s are exhaustively surveyed In various
issues of TCLSAC Reports, TCLSAC’s newsletter of that period.

(38) See TCLSAC’s periodic publication of the period “Bank Campaign News.”

(39) Indeed, TCLSAC hosted, in November, 1979, an Ontario-wide meeting of student organizations, churches,
and development education and other groups to “renew” the bank campaign for the 1980s. But many such
meetings, aimed at enhancing both clarity of purpose and coherence of action, were beginning to occur elsew?,]ere in
Canada around this and other related issues.
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were strong signs of their lending a new momentum and visibility to anti-apartheid
work. Thus Pat Baker (from the University of Toronto, who also happened to be a
TCLSAC member) was able, as early as 1979, to speak as a representative of
university disinvestment groups from across Canada to a New York meeting of the
United Nations Special Committee Against Apartheid concerned with student
disinvestment activities in the U.S., the U.K., and Canada. She itemized the
questionable share- holding activities of Canadian universities vis-a-vis mining
companies and the banks (here she singles out the University of Toronto, where she
herself was an activist, and the University of Victoria for specific criticism with
regard to their especially egregious entanglements with offending Canadian banks).

Baker also noted , “Students, teachers and support staff have been mounting
campaigns across the country to protest the investment practices of the universities;”
also their practices of maintaining banking arrangements with banks involved in
making loans to South Africa. She cited actions of this sort from right across
Canada: at Dalhousie, the University of Ottawa, the University of Manitoba, the
University of British Columbia, Dawson College in Montreal, the University of
Guelph and Trent. In short, Baker affirmed to the UN,“There has been a growing
awareness by students and other members of the academic community that the
question of Canadian corporate and banking responsibility with respect to South
Africa can no longer be avoided or ignored.”40

This was a momentum that would only deepen and gain further attention in the
1980s - and even spill over into other levels of the education system
(Oakwood Collegiate in Toronto offering a particularly interesting case of student
mobilization around the anti-apartheid issue). The results were mixed.At the
University of Toronto, for example, and despite the best efforts of anti-apartheid
activists, the issue was - as late as 1985 - merely fudged by University President
George Connell and others on the board while at McGill at about the same time
students overcame strong right- wing opposition to carry the day for divestment.
Similarly successful, in part because of the role played by a willing president, Harry
Arthurs were efforts at York University; the York Student Movement Against
Apartheid, it bears noting, had previously campaigned successfully to remove
Sonja Bata, herself deeply compromised by apartheid links, from the York
University Board of Governors. Similar divestment success was achieved at
Dalhousie, while at Queens a fierce struggle over the issue was also waged. And so
the story went elsewhere, presenting a proud record of student and (some) faculty
accomplishment; the full story of which still awaits its historian.41 Meanwhile,
where was the working class to be found in the liberation support/ anti-apartheid
mix? As Judith Marshall has written, the role of Canadian trade

(40) “TCLSAC Attends U.N. Meeting on Student Disinvestment Activities,” TCLSAC Reports (December, 1979),
6-7.

(41) See, inter alia, University of Toronto Divestment Committee, ¢ Gomg Through the Motions: Divestment at U of
T SAR, 1, 2 (October 1985); “Divestment: Lessons from McGlll SAR, 1, 3 (December 1985); Gene Desfor,
“Divestment at York University: The Student-Trade Union Alliance” and Paul Keen, “Dalhousie Divests,” both in
SAR, 1,4 (February, 1986); Laurie E. Adkin, “Divestment at Queens: The Pressure Mounts, SAR, 1,5 (Aprll, 1986).
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unions in the liberation support struggle of the 1960s and 1970s was indeed“modest,”
in part because of “the propensity for the international affairs departments of the
main trade union centrals in Northern countries to be fighting the Cold War in fairly
stereotypical ways”- on behalf of the ICFTU (the International Confederation of Free
Trade Unions)! However, “all this changed when South Africa and its then colony,
Namibia, were the only bastions of minority white control and when trade unions
emerged as one of the most important social forces [inside the country] fighting to
dismantle apartheid.”42

Thus the links of the CLC, Canada’s leading trade union central, to the most
advanced sectors of South African trade unions, became even stronger as the decade
wore on. But there was a level of complexity to such support as well. For another
claimant to credibility on the issue of South African trade unions was the SACTU
Solidarity Committee closely linked, through its involvement with SACTU (a South
African trade union central, by now largely phantom inside South Africa itself, but
closely tied to the African National Congress and SACP), to the ANC and to the
Congress Alliance. The SACTU Solidarity Committee did solid work of
course,
producing important material for trade unionists, like its Trafficking in Apartheid: The
Case for Canadian Sanctions against Apartheid,43 that was comparable to
materials produced by TCCR for its own church constituency. And it carried out, in
Marshall’s
words, “a sustained grassroots campaign in local unions, garnering financial support
for SACTU activities and supporting local unions in looking at Pension funds and
engaging in divestment campaigns.”

Less positively, the SACTU Solidarity Committee, like both the ANC and
SACTU themselves, were very reluctant to grant the emergent South African
trade unions
— representing a vibrant initiative with real mass involvement and resonance that
was emerging so forcefully on the ground inside South Africa itself but outside the
ANC’s direct control (e.g., FOSATU) - the kind of credibility and credit many other
Canadian anti-apartheid activists sensed they warranted. Indeed, as such activists
sought to reach out from Canada to such unions they found themselves dogged by the
ANC/SACTU’s incessant reiteration (echoed by the SACTU Solidarity Committee)
of the theme: “Direct links stink.” A dialogue of the deaf, indeed, with SACTU and
the SACTU Solidarity Committee on the one hand and the Canadian Labour
Congress on the other, talking right past each other, in their battle for the hearts and
minds of Canadian unionists over South Africa.

Thus, the CLC did support the emergent movement inside South Africa (as did
most Canadian support groups), with“trade union visitors...a prominent and regular
feature of Canadian trade union congresses,” as Marshall notes. Moreover this was

(42) Judith Marshall, “Trans-Societal Linkages: Labour and Human Resource Development,” in Larry Swatuk and
David Black (eds.), Canada and Southern Africa After Apartheid: Foreign Aid and Civil Society (Halifax: Dalhousie
University, 1996).

(43) SACTU Solidarity Committee, Trafficking in Apartheid: The Case for Canadian Sanctions against Apartheid

(Toronto, 1985).
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increasingly accompanied by more assertive pressure, both by the CLC itself and
by many of its affiliated unions, upon the Canadian government and corporate Canada
to move them to firm up their position against the apartheid regime. Yet, the CLC, as
led by such officials as John Harker, the union central‘s long-time Director of
International Affairs, was a haven of right wing, text-book anti-communist,
sentiment - suspicious of SACTU and the ANC for their supposed subservience to
the“communist menace,” for example. In short the CLC was right — in its support
for the independent trade unions — but for precisely the wrong, Cold-Warrior, kind
of reasons.

In sharp contrast, some of the best activists in the union movement - because of
their justified suspicions of the CLC brass (and also because of their respect for the
hard-work around sanctions and related issues being done by the SACTU Solidarity
Committee) - came to support, all too exclusively, SACTU (and the SACTU
Solidarity Committee), rather than the new trade unions on the ground! The up-shot:
the trade union presence within the broader anti-apartheid movement a most
difficult one at times,44 despite the fact that some real support for South African
liberation did come from both poles of this“dialogue.”” Moreover, with the emergence
of a new trade union central, COSATU, inside the country much of this tension
tended eventually to evaporate and the CLC itself proceeded with a range of useful
programmes on the ground (as itemized by Marshall, for example45).

Other constituencies were also important. As noted above, many women, often
already key activists in a range of anti-apartheid organizations across the country,
saw southern Africa simultaneously as a potential site of significant women’s
emancipation. They thus increasingly sought, as women, to articulate their own
unique perspective, doing so in variety of fora, notably at an important national
workshop; held near Toronto this was attended by““about seventy women from across
Canada — from Terrace, B.C. to St. John’s, Newfoundland — [who] came to the June
[1988] workshop entitled “Women, Solidarity and Southern African 1988746 and it
produced (in the words of a useful account of the time) “the strengthening of the
national network of women in solidarity work.” So too, in the 1980s, Black
Canadians began ever more self-consciously than in the past to articulate their
distinctive voice within the anti-apartheid mix. Here, as black Canadian professor
and militant Fred Case suggested at the time, a key moment came in late 1985
when Lennox Farrell, a prominent Toronto black activist, was so outraged by the
invited presence on the University of Toronto campus of the South African
ambassador, that he threw the ceremonial mace at him. As Case writes:

During that period and since | have been surprised by the number of Blacks —
people | have seen for years on my regular TTC routes or even some who live on
my street but with whom | have never spoken — who have in some way or another
made

(44) See “South African Trade Unions: The Canadian Connection,” SAR, 2, 1 (June, 1986).
(45) Marshall, “Trans-Societal Linkages,” op.Cit.; see also her “Keeping Pace: Solidarity Work and the New
Globalism,” SAR, 10, 3 (1994).

(46) “Women, Solidarity and Southern Africa: Report of the National workshop,” SAR (July, 1988), p.29.
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their solidarity known. This was not unanimous solidarity with the action we took,
but for once the University of Toronto had generated a topic of conversation in the
homes, in the barber shops, in the churches and in the clubs of African Canadians. For
once an event in this august institution had touched the lives of African Canadians in
the wider community.47

Moreover, “the example of South Africa is introducing a new militancy in our
[own] ranks as we become increasingly impatient with a state of affairs [with
respect to Canada’s own race relations] that has lasted for centuries in Canada.”

Meanwhile, the Canadian government remained firm in its resistance to the most
deeply-felt claims to attention - in their beseeching of support for their countries’
liberation and for their use of armed means, if necessary, in order to achieve their
goals - of the southern African liberation movements, and also to the imperative
of imposing sanctions upon South Africa. However, Canada had always kept a
hand in on the front of “humanitarian aid” to southern Africa in order to (mildly)
counter-balance its less savoury set of policies for both domestic and international
consumption. Indeed, “the 1980s saw the mainstreaming of the anti-apartheid
movement with churches, students, women, labour, professional groups and other
assorted citizens, all caught up in the world-wide movement against apartheid” —
and in many cases encouraged to use “CIDA-matchable categories” in order to direct
funds towards “humanitarian assistance” for affected indigenous population groups
- to “victims of apartheid,” for example, and, within very strict limits, “liberation
movements” in the region.48

As suggested, to some this seemed to be as much conscience money (and public
relations gimmickry for the consumption of other Commonwealth members) as it
did anything more sincere or substantive in terms of any meaningful commitment
— although, in Marshall’s words, “only a few grumpy voices like TCLSAC
pondered aloud whether this embrace [however mild] of liberation in South Africa
was not really a strategy to contain more revolutionary transformation.”49 A case in
point: the supportive reception, by an audience that included many ostensible anti-
apartheid activists, of Joe Clark’s speech to a luncheon sponsored by the South
African Education Trust Fund, a speech that“gave a persuasive rendition of Canada’s
policy of soft options: actions on questions of censorship, dialogue, education and
training,” It was in the wake of this event, a group of southern Africa solidarity
activists wondered aloud uneasily as to just what was happening: “While Canada’s
South African policy has stalled on sanctions and promoted soft options, has the
anti-apartheid movement gone from boos to standing ovations? The politics of
manners? Overseas

(47) Frederick Ivor Case, “South African Liberation and the Rebirth of Pan African Consciousness in Canada,”
SAR, 2, 4 (February, 1987), pp.23ff.

(48) Marshall, “Trans-Societal Linkages,” op.cit.

(49) Judith Marshall, “Keeping Pace” (ibid.).
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Development Assistance cuts? Buying silence? Those of us involved in the solidarity
movement outside the hub of power in Ottawa are feeling uneasy.”50

For Canadian NGOs that came to handle much of this money on behalf of the
government, such funds did indeed represent just such a danger of cooptation,
embodying a kind of fiscal dependence that could encourage them to dampen down
their criticism of the Canadian government’s other much more unsavoury silences
in its policies. Organizations like CUSO, SUCO and OXFAM, with noble records
of principled resistance to apartheid, and to Canada’s role of tacit support of it, now
entered into such perilous waters with trepidation, of course. Others were less
cautious. For, as soon as they became apparent, there existed a wide range of
opinion about how best now to conceptualize the role of the Canadian government
(and indeed of Canadian capital) with respect to southern Africa, and what dangers,
if any, such a role bore.

Thus IDAFSA (the International Defence and Aid Fund) of Canada, which
undertook a wide range of useful and supportive policies in aid of political prisoners
and other such “victims of apartheid,” as well as important informational work on
conditions in South Africa, had an extremely good working relationship with the
Canadian government — as regards the limited, if important, issues it concentrated
upon. Not for them, however, the notion that a government like Canada’s, was a major
part of the problem in South Africa. Although it had links with various progressive
actors inside South Africa it also tended to steer clear of strong contacts with the
liberation movements. Moreover, IDAFSA took as a point of pride the fact that it did
not “officially advocate economic sanctions,” as Joan Fairweather has written in her
survey of the Canadian anti-apartheid movements; although it did sometimes lend
its voice to a few related campaigns.51

As we will see, the real costs of such a relatively cosy relationship with the
Canadian government would only become more evident when the end-game of the
apartheid issue in Canada came to be played.52 In any case the IDAFSA approach,
certainly stood in sharp contrast to that of groups like TCCR, of more firmly
liberal-left/ social-democratic persuasion, that were far more sceptical about
Canada - both its government and its corporations - and acted firmly and forcefully
(but politely) on the basis of such an understanding. Meanwhile, other groups,
further to the left and even more sceptical as to the bona fides of both governmental
and corporate Canada, were proud to be just plain “grumpy”!

(50) “Buying Silence,” SAR, 5, 4 (February, 1990).
(51) Joan Fairweather (2008), “Canadian solidarity with South Africa’s liberation struggle” in SADET, The Road
to Democracy in South Africa, Vol 3, International Solidarity, Part 2, Pretoria: UNISA, pp.825-906. Interestingl?/,
Fairweather, who was herself an activist with IDAFSA for many years in Ottawa, gives a committed but generally
8uite moderate account of the Canadian anti-apartheid record overall. Itis, in addition, rather startling to find that she
evotes fully 10 pages of her 80 page chapter to reporting on an organization, IDAFSA. For IDAFSA’s work,
though exemplary as far as it went, was by and large extremely cautious and establishment oriented — even though its
;nain centrle was In a setting (Ottawa) that was for so long a staging-ground of capitalist and governmental support
or race rule.

(52) See Linda Freeman, “Canada, Aid and Peacemaking in Southern Africa” (op.cit.).
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For there did remain an assertive anti-apartheid movement in Canada (TCLSAC
in Toronto, for example, chose, jokingly, to think of itself as an AGO — an
“Anti- Governmental Organization,” rather than a Non-Governmental Organization/
NGO) that stood firm until quite late in the day and this “movement” began to grope
towards establishing a more effective and unified voice as the decade wore on.
There had, of course, been previous national fora of collective solidarity, a 1982
“Canadian Conference in Solidarity with the Liberation Struggles of the Peoples
of Southern Africa,” for example. This had been an event epitomized in one
account of the time in extremely positive terms: “The silence in Canada concerning
Southern Africa was shattered in Ottawa during the weekend of May 7-9 1982.
More than 500 people, representing a large cross-section of Canadian and
Quebecois organizations, met to discuss the latest developments in South Africa and
Namibia, to investigate the role of the Canadian government, and to plan a course of
action for future solidarity work.” There keynote speaker George Erasmus,
President of the Dene Nation of the Northwest Territories, elaborated effectively
on the links between the struggle of his own people and those in Africa, while
emphasizing that “solidarity is not an act of charity but mutual aid between forces
fighting for the same objectives.” And other delegations from the region itself —
Alfred Nzo and Thabo Mbeki of the ANC and Hidipo Hamutenya of SWAPO —
made much the same point. Meanwhile, many aroused Canadians continued, in
various ways, to hammer home a point that became central to the Conference’s final
communiqué: this being the “existence of two Canadas... One is the Canada of the
owners of large corporations and controllers of chartered banks who, with the help
of the Canadian government, support apartheid by investing in the South African
racist regime. The other Canada is the ordinary working people who are
beginning to see the connection between unemployment and inflation here and
INCO, ALCAN and Massey Ferguson exploiting cheap labour
in South Africa.”53

Then, in 1987 a similar range of groups again came together - on two impressive
occasions - to push the work of the national anti-apartheid network further forward.
First off was the “Taking Sides in Southern Africa: A National Conference on
Canada’s Role in international Action to End Apartheid and to Support SADCC,”
held in Montreal in February and sponsored by the CCIC (with “445 delegates from
every province in Canada and representing 197 organizations: trade unions, women’s
groups, churches, non-governmental organizations and support groups, educational
institutions and youth and community organizations”).54 Soon to follow was a
similarly well-attended “Consolidating Solidarity” meeting in VVancouver in October:
a self-styled “Parallel Commonwealth Conference.”55 Both sessions emphasized
the need for the deepening and tightening of sanctions, for further support for the
front-

(53) “SA — Solidarity — Two Canadas,” TCLSAC Reports (April-May, 1982), p.8.
(54) “’Congress of the People’- Canadian Style,” SAR, 2, 5 (April, 1987).
(55) “Consolidating Solidarity: The Parallel Commonwealth Conference,” SAR, 3, 3 (December, 1987).
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line states, and for much stronger and unequivocal diplomatic recognition of the
ANC and SWAPO.

Yet there was still a great deal to be done — and anti-apartheid militants knew
it. Thus an informal survey of activists from across the country (as reported upon
in a trenchant article entitled “Anti-Apartheid Activism: A Cross-Canada Survey”56)
found “a need for more planning, more information about the struggle inside South
Africa, more sharing of successful tactics, a tighter communication network among
the Canadian group” - although “there was also a lot of optimism about the level of
activity communities were able to generate”. What was evident, in short, was that,
“despite the yearning to be more effective that almost everyone expressed...the
accounts of what has been happening [were] heartening.”

One heard, for example, that “the Halifax network had begun a petition to urge
the Bank of Nova Scotia to rescind its loan to Minorco,” that others on the west coast
were concentrating on the Shell boycott, and that a representation by Newfoundland
activists to the St John’s City Council had moved the Council to declare the city
“apartheid-free.” And in this survey and in other written contributions of the moment
one also heard accounts, sober but committed, of developments in other parts of the
country, regions as diverse as Quebec and Western Canada and sites of a range of
impressive activities,57 where the distinct promise of an ever more effective
national movement — one that was growing organically and from the ground up,
rather than by fiat from on high - could be felt. As it happened, however, apartheid’s
time was in fact running out and it was to do so, long before such issues within the
Canadian anti-apartheid network could be fully confronted, resolved and acted
upon58 and the movement, in truth, finds its full potential. To this point we will
have to return. But, before doing so, several other fronts of struggle merit
discussion.

The kind of boycott and direct action activity undertaken vis-a-vis corporations by
the groups surveyed above already had powerful precedents - in the sphere of sports;
for here was a brand of struggle that would also be sustained throughout the 1980s.
In fact sporting links to South Africa, from quite early on, was an issue - one that
was also highly visible for whites, ever sporting minded, in South Africa - that
tended to capture the public imagination. Moreover, as Joan Fairweather suggests,
this was a front upon which official Canada could win praise and credibility for its
“principles” and also advance on “its self-assigned task of preserving and
strengthening the multi-racial Commonwealth” — upon a stage, we might add,
where posturing to win

(56) “Anti-Apartheid Activism: A Cross-Canada Survey,” SAR. 4, 5 (May, 1989).

(57) Nancy Thede, “Quebec and Southern Africa,” (op.cit. [1989]) and Don Kossick, “A View from the West” (SAR,
February, 1990).

(58) A particularly thoughtful and thorough analysis, one that underscored the difficulties, both in terms of tactics
and strategic perspectives, that continued to do qualify the prospects any such movement was that by Pierre
Francois, entitled “In a Lull: Canada’s Anti-Apartheid Movement” in SAR, (5, 3, December, 1989). Indeed, the SAR
editors perceived the possibility that Francois’ article might “serve as a stimulus to further discussion and
[welcomed] contributions in sugsequent issues. The response was very good, including, in the February 1990
1ssue, Don Kossick’s article and the piece on “Buying Silence” (both cited above), as well as John Van Mossel’s
“Toward a Common Strategy.” As noted, however, history was moving faster than we were (see below).



8.4 canada and the united 217

international credibility was much more cost-free to the government’s class base than
any form of economic boycott could be.

True, the initial Canadian approach to this issue was a faltering and uncertain one.
South Africa had been banned internationally from participation in both the Olympic
and Commonwealth Games from the early 1960s. Yet the Canadian government
stumbled at the time of its own cherished hosting, in Montreal, of the 1976 Olympic
Games; here the government badly misplayed its hand and was forced to
experience an effective boycott of the Games, mainly by Africans, over a South
African-related issue. True, now alerted to the extent of international concern about
the issue, Canada did clean up its act on sports-related issues in the late 1970s,
moving Fairweather to conclude her own account, without apparent irony, that
“while foreign trade, tourism and cultural and academic contacts continued in the
face of minimal sanctions, international competition in the major sports was
virtually eliminated.”

Yet the sports issue was by no means dead. As Bruce Kidd, one of Canada’s
best known and most successful Olympic athletes and a tireless anti-apartheid
campaigner, would make clear in the 1980s, there remained much to be done. For
example, Kidd exposed clearly the hesitation and verbal back-sliding of federal
sports minister, Otto Jelinek, at the time of the ultimately successful African-led
boycott (in response to Margaret Thatcher’s continuing support of apartheid South
Africa) of the 1987 Commonwealth Games in Edinburgh. Tennis was another focus
of continuing attention with Tennis Canada still receiving, as late as 1988, federal
support, despite its continuing to extend invitations to South African players for
Canada-based events — although, moved by Kidd’s writing about the issue, an
effective campaign by members of the York University and Jane-Finch
communities (Jane-Finch, where York University is located, was then the second
largest black community in Canada) eventually forced the government to extend
the boycott to tennis. But Kidd in other writings also pin-pointed the lack of a
comprehensive policy (as promised by the federal government) that would have
closed loop-holes on several sports fronts and could have seen Canada acting more
effectively internationally to advance the issue.59 As for the media, the simple fact
is that throughout the anti-apartheid years they were a source of considerable
frustration for anti-apartheid activists. For, with notable exceptions, members of the
media seemed unable to make up their minds as to how seriously to take the
southern Africa story and especially the claims to simple social justice (let alone to
any kind of dispassionate hearing) made by the liberation movements. Small
wonder, that the media became a target in the 1980s for South Africa’s assertive
ambassador to Canada, Glenn Babb, attempts to bend the Canadian press to his and
South Africa’s own purposes. Thus, he made hundreds of television and radio
appearances and, in his occasional (and often sharply contested) invitations to

(59) See Bruce Kidd, “Jelinek’s End Run” (SAR, February, 1987); his “Tackling Tennis” (SAR, Feb 1988); Gene
Desfor, “Apartheid’s Racquet: Extending the Sports Boycott” (SAR, October, 1988); Kidd again, “Adjusting the
Sport)s Boycott” (SAR, March 1989) and his “The Sports Boycott: Old Ploys vs. New Players” (SAR, December
1989).
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campuses and in other locales; he spoke in strident support of apartheid (although he
simultaneously sought to imply that the system was ‘“changing”). Babb also
managed to stir up controversy (and media attention) by arranging a well-publicized
invitation to visit their reserve from the leaders at the Peguis reservation in
Manitoba.

Perhaps the main goal of Canada’s native people, in this instance, was to embarrass
the Canadian government,but Babb turned the occasion skillfully to his own purposes,
pointing out the grim, if somewhat divergent parallels between the practices of the
two countries.60 Other “native” leaders were prepared to play ball with apartheid, too,
in pursuit of their own interests, as witness the tour of South Africa, courtesy of the
South African Tourist Board, made by four senior Native Canadian politicians in
August, 1987. True, and in sharp contrast, the bulk of native leadership in Canada -
even as they pressed forward with their continuing claims and demands against the
Canadian government — scorned the acceptance of any such invitation from or visit
to South Africa, stating clearly, as Pierre Borgeault’s epitomizes their position, “that
the Indian people of Canada [choose] not to go down in history as allies of racist
fascism.”’61 There was some kind of parallel nonetheless, and momentarily Babb
made the most of it.62

Not surprisingly he found support for such tricks, and for the apartheid regime that
sponsored them, in Canada more widely. Quite apart from the lack of imagination
that permeated the main-stream media regarding the African claims to voice and
power that the situation in South Africa had spawned, there was also a considerable
network of backing for the combination of prejudice and profit that bred more active
support for apartheid South Africa in Canada. Hence, there was a degree of organized
pro-apartheid agitation, especially amongst the country’s privileged classes. The
crudely racist, flamboyantly anti-communist, and vividly right-wing journalism of
Peter Worthington of the Toronto Telegram was a particularly prominent perpetrator
of this, to anyone living in Toronto during these years; Worthington was also the
author of the vicious video, “The ANC Method: Violence,” designed, as was a
whole series of South African embassy sponsored newspaper ads, to counter the
visit to Ottawa of ANC’s Oliver Tambo in 1987.63

But activists in the Canadian anti-apartheid network at the time were also well
aware of the broader reach of a national network of racist sympathizers. For example,
a well-researched 1988 article in the western Canadian journal Briarpatch listed a
host of right-wing and business-related groups hard at work defending apartheid:

60) For a retrospective article on Babb in Canada see “Apartheid envoy reviled in Canada,” in Globe and Mail
Toronto), August 30, 2003.

(61) Bourgeault, “Canada Indians” (op.cit.).

(62) Babb may actually have overplayed his hand here, of course. Canadian leaders seemed quite unamused by his
show-boating as regards the Canadian “native problem” and, in any case, were beginning to rethink their approach to
South Africa on quite other grounds (see below).

(63) A particularly effective account of the activities in Canada of both Babb and Worthington (and of other media
onslaughts that the Canadian anti-apartheid movement was forced to counter) is David Galbraith’s “Targeting
Canada: Apartheid’s Friends on the Offensive,” SAR, 3, 5 (May, 1988).
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the Western Canadian Society of South Africa, for example, and the extremely
well- connected Canadian-South African Society. Indeed the husband of Canada’s
then Governor-General, Jeanne Sauve, was actually a member of the latter until
shamed into resigning in 1985.64 At one point, too, influential members of the
capitalist class even founded their own short-lived Confederation of Church and
Business People (CCBP), precisely in order to counter TCCR - and they no doubt
felt they could draw on their great influence with the press in aspiring to do so.
Indeed, the media presented enough of a problem that when Secretary of State for
External Affairs, Joe Clark, sought, towards the end of the 1980s, to deflect
attention away from the prospect of meaningful sanctions against South Africa that
his leader, Mulroney, had seemed to promise (see below), a plausible alternative
focus (to Clark’s mind at least) was a fund to counter “South African propaganda
and censorship.”65

However, the end-game of the anti-apartheid struggle as waged within Canada
was at hand, and, as suggested above, it would be a startling one.66 For Prime
Minister Mulroney was to engineer an at least partial volte-face by “official
Canada” on South Africa, a volte-face that was particularly revealing as to what was
now increasingly at stake. More generally, as essential background to this move, it
must be underscored that changes were afoot in the western governmental-cum-
corporate sphere with respect to South Africa (including in Canada), changes of no
small magnitude. The roots of such a rethinking lay primarily inside South Africa
itself and in the continuing escalation of internal resistance there in the mid-80s.
Yet it may be that the persistent moral force of twenty years of counter-corporate
critigue by Canadian anti-apartheid organizations (as recounted above) had had
some cumulative impact on Canada’s powers-that-be as well. In any case, the
corporate mind began to shift.

Indeed, as we now know, meetings, much closer to the scene of the actual
struggle, between business heavyweights and the ANC were re-writing the ground
rules of “common-sense” in South Africa. For capital was beginning to realize, it
now seems clear, that it would be foolhardy to get stuck on the racist side of a
losing political equation and it began to think of cooptation of the ANC rather than
of continued intransigence against political change as apartheid South Africa
became more and more of a pariah. True, some support that indulged both in
various euphemisms for racism and in uncritical cheer-leading for capitalism —
together with judicious red- baiting — did grind on, but it also began to become
apparent, during the 1980s, that

(64) gseorge Martin Manz, “South Africa and Disinformation: The Lie Machine,” in Briarpatch (Regina, February,
1989

(65) Freeman, ““Canada, Aid and Peacemaking in Southern Africa,” (op.cit.), p.41; she does mention a second fund
created at the time and designed to support “dialogue and negotiations among South Africans” which she takes
rather more seriously — although she also quotes Zimbabwe’s Foreign Minister as pointing out such “contributions to
fighting apartheid” were mere “peanuts,” equivalent to what Zimbabwe spent in a day in countering South African
de stabilization.

(66) In the next few paragraphs | draw on my own recent account as presented in John S. Saul, “Two Fronts of
Anti-Apartheid Struggle” %Op.ci'[.).
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the changes afoot in the western governmental-cum-corporate sphere with respect to
South Africa, including in Canada, were of no small magnitude.

Interestingly, once again a key factor in this regard for Canada was the
Commonwealth, notably its Eminent Person’s Group mission that went to South
Africa in 1986. Mulroney’s own nominee for this delegation was the Head of the
Anglican Church of Canada, the Reverend Ted Scott, a sober and centrist Toronto-
based prelate, but it was the Australian delegate Malcolm Fraser who made the most
noise — or at least the noise that Brian Mulroney heard most clearly. As noted above, a
different kind of “common-sense” was already in the air: in South Africa, for
example and at about this same time, Zac de Beer was advising that “We all
understand  how years of apartheid have caused many blacks to reject the
economic as well as political system...We dare not allow the baby of free enterprise
to be thrown out with the bathwater of apartheid.” This time, however — and despite
the fact that the South African government thumbed its nose at the EPG - it was
Fraser, the deeply conservative former Australian Prime Minister who wrote the
mission’s eloquent and tough-minded report, one calling for an extension of
sanctions against South Africa in order to force it to its senses before the
confrontation there escalated out of control. The EPG feared more violence and
bloodshed, but Fraser warned that in an escalating conflict “moderation would be
swept aside...The government that emerged from all of this would be extremely
radical, probably Marxist, and would nationalize all western business interests.”67

It seems clear that Prime Minister Mulroney responded warmly to this reading
of the South African situation. To the goal of ingratiating himself with the Black
Commonwealth was now added the role of spearheading the forces of enlightened
capitalism. Mulroney sought unsuccessfully to convince Margaret Thatcher of the
wisdom of pressing for change in South Africa at the August 1986 Commonwealth
mini-summit convened to follow up on the EPG report. For he had hoped that
Thatcher would link the U.K. to the new Commonwealth-sponsored package of
sanctions that was now forthcoming. He was to press the same kind of case at the
Venice G-7 meeting of the major industrialized countries in 1987, although again
to little avail. As this suggested, Canada was somewhat ahead of the curve: after
all, Mulroney was no racist and was thus far more able than either Reagan and
Thatcher, with both of whom he would have testy exchanges on the subject, both
publicly and privately, to begin to adjust the game-plan of “official Canada.”68

During the 1980s, however, Mulroney also retained a residual suspicion of the
ANC, as witness his very cool reception of Oliver Tambo in Ottawa in 1987
(according to

(67) Malcolm Fraser, “No More Talk. Time to Act,” Times (London), June 30, 1986.

(68) Jeff Sallot, “Commonwealth at Risk, Thatcher told: Unified action sought on apartheid,” Globe and Mail,
October 17, 1986 (p.Al6), in which article Mulroney is quoted as saying “In the present crisis it is imperative that
we all signal together that there will be a common, world-wide and sustained pressure against apartheid, until
?padrtheid is ended,” doing so, Sallot notes, “voicing a somewhat more moderate tone than some of the Third World
eaders”!
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the account of it that Tambo gave to a number of us the next day in Toronto69).
Moreover, as we have noted above in our account of TCCR’s on-going critique of
Mulroney’s policies, Canada was soon to renege on its momentarily advanced position
on the apartheid question. Indeed, as the heavy hand of the governmentally-declared
Emergency in South Africa began, momentarily, to take its toll of internal
resistance, Mulroney’s enthusiasm for sanctions against South Africa, never
substantively as strong as his rhetoric promised in any case, morphed into an even
tamer kind of involvement. His devolving of the issue into the cautious hands of his
External Affairs Minister, Joe Clark, and into a preoccupation with media coverage
(as also noted above) being one indication of this. In any case, it seemed to be
becoming a matter of rather less urgency with the momentarily successful internal
crackdown by the apartheid government in the late 80s.

Nonetheless, capital continued to recalculate the odds in South Africa, and the
ANC, for its part, began to seem an ever more likely partner for the recolonization
of its own country. In such a context, Canada ultimately became active again too - at
Mandela’s urging, even standing behind its own (modest) sanctions until quite late
in the day (1993). As the leading expert on Canadian policy, Linda Freeman, has
effectively summarized the broader realities however:

While Canada moved steadily away from an earlier cordiality with the white
regime in Pretoria, its shift to warmer relations with black African leaders was
tardy and, until Mandela’s release, quite tepid. Sanctions against South Africa were
limited and late, support for the ANC minimal and even later. Throughout the last
few decades, except for a brief period in the mid-1980s, Canadian trade with the
apartheid regime flourished. When an opportunity to bolster Canada’s international
peacekeeping reputation arose in Namibia, Canadian officials seemed willing to ease
up on pressure against South Africa. Even the impressive programs of development
assistance in the region were initiated...as a way of avoiding the tougher
alternatives of interfering with Canadian trade and investment with South Africa.70

As she concluded,“A sober examination of the record...reveals a policy with
many shortcomings, a contribution which was limited and equivocal — if the end of
white domination, peace in southern Africa, and development for the region were,
in fact, the primary goals.”

Nevertheless, what Freeman may underestimate, both here and in her important
book on the subject (The Ambiguous Champion71), is the strength of the presumed
logic of “recolonization” that was exercising, willy-nilly, a gravitational pull both

(69) “Tambo, not Rambo: The ANC’s President in Toronto,” Southern Africa Report (October, 1987).

(70) Freeman, “Canada, Aid and Peacemaking in Southern Africa,” (op.cCit.).

(71) See John S. Saul, “A Class Act: Canada’s Anti-Apartheid Record,” in Saul, The Next Liberation Struggle:
Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy in Southern Africa (Toronto, Scottsville, S.A., New York and London:
Between the Lines, University of KwaZulu-Natal Press, Monthly Review Press, and The Merlin Press, 2005), for an
extended review and critique of Freeman’s work.
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on Mulroney and upon the ANC.72 For Canada was soon to become quite content,
along with other national centres of capital elsewhere, to again urge its corporations
upon a deracialized South Africa — one that was increasingly deemed quite safe for
capitalism. As one official hailed the strong signs of change in SA, in speaking to a
Canadian trade paper: “I would think that the sky is the limit. Anything we like to
do here and we do well we can also do in South Africa.”73 “Business as usual,”
then. In fact, after a brief flurry of enthusiasm for Mandela — hailed in Canada in
his first official visit, with our own mixed record vis-a-vis apartheid conveniently
forgotten amidst the prevailing rhetoric of the occasion74 — South Africa became
pretty much “an ordinary country” in Neville Alexander’s deft and telling phrase, an
ordinary neo-colony in fact for Canadians interested in the spoils that might now be
more “legitimately” on offer.75 But otherwise the country largely drifted out of
Canadian purview and official concern. In fact, whatever way this may have all
played out in South Africa, it was difficult in Canada to escape the sense that a
recolonization - by Capital itself and not by any one colonialist state - was what our
own powers-that-be now saw as being the heart of the matter.

This was indeed a fact to be underscored - although the full range of its implications
became very much clearer in retrospect than it was at the time. Still it did begin to
underscore for many of us in the Canadian anti-apartheid movement (including the
present author) just how modest our role had, in many ways, actually been. True,
we had, from time to time, brought some useful pressure to bear on the Canadian
establishment, corporate and governmental. And we had manifested the sort of
solidarity — as we were assured by the movements who were struggling for
liberation on the ground in southern Africa — from which they could draw real
succour. No small thing then, but had we not, primarily, merely disturbed capital and
its less racist apologists just enough to help encourage it to become a more
reformist force than it might otherwise have been? This was, perhaps, a victory of
sorts, albeit one with its

(72) Indeed, we could also see, even in Canada itself, that the ANC was, for its part, rapidly moving rightwards. For
the fact that, in the renewed context of power and profit in South Africa, the ANC itself seemed to be changing,
was a fact quite clearly on display at a York University workshop in Toronto, in 1992, where the ANC representative
(Tito Mboweni, soon to be both Minister of Labour in the post-apartheid government and subsequently governor of
the Reserve Bank) exemplified in both his deportment and his comments in the workshop itself just how far to the
right the ANC elite seemed comfortable with situating themselves in readiness for the new phase in South Africa
(as discussed at greater length in John S. Saul, “Two Fronts of Anti-Apartheid Struggle,”op.cit.).

(73) In Philip Gawith, “South African exporters come out into the open,” Financial Times, October 4,1990.

(74). See “Of Real Heroes...and Realpolitik,” SAR, 14, 1 (December, 1998) which both hails Mandela’s visit and
ecstatic reception by about 40,000 school children at the Skydome in Toronto (on September 25 1998) but also
notes that “it was a bit galling to [see] just who was sitting there preening themselves in the front row of this and
other events, politicians and business people who had had ﬁttle good to say about, and even less help to give to, the
ANC during its long years of struggle against apartheid.” Mandela also returned to Toronto to attend a ceremon
when, on Saturday, November 17, 2001, the Toronto District School Board officially changed the name of Par
Public School in one of the city’s poorer neighbourhoods in order to honour “President Mandela’s legacy and his
fight to help those who are less fortunate, [while also recognizing] the rich heritage of the already existing school
and its community.”

(75) Neville Alexander, An Ordinary Country: Issues in the Transition from Apartheid to Democracy in South Africa

(Pietermaritzburg: University of Natal Press, 2002).
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own very real limitations — unless, that is, one were to take the subsequent uncritical
adoption, throughout the southern African region, of an extremely dependent and
inequitable capitalist mode of production, albeit a relatively “deracialized” one, as
marking an impressive degree of liberation.

For those of us who, however much we hailed the overthrow of apartheid, could not
quite see things that way, the struggle did indeed continue: Southern Africa Report,
for example, kept its own flag of resistance to the recolonization of southern Africa
flying until 2000. But enough had been done in both South Africa and Canada to
confuse and even demobilize the anti-apartheid movement. An account of what was
to be the
last meeting of Canada’s nation-wide anti-apartheid movement helps demonstrate
this fact. The event? A further (and final) national“Forum” of anti-apartheid activists,
entitled “Taking Strides: Towards a Non-Racial Democratic South Africa.” Held
in Ottawa in May of 199076 it was organized by IAWGSA/Inter-Agency Working
Group on Southern Africa; this body having been established as a committee of the
Canadian Council for International Cooperation (CCIC) and composed primarily of
some twenty NGOs; a steering committee for the forum was one on which both
IWAGSA and IDAFSA played, in the persons of Ted Scott and Ann Mitchell,
leading roles.

Scott, former Anglican Church Primate and, as noted above, government-
appointee to 1985’s Commonwealth Eminent Persons’ Group had, despite his long
and honourable history of anti-apartheid work, always been seen by church militants
as something of a mixed blessing. True, his commitment to the southern African
cause had helped legitimate anti-apartheid work in the eyes of government and
parishioners. But it was also testimony to his “acceptability” with government that
he now held a number of key positions in the proliferating range of “house” NGOs:
he was, in effect, considered the de facto church representative to External Affairs
(at least by the government itself), was on the board of the South African Education
Trust Fund, president of the IDAFSA, and had ascended, more recently, to be chair
of IAWGSA. Moreover, he had remained conservative in his political outlook and
something of a “loose cannon” in his political style. Were the benefits he brought to
the movement (not least the credibility he lent it) outweighed by his role in helping,
however unconsciously, to domesticate it?

As for Mitchell, she was the executive director of IDAFSA, which (as suggested
above) had, on her watch, been well known for its rather restrained approach to the
Canadian government even in the darkest days of apartheid — whatever other
important contributions it may have been making. Moreover, both Scott and Mitchell
by the time of the Ottawa meeting were frank to reveal in private conversation their
feeling that a“conciliatory”approach to the Canadian government was in order, rather
than what they felt to be the old-fashioned “confrontational” approach — this at the

(76) See “The I Love Lucy Show: The ‘Taking Strides’ Consultative Forum, May, 1990,” in SAR, 6, 1 (July, 1990).
I have drawn extensively on that article in composing the account of the Ottawa meeting presented here.
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very moment when the Canadian government had begun to feel most comfortable
with a deracialized “false decolonization” of South Africa.

In contrast the other delegates at the Forum were drawn from the full range of
NGOs and anti-apartheid groups; moreover, some of the “resource persons” and
“facilitators” chosen for the working groups into which the Forum was to break from
time to time were amongst the most radical persons in the overall movement. In fact,
for this very reason, the Steering Committee briefly entertained the idea of cancelling
any participation by such resource people, although this tactic was rejected in favour
of warning them, in a most patronizing manner, against “dominating” discussions.
Meanwhile, in arranging the opening session the Steering Committee, honoured,
appropriately enough, two speakers who had come from the region itself. Yet it could
find room for no spokesperson from the Canadian anti-apartheid movement to serve
as a third speaker. Indeed, the other speaker chosen by the Committee for the opening
panel was Lucie Edwards, the Canadian government’s official “Southern
Africanist” (as head of the “Southern African Task Force” of the Ministry of
External Affairs!).

Edwards did not say much that had not been heard before. Instead, she presented
Canadian sanctions in the most positive light, ignoring statistics that showed trade
with South Africa continuing to increase. And she milked the government role in
establishing a Mandela Fund for all it was worth, while also suggesting that there
was money for “non-political” ANC activities. 77 In short, on the very eve of
“victory” in South Africa, many of those in attendance at the Forum felt they were
witnessing, simultaneously, a calculated insult to the record that had been established
by Canada’s anti-apartheid movement. In fact, for many, as they departed the
conference, it was difficult to avoid a feeling that, at best, the movement, created and
nourished by grass- roots activists since the late-1960s, was now in serious danger
of being carefully and rather unscrupulously domesticated.

True, some critical questions for Ms Edwards did come from the floor at the
conclusion of her talk and Peter Mahlangu, the ANC’s representative in Canada who
was also at the dais, took the opportunity to query some of her more outrageous
claims as to the exemplary nature of Canada’s sanctions performance. There was
strong criticism, too, from the next day’s working groups of the decision to give
Lucie Edwards such a platform, and the Conference’s steering committee did admit
a “mistake” had been made. But the evidence suggests it was more than a mistake.
Indeed, something of the ambiguous feelings the movement had towards the roles
played both by IWAGSA/IDAFSA and Scott surfaced in the Forum when Edwards
herself announced that Scott would be briefing Joe Clark on the Monday following the
Forum on the results of its deliberations. Most delegates seemed to feel Scott’s quite
arbitrary appointment as sole conference spokesperson to the federal government

(77) Indeed, myself an attendee at the Forum, | was moved, as seen in the previous footnote, to (mis)title the
article I subsequently wrote on the sessions, ”The I Love Lucy Show” (Ms. Edwards name was actually “Lucie,”
not “Lucy™), so smug, self-satisfied and controlled was the opening session (and, indeed, many of the subsequent
proceedings).
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was not quite adequate as a way of representing the views of the assembled anti-
apartheid movement.

In any case, the major loss to the conference was the fact that virtually none of
these issues were really debated by the delegates, despite some efforts to introduce
them. Perhaps part of this was due to the Forum’s structure. In the laudable pursuit
of a genuine democratization of the proceedings, emphasis fell upon the six to eight
workshop sessions for doing the bulk of the Forum’s work. As suggested, in many
of these workshops questions about the underlying premises of our activities did
surface. But the energy generated in the groups rarely found its way back to the
brief plenary sessions interspersed throughout the two full days of the Forum.

It’s true that by the end of the conference some momentum had been recouped
from the first day. The basic mood of the delegates, particularly from the broad
anti-apartheid network and from Canada’s regions, was much more sceptical
of the Canadian government’s southern Africa record and consequently more
confrontational than some of the Steering Committee may have wished. In its final
communiqué, the Conference did*““call on the Canadian government to adopt a clearer
and bolder approach in support of democracy in South Africa,”including““maintaining
and extending the economic sanctions against South Africa; downgrading diplomatic
relations with official South Africa and upgrading relations with the ANC and the anti-
apartheid movement in South Africa.” And, as it happened, the Canadian government
did stick by (certain) sanctions until 1993 - though perhaps, as noted above, primarily
thanks to Nelson Mandela’s own request to the Canadian government that it does so.
And so — finally and despite the fact that some groups stood firm in monitoring
South Africa’s difficult transition period to formal non-racial democracy (1990-1994)
- the Canadian anti-apartheid movement had now drawn close to its end-point. Was
the movement’s to be a cry of victory? Or did it pass away, primarily, as a proverbial
whimper? It depended a lot on who you thought had won, of course. Unfortunately,
the answer to that wasn’t quite as clear as one might have hoped it to be. As | have
written elsewhere:

We know who lost: the white minorities in positions of formal political power
(whether colonially in the Portuguese colonies or quasi-independently here and
perhaps in Zimbabwe). And thank fortune, and hard and brave work, for that. But
who, in contrast, has won, at least for the time being: global capitalism, the West
and the IFIs, and local elites of state and private sectors, both white and black? But
how about the mass of southern African populations, both urban and rural and
largely black? Not so obviously the winners, | would suggest, and certainly not in
any very expansive sense. Has it not been a kind of defeat for themtoo?78

Not that being a supportive party to the end of apartheid and the demise of
diverse racist colonialisms had been a small accomplishment. Still, whether in
victory

(78) John S. Saul, “Liberation Support and Anti-Apartheid Work as Seeds of Global Consciousness: The Birth of
Solidarity with Southern African Struggles” in Karen Dubinsky, et. al (eds.), New World Coming: The Sixties and
the Shaping of Global Consciousness %I’oronto: Between the Lines, 2009), p.139-40.
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or defeat, the Canadian movement now did slowly evaporate - even though some
militants, in bold defiance of the region’s “strange death,”79 endeavoured to sustain
support for a struggle against the recolonization of southern Africa rather longer than
others: South Africa Report, as noted above, soldiered on publishing until 2000 and
some exemplary attempts, notably that by Africafiles/Africa InfoServ (both in
cyber- space and in their Toronto home-base) to keep a sense of southern Africa-
related possibility alive in Canada, to continue.80 The questions raised here are
troubling ones, nonetheless, like victory or defeat? The glass of liberation half-
empty or half full? Perhaps we will be in a better position to answer them once we
have examined the American liberation support/anti-apartheid movement as well.
Tothis task we now turn.

Il The United States Front

Much of what has been said about Canada could also be said about United States. Both
are explicitly and aggressively capitalist countries and they operate in the wider
world to a considerable degree, and particularly through their private corporations,
in such a way as to extend their influence in these terms. Taking a position for racial
equality was difficult enough in both countries, given their own shared colonial
records vis- a-vis their indigenous inhabitants and, especially in the United States, its
own history of extreme racist practices (notably vis-a-vis their own black
populations). Taking a position in support of gender equality could also be
daunting. But taking a position against both the class interests vested in the
capitalist system on the one hand, and the “commonsensical” nature of its
hegemony in the eyes of most of its domestic population on the other, has been and
remains especially challenging.

True, drawing their cue from the southern African movements themselves many
(though by no means all) liberation support workers in the United States found their
own tendencies towards a left, egalitarian, even socialist, vision of what might be
possible and/or necessary components of a real struggle for liberation in southern
Africa to be reinforced by the apparent leftward direction of the regional struggle
itself. This did give rise to some tensions within the liberation support/anti-apartheid
movements of course, tensions that, in both countries, fell along ideological lines: the
principled distance between those of liberal as distinct from socialist persuasions as
to the nature of the social good for example (a reformed capitalism? socialism?).
But there were also tactical differences: what would be a lowest common
denominator of shared position upon which effective unity within the liberation
support movement could be built, and effective messages, on that basis, then
delivered to a broader populace? How might the relative claims to “liberation” —
cast in terms of race, class, gender and voice — be balanced, articulated and
pursued?81 How overtly, in particular,

(79) John S. Saul, “The Strange Death of Liberated Southern Africa,” Transformation, 64 (2007).

(80) See AfricaFiles/Africa InfoServe at infoserv@africaafiles.org.

(81) John S. Saul, “Race, Class, Gender, Voice: Four Terrains of Liberation,” Review of African Political Economy
(March, 2010).
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should any sense that socialist transformation, either of the sites of struggle in
southern Africa or of the countries (the United States and Canada in the present
case) in which liberation support was being mobilized, be part of an agenda of
shared resistance? Needless to say, the answers to such questions became all the
more difficult to define as the countries of southern Africa themselves were
themselves seduced and/or beaten away from any more sweeping definition of
liberation and eventually ceased to be, in the most obvious of ways, ready points of
reference for support-workers, both in the region itself and beyond, who felt that the
struggle must continue.82

We have witnessed the wearing effects of such contradictions upon the liberation
support/anti-apartheid movement in Canada, the movement, in spite of its “victory,”
being effectively neutralized from playing any major long-term role in social
transformation and in helping give a more expansive meaning to liberation either
at home or abroad. Much the same can be said of the United States. Of course, the
latter is a very much larger country with a very much more powerful economy and
an even more privileged population and therefore has been, and remains, far more
central to the imposition of a “capital logic” upon the world. But both countries do
play a similar role. At the same time, and this is the point of the present chapter, both
are large enough and diverse enough countries to be home to other voices and other
values that claim a say of global resonance, and some of these have been voices
that speak out for justice and against exploitation in southern Africa.

True, the US, unlike Canada, has not had the court of the Commonwealth to appear
before in order to have its southern African policies judged and put under pressure -
although given the US’s arrogance of size and purpose it would not necessarily
have made much difference if it had had such a point of reference. After all, far
more than Canada the US has had the world as its arena and that, by and large, has
not made any dramatic contribution towards staying actions that, much more often
than not, placed the U.S. firmly on “the wrong side” during most of the period of
“the thirty years war for southern Africa.”83

Of course there were other variables at work. As noted (but it bears repeating),
the US has been, like Canada, a colonizer and oppressor vis-a-vis the native
peoples in the territories it would come to claim so high-handedly as its own. But,
as further suggested, it has also had a far larger role than Canada as a slave-holder
(largely of peoples of African extraction) and hence had, from the beginning (and
despite the Civil War), a much stronger cultural legacy of extreme racism, something
that would help shape (most dramatically in the person of President Ronald Reagan)
its approach to southern Africa in important ways. This has also meant, however,
that there was a potential link to be made between blacks in the United States and
those fighting to

(82) John S. Saul, “The Strange Death of liberated Southern Africa” (op.cit.).

(83) This in spite of the fact that the U.S. did not have the power to merely dictate outcomes successfully in
southern Africa! In Angola, for example, the Angolans (and the Cubans) managed to reduce the role of the United
States to that of mere wrecker rather than allowing it to impose its own preferred agenda on that country.
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realize the aspirations of African for freedom in southern Africa. Consequently, it was
no accident (as we will see below) that among the first and most active proponents
of a positive commitment on the part of the United States to a more enlightened
stance vis-a-vis southern Africa were militants from the country’s African-American
community.

Of course, the rising tide of egalitarian domestic demands (the Civil Rights
Movement and the like) created an atmosphere in which many whites could also be
moved to see and to act upon the obvious parallels with southern Africa. Moreover,
significant numbers of Americans, both black and white, were also caught up in a
more general mood of resistance both to oppression in general and to the unfettered
global reach of white and capitalist America in particular. After all, a good deal of
the early militancy of the southern African support movement surfaced during the
period of America’s overseas actions in Vietnam and elsewhere and of resistance to
such activities. Moreover, as popular resistance in southern Africa itself grew from
1960 on and the struggle there became more “real,” so too did resistance in the US
both to white rule in that region and to America’s state and corporate links with it.
Moreover, there were other dimensions of struggle to be forged: as mentioned in
our earlier discussion of Canada, the freshly assertive women’s movement in North
America could also find ways to bond with southern African women in campaigns
that deepened the overall struggle for liberation more generally. This will have to be
part of our story too.

As suggested, there were also real costs to be borne for having to mobilize
support for liberation in southern Africa on such stony ground as a corporate, Cold
War and semi-racist United States had to offer. As we will see, the first American
militants for southern African freedom tended to be of the socialist, even
communist, left. This would not prove to be a popular position, as such militants
were forced to pay a price for such effrontery both by the US government, and even
— thanks to the permeation of red-baiting and Cold War rhetoric — by the relatively
passive American public prone, we have argued, to accept a merely
“commonsensically” conservative view of the world. Not that this stymied the work
of liberation support/anti-apartheid activists. But it did warp it.

For (as in Canada) there was always to be a tension in American southern
Africa- related political work as to just how far to push a line deeply hostile to
capitalism per se — even though the movement did feel forced, inevitably, to deepen
dramatically its range of attacks upon links, both corporate and government, to the
structures of white power and capitalist exploitation in the region. Interestingly,
much the most vibrant and thorough account of American anti-apartheid work84 —
that by Bill Minter and Sylvia Hall — ends an on extremely uncritical note, with an
unqualified celebration of “victory” in South Africa. Yet Minter well knows things
were quite not so simple and

(84) William Minter and Sylvia Hill, “Anti-apartheid solidarity in United States-South African relations: from the
margins to the mainstream” in South African Democracy Education Trust (eds.), The Road to Democracy in South
Africa, Volume 3, “International Solidarity,” Part 2 (Unisa: University of South Africa Press, 2008).
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that there were already clear signs that a “New South Africa’ would be under fierce
pressure to conform to global capitalism in the brave new world of supposed freedom
after 1994. Indeed, in another useful book Minter has edited with Gail Povey and
Charles Cobb he gives a much more cautious reading (as | myself did in
concluding the preceding section of this chapter) as to just who it was that won the
struggle in South Africa.85 Still, the complexities of this very issue may, again,
provide a useful point of reference as we now turn to assess the victories and
defeats of the American support network’s struggles to advance the cause of
liberation in southern Africa.

There is, however, one further dimension of complexity that bears noting. For
would-be progressives with regard to southern African issues were divided on another
count as well. This turned on the manner in which a kind of Cold War-spawned
shorthand had come to be employed in order to encapsulate and characterize the
chief political and ideological divisions of the world at large. The Soviet Union and
Communist China, for all that they were overbearingly authoritarian states, also
claimed, misleadingly, to be socialist ones as well. Moreover, they could also be
presented as hostile powers eager to support “violent extremists” around the world.
Eager, in their turn, to defend each and every dimension of their own capitalist
projects, domestic and global, the key opinion-makers, of both press and politics, in
the United States had the reverse tendency: to present manifestations of both socialist
demand and advocacy of armed liberation struggle as being profoundly suspect in
Cold War terms. Of course, most liberation support activists were willing to support
liberation movements both in their felt need to fight for their freedom and in their
often radical demands. But, in consequence, they often found themselves under attack
by the wielders of willful Cold War sloganeering.

The United States: Through the 1960s

As suggested above, the beginnings of liberation support in the United States
antedate the thirty years war for southern African liberation that began in earnest in
the region itself in the 1960s. The most active expression of this political thrust in
the

U.S. came from initiatives framed in such a way as to link popular resistance to
racial oppression world-wide to a simultaneous interrogation of the class realities of
global capitalism — this to include, not least, the white racist supremacy that, at the
time, still ruled over virtually all of Africa and not merely its southern region.
Efforts to view Africa in such terms were, from the 1930s on, primarily the
provenance of black militants (W. E. B. DuBois, Paul Robeson and Alpheus Hunton
come most readily to mind); fortunately, the importance of this radical movement

has been painstakingly
documented by Penny Von Eschen in her exemplary book Race Against Empire:
Black Americans and Anticolonialism, 1937- 1957.86

(85) See William Minter, Gail Hovey and Charles Cobb, Jr. (eds.?, No Easy Victories: African liberation and African
Activists over a Half Century, 1950- 2000 (Trenton: Africa World Press, 2008).

(86) Penny M. Von Eschen, Race Against Empire: Black Americans and Anticolonialism, 1937-1957 (Cornell:
Cornell University Press, 1997).
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Equally revealing, however, is Von Eschen’s grim account of the Cold War
repression, led by the likes of Truman and McCarthy, of any such radicalization. Of
course, there can be no doubt that some of the early anti-imperialist crusaders were
unduly naive in their enthusiasm for Stalin’s Soviet Union as a bastion of world-
wide progressive hopes. But the Cold War anti-communist crusade in the United
States was not really about punishing people for political naiveté. Rather, it was
designed, quite self-consciously, to exact an ideological conformity from the
American population as a whole — with this population’s participation in the
economic affluence contingent upon capitalist development at home and imperial
activity abroad also playing some part, no doubt, in pre-empting the attractiveness of
radical questions during the post- war period.

In any case, the fact is that the American state acted in a vigorously
“McCarthyite” manner swiftly to pre-empt the possibility that any anti-racist
mobilization that might be forthcoming could also, simultaneously, embody anti-
capitalist understandings and aspirations. In this campaign of silencing genuinely
radical dissent the American state was largely successful, although never entirely
so. However, the trajectory followed by Max Yergan, a black activist of
considerable direct experience in South Africa who moved from solidarity with left
nationalism in southern Africa to the most extreme sort of Cold Warrior perspective,
is particularly instructive here.87

True, Von Eschen does see the 1960s, and especially the 1970s (no doubt fuelled
in part by simultaneous mobilization against the Vietnam war), as a period of
recuperation — although only to a limited degree — of the ideological ground lost to
Cold War machinations. Yet she also underscores the long-term costs to the black
community in the United States of the siege by the right against “anti-imperialist
understandings” and against any expressions of scepticism about capitalism. For
this ultimately affected negatively, she argues, even domestic agendas, since, as
“the inequitable social relations of empire rebounded back home they eventually
eroded the situation in the industrial and public sectors where African American
workers had made significant gains”’88

As Van Eschen continues, it is nonetheless the case that the militant assertions of the
1940s did leave some positive residues. For example, “the global vision of
democracy developed by Malcolm X, in the 1960s and just before he was slain,
embraced anti- imperialism, [and he also] joined forces with the Student Nonviolent
Coordinating Committee (SNCC), explicitly linking his internationalism with the
fight for civil rights in the United States.” Moreover, if, by the end, Malcolm had
become ever more radically anti-imperialist in both race and, increasingly, class
terms, so too did Martin Luther King. Yet King’s fate - as he moved in the 1960s to
radicalize the terms of the link he continued to assert between African (and other
international) struggles

(87) See David H. Anthony, Max Yergan: Race Man, Internationalist, Cold Warrior (New York: New Y ork University
Press, 2005); Bayard Rustin, another noted black activist, provides, somewhat later, a not dissimilar case.

(88) See Van Eschen, op.cit., p.187 and also Brenda Gayle Plummer, Rising Wind: Black Americans and U.S. Foreign
Affairs, 1935-1969 (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1996).
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and that of blacks in the United States - is even more instructive as to the limits of
the acceptable in Cold War America. This too is extremely well documented by
Van Eschen: “As King attempted to reconnect the international and domestic politics
that had been so thoroughly severed during the Cold War, he was increasingly
isolated and chastised, abandoned by both white liberal and black establishment
allies.” In sum, “the intellectual and political culture and the forms of institutions and
alliances necessary to sustain his vision...had been lost in the early Cold War.”89
Moreover, this history is essential to our understanding of the strength and
limitations of the anti- apartheid movement in the United States — and elsewhere.

Of course, as noted, it was sometimes difficult in those days to disentangle anti-
imperialist sentiments and understandings from pro-Soviet ones — although, in
retrospect it is quite evident that they were very far from being the same thing. Yet
the Trumans and the Joe McCarthys were working overtime to blur the lines of this
distinction (manipulatively eliding anti-imperialist consciousness exclusively with
“Soviet-lining”) in the interests of their own reactionary political and economic ends.
As a result, as the anti-apartheid movement regrouped for action in the 1960s, it did
S0 on an ever more congealed Cold War terrain and in the context of an ascendant
capitalism that made the raising of more systematic anti-imperialist claims neither
credible (to most) nor viable - despite their absolute appropriateness.

In the black community this tended to mean that either black-centric cultural
nationalism or a kind of liberal reformism became the more common forms that
African-focused liberation support took. Yet it was also true that progressive black
Americans never lost sight of the saliency of African/southern African issues, with
a series of initiatives seeking to give voice to this sensibility. In this regard Willard
Johnson, in an eloquent article on the importance of black Americans to the struggle
in the United States to support rather than hinder southern African assertions for
freedom, name checks a number of pertinent examples of organized effort: the
American Negro Leadership Conference, the American Society for African Culture
(despite its having, it would appear, a measure of CIA funding), the African Heritage
Studies Association, the Congress of African People, The African Liberation Day
Committee,and The National Black Political Convention.90 He also states (perhaps
somewhat overstates) an equally pertinent conclusion:

(89) The quotations in this section are from Penny M. Von Eschen, op.cit., pp.185 and 188-9, where she also
quotes, tellingly, from King’s February, 1968, address “Tribute of Du Bois by Martin Luther King Jr,” as found in
Phillip Foner, W. E. B. DuBois Speaks (New York: Pathfinder Press,1970). As VVon Eschen writes (p.188): “In the
last years of his life, Martin Luther King Jr. developed a critique of American capitalist economy and embraced
anti-imperialist polltlcs challenging the United States to address it gross disparities in wealth and condemning its
intervention in Vietnam as immoral.” For both tactical and other reasons, few activists in the U. S. liberation
support/anti-apartheid movement would, subsequently, feel they could go so far.

(90) Willard R. Johnson, “Getting Over by Reaching Out: Lessons from the Divestment and Krugerrand
Campaigns,” The Black Scholar, 29, 1 (1999), p.3. Most of the varied initiatives itemized by Johnson are given
somewhat fuller treatment in Francis Njubi Nesbitt, Race for Sanctions: African Americans against Apartheid,
1946-1994 (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2004).
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[It] has been rare that African-Americans have been able to lead the rest of
American society in determining its general foreign policy stance regarding any
issue. But that was one of great achievements of the anti-apartheid movement.
Clearly, African Americans came to determine the goals, the means, the timing, even
the frame of reference for U.S. policy regarding an issue.

As Johnson admits, such a distinctive and powerful black voice as these various
initiatives prefigured, was to find its most effective expressions only later, in the
activities of the Black Congressional Caucus from the late-1960s and those of
TransAfrica from the late-1970s; to these initiatives we will return in due course.
Yet Johnson is also careful to affirm that the black voice had also to be amplified by
the parallel white one in order for it to be fully effective in the United States. In
short, there was, from the 1950s on, the exemplary building, slow but sure and
across racial lines, of a strongly articulated American movement, one specifically
directed and with increasing effect against the enormities of racist hegemony in
southern Africa.

As we know, in this regard 1960 was itself a crucial year. For it was during that
year, and in the immediately succeeding ones, that movements in southern Africa
itself either repositioned themselves (the ANC in South Africa) or were created
(FRELIMO in Mozambique) in order to take up armed struggle as a necessary
component of their pursuit of liberation — this commitment constituting, in and of
itself, a significant escalation of things. But 1960 was also the year when the United
Nations, in a General Assembly resolution, declared colonialism to be “illegal.” The
stage was thus set for some further internationalization and expansion of the
constituency in support of the struggle for freedom in southern Africa — as has been
well documented elsewhere.91 This was no less the case in the United States. True,
the first wave of southern Africa support may have broken on the reefs of the Cold
War but such a movement-in-the- making was far from being exhausted. No doubt
it was the case that the energies which now found expression in support of
change in southern Africa’s racial order were less “anti-imperialist” and anti-
capitalist than were those of, say, Robeson and Du Bois, and less outspoken (less
Marxist?) as to any systemic propensity on the part of capitalist America to back the
side of the entrenched power-wielders in diverse global settings. Moreover, the
support movement in the United States, while quite prepared to take on
established capitalist practices that helped entrench oppressive structures of power,
could now be said to be most often principally framed by a firm resistance to
racism, institutionalized and otherwise, and by a variety of humanist- pacifist
sensibilities (if also by a not unreasonable suspicion of Soviet manoeuvres).
Nonetheless, importantly, any such overall trajectory did not imply abandonment of
a continuing criticism of capital’s propensity to reinforce, in southern Africa, both the
class and racial essentials of established power there.

91) See Robert Kinlock Massie, Loosing the Bonds: The United States and South Africa in the Apartheid Years
New York: Doubleday, 1997); Francis Njubi Nesbitt, ibid., and Roger Fieldhouse, Anti-Apartheid: A History of the
Movement in Britain (London: Merlin, 2005].



8.4 canada and the united 233

Quite the contrary, for the network that emerged in the United States, and at both
local and national levels, proved more than willing to confront and oppose the
negative role of various American firms directly profiting from the white-dominated
territories of southern Africa and from the region’s mineral wealth and cheap
black labour. Indeed, as often as not, this radical network would seek to force such
companies to withdraw from the territories concerned - although this goal, as we will
discuss below, was itself sharply contested within the network, notably by advocates
of what became known as the “Sullivan Principles.” In the main, however, the
advocacy of disinvestment campaigns, and the sharp confrontation with corporate
America which they entailed, would become a crucial component of liberation
support and anti-apartheid strategy in the United States over the decades. Moreover,
the emerging movement twinned such activities to an equally assertive
confrontation with the negative role (one generally complementary to that assumed
by capital) so often played by the American government.

We will want to emphasize, as well, the wide and diverse reach of a movement
that had, as its vibrant base, a range of local and regional assertions. As with the
Canadian case, we will have to record carefully the full range of this diversity, both
geographical and ideological. Once again, as also argued above for Canada, this was
in many ways a very real strength of the movement, allowing for a rich and diverse
range of assertions outside the imperatives and the control of some overarching
organization.92 At the same time and much more significantly than in Canada,
there were a number of national-level organizations and initiatives that did help to
complement such energies by giving the movement a more focused clout both in
the key centre of capitalist activity (New York) and at the key centre of political
power (Washington). In this regard, no account of the US movement can fail to give
prominence to the roles played by the likes of the American Committee on Africa,
the American Friends Service Committee and, somewhat later, The TransAfrica
Forum to each of which we will have to turn our attention in due course.93

In short, the story of the American movement must be told at different levels with
a legitimate focus falling as much on the organizations of national assertion as on the
range and diversity of local initiatives. We will now turn to exploring this
movement. But note as well that we must be very careful not at the same time to
overstate the strength of the American liberation support movement that only
became a major player in the 1980s when it was also spurred further forward by
events in South Africa itself. True the 1960s and the 1970s were not without
significance in their own right, even if they can perhaps best be seen, perhaps as
laying the ground-work for the more weighty surge of the 80s to which we will soon
turn.

(92) For an account that highlights the local and regional basis of movement self-assertion see Janice Love, The
U.S. Anti-Apartheid Movement: Local Activism in Global Politics (New York: Praeger, 1985).

(93) In fact, such national organizations form the main focus of David Hostetter, Movement Matters: American
Antiapartheid Activism and the Rise of Multicultural Politics (New York and London: Routledge, 2006), thereby
providing an essential complement to Love’s account cited in the preceding footnote.
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Meanwhile, back in the 1960s, there did begin to flower - and much more fully
than previously - a new kind of national movement linked to African concerns, one
that found voice not only amongst black Americans but also in the white community.
The American Committee on Africa, based in New York, was the strongest example
of this initiative to focus new Africa-related energies. The ACOA actually had its
beginnings in the 1950s, growing directly out of an immediately preceding ad hoc
initiative, Americans for South African Resistance (AFSAR) established in 1952
to support the ANC’s Defiance Campaign. However, AFSAR’s mandate was soon
generalized in order to now support African anti-colonial efforts elsewhere on the
continent, leading quickly to the foundation of ACOA in 1953. A closely-related
initiative, the Africa Fund (specified, for tax purposes, as mounting charitable and
educational activities) was founded soon after, in 1966. So constituted, the ACOA
would remain a vigorous force for southern African liberation from 1953 right up
until apartheid ended in 1994.

True, such was the temper of the then Cold War times that the ACOA began by
distinguishing itself rather sharply from the “communism” of the CAA (the Council
on African Affairs of Robeson, DuBois and Hunton); moreover, and “despite [its]
efforts to mobilize African-American activism” and facilitate the involvement of
many blacks in its campaigns and activities, it “suffered censure” in the eyes of
some critics for “being directed by whites.” Nonetheless, under the leadership of,
first, George Hauser and, from 1981, that of his tireless successor Jennifer Davis
(who had already served as the organization’s research director since 1966), the
ACOA forged an extremely strong record. As Hostetter summarizes it:

The early coalition of ACOA supporters who gravitated to the emergence of
independent Africa matured after the Sharpeville Massacre, March 21, 1960.
Though not always successful, ACOA experimented with different arrangements for
recognizing the demands of Pan-Africanist activists and cooperating with a variety
of black-led organizations. ACOA refined liberal internationalist opposition to
apartheid through innovative tactics including pressure for institutional divestment,
boycotts, and stock holder resolutions. In doing so, ACOA served as a movement
halfway house onan international scale and a movement leader, cultivating specialized
allies to further anti-apartheid efforts while providing information and guidance to
a national network of localized activism. ACOA grew beyond the expedience of its
early anti-communism to a position that emphasized the moral commitment of the
civil rights movement to the corresponding struggle against apartheid, thus creating
a new blend of transnational advocacy.94

The ACOA had other important and direct spin-off effects, and there were also
other national organizations that paralleled it in its work. There was, first off, the
Washington Office on Africa, so important in servicing Congressional debate as

(94) Hostetter, ibid., p.15; see, especially, ch. 1, “’For the Freedom Struggle is One’: The American Committee on
Afiica.”
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to the wisdom and propriety of American activities in southern Africa, which was
originally an institutional offshoot of the ACOA. Only gradually did it move towards
establishing its own, largely church-based, funding base and, under the leadership of
such committed activists as, over the years, Ted Lockwood, Jean Sindab and
Aubrey McCutcheon, its own more independent status. Meanwhile, engaged in
related work, there was the Friends Service Committee, an organization of true
national reach that also took a principled interest in southern African developments
and of American involvement there.

In this latter case it is worth noting — for it was an issue of more general import —a
stormy debate that took place almost from the outset of its involvement in southern
African matters within the Friends movement itself. This was the question of the
liberation movements themselves and their (quite understandable) choice of violent
means (“armed struggle”) to counter the violence employed by whites in power to
ensure their continuing racist rule. Note that George Hauser and other early ACOA
activists had themselves come from a pacifist background and they themselves only
cautiously embraced the reality that the struggle against ruthless racial dictatorship
in southern Africa would have to be “violent” in nature, with liberation movements
in the region being literally forced by their oppressors to (together with the use of
other tactics) take up arms to end their oppression. Such a position was even more
difficult for the Friends to adopt — their ethical commitments being premised on
non-violence — than for others in the liberation support/anti-apartheid movement. In
fact, Hostetter gives a particularly intriguing account of how the Friends — an
organization possessed of a network of contacts and of potential sympathizers in
quite diverse and scattered areas of the country - processed this issue. Yet not only did
many of the Friends begin to move to embrace the liberation struggle imperative, but
they also became, once again after much internal debate, supporters of divestment
and disinvestment initiatives.95

For economic sanctions, especially against South Africa, were beginning, even in
the 1960s, to move to centre-stage. Here William Kinlock Massie’s argument, in his
magisterial study of the American anti-apartheid movement, is particularly pertinent.
He highlights the key role played by George Hauser of the ACOA in defining the
terms of an economic campaign that would help make that campaign the centre-
piece of the American liberation-support effort. In this regard, he highlights the
seminal nature of Houser’s 1966-67 document, “Rationale for the Protest against
Banks Doing Business with South Africa” which, in Massie’s opinion,“stand as one
of the most succinct arguments for economic disengagement from South Africa.”96
For in setting out his case, “Houser advanced a claim that would be hotly debated
for the next two decades”:

(95) Hostetter, op.cit., chapter 2, “Liberation in One Organization: The American Friends Service Committee.”
(96) Massie, op.cit., pp.218-219.
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If American companies did not withdraw from South Africa, he insisted, American
citizens should withdraw from these companies. His [immediate] focus was on
closing accounts at banks, but in the next decade the notion would be expanded into
divestment, that is, purging stock portfolios of the equities of offending companies.
In linking divestment (the sale of stock) to disinvestment (the withdrawal of U.S.
firms from South Africa) Hauser outlined the argument that would vex policymakers
in thousands of American financial institutions, foundations, universities, religious
groups, pension funds, city councils, state legislatures and corporations for the next
quarter century. The debate could be simplified into two questions: first, would the
disinvestment of American companies lead to the elimination of apartheid? Second,
would divestment cause those companies to disinvest? Though Houser acknowledged
freely that the [the current] bank campaign by itself was not likely to do either, he
believed that, cumulatively, over time, the answer to both questions would be yes.

Already, in the 1960s such thinking began to have resonance, especially, at this
stage, amongst the churches. This was extremely significant since their various
initiatives in support of such principles, marked the deepening commitment of the
churches, with their large constituencies, to the liberation initiative underway in
South Africa - and in particular to the push towards active criticism of the role of
American corporations in southern Africa. One of the first targets of Hauser and his
colleagues was Charles Engelhard, an American entrepreneur with vast mining
interests in South Africa. But Engelhard had also “arranged a thirty-million-dollar
American bank loan to South Africa and then set up the American-South African
Investment Corporation to help shore up the South African economy after the
Sharpeville crisis.”

It was a clear step for Hauser and others to then mobilize many church members
and students to campaign against the lenders, the banks, themselves, and by 1967
the Methodist Board of Missions, the largest wing of the Methodist Church, had
seen fit to yank its deposits from the First National City Bank over this issue. Some
churches acted similarly while others, like the United Church of Christ, hemmed and
hawed. Thus, the latter body, which appeared close to effective divestment policies
in 1969, found their will to so act sapped by the counsel of the very man whom
they had themselves recently hired to coordinate such activities, the extremely
moderate Howard Schomer. As a result, the church itself did not actually move to
fully divest
— half a billion dollars worth - from companies doing business in South Africa until
1985! Despite such occasional setbacks, by 1969 Houser and Davis of the ACOA
had (as Massie recounts) planned ambitious steps to compel a consortium of
leading banks not to renew a 40 million dollar revolving loan to South Africa:

Houser and Davis enlisted the support of the network of anti-apartheid activists to
stop the bank loans. The officers of the Union Theological Seminary, the Methodist
Church, The Episcopal Church,the United Presbyterian Churchandthe United Church
of Christ all announced officially that they would withdraw church funds from the
banks in the consortium if the loans were renewed. A New York State assemblyman
called on the controller of the state of New York to pull out all government accounts.
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Nine U.S. congressmen wrote to the bank presidents urging no loan renewal. The
bank executives hedged. Suddenly, in late November, officials of the South African
government announced that they would not renew their request for the loan. Though
the South African spokesman insisted that his government had no further need for
the loan, Houser, Davis and the other activists believed that the anti-apartheid forces
has scored a significant victory.97

Unfortunately, as time would tell, the ACOA had merely succeeded, for the
moment, in driving the banks and their morally suspect dealings underground. But
the movement would live to fight another day on this issue — as on many other
disinvestment/divestment fronts.

On the churches part, such a focusing of effort as their early actions demonstrated
very soon led to the establishment, in 1971, of another new national organization of
some importance: the Inter-Church Coalition Against Racism (ICCR), quarterbacked,
for many years, by Tim Smith. Smith and his colleagues became, in fact, a further
set of eloquent champions of both disinvestment and divestment within the
churches and beyond, paralleling scrupulous research with imaginative action and
“[playing] an important role in supplying research and information to divestment
proponents and in securing church cooperation in campaigns to withdraw accounts
from banks making loans to South Africa.”’98 Indeed, it was actually Smith himself
who obtained and facilitated the widespread dispersal of hitherto publicly
unrevealed information (the “Frankfurt Documents”99) on new loans that were
being made secretly by both American banks and others to South Africa. And this
began another round of vigorous campaigning focused upon banks in the 1970s,
one that would produce, by the late 1970s, a broadly-based national network, the
Committee to Oppose Bank Loans to South Africa.

Such actions were also forerunners of further action at universities in the 1970s and
within local, state and even the federal government in the 1980s. In fact, even in the
sixties there were already clear signs of the beginning of campus actions that would
become much more prominent as they evolved even more clearly into divestment
activities in succeeding decades. Thus, Minter cites significant demonstrations at
Madison (where Minter himself was active), Princeton, Cornell, Spelman College and
the University of California. Finally, an action at Harvard, as the new decade
dawned, was a particularly important harbinger of things to come. It was focused,
as were parallel initiatives of the time in Canada, on the role of Gulf Qil that stood
alongside the Portuguese in exploiting colonial Angola. At Harvard the
demonstrations saw the University’s President Derek Bok dodging and weaving to
parry student assertions although also facilitating the taking of some steps by the
university’s trustees to question corporate activities in southern Africa more
generally. Significantly, the Harvard protests also witnessed the emergence on the
liberation support scene of

(97) Massie, ibid., p.250.
(98) Love, op.cit., p.25.
(99) Love, ibid., and Smith, personal communication.
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Randall Robinson, an effective student leader of the Harvard campaign, who would
become a key figure in the later TransAfrica/Free South Africa initiatives to which
we will return.100

There were other voices as well that were heard over a broad spectrum of fronts
of struggle in a country as diffuse as the United States. Many of these were locally-
based but multiply-focused initiatives that took southern Africa as the main focus of
self-consciously anti-imperialist work. The link to the general mood of the times —
notably the hostility amongst many Americans to their country’s war in Vietnam — is
palpable. Thus, one of the most impressive documents that sprang from this nation-
wide assertion was entitled Race to Power. Published by a grouping of activists, the
Africa Research Group (ARG), that came together in the late-1960s in the Boston/
Cambridge area, it noted in its introduction, that

This book was written with the memory that popular ignorance once allowed
massive government commitments to go unchallenged until it was too late. We have
written this in the hope that Americans will never have to say “It was a mistake to
get involved in Southern Africa in the first place, but now that we are there...” The
war in Indochina was the world’s major conflict in the 1960s. The growing crisis
throughout Southern Africa may come to claim that distinction for the 1970s.
Continued White minority domination of that region rigidly confronts the struggles
of oppressed African people to regain control over their lives and homelands.101

Carefully scrutinizing, in turn, Portugal’s continuing imperial role in Africa, the
Rhodesian situation, and South Africa’s apartheid regime the ARG then documents
American capital’s role in the region - while also clearly explaining and supporting
the liberation movements’ resort to guerrilla warfare as a necessary means of gaining
their freedom and, in a context of global capitalism’s commitment to white power,
such movements’ sympathy towards possible socialist development strategies for the
future.

Moreover, the ARG was very far from being alone in taking the stance they did.
Visits by leading liberation leaders like Amilcar Cabral of (Portuguese) Guinea-
Bissau’s PAIGC movement and Eduardo Mondlane of Mozambique’s FRELIMO,
highlighted, on the Eastern sea-board (in New York, Washington and Syracuse,
where, in fact, Mondlane had once taught), their struggles. Elsewhere in the
country parallel initiatives were afoot: at the University of Wisconsin in Madison, for
example, and in Los Angeles,102 these latter being examples of a burgeoning and
diverse roster

(100) Minter, in Minter, et. al, op.cit., p.28 and, especially on the Harvard/Bok/Robinson case, Massie, op.cit.,
p.321-330.
(101) Alan Kellock, Margaret Marshall and others, Race to Power (Cambridge, Mass: Africa Research Group,

(102) I myself remember being invited, sometime in the early 1970s, to speak at a workshop organized by a UCLA
student group, which also produced the militant Ufahamu magazine. In addition to having more “scholarly”
presentations on southern Africa, the workshop was also addressed by community activists, black and Latina, from
the L.A. area (as well as b?/ Mohamad Abdul Rahman Baby, who ha onl?/ recently been released from a Tanzanian
jail where he had been held for some time, without formal charge, for allegedly subversive behaviour there in his
native country). Two of the community activists, Reverend Al Darch and Deacon Jones engaged us
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of assertive discord at the local level that would grow impressively in the following
decades. Just as importantly, a group at Union Theological Seminary mounted, in the
late 1960s, the South African Committee of the University Christian Movement that
became a seedbed of activists who would soon fan out across the country. In fact,
two veterans of this same student/church milieu, Tami Hultman and Reed Kramer,
would go on, once relocated to North Carolina in 1972, to found and edit the Africa
News Service which, along with the New York-based magazine Southern Africa,
became, for many years, crucial fora of information and action news.

There was one additional front for anti-apartheid work that opened up in the 1960s
and that also bears noting: the field of sport. South African activists, who had
begun effectively to organize sports-related campaigns in South Africa, had also
long noted that South Africa was particularly vulnerable, both practically and
psychologically, on this front and that the impact, on South Africa white, male
amour-propre in the first instance, of effective international boycotts might be
especially dramatic.103 Here, either from inside South Africa or, like the
indefatigable Dennis Brutus, from exile, organizations like SACOS (the South
African Council on Sport) and SANROC (the South African Non-Racial Olympic
Committee) did exemplary work in bringing the issue to the international table.
Acting militantly against, among other things, international rugby and cricket ties
with South Africa, they also moved to put the ostracism of S.A. from the Olympic
movement on the agenda.

Now, by the time of the 1968 Games in Mexico (which American sprinters Tommy
Smith and Lee Carlos would galvanize with their own symbolic gesture in the
name of racial equality more generally), Americans were active on this front too.
Jackie Robinson spoke out strongly for the exclusion of South African athletes
from the Mexico games Olympic, for example, and a number of American
“monitors” of the Games were also present in Mexico City (baseball star Jim
Bouton on behalf of the American Committee on Africa for examplel04). All so
involved thus became part of a growing international chorus, from already liberated
Africa and beyond, that would see South Africa expelled from the Olympic Games
entirely in 1970.

Not even rugby, by no means a major sport in the United States, escaped the
attention of anti-apartheid forces: as Love writes, in 1980-1981 a group called Stop
the Apartheid Rugby Tour organized a range of actions of protest against the tour in
New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, Rochester, Albany, Washington and Racine,
Wisconsin, with elected officials in both New York and Chicago even
withdrawing previously

with a lively account of their recent actions in disrupting a Davis Cup match with South Africa. Appropriately, the
workshop ended not with some closing plenary but with a march into nearby Westwood where we, the delegates,
concluded our proceedings by picketing a local branch of the Bank of America in opposition to the bank’s on-
oing loans to South Africa!

103?| See Apartheid: The Real Hurdle: Sport in South Africa (London: International Defence and Aid Fund for
Southern Africa, 1982) by Sam Ramsamy, himself a noted South African activist (along with Dennis Brutus and
others) on this front.

(104) Francis Nesbitt, op.cit., p.87.
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granted permissions to the Springboks to use facilities in their cities.105 But, much
earlier, tennis had already become a key terrain of contestation, albeit with the United
States’ tennis establishment only reluctantly coming onside with the anti-apartheid
international actions that were afoot.

Here the role of black tennis star (and winner of the United States and Australian
Opens and Wimbledon), Arthur Ashe, was particularly important. After, somewhat
controversially, seeking a visa to South Africa rather than boycotting it (thinking, at
the time, that the “demonstration effect” of his presence might make some positive
difference) and, on several occasions, being refused one, he then committed
himself unreservedly to the boycott cause, while also seeking to ensure the barring
of South African participation from the Davis Cup competition. These latter actions
had significant resonance, and led to South Africa being barred from the Davis Cup
— (although, later, it was readmitted, and then barred again!) Moreover, although
South Africa might occasionally juggle its international practices to gain external
advantage, “internal sports apartheid,” as Richard Lapchick observed, remained “the
same.”

The sports boycott strategy, even when not entirely successful, did help keep the
anti-apartheid question visible, of course. However, mention of Lapchick, a vigorous
anti-apartheid writer and activist (especially so on the sports front), also raises one
final consideration of a more general nature. For anti-apartheid work of the kind he
and others were engaged in could sometimes become quite dangerous for those
involved. In 1978, for example, he visited the Vanderbilt University in Nashville,
Tennessee, to speak out, at a lecture and press conference, against a South African
tennis team to soon come to play a Davis Cup tie there. Given the positive reaction
from those assembled Lapchick “thought that maybe for the first time in my life I'd
done something worthwhile.” However, when he returned to his university office in
Virginia late the next night it was not to a hero’s welcome:

[My] office was in the school’s library which closed at 10:30. At 10:45 there
was a knock on the door and | assumed it was the campus police who would
routinely check if they saw a light on after the building had closed. But instead
it was two men wearing stocking masks who proceeded to cause liver damage,
kidney damage, a hernia, concussion, and carved “Nigger”in my stomach with a pair of
office scissors.106 Needless to say, North America would never, even remotely,
provide as dangerous a terrain for southern African-related liberation support/anti-
apartheid work as did the white-dominated southern African region itself. Yet in
North America there were many who, like Lapchick, showed both genuine moral
and even physical courage in support of the cause when called upon to do so.

(105) Love, op.cit., p.20.

(106) Richard Lapchick and the Race Against Racism,” as heard on “The Sport Factor,” ABC Radio National,
January 21,)2004. See also Lapchick, The Politics of Race and International Sport (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood
Press, 1975).
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The United States in the 1970s:
Ambiguous Victories and Signs of Escalation

The 1970s opened in a depressing way on the southern Africa liberation support
front. The election of Richard Nixon heralded a severe setback across the board, not
least in southern Africa. True, Nixon was not greatly engaged with southern Africa
and was prepared to let other conservative politicians take the lead, the most striking
example being that of Senator Byrd who became point-man for a variety of vested
interests, both racist and capitalist in provenance, that saw in lan Smith’s Rhodesia
a racial tyranny worth defending. The racist dimensions of Rhodesia’s support in
the United States is well-documented in all its diversity in Gerald Horne’s chapter
(3)on

“White (Cultural and ldeological) Power” in his From the Barrel of a Gun: The
United States and the War Against Zimbabwe, 1965-1980.107 The economic
dimensions of such support are even more revealing, demonstrating as they do
the bed-rock

economic interests that tied the United States, more often than not, to the wrong side,
in Southern Africa - while linking up closely with Cold War and racist themes and
prejudices with complementary resonance of their own.

For Nixon’s predecessor in the presidency, Lyndon Johnson, had sought to lend
support to Harold Wilson’s attempt to tame UDI in rogue Rhodesia by means of
sanctions - with himself ratifying an array of such sanctions on behalf of the United
States. Clearly, this was at some short-term cost to the interests of those American
companies that had mining interests in Rhodesia. Enter Senator Byrd — himself a
southern senator with no very enlightened views on race matters — to champion the
cause of such corporate interests, and, simultaneously, to thumb his nose at the United
Nations under whose auspices some of the (fairly modest) sanctions upon Rhodesia
stood. His was to be an amendment designed in the first instance to facilitate the
import of chrome, but one that, in the event, cleared the way for entry of a much wider
array of incoming metals: Of course, Byrd, while tacitly wearing his white
supremacy colours in doing this, was much more verbal about his Cold War
preoccupations. After all, wouldn’t the isolation of Rhodesia put the Soviet Union
in the driver’s seat as the unchallenged world leader in chrome production and
export?

Of course, on all these fronts Byrd was tapping into the deepest and dirtiest mud-
sills of American politics: the world inhabited by the likes of Senator Jesse Helms
into whose hands so much of this “controversy” played. For Helms, a staunch
and politically powerful conservative and a fiery Cold Warrior of note was also
a
dedicated racist who supported white minority rule in southern Africa on principle.
Helms made his position entirely clear on any number of occasions, even arguing at
the time of Rhodesia’s UDI (1965) that “It’s a good thing there was no United
Nations at the time when Patrick Henry and some other rebellious souls decided to
declare

(107). Gerald Horne, From the Barrel of a Gun: The United States and the War against Zimbabwe, 1965-1980
(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2001).
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the independence of a new nation back in 1776.” What, he wondered aloud, about
those “African tribes in the back bushes of Rhodesia that have no knowledge of or
appreciation for civilized society. If that absurd position had prevailed in 1776, the
American Indians would own and be running America today.”

As Gerald Horne notes, “it was such coarse racial appeals that catapulted Helms
into the U.S. Senate in 1972,” from which position he would, like others of his ilk
(Senators Strom Thurmond and James Eastland for example), be a firm spokesman
for institutionalized racism in southern Africa for several decades. Indeed, fifteen
years later at the time of Zimbabwean transition to independence in 1979 he could
“joke” that “the new president of one of these [African] countries was elected [not
long ago] after he finished his [jail] term for eating his mother-in-law.” Moreover,
even if this ugly jest did come from a Senator from the“White South,” there was much
at least tacit sympathy with such thinly veiled hatred of black assertions elsewhere
in the country that could not be ignored. And there was the kind of Cold War frame
of reference highlighted by Thurmond’s own attack upon sanctions against Rhodesia
as “a sad moment” and “a vicious vendetta,” as well as being “anti-American and
anti- capitalist”!108

In short, the American policy process over Zimbabwe was a nasty mess, though
one for which there were just too few activists, and too little public awareness, to
actively redress. As Minter admits, such efforts as were made in the 1960s and
1970s on certain fronts of several struggles for a free southern Africa — as regards
Rhodesia/ Zimbabwe certainly but also Portugal’s African colonies - were, at best,
intermittent. Nonetheless, he does grant that

The ACOA and the Washington Office on Africa worked with both congressional
allies and longshoremen to try to block imports of Rhodesian chrome. Journalists
from Southern Africa magazine and African News Service exposed the involvement
of U.S. companies in providing Rhodesia with oil and helicopters. Both ZANU and
ZAPU fostered support groups in cities around the United States. In 1979 Congress
came close to lifting sanctions, after lan Smith successfully persuaded Methodist
Bishop Abel Muzorewa and Congregational pastor Ndabaningi Sithole to break with
other nationalists and serve in token roles in his white minority regime. Nevertheless,
most U.S. church people involved with southern Africa, with multiple ties to the
liberation movements and their own sources of information, stood firm for keeping
sanctions.

Yet, Minter concludes, “the scattered efforts of activists still added up to [having]
only marginal impact on national public debate or policy regarding Zimbabwe.”109
Moreover, he sees this to have been at least as true as regards popular support for
the struggles in Portugal’s African colonies, to which we will return below.
Thus,

(108) The quotations in this paragraph are all taken from Horne, ibid, pp.144 and 151.

(209) Minter, op.cit., p.35; however Minter also adds that “this history has been little researched.” See also Anthony
Lake,)The “Tar Baby” Option: American Policy Towards Southern Rhodesia (New York: Columbia University Press,
1976).
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although some voices were raised, it was only with the ascension of Jimmy Carter
to the presidency, Cyrus Vance as Secretary of State, and, during the period in
which he served as Ambassador to the UN, Andrew Young (a former associate of
Martin Luther King), that they were really heard. For now Carter saw to the
congressional repeal of the Byrd Amendment, while Young in particular helped the
administration avoid being lured, by rightist congressional pressure, into support
for any so-called “internal solutions”(Muzorewa and the like) being proposed for
Rhodesia/Zimbabwe. Only thus did some kind of sanity return to American policy
circles on this issue and the Rhodesian episode in American politics reached its
conclusion.

As it happens, the exact role of the Carter administration in helping facilitate the
independence of Zimbabwe is open to debate.110 No doubt the overall impact of
global sanctions against Smith’s regime, however spotty their implementation may
have been, also played some role in shaping the outcome there. Nonetheless, the issue
was settled principally on the battlefield in Rhodesia as both ZANU and ZAPU, the
key liberation movements, slowly but surely gained the upper hand. What is of most
interest in American terms, however, is that Robert Mugabe of ZANU, much more
of a “race-man” and ideological free-floater than his rival Joshua Nkomo (the
latter’s ZAPU being quite vaguely and circumstantially aligned with the Soviet
Union), won rather greater support than did Nkomo from African-American
middle-class influentials of the time, a reflection of the hegemony of both Cold War
nervousness and, as Horne suggests, of African-American “cultural nationalism.”

In any case, in Zimbabwe itself Mugabe soon swept to power (in 1979) in the
first free election in Zimbabwe, in part by ruthlessly playing the ethnic card (Shona
vs. Matabele!). Later Mugabe also orchestrated a “development” policy of
Zimbabwean subservience to the World Bank — and when the hardships of that
black elite-driven policy ran up against seemingly intractable opposition from civil
society organizations inside Zimbabwe itself Mugabe and the Zimbabwean political
elite merely became increasingly more authoritarian in their rule - while also, most
opportunistically, taking a much more overtly racist (ostensibly around the land
question) and, rhetorically, “anti-imperialist” stance in an apparent effort to arrest
Mugabe’s failing credibility.

This latter ploy did not work at home, but it is perhaps some index of his previous
success in winning a kind of culturally assertive support in the U.S. that, at a gala
2000 Washington dinner in his honour (an evening of homage to the African dictator
that is pungently described by Hornel11), and one well attended by dignitaries from
his long-time African-American constituency, he could still be singularly lionized.
It was left to the dissenting voice of, among others, Bill Fletcher, well-known
black

(110) Horne’s case is made in his book, cited above; Andrew de Roche takes strong and explicit issue with Horne
in the introduction (p.4) to his own book that tracks, historically, US-Zimbabwe relations and is entitled Black,
White and Chrome: The United States and Zimbabwe, 1953-1998 (Trenton: Africa World Press, 2001). Both books
are well worth reading.

(111) Horne, op.cit., p.285.
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trade-unionist, liberation support activist, and, in the new century, TransAfrica
Forum president, to put all this in proper perspective. Thus, in an article in the Black
Commentator (2006) entitled “My friends are being tortured in Zimbabwe” he made
clear that Mugabe was not a leader to be uncritically supported by anyone in the
U.S. who wished Zimbabwe well.112

Nonetheless, the key issue had, all along, been the tacit support for Byrd — and
Rhodesia — shown by the Nixon Administration, a rightward tilt that was now further
echoed in Nixon and Kissinger’s policies across the southern African sub-continent.
For their part, Kennedy and Johnson, while not necessarily active enthusiasts for
Portuguese colonialism, had been quite prepared to let geo-political considerations
(NATO solidarity and the presumed strategic importance of the Azores mid-
Atlantic airbase) trump any concerns they might have had about the obscenities of
Portugal’s continuing colonial presence in southern Africa (namely in Mozambique
and Angola). The Nixon team had an even more unvarnished reasons for following
the same passive line towards Portugal, reasons spelled out in its National Security
Memorandum #39 (1969-70) on southern Africa policy more generally. For of the
possible regional scenarios spelled out there the one adopted by Nixon and Kissinger
as springboard for their policies asserted quite baldly that the dominant white
autocracy [in the Portuguese colonies, Zimbabwe, Namibia and South Africa] is “here
to stay in southern Africa”!113

To be sure, other Americans had been trying to say otherwise, both about southern
Africa generally and about Portugal in Africa, for some time — albeit with limited
success. Nonetheless some energies did stir in effective ways, a notable
contribution to enlightenment and popular mobilization being Bob Van Lierop’s
exemplary film
on Mozambique — A Luta Continua. This was also a much used resource in Canada as
we have seen, but in the U.S. too it became an even more standard point of reference
for sowing solidarity in the United States - with Van Lierop himself and other activists
like Prexy Nesbitt114 and Stephanie Urdang (both writing and speaking about novel

(112) Bill Fletcher, “My friends are being tortured in Zimbabwe,” Black Commentator.com (November 16, 2006).
Fletcher’s continued commitment to clear thinking about Mugabe has taken courage: he and “a number of other
African American individuals” have “come under attack for our public criticism of Zimbabwe’s President Robert
Mugabe and his repressive regime” - unfortunately, he writes, “some African American activists who have been
outstanding champions of the struggle for national liberation thought it was, at best, inappropriate and at worst
treasonous”! Also of relevance here are Fletcher and Salih Booker, “Statement Released by Transafrica,” including
“Open Letter to Zimbabwean President Robert Mugabe™ signed by eight such leaders (all with important institutional
standing), and also Fletcher’s own statement, as a then-President of TransAfrica Forum, “Why We Spoke Out On
Zimbabwe,” ChickenBones: A Journal for Literary and Artistic African-American Themes (2003); and Fletcher,
“Mugabe Sworn in Officially... Simultaneously Loses His Legacy,” Black Commentator.com (July 3, 2008).

(113) A revealing gloss on NSSM #39, and compiled in response to it, was eventually obtained and published in
the UK, under the editorship of Barry Cohen and Mohamed EI-Khawas as The Kissinger Study on Southern Africa
(Nottingham: Spokesman Books, 1975).

(114) See Prexy Nesbitt, “Towards Understanding National Liberation Movements: Conclusions and Otherwise,”

Africa Today, 19, 4 (Autumn, 1972).
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gender-based assertions in Portuguese-controlled Africall5) becoming widely-
travelled expositors of FRELIMO’s cause throughout the US.

In addition, as Minter further suggests, FRELIMO representative Shafrudine
Khan, based in New York from 1969-75, “reached out effectively to black and
white constituencies.” It is not surprising, therefore, that “many new groups did
get involved in the period, from the Committee for a Free Mozambique in New
York to the Committee for the Liberation of Angola, Mozambique and Guinea-
Bissau in Chicago and the Southern African News Collective in Washington..” Still,
Minter concludes, “Solidarity with the movements fighting Portuguese colonialism
never gained mainstream media attention,” not least because (as he puts it) of the
absence of, “any ideological or rhetorical formulas for transplanting [the image of]
a revolutionary united front [as existed in Mozambique] from an African to an
American environment.”116

True, the American government itself waffled, torn, as suggested above to have
been the case for Kennedy, by the tension between a sense of the redundancy of
Portugal’s archaic colonialism on the one hand and the strategic and Cold War
imperatives of such pawns as the Portuguese controlled Azores mid-Atlantic air-
base on the other.117 For no-one, not Kennedy or Johnson, not Nixon or Kissinger,
could quite foresee how rapidly military defeat and collapse of the Portuguese
empire (in 1974) were coming. In consequence, and as was also the case for
Canada, when FRELIMO officially celebrated Mozambique’s freedom from
Portuguese colonialism in 1975 representatives from among liberation support
activists were invited to represent the United States at independence day and not the
American government.118

In Angola, the story was more complicated. The MPLA (much the most serious
and least compromised of Angola’s three leading liberation movement’s) proved
—and very much unlike their FRELIMO counterparts - no more adept in actively
winning supporters in the US than it had been in Canada. There were voices to be
heard however, and, already in the 1960s, there was, for example, that of Don
Barnett. Barnett - author, with Roy Harvey, of an important book on Angola based, in
part, on

(115) See Stephanie Urdang, A Revolution within a Revolution: Women in Guinea-Bissau (Somerville, Mass: New
England Free Press, 1969) and her And Still They Dance: Women, War and Struggle for Change in Mozambique
(New York: Monthly Review Press, 1989).

(116) Minter, op.cit., p.31.

(117) See Jose Freire Antunes, Kennedy and Salazar: o ledo e a raposa: 1961 (Lisbon: Difusao Cultural, 1992);
Jose Freire Antunes, Nixon: promesas e abandonos: 1969-1974 (Lisboa: Difusao Cultural, 1992; and Whitney W.
Schneidman, Emerging Africa: Washington and the Fall of Portugal’s Colonial Empire (Lanham, Md: University
Press of America, 2004), with carefully researched chapters on, in turn, the roles of Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon and
Kissinger’s vis-a-vis Lusophone Africa. Little is said in Schneidman’s book about the saliency of any strong or
active American voices in support of the voices of liberation in the African colonies.

(118) It bears noting, however, that the South Africans seemed to take Reagan’s election and his rabid anti-
communism as a cover for their own launching of raids upon Maputo, Mozambique’s capital, and escalation  of
other destabilization activities against Mozambique via their Mozambican cat’s-paw (inherited from the
Rhodesians), RENAMO. Indeed the South Africans became very adept at framing their aggressive policies against
both Mozambique and Angola, policies they based exclusively on regional calculations as to how best to defend
white supremacy in their own country, in Cold War terms massaged for Washington’s own consumption — the better
to sustain the latter’s continuing support.
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their own visit with MPLA to the country’s liberated areas119 - launched the
Liberation Support Movement (LSM), focused primarily on a US constituency
though based, for its own tactical reasons, in the Canadian province of British
Columbia. The LSM’s published interviews with MPLA cadres and its pamphlets
on the southern African struggle more generally were well circulated. Nonetheless,
Angola surfaced as a particularly important issue only in the late-1970s and then,
as we will see, primarily as a point of contestation amongst more establishment
politicians. By then the issue had become whether, in a post-Vietnam context,
there was any more merit to America’s Cold War-driven adventurism in Angola than
there had been in Vietnam? For American intervention in Angola there certainly was
—and that of a particularly ugly and dramatic kind — as underscored in an important
book (entitled In Search of Enemies120) by John Stockwell, the former head of a
CIA operation who had then firmly turned against his erstwhile employers. The
CIA’s operation closely linked to similar undertaking by the South African military,
its goal was to overthrow the MPLA which had now moved into positions of formal
power in Angola and to support, first, Holden Roberto’s FNLA but, ultimately, Jonas
Savimbi and his UNITA movement, in doing so. In such a context, some American
“civilians” found space for active resistance, informed academics like Gerry
Bender and John Marcum for example who spoke out, alongside Stockwell,
against American policy at a congressional hearing of the time. At the same time,
some, within the black American community, were put off by the MPLA’s stern
mien and found themselves jollied (in part thanks to an extremely expensive PR
campaign on behalf of UNITA in the U.S.) into support of the charismatic Jonas
Savimbi — although it soon became entirely clear that he was both Pretoria’s and
Washington’s man in Angola, and a tyrannical one to boot.

But it was the Congressional players themselves, notably Dick Clark, a
Democratic Senator from lowa, who took control and were able to oversee an
amendment (the “Clark Amendment” as it became known) to the U.S. Arms
Control Act of 1976, one that forbade any American aid to private groups engaged
militarily in Angola, an amendment that for some years thereafter stood against the
most outrageous of American interventions in Angola.121 True, Clark’s guiding
premise was primarily an assertion of Congressional power vis-a-vis the imperial
presidency (and thus reflected as well a sober backlash against another possible
Vietnam-style American overseas adventure) rather than indicating any deeper
understanding of the moral perils of siding with South Africa in the ongoing war for
southern Africa. Moreover, the Clark Amendment was seized upon by Reagan and
the ultra-right as a symbol of American weakness in the Cold War and was
eventually repealed during Reagan’s watch as

(119) Don Barnett and Roy Harvey, The Revolution in Angola: MPLA, life histories and documents (Indianapolis:
Bobbs-Merrill, 1972).
(120) John Stockwell, In Search of Enemies: A CIA Story (New York: Norton, 1978); Stockwell is identified on the
cover as “Former Chief CIA Angola Task Force.”

121) Although Jane Hunter does note, in her book Israeli ForeiPn Policy: South Africa and Central America
Boston: South End Press, 1987), that, at Kissinger’s urging, Israel then stepped in as a key arms supplier to the
contras in Angola.
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President (July, 1985) — this move further contributing to the fearful destruction that
the MPLA/UNITA war (and the legacies of U.S./South African arrogance) would
inflict upon an independent Angola up to the very end of the century.

But what about South Africa itself? Having not been able to become a major
player in affecting the fates of Zimbabwe and Angola, the anti-apartheid movement
was determined to become such a player with respect to the outcome in this last
redoubt of white autocracy. In this it would succeed. Of course, the basis of such
success had been laid in the 1960s with the birth of the divestment/disinvestment
strategy and the beginnings of a movement, especially within various church
settings, to give life to that strategy. Now, in the 1970s and in part fuelled in the
latter part of the decade by events (Soweto!) in South Africa itself, student anti-
apartheid activism and trade union assertions became a more prominent part of the
anti-apartheid mix. To these fronts we will return. But first it is important to note
that all was not clear sailing on the counter-corporate front, even amongst some
who were willing to concede that the issue of apartheid in South Africa could not
merely be ignored.

Here the person of the Reverend Leon Sullivan steps into the spotlight. A
Philadelphia-based pastor he was plucked by General Motors to become a
member of its board when that corporation began itself to come under fire from
various activists for the role played by its subsidiary in South Africa. Now, as the
anti-apartheid movement and disinvestment campaign in the United States began to
grow, Sullivan sought to offer, from within the bowels of American capitalism, a
“reformist” approach to the issue — one that would prove to have great rhetorical
resonance (though little real positive effect) within the corridors of corporate power
for some years to come. Here the key ingredient was a “Code of Conduct,” a kind
of self-denying ordinance, designed, it was said, to guide and monitor the conduct
of corporations. It would soon become known, upon their formal promulgation in
1977, as the “Sullivan Principles.”122 In fact, as Gay Seidman correctly concludes,
and despite the two decade struggle by Sullivan and other reformist-minded critics
to pressure corporations to abide by the “Principles” they “had little demonstrable
effect on the ending of apartheid and were open to abuse.”123

They did have more effect in deflecting attention from the main issue, however,
becoming, in effect,““corporate camouflage,” as Betsy Schmidt shows them to be in
her trenchant expose not only of the Sullivan Principles themselves but also of the
half- hearted manner in which, in the 60s and into the 70s, most American
corporations present in South Africa implemented them (if at all). Indeed, as South
African journalist John Marquard (as quoted in Schmidt) summarized the situation
as of 1979: “The pressures to get out of South Africa, coming from student and
church quarters in particular, are staggeringly strong. And from what | can see there
is only one stumbling block to the dominance of this point of view. That stumbling
blockis

(122) These are described and discussed in Massie, op.cit., p.408 et passim.
(123) See Gay Seidman, “Monitoring Multinationals: Lessons from the Anti-Apartheid Era,” Politics and Society,
31 (2003); (p.26).
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the Reverend Leon Sullivan”!124 In any case, it was quite evident to most serious
anti- apartheid activists of the time that even in the unlikely event that some mild
reform to American corporate practices in South Africa were it to be achieved, this
could in no real way qualify the substantive impact of vast investments from
abroad on the white power side of the equation in South Africa. Thus, as Massie
writes,

George Hauser and Jennifer Davis at the American Committee on Africa instantly
attacked the principles as “an exercise in triviality.” They argued that the workplace
reforms, even if they could be implemented, could not make up for the massive
material, financial and psychological support American corporations provided to the
South African government. ‘There is no demand for any fundamental change in the
structure of apartheid, no demand for black political rights...,” wrote Davis a month
after the announcement [of the Principles]. As a result, she concluded, “there is no
way that a continued U.S. corporate presence in South Africa can serve any purpose
except to reinforce white rule.125

“Tim Smith and the members of ICCR substantially agreed with Hauser and
Davis,” continues Massie, but Smith also felt that the “differences between ICCR and
Sullivan could be used to increase pressure on corporate executives.” Accepting the
spirit of the Principles Smith in turn obtained Sullivan’s agreement to raise
certain more structural questions about apartheid with company executives. Not too
surprisingly, corporate response to both the posing of such broader questions and also
to the actual implementation of his own Principles were to bring Sullivan — albeit
some years later (in 1987) - to admit the marginal impact his own “Principles” had
had. In fact, at that point, he announced that “he now supported total U.S. corporate
withdrawal from South Africa, a breaking of diplomatic ties and a U.S. trade
embargo”! To this Jennifer Davis, a few days later, merely responded,*“the last fig leaf
has been stripped from U.S. corporations.”126

But this final concession from Sullivan still lay some distance in the future; his
modestly reformist approach would certainly trouble the movement in the interim.
Yet the main thrust of the movement’s programme would not be derailed. Churches
were still engaged in debating and acting upon the issue, but the worker and student
activist fronts were also heating up.Take, first, the trade unions. At the very outset
of the decade a particularly resonant move was made against Boston-based
Polaroid, targeting its involvement in South Africa (not least in servicing the
country’s security grid) and begun by two of the company’s African American
employees (who launched the Polaroid Revolutionary Workers” Union). Leaned on
savagely (including a firing) by the company, the two activists (Ken Williams and
Caroline Hunter) had

(124) Elizabeth Schmidt, Decoding Corporate Camouflage: U.S. Business Support for Apartheid (Washington and
Amsterdam: Institute for Policy Studies, 1980). The Marquard quote is from The Johannesburg Star, March 31,
1979 (in Schmidt, p.14).

(125) Massie, op.cit., p.409.

(126) To which Tim Smith of ICCR added, “U.S. companies remaining in South Africa are really standing in a
morally exposed position right now.” Reference to Sullivan’s 1987 position, as well as the quotations from Davis
and Smith in this paragraph, are to be found in Massie, op.cit., p638.
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nonetheless launched, with some success, what Willard Johnson describes as“the
first popular campaign to put pressure directly on a corporation regarding its
involvement in South Africa.”127 Such sentiments were also apparent in the
aforementioned refusal of many shipyard workers to offload Rhodesian chrome
along the Eastern seaboard in the early 70s. Meanwhile, “militant black employees
[were] now making life hard for IBM, Dodge, Ford, Chrysler and General Electric”
as regards the southern Africa issue.128

Even more dramatic was the growth of student activism.Already, in the 1960s, there
were stirrings on this front - but in the 1970s it continued. True, as Philip Altbach
argued, during much of the 1970s campuses were more quiescent than they had been
during the 1960s and the years of civil rights andVietnamWar (and anti-draft) protests.
Yet Altbach admits in a seminal article on the decade that, against the main tendency
towards student “apathy” that he seeks to capture in his essay, “students in California
and in several other parts of the United States have protested against American policy
in Southern Africa and against the investment policies of universities in particular”
- although he then adds, quite erroneously in light of what was to become of anti-
apartheid assertions in the 1980s, that “although these demonstrations resulted in
several hundred arrests, they led to no lasting movement and were confined to a
small number of campuses.” Nevertheless, he does conclude that “significantly, the
only issue to arouse even modest concern on campus is Southern Africa, which is the
most clearly moral question in contemporary American foreign policy.”129

Alongside the Harvard actions and others mentioned earlier, and as also spurred
on by the crushing in Soweto of South Africa’s own student protests, a much more
wide-spread and assertive campaign of American students began to call on their
universities to actually divest themselves of southern Africa-related holdings: “Asa
result of both strategic analysis and frustrated trial and error, the student activists of
the late 1970s again focused on the investment practices of their universities.”130
Those at Hampshire College in Massachusetts were the first, in 1977-78, to win
complete divestment, but many similar struggles were in train. Thus, in 1978,
Princeton students capped a twenty-seven hour sit-in at Nassau Hall with a bus trip
to New Yorkto hold a dramatic rally in front of the stock exchange there, while at such
diverse sites as Columbia, Smith College, Stanford (where some 300 were
arrested), Wesleyan University, Cornell and the like other actions burst out. And at
Harvard too the university’s administration continued to twist and turn under the
lash of student protest and real student pressure. In sum, there was anti-apartheid
success in many places beyond Hampshire College, with the “total divestments
by [U.S]

(127) Johnson, op.cit., p.6.

(128) Jonathan Steele, “White Mammon’s Burden,” Guardian (U.K.), July 21, 1971.

(129) Phillip.G. Altbach, “From Revolution to Apathy — American Student Activism in the 1970s,” Higher
Education, 8, 6 (Nov., 1970), pp.615-6, 624.

(130) Minter, p.36.
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universities jumping to more than $25 million a year in 1978 and 1979.”131 And in
all of this, it should be noted, the ACOA played an important role too, helping
provide the intellectual infrastructure for many such initiatives and by the 1980s
employing Dumisane Kumalo, an exiled South African (later to become SA’s
Ambassador to the United Nations once the ANC had finally come to power in
its own country!), to serve as a link man, nation-wide, to help service this growing
divestment movement. Meanwhile fresh initiatives were stirring, emerging quite
specifically from within the African-American community itself. Not that a
distinctive African-American voice had gone entirely unheard in the wake of the
suppression of the CAA described above. We have mentioned the positions taken
by Malcolm X and Martin Luther King, and also, following the leads of Willard
Johnson and Francis Nesbitt, the range of admirable, albeit somewhat more
transitory, initiatives that sprang from within the black community itself throughout
the entire period since the CAA’s high water mark. And, of course, there were many
blacks active in the various national movements mentioned above (in the ACOA
for example). Now, however, things began to escalate even more dramatically. The
civil rights movement of the 1960s had begun to throw up not only a revitalized
black consciousness as a national reality, but also a much wider cadre of African
American legislators, not least in Congress itself. It was thus no accident that in
Congress organized action vis-a-vis southern Africa began to

make itself felt.

Here the key player was Charles Diggs, of African American background, who
was Representative from Illinois, first elected to Congress in 1954.

As Nesbitt writes, he made apartheid one of his top policy concerns from the outset.
He was the founding chairman of the Congressional Black Caucus, and became the
first black chairman of the House Sub-committee on Africa in 1969. Diggs and
CBC led many congressional inquiries into U.S. policy on southern Africa that gave
anti- apartheid activists the opportunity to address Congress on the issue. He served
on the Foreign Relations Committee for over twenty years, became the committee’s
expert on Africa, and established relations with the leaders of newly independent
African states. Nicknamed “Mr Africa” by colleagues, Diggs became apartheid’s
most powerful opponent in the U.S. congress. Reuter’s correspondent Raymond
Hearst wrote that Diggs had turned his position in the Foreign Relations Committee
into the main channel for anti-apartheid pressures.132

Already, by 1969, he had taken a trip, as part of a congressional delegation, to
southern Africa, the delegation deciding to avoid South Africa itself because of the
degrading restrictions that that country proposed to place on the movements of both
Diggs and the other black member of the congressional team. Reporting back on the
trip, Diggs and a white Representative, Wolff, from New York (who had himself
been

(131) Once again, Massie, op.cit. (Part Three, “The Challenge to Legitimacy, and Part Four, “”Accommodation
and Rebellion” [chapters 6 to 11]), is an important source on actions that occurred during the 70s, especially at
Columbia, Princeton and Harvard (see especially pp.433-442).

(132) Francis Nesbitt, op.cit., p.74 et. passim.
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granted an unrestricted visa!), argued for “a new U.S. policy on southern Africa that
recognized the legitimacy of the African liberation movement, for ‘time and history
is on the side of revolutionary forces.”” It was in that spirit that Diggs and the
growing membership of his Congressional Black Caucus would continue to work
throughout the 1970s — repeatedly challenging the Byrd amendment, for example,
and raising many other questions.

Moreover, there was also an emergent group of black American intellectuals
who met first in Puerto Rico in 1972 to discuss, among other things, American/
southern African relations and to coordinate their activities; by 1975, with Diggs
encouragement, they had moved to establish the Black Forum on Foreign Policy. But
they did not stop there, recognizing, with Diggs, that a vibrant black lobbying voice
was also needed that could mobilize opinion, particularly black opinion, and could
focus popular energies and political pressure on southern African-related issues. The
circumstances, in the immediate wake of the Soweto uprising and its brutal repression
by the apartheid government, were certainly ripe. And the launching of TransAfrica
was the result. Indeed, as Nesbitt writes, “TransAfrica would succeed where the
CAA had failed because of the high level of black consciousness, the presence of a
critical mass of African Americans in Congress, and the mobilization of black
leadership on the question of South Africa.”

Nesbitt then cites Willard Johnson, one of its founders, who further affirms that
“the impetus for the formation of TransAfrica came from the sustained mobilization
of African-American groups through the 1960s and early 1970s, combined with the
dramatic success of the armed struggles in Angola, Mozambique and Guinea-Bissau
and the intensification of the struggle in Rhodesia, Namibia and South Africa. [For]
the revolutionary movements in southern Africa had a major impact on African-
American activists... [contributing to] a resurgence in pan-Africanist thought.”133
And the impact would be crucial; as Hostetter also summarizes the TransAfrica story:
Based in Washington, D. C., TransAfrica grew from a mandate established by the
Congressional Black Caucus (CBC), as the African-American lobby group for
African and Caribbean concerns. Led by activist lawyer [the aforementioned]
Randal Robinson, TransAfrica represented a coming of age for African-American
involvement in foreign policy. Utilizing a network of black elected officials to
mobilize opposition to policies favourable to apartheid, TransAfrica combined
high profile direct action in Washington, DC, with grassroots lobbying and support
from other prominent African-Americans, TransAfrica conveyed Pan-Africanist
concerns with a politically viable voice, positioning itself to take advantage of
the political space

§l33) Francis Nesbitt, ibid., p.99; as Nesbitt continues, TransAfrica (which would become the most important
obby for Africa ever created by African Americans” and, in his jud?ment, “its emergence marked a turning point in
the anti-apartheid movement and signaled the coming of age o

I ] African Americans in foreign policy.” More
generally, Nesbitt’s ch. 5, entitled “TransAfrica,” bears reading.
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created by the legacy of the civil rights movement and the 1984 presidential
campaign of Jesse Jackson.134

With Robinson’s leadership, and with the TransAfrica vice-chair, the famed singer
Harry Belafonte, also playing an important role, TransAfrica fought effectively -
both against any further softening of the Carter administration’s wavering stance
and against the Senate’s temptation to call off sanctions against Rhodesia
prematurely
— against the last minute manoeuvering by Smith, Muzorewa and others to ward off
any real transition to majority rule in Zimbabwe.135 True, the 1970s also saw a less
“middle-class” (to use Nesbitt’s descriptor of TransAfrica) and more militant surge of
other African Americans (like Stokely Carmichael) in the several African
Liberation Day marches of the decade, but, with time, TransAfrica would move to
the streets as well with its sponsorship of the important Free South Africa
Movement of the mid-80s. Moreover, by 1980 TransAfrica and over three hundred
other organizations around the country had already adopted the “National Black
Agenda,” one that called on the U.S. government to “sever all economic, diplomatic,
political and cultural ties with South Africa.”136

The stage was thus set and ground was well laid, in both the black and white
communities in the United States, for an even more dramatic surge of resistance to
apartheid in the 1980s. True, by the end of the 70s (as Minter admits), and despite real
“achievements,”‘the means to turn anti-apartheid support into sustainable solidarity
with Africa continued to elude activists.” Moreover, other aspects of the general
situation were far from being entirely in the anti-apartheid movement’s favour. For
there was, at the very same moment, the emergence, in the person of Ronald Reagan,
of a conservative, even racist, politics at the very highest and most influential levels
of power. Nonetheless, there was now to be a major confrontation on the national
stage - one that would finally consolidate an ever more meaningful anti-apartheid
movement and also help produce, in the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act
(CAAA) of 1986, a rather startling outcome.

The United States in the 1980s (to
)15\%?4): The Sanctions Struggle and
er

To summarize: two conflicting strands of American theory and practice about
southern Africa were now to come into head-on confrontation during the 1980s.
One was a burgeoning anti-apartheid movement, with principles that were, variously,
either quite left-wing or more cautiously liberal in provenance, but with activists
across the spectrum nonetheless united in shared moral outrage at racist rule. This

(134) Hostetter, op.cit., p.66; Hostetter’s useful chapter (4) on TransAfrica is entitled “Black Power on Embassy
Row: TransAfrica.” For a tracing of Robinson’s own career of continued activism from Harvard days on see Francis
Nesbitt, ibid., chapter 5.

(135) Francis Nesbitt, ibid., pp.106-110, provides a useful account both of the faltering of the Carter administration’s
resolve on Rhodesia and of TransAfrica’s role in resisting any such waffling.

(136) Francis Nesbitt, ibid., p.111.
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movement was also buoyed up by recent accomplishments elsewhere in the region
(in Mozambique and Rhodesia and, most recently, in Zimbabwe), by the reawakening
of popular resistance in South Africa (as symbolized by the events in Soweto and
throughout that country), and, as noted, by the growing resonance of counter-
corporate stirrings against apartheid in the United States itself. Here, in short, was a
political force that had come to stay.

But so too had a right-wing backlash, one that witnessed, to repeat, the
consolidation, as the decade dawned, of Ronald Reagan’s ferociously right-wing
team in the White House and the offices of administrative power. Such a team
could and would do incalculable damage in southern Africa but as anti-apartheid
forces grew and matured throughout the decade they would work effectively to
check, on some fronts, such a sinister force. There was a third force as well, one of
which we must also take careful note. For it was comprised of significant sectors of
corporate power that, by and large, had uncritically backed the Cold War plays of
the American state over the years, confident that the latter’s muscular show of
western power served to lock into place compliant governments, including in
apartheid South Africa, in support of the global writ of capitalism.

Indeed, it was only as the price of having such a stake in apartheid began to rise in
South Africa — the considerable embarrassment inflicted upon corporate America by
increasingly visible anti-apartheid (and anti-corporate) protest in the United States,
for example, as well as by the threat posed by the rising tide of popular resistance
in South Africa itself, resistance that threatened there to place not just race rule but
capitalism itself in jeopardy — that any change came. Now, however, there began to
be some softening of the resistance of American capitalists both to change in South
Africa and to its own treasured practices of prior corporate activity. True, there was in
the United States no politician at the centre of things to play the role that Mulroney
played in Canada in easing some real shift in southern African policy on the part of
the major wielders of state power. But there were certainly other forces at play — in
Congress, in the cultural sphere, on the streets — that had significant resonance in
their own right, as did the continuing revolutionary surge in South Africa itself.

To such themes we will return. Indeed, the growth of an anti-apartheid movement
that was to find full flower in the 1980s has already been glimpsed in our account,
above, of the 1970s. As for Reagan’s electoral ascendancy — encompassing far
broader processes than any kind of implicit referendum on his likely South African
policies of course — perhaps the tenor of the overall position of his administration
towards apartheid can be grasped from reminding ourselves of several of his
statements made in his very first days in office. Thus, as he said in an interview
with Walter Cronkite in March, 1981: ”Can we abandon a country [South Africa]
that has stood beside us in every war we have ever fought? A country that,
strategically, is essential to the free [sic] world in its production of minerals that we
all must have.” Similarly, Alexander Haig, Reagan’s new Secretary of State, greeted
South African Foreign Minister Roelof Botha on May 14 of that year with a fresh
post-Carter toast: “Let this be the new
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beginning of mutual trust and confidence between the United States and South
Africa — old friends who are getting together again.”137

True, Reagan did qualify his unquestioning support somewhat, telling Cronkite
that he expected ““a sincere and honest effort” from South Africa to solve its racial
problems. Yet leaked Department of State documents of the time underscored the
new willingness of the Reagan administration to work towards ending South
Africa’s “polecat status’ in the world and to restore its place as a legitimate and
important regional actor with whom we can cooperate pragmatically.” Indeed, as
Chester Crocker, on the eve of his becoming Reagan’s newly appointed senior Africa
hand (as Assistant Secretary of State for Africa), specified Reagan’s position as
merely being one that looked to “amelioration” rather than any such “escapist”
notion as “full political participation”! Indeed Crocker found not crisis but
instead“fluidity and pragmatism” in South Africa’s white polity and“increasingly
confident experimentation” as regards its approach to pliable blacks like Chief
Gatsha Buthelezi! But forget the rhetoric: both whites in power in South Africa and
blacks in opposition there could see much more clearly where the Reagan
administration was now choosing to line up vis-a-vis South Africa.138

Closely linked to the relatively unfettered racism of such positions were Cold-
War preoccupations also at play in the mapping of specific administration policies.
Even Carter’s mild and momentary waffling towards an MPLA-hegemonic Angola
ceded too much to Soviet“aggression” — its support for [or, in the lexicon of the
Right, sponsorship of] the MPLA - for Reagan and his right-wing coterie as led by
the blustering but powerful Senator Jesse Helms. But it was really the Clark
Amendment that, as regards southern Africa, stuck in the craw of this gang of
aggressive counter- revolutionaries - as did the role of the USSR and, in particular
of Cuba. They were determined to tear that amendment down (as eventually they
did), but also to expel Cuba from the region’s fray. Here they were much less
successful, Cuba’s withdrawal from Angola being twinned, by the end of the 1980s,
not only to the reluctant acceptance of MPLA’s (hot Savimbi’s) continuing
centrality in that country but also to South Africa’s ceding its illegal control over
South-West Africa/Namibia — and, as proved to be the case, to the beginning of the
end of apartheid’s own sway in South Africa itself.

Of course, there were many other factors at play in producing these outcomes: the
decay of the Soviet Union as a principal global player for example, the rising tide
of anti-apartheid sentiment within the United States itself (which we will discuss
further below), and the extremely dramatic and fast growing resistance to white
hegemony inside South Africa. But before turning to the South Africa case and the
American struggle with regard to it that marked so dramatically the 1980s,
something more

(137) See “Reagan’s views on South Africa praised by Botha,” The New York Times, March 5, 1981 and “U.S. Seeks
to End ‘Polecat Status’ of South Africa,” The Globe and Mail (Toronto), May 30, 1981.

(138). Chester A. Crocker, “South Africa: Strategy of Change,” Foreign Affairs, 54, 2 (Winter, 1980-81).



8.4 canada and the united 255

must be said about the Angolan and Namibian fronts themselves, for here too the
drama was quite intense.

The centre piece to this drama was the“constructive engagement”initiative hatched
by Reagan’s new Under-Secretary of State for African Affairs, Chester Crocker. Its
central thrust: to tie some real change in Namibia (requiring some concessions
from South Africa, the illegal holders of governmental power there) to a quid
pro quo that was the most central goal of Crocker’s Cold War-premised initiative:
the withdrawal of the Cuban military presence from Angola where it had come to
the aid of an MPLA government much beleaguered by South Africa and by
Savimbi and his UNITA movement). Crocker also chose occasionally to imply an
additional tantalizing dimension: the encouragement of some process of change
inside South Africa itself that removal of the “external threat” embodied by Cuba
might represent! On this entire issue — the nurturing of a Cold War-centric
trivialization of the anti-racist struggle in southern Africa — the South Africans
actually played Crocker and Reagan like a violin. Moreover, insofar as any move
for change in South Africa was actually envisaged by Crocker and his cronies the
initiative was assumed to rest entirely in the hands of the white minority
government; certainly it was not thought of as possibly involving the black majority
in any significant ways — nor, even more categorically, the“terrorists,” like the ANC,
who claimed to speak on the vast majority’s behalf. As Davies has
noted,“Unfortunately for Crocker, he did not seem to appreciate the extent of
desperation and anger in the black community. His insistence on gradual white-led
change infuriated the black population.”139 Indeed, with no real outreach made to
the black “other side,” the Cold War was all the more clearly revealed to be name of
the game for the Americans, with the fates of Namibians (not to speak of those of
Angolans and virtually all black South Africans) merely being arbitrarily
subordinated to the United States’ own hyperbolical global geo-political
calculations. The “constructive engagement” initiative also completely overrode
the initiative then being undertaken, at the behest of the United Nations, to resolve
the Namibian issue — undertaken by representatives of several leading Western
countries (to whom, however, the idea that there might be some kind of
necessary “linkage” between developments in Namibia and Angola apparently
had never occurred!), Moreover, when Reagan and his congressional cronies
finally did manage, in 1985, to have the Clark Amendment repealed and aid to
UNITA restored it became even more obvious, not least to Angolan leaders and
their Cuban allies, just what a wrecker’s role the U.S. would continue to play in
Angola. Yet the Angolans and the Cubans soldiered on, holding out at Cuito
Cuanavale in southern Angola long enough to

(139) J. E. Davies, Constructive Engagement: Chester Crocker and American Policy in South Africa, Namibia and
Angola (Oxford: James Currey, 2007), p.202. For the fact was that, under Botha, “Pretoria was simply not ready to
undertake a fundamental reform of apartheid.” Indeed, when U. S. Senator Cranston outlined the human rights
abuses still in place at the end of Crocker’s experiment of constructive engagement, he suggested, accurately, that
“Many are still the victims of arbitrary arrest and imprisonment. Church and labour groups remain banned.
Housing remains segregated and unequal. The homelands policy, which compels blacks to live in the least desirable
areas, remains intact. The black majority still has no vote and no representation” (Davies, p.204).
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finally defeat the South Africans there and to thus launch a process that would lead
to Namibia’s liberation in 1980 — although Savimbi’s savage assaults, now fueled
by his access, behind his own battle-lines, to diamond fields there, would continue
to bedevil Angola for another decade.

In short, there was no doubt that this was a victory for Angola, for Cuba and,
ultimately, for Namibia — and a defeat for Crocker and for Reagan. Yet it was not, in
truth, a particularly signal victory for the American anti-apartheid movement per se.
Voices had long been raised over the Namibian question in the U.S. of course, even
as early as 1946 when “Alphaeus Hunton of the CAA provided UN delegates with
critical
information they needed to stop South African annexation of South West Africa (later
Namibia).”140 There was also an on-going measure of concrete engagement with
the struggle there (as itemized by Janice Lovel41l), as well as the ACOA’s close
involvement over many years with SWAPO representative Theo Ben-Gurirab in
New York and at the U.N. (where, given the formally illegal nature of South
Africa’s occupation of South-West Africa and Namibia and the UN’s necessary
involvement in that much of SWAPO’s struggle was in fact waged). And voices
continued to be raised against the U.S.’s tacit aggression in Angola and in support of
SWAPO’s claims in Namibia: But the American movement could never quite strike
sparks with a broader public with this issue.

Indeed, the movement had primarily chosen merely to move on, cognizant not
only of the much greater vulnerability of South Africa itself, its image and its
domestic actions, in the U.S., but also of the fact that this was really where the
“Great Game” of the 1980s was ultimately to be played. For against the grim illogic
of the supportive posture towards apartheid South Africa taken by Reagan, Helms
and their ilk, there was a very strong counter-current. We have seen this latter to be
gathering strength during the 1970s as the movement for sanctions and
disinvestment slowly grew. But this was a force that would pick up momentum
during the 1980s and culminate both in the passage of the Comprehensive Anti-
Apartheid Act (CAAA) of 1986 and in the override of Ronald Reagan’s veto of that
act.

As in Canada, as suggested above, there was no single anti-apartheid movement or
organization; instead, following Minter’s summary account, there were “diverse and
hard-to-track currents involved — students, politicians, trade union groups, church
groups, celebrities and many others — [who] were part of no unified organizational
structure.” “Yet,” he suggests, “all were central to the movement’s history.” The
escalation of the divestment struggle in the churches continued along these lines, of
course, but so too did it in the universities: if universities, by the end of 1979, “had
divested over $50 million in stocks of companies involved in South Africa...[o]ver
the next five years universities divested over $130 million more, and in 1985 alone
more than 60 universities divested some $350 million. The African Fund counted

(140) Minter, op.cit., p.17.
(141) Love, op.cit., p.19 et passim.
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more than 150 universities involved in divestment campaigns during the 1980s.”
Nor were campaigns to realize these ends entirely straightforward and easy to carry
to successful conclusions. Here the account by Claudia Gastrow which tracks the
divestment struggle at the University of Illinois is relatively unique in its detail and
enormously informative as to the texture of a decade that saw such results as activists
managed to attain at Urbana-Champaign.142

More novel although every bit as significant was action on another front — beyond
churches, beyond campuses — that began to further open up in the 1980s and that
would carry the issue even further into broader public fora: the realm of state and
local government. True, as Willard Johnson has shown, this kind of activity had
already begun with the MASS-DIVEST campaign in Massachusetts143 (and to
some extent elsewhere) in the early 70s but now it was to become a much more
wide- spread phenomenon. A range of examples of struggle at both state and
municipal governments could be cited. But this is also a terrain carefully explored by
Janice Love
in her book The U.S. Anti-Apartheid Movement: Local Activism in Global Politics in
which she provides an impressive litany of such actions. Moreover, she focuses her
fine-grained analysis principally on detailed, effective and valuable case-studies of
two states — Connecticut and Michigan.144

Thus in 1981 in Connecticut, assertive campaigning produced “the most far-
reaching divestment legislation ever passed up to that time by any government body
in the United States,” legislation ensuring that “no state funds were to be invested
in corporations or banks doing business in South Africa.” And in Michigan, with
a strong push from both the Southern Africa Liberation Committee at Michigan
State University and the Washentaw County Coalition Against Apartheid, important
divestment outcomes also proved possible. True, as Love makes clear, there were
often ideological differences amongst the various campaigners in Michigan, some
being more radically sceptical than others as to the virtues of capitalism itself.
Nonetheless, as Love states in summary, both campaigns

“succeeded in getting legislation adopted that curbs each state’s economic ties
to South Africa. Although significant compromises were required to get them past,
these laws stand as some of the toughest and most far-reaching sanctions-related
legislation in the country. And they stand as further evidence that state legislatures
are willing to make laws with important foreign policy implications that are counter
to official national policy.”

Indeed, as Love suggests,“this is precisely what divestment activists wanted:
visible, legitimate, and responsible voices from across America objecting and
providing alternatives to continued United State governmental and corporate
support for

(142) Claudia Gastrow, “Struggling for Freedom: The Divestment Movement at the University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign, 1977-1987,” Safundi, 20 (2005). The several quotations from Minter in this paragraph are
from Minter, op.cit., pp.43-4.

(143) Johnson, op.cit., p.9 (section II, entitled “The ‘MASS-DIVEST’ Campaign”).

(144) Love, op.cit., and, as quoted in the next several paragraphs, from pp.99, 236, and 245-6 of her book.
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apartheid.” Indeed, states Love,“for the national anti-apartheid movement, divestment
campaigns targeting state and local governments demonstrate that, even though
there is little receptivity in national governmental bodies to the policies advocated by
the anti-apartheid movement, there is high receptivity in sub-national governmental
bodies!”

Most importantly there is also, beyond Love’s case-studies, a long and
impressive roster of cities and states where parallel accomplishments proved
possible of realization. Love, by 1985, can already cite “[governmental] actions
taken in Connecticut, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Nebraska and
Wisconsin as well as several cities [as being in] with the U.S. government policy
of constructive engagement,” while Minter, writing later, references a list compiled by
the Africa Fund that shows 28 states (from New York State to California), 24
counties, and 92 cities as having enacted legislation for divestment from South
Africa. And, as he adds,“in each of these cases, and in an unknown number where the
legislation failed, local coalitions placed South Africa onto the local political
agenda.”’145 Love herself concludes:

For over three decades the international anti-apartheid movement had tried to
isolate South Africa economically because of its apartheid policies. This study has
shown that a significant new thrust of sanctions-related activities among state and
local governments in the United States is having an interesting and important impact
across many arenas: U.S. business and business groups, The U.S. government as
well as the sub national governments directly targeted; South African[s], both those
supportive of and those opposed to apartheid; and the U.S. anti-apartheid movement
itself. The degree of success demonstrated by both cases in this study has also
shown that people can effectively use institutions locally available to address
international issues.146

Moreover, as she anticipates (and despite her aforementioned acknowledgement
that there was as yet “little receptivity in national governmental bodies” as
regards proposed action against apartheid), it was not to be very long after the 1985
publication of Love’s book that this situation would itself begin to change at the
national level - as the anti-apartheid struggle was now carried ever deeper into the
U.S. Congress itself! But before turning to that development it bears noting
parenthetically that, on the cultural front, there was also, in the country at large, a
further crystallization of popular mood — as epitomized in the song“IAin’t Going to
Play Sun City”that became the mantra of a growing number of American musical
artists anxious to join, in their own persons the boycott of South Africa - which
helped deepen the resonance of these activities. It is, of course, impossible to
measure the impact of the range of cultural resistances that now, quite literally,
found their voice. Nonetheless, a sentiment of distaste for the very premises of the
South African social order seemed increasingly to seep into the attitudes of many
Americans and to an unprecedented degree. For

(145) Minter, op.cit., pp.43-4.
(146) Love, op.cit., p.245.
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the anti-apartheid sentiment within the circles of liberal culture-makers now gained,
more widely, a certain commonsensical cachet - a sentiment that echoed the attitude
that anti-apartheid activists had had from the beginning, of course. For now it was
the likes of Little Steven, Bruce Springsteen, Darlene Love, Bonnie Raitt, Lou
Reed, Miles Davis and a host of other major musical names who would came
together as “Artists Against Apartheid”’to make the influential album“Sun City.”147
Similarly with Stetasonic’s A.F.R.I.C.A. (“featuring the Reverend Jesse Jackson and
with its single “Free South Africa) and with Gil Scott-Heron’s anthemic
“Johannesburg.”148

True, it’s a long way from Johannesburg to New York, although, paradoxically, it
is probably even further from New York and the liberal artists of Tin-Pan Alley to
many of the denizens of the American South and South-west, as far apart, no doubt,
on issues related to South Africa as they are on many other issues. How then are we
to evaluate the relative resonance in the United States of, on the one hand, Reagan’s
racism and his parodic support of South Africa until very late in the day, and, on the
other hand, Little Steven’s “I Ain’t Gonna Play Sun City” (“Constructive
Engagement is Ronald Reagan’s plan. Meanwhile people are dying and giving up
hope. This quiet diplomacy ain’t nothing but a joke™)?

Difficult to say; nonetheless, we might want to consider the subliminal impact of
such developments in the sphere of progressive liberal culture upon the successful
push to achieve passage of a sanctions bill through Congress — and over President
Reagan’s own veto. By then of course there were those within corporate and ruling
circles who, in light of the activities both of the American movement and of near-
revolutionary resistances of the mid-80s in South Africa, were, like Mulroney in
Canada, beginning to rethink the premises of a tacit acceptance of apartheid policies
—inthe name of safeguarding the long-term interests of capital. Here we need merely
affirm that there was also plenty of push against apartheid from below in the United
States. It is to the climax of all this activity, the passing of the Comprehensive Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1986 (CAAA) that we can now turn.

For, indeed, players were now gathering in Washington — as the focus of struggle
shifted both to the streets of the nation’s capital and to Congress - for the most
dramatic single event in America’s several decades of confrontation with South
African apartheid. Of course, groups across the country had been and continued to
be engaged, both as an active and a symbolic conscience at the elbows of national
legislators. Certainly the ACOA, so important a continuing force within the sanctions
movement, remained important as the focus of the struggle shifted to Washington in
the mid-1980s. And the progression of events in South Africa — the extraordinary
peaking of popular protest inside the country itself - was of particularly critical

(147) Artists United Against Apartheid, Sun City (Manhattan Records, ST 53019). For a strong, well-written
accoltmt of th)e recording project itself see Dave Marsh, Sun City — The Making of the Record (New York: Penguin
Books, 1985).

(148) Stetasonic, A.F.R.I.C.A. (Tommy Boy, TM 899), which also includes the song “Free South Africa” and Gil
Scott-Heron, “Johannesburg” on the album of the same name Johannesburg (Arista, 12527); the song
“Johannesburg” is also included on The Best of Gil Scott-Heron (Arista AL8-8248).
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importance in giving additional urgency and purpose to the sanctions question.
Nonetheless, momentarily, parallel developments in Washington were of great weight
and significance. And here, not least on Washington’s very streets, TransAfrica was
an absolutely key force.

Charles Diggs himself had been forced to retire from Congress (amidst charges
of personal peculation) in 1980 but the Black Congressional Caucus, especially in
the person of Representative Ron Dellums, carried on, and was soon helping to
quarterback the CAAA through Congress. Every bit as important was TransAfrica,
however. Worried that the anti-apartheid movement was momentarily flagging (not
least in the context of Reagan’s recent re-election as President), on 21 November
1984, Robinson now determined to escalate matters dramatically was orchestrating
a well- publicized sit-in at the South Africa Embassy, together with Congressman
Walter Fauntroy, Mary Frances Berry, a member of the U.S. Civil Rights
Commission and Professor Eleanor Holmes Norton, a former official in the Carter
Administration. Arrests of Robinson, Fauntroy and Berry ensued (Norton was
delegated to leave the site in order to brief the press); the three spent the night in
jail, and daily demonstrations (and further arrests) quickly escalated outside the
Embassy. Indeed, there now occurred a ratcheting up by many notches of the entire
South Africa issue, not least as TransAfrica and others moved almost immediately
to create an instantly prominent Free South Africa Movement, the dramatic
emergence of which has been effectively described (by Francis Nesbitt) as follows:

After spending the night in jail, [Robinson, Fauntroy and Berry] announced the
formation of a Free South Africa Movement and began daily demonstrations outside
the embassy. The sit-ins took hold in more than two dozen other cities, including
Chicago, New Orleans, Seattle, New York, San Francisco and Cleveland, with
weekly demonstrations at South African consulates, federal buildings, coin shops
that dealt in gold Krugerrand coins149 and businesses with South African interests.
Hundreds of celebrities, including Gloria Steinem, Harry Belafonte, Amy Carter,
Detroit mayor Coleman Young, Coretta Scott King, Jesse Jackson, and at least
twenty-two congressmen were arrested outside the embassy.

The movement, which was a coalition of church, student, civil rights, and women’s
groups, also spread to hundreds of college campuses across the country, where rallies
and sit-ins questioned the investment of companies that did business with South
Africa. Hundreds of students were arrested at Harvard, Columbia, UCLA, University
of Wisconsin, Northwestern University, the University of Illinois and other schools.
Over five thousand people were arrested across the country in a twelve month
period.150

(149) On the Krugerrand issue and the campaign around it (said to “have reduced Deak-Perera’s Krugerrand
market by half...and reduced South Africa’s Krugerrand sales by $400 million) see Johnson’s effective account in
his article, op.cit., pp.10-15.

150) Francis Nesbitt, op.cit., p.124. TransAfrica’s role in all of this has also been clearly epitomized by Hostetter
ibid., pp.66) as follows: “TransAfrica’s initiative 3alvanized the US antiapartheid movement at the outset of the

second Reagan administration in a way that linked protest to legislative action to impose economic sanctions
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Moreover, it was soon clear, states Nesbitt, that,“coordinated by FSAM,
TransAfrica, and the Congressional Black Caucus, this upsurge in anti-apartheid
activism influenced Congress to adopt the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act over
President Reagan’s veto in 1986.” Of course, it was equally clear that the cumulative
weight of actions by large numbers of citizens and organizations over a number of
years — of the kind we have traced above — also firmly enframed the Congressional
debate regarding South Africa that now took place. For a sanctions bill imposing
new constraints in terms of any foreseeable American trade with or investment in
South Africa, was soon passed by the House (in 1985) and, albeit in somewhat
watered-down form, the Senate — in both cases with hefty majorities. As this
suggested, the bill actually had significant bipartisan support, so much so that senior
Republican Richard Lugar now warned the President“that his own personal
leadership [was] really at stake. We really need to be on the right side of history in
this case.” But Reagan voted to veto the bill anyway, with Congress then moving to
override Reagan’s veto of the bill. “The 78-to- 21 vote [in the Senate; the House
vote was 313 to 83!] was the most serious policy defeat for Ronald Reagan and the
first time Congress had overridden his veto”151 — and this also marked the first
time in the entire twentieth century that Congress had overridden a presidential
foreign policy veto.

It was at this point Reagan really seemed to lose his cool and the “Great
Communicator’his touch, delivering a particularly ugly speech (July 2, 1986)
claiming that more change was afoot in South Africa than could possibly be
discerned and that in any case “In defending their society and people the South
African government have a right and a responsibility to maintain order in the face of
terrorists.”’152 On the terrain of debate about southern Africa, Reagan, in his racist
maunderings, had now set himself against an unlikely (but entirely comprehensible)
alliance of anti-apartheid activists on the one hand and, on the other, of big
business-oriented reformers who, like their more canny South African counterparts,
were suddenly aware that their once profitable alliance with apartheid had now
rendered them more vulnerable to attack both within and without South Africa.

Reaction to the speech was dramatic. The headline in the New York Times the next
day was “The Speech That Launched A Thousand Critics” and the Washington-based
British journalist Simon Barber wrote: “Indeed it seemed deliberately calculated to
provoke the worst responses from all sides: it gave Pretoria comfort, black South
Africa

on South Africa. The prominence of an African-American foreign policy lobby at the centre of the national
antiapartheid coalition made clear the identification of black Americans with the struggle against South African
racism and helped illuminate a wide range of antiapartheid activities.”

(151) Francis Nesbitt, ibid., p.142.

(152) As quoted in J. E. Davies, Constructive Engagement (op.cit.z, p.65. As Reagan then also argued, stunningl
and in the very teeth of the hard evidence as to extreme ferocity of South Africa’s internal crackdown on its blac
poFuIation: “Indeed, it’s hard to think of a single country in the Soviet bloc, or many in the United Nations, where
political critics have the same freedom to be heard as do the outspoken critics of the South African government”!
On the Reagan Administration’s positions on both “constructive engagement” and the question of sanctions see
also Alex Thompson, Incomplete Engagement: U.S. Foreign Policy Towards the Republic of South Africa, 1981-
1988 (Aldershot, U.K.: Avebury, 1996).
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reason to despair and Congress no choice.” The main problem, [Alex] Thompson
suggested, was that Reagan “simply failed to convey any sense of understanding or
sympathy for what the black South African population was suffering.” A New York
Times editorial spoke for the views of many when it accused Reagan of being deaf
to “one of the great moral issues of our time.”’153

Needless to say, the sanctions, so achieved were significant but also flawed, as
Richard Knight of ACOA was not slow to point out. Firms were pulling out, of
course, and trade was falling but a careful accounting of the true impact of sanctions
showed gaps aplenty: “More than 130 firms still [as of 1990] have subsidiaries in
South Africa. And products of U.S. companies are available via licensing,
franchising, and distribution agreements.”154 Thus, as Knight would later write,

Many companies that divested from South Africa continued to do business in
the country. For example, GM cars were made under license and IBM computers
were sold by a distributor. As a result in January 1987 five national anti-apartheid
organizations issued Guidelines for Divestment which stated that when companies
withdraw from South Africa they should sever non-equity ties such as licensing
and franchising agreements. The organizations were [the “usual suspects”!] ACOA,
the American Friends Service Committee, the Interfaith Centre on Corporate
Responsibility, TransAfrica and the Washington Office on Africa. The guidelines
were subsequently endorsed by a number of leading union and religious leaders.155

Meanwhile, in Congress (Knight continues) Charles Rangel did manage to
introduce and to pass a bill “eliminating the ability of U.S. companies to claim tax
credits in the U.S. for taxes paid in South Africa.” Moreover, Ron Dellums and
others in Congress attempted to deepen the prescribed sanctions, actually getting a
tougher set (“far more radical than the sanctions imposed on South Africa two
years ago
over President Reagan’s veto,” wrote the Los Angeles Times156) through the House
of Representatives in 1988 only to have the proposed legislation fail on the Senate
floor. The economic impact of what had been accomplished continued to be great
nonetheless, the General Accounting Office informing the Senate’s Foreign
Relations

(153) Davies, op.cit., [2;).65—6. As Republican Senator Richard Lugar said at the time: ”I would not have persisted
in opposing the President if after aﬁ these conversations, debates and statements | had developed reasonable
confidence of his comprehension of what the South African situation was all about.” Indeed, as Chester Crocker
himself was to write: “The President tended to discredit his case by sounding so much like the government [of
South Africa] from which he was so reluctant to distance himself.”

(154) Richard Knight, “Sanctions, Disinvestment, and U.S. Corporations in South Africa” in Robert Edgar (ed.),
Sanctioning Apartheid (Trenton, N.J.: Africa World Press, 1990) and, in a somewhat up-dated version (2002), at
<richardknight.nomestead.com/files/uscorporations>.

(155) Richard Knight, “Documenting the U.S. Solidarity Movement — with reflections on the sanctions and
divestment campaigns,” paper delivered to the conference on “A Decade of Freedom: Celebrating the Role of the
International Anti-Apartheid Movement in South Africa’s Freedom Struggle,” Durban, S.A., October 10-13, 2004,

p.5.

(156) The LA Times continued (as cited in Francis Nesbitt, op.cit., p.150): the bill would “virtually halt trade and
cancel all U.S. investments in South Africa,” a virtual “declaration of economic war” in the words of the Washington
Post. The several pages in Nesbitt (pp.148-154) on the brave effort to achieve this deepening of sanctions legislation,
an effort reinforced by the advocacy of Jesse Jackson, then pursuing the Democratic Presidential nomination, are
strong ones.
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Committee merely two years later that South African exports alone had already been
cut by $417 million; moreover, “by the end of 1987 more than 200 U.S. companies
had withdrawn from South Africa. Net capital movement out of South Africa was
Rand 9.2 billion in 1985, R6.1 billion in 1986, R 3.1 billion in 1987 and R5.5
billion in 1988.7157

Beyond this, the symbolic value of CAAS was, if anything, even greater. For it
lent considerable weight (alongside the escalating resistance in South Africa itself
and the threat to profitability that that entailed) to a growing understanding among
South Africans and, especially, within some of the most perceptive of business
circles that the time for continuing to seamlessly combine racial oppression with the
structures of capitalist exploitation was fast running out. Not surprising, then, that
(as noted earlier) elements of capital, both domestic and international, was already in
negotiations with the ANC in hopes of sealing into place a firmly capitalist future for
a post-apartheid South Africa. True, P.W. Botha’s successor as Prime Minister, F. W.
De Klerk, was less than confident that this would work to the continuing advantage
of white privilege in the country and therefore, despite freeing Mandela from prison
and unbanning the ANC, sought to manipulate the outcome of the “transition,” even
after Mandela’s release, for three long years.

As a result, elements of the U.S. anti-apartheid movement did work to maintain
increased pressure on both American business and government throughout these
years — well after passage of the Sanctions Bill and even up to the very point of
the ANC’s ultimate electoral victory. As Knight wrote in 1990, “Recent events
have demonstrated how vulnerable the South African government is to
international pressure. Now is the time to increase that pressure until the end of
apartheid and the installation of a unitary democratic state.”158 This was not easy to
do, however. True anti-apartheid militants like Knight were well aware that the
apartheid regime was still far from finished and, indeed, the years from 1990-1994
would remain deeply contested ones, a contestation that did allow for some real
skirmishing in the U.S. and other western countries regarding the possible
maintenance of sanctions and the timing of their ending.

Yet George Bush, freshly ensconced in the White House was, like other
representatives of capital, alert to the investment opportunities that the ANC — by
now well advanced towards fully embracing a dramatic capitulation to business as
key to its strategy - appeared set to offer to global capital in order both to ease the
transition to majority rule and to craft a capitalist future for itself and for its country.
He was, concomitantly, eager to help American capital avail itself of this tempting
opportunity for recolonization - without the continuing inconvenience of sanctions
— and therefore, in July, 1991, declared South Africa’s progress towards democracy

(157) Knight, “Documenting the U.S. Solidarity Movement,” op.cCit., p.5.
(158) Knight, “Sanctions, Disinvestment and U.S. Corporations in South Africa,” op.cit., p.12.
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“irreversible.” At that point, and much more quickly than in Canada, sanctions began
to be lifted.

For the ANC now knew exactly where it was going and who its new friends
were; as a result, Randall Robinson and many other erstwhile anti-apartheid militants
were quickly downgraded on the ANC A-list of friends and fixers. Not that many or
even most such American anti-apartheid activists (and ANC supporters) were
socialists. But the alacrity with which the ANC moved past them to draw ever
closer to the heart of American capitalist power was startling to them, nonetheless.
In this respect, Hotstter’s account of Randall Robinson’s last anti-apartheid days (an
account largely
drawn from Robinson’s own memoir, Defending the Spirit159) is particularly poignant,
and revealing:

One of the first major events at the centre [officially dedicated, along with its
library named in honour of the recently deceased Arthur Ashe, on June 4], an elite
group of TransAfrica supporters shared a luncheon with the South African leader
and his entourage. ... According to Robinson’s memoir, toward the end of the meeting
Mandela aide Barbara Masekela informed the group that the ANC had approached
American corporations for support for their election efforts. Among those contacted
had been J. Wayne Fredericks, who, as a spokesperson for Ford Motor Company,
has long resisted divestment and sanctions. Randall Robinson took offense at this,
and told Masekela “To seek their support is prudent and desirable [!]. But for us to
have heard nothing about this initiative from the ANC is an affront.” When asked,
“After all our efforts, how could you do this?” Masekela replied, “That was then,
this is now and we must move on.”

Robinson’s disappointment with the ANC grew in 1994 when another planned
fundraiser featuring Mandela was cancelled with little notice. After returning the
donations solicited for the affair TransAfrica landed in financial difficulty. Frustrated
with this kind of treatment from those on whose behalf he had laboured so long,
Robinson pessimistically contended [that] “once there was an army of Americans
eager to push our government in a helpful direction. Now that well-meaning force
has been all but dissolved — puzzlingly, by the hand of the ANC itself.160

Other continuing supporters (including some amongst those who had been around
the ACOA, for example) found themselves called upon by the ANC to play similar
roles in its courting of American capital. This they did, for the most part, reluctantly
if at all, while looking for other ways to help build a new South Africa. More
generally, as in Canada, the movement simply melted away.161

(159) Randall Robinson, Defending the Spirit: A Black Life in America (New York: Dutton, 1994).

(160) Hostetter, op.cit., pp.91-2.

(161) For a well-documented but sobering account of the waning years of the U.S. liberation support movement
see Jim Cason and Bill Martin, “A Constituency for Southern Africa? The State of the U.S. Movement,” Southern
Africa Report, 8, 5 (May, 1993). Recall also the tension, noted at the outset of this section on the U.S. movement,
between Bill Minter writing, with Silvia Hill - their chapter on the American anti-apartheid movement in the
SADET two-volume work on “International Solidarity” (op.cit.) that forms part of its The Road to Democracy in
South Africa series - and the far more circumspect tone as to the outcome of the southern Africa liberation struggle
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The North American Front: A Balance-Sheet

So it was over. But how, in the end, are we to evaluate North American support for
southern African liberation? An important force surely, but the precise extent of its
resonance and its success is most difficult to gauge. Clearly, though, the assertions
of many activists - themselves buoyed by the victories of liberation movements in
“Portuguese Africa” and in Rhodesia/Zimbabwe - did help to keep the issue alive
in North America throughout the first decades of the “thirty years war for southern
African liberation.” Then, as the pace of change kicked forward in southern Africa,
particularly with the renewed vigour of resistance inside South Africa in the 1980s,
the overall movement in North America was able to expand its numbers and its voice
in such a way as to obtain a much larger resonance. Nonetheless, the hard-work and
successes of the North American anti-apartheid movement were also stalked by the
movement’s own weaknesses. For it proved all too easy, both in the region itself and
globally, for capital to recolonize southern Africa and thus to seal “the strange death
of liberated southern Africa.”162

To this latter drama liberation support and anti-apartheid activists of the recent
past were now, unfortunately, largely spectators. Was this a “strange death” for the
North American anti-apartheid movement as well, then? Of course, a particularly
noxious form of racial domination and of Northern colonialism had been defeated,
in many of their particulars, in southern Africa. Reason enough for many to celebrate
victory with a feeling of “mission accomplished.” Yet racism was still to be found
in southern Africa. More importantly, colonialism had not really vanished since
“recolonization”- continuing domination (economic and political and still, in essence,
predominantly “white”) by the global North — became the overarching reality in the
region.163 Moreover, and quite paradoxically, in the very teeth of such a
recolonization the liberation support/anti-apartheid movement was now gone - like
a whisper and without any clear echo.

Not that the militants of yesteryear had disappeared, of course. As noted, a handful
continued with southern Africa-related work, trying as best they could to keep in
touch with, and stand in support of, southern Africa comrades on the ground who
continue, often in most impressive ways, to keep alive an expansive theory and
practice of liberation for their countries and their peoples. More have moved on to
battle US and Canadian global activities and comfortably positioned elites of the
Global South (and to support those the various venues, world-wide, who also so
battle) on other fronts: the often dramatic campaigns against global neo-liberalism
for example, and against North America’s pronounced proclivities, under the likes
of Bush, Obama and Harper, for murderous military missions abroad. Others
however - like those

(including in South Africa) Minter adopts in the volume he co-edited (with Gail Hovey and Charles Cobb Jr.),
op.cit.

(162) John S. Saul, “The Strange Death” (op.cit.).

(163) See Salih Booker and William Minter, “Global Apartheid,” The Nation, July 9, 2001.
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critiqued by Bill Fletcher — have instead basked in the comfortable glow, alluded to
above, of “mission accomplished” in southern Africa.

Yet any such “accomplishment” can only be true — if it is true at all — of southern
Africa in terms of national liberation and of some greater measure of racial equity.
Not that these latter should be considered small accomplishments of course — as we
have affirmed. But what of liberation, in terms of class, gender and democratic
voice, goals that had seemed to form part of the original struggle in the region? To
achieve them one suspects that a “next liberation struggle” will be necessary.164
Where will North Americans find themselves if, as and when such a struggle further
defines itself and, in time, unfolds and demands their renewed solidarity and
sustained support?

(164) John S. Saul, The Next Liberation Stru%]gle ” (op.cit.). See also Saul, Liberation Lite: The Roots of
Recolonization in Southern Africa (Delhi: Three Essays Collective, 2010).
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This chapter gives an overview of the contributions of the People’s Republic of
China (PRC, China) and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North
Korea) to the Southern African liberation struggle. Equally distant from the theatre
of nationalist struggle in Southern Africa, both East Asian governments were
nonetheless actors through their support to many of the liberation movements in
Angola, Mozambique, Zimbabwe, Namibia and South Africa. While their initial
contact with many of the liberation movements was made through the Afro-Asian
movement and Communist fraternity between the mid-1950s and the early 1960s,
Beijing and Pyongyang’s engagement in Africa became more defined and affected
by their respective foreign policy objectives as the decades wore on.

A look at some of the broad similarities is useful at this point, before the
respective sections examine their specific situations in detail. China and North
Korea are culturally similar and there were close relations between the
governments, which together with their geographical proximity, allowed for a certain
level of coordination in their foreign policy. Both governments strove to increase
their international standing and legitimacy: Beijing as the sole government of
China against what it viewed as the ‘breakaway’ province of Taiwan and
Pyongyang against the American- supported South Korean regime.The wave of
newly independent African governments in the 1960s presented the opportunity to
garner more support at the United Nations (UN), from which both East Asian
governments were otherwise excluded. In that time, Beijing and Pyongyang were
willing to cooperate with liberation movements and African governments of any
political persuasion.2 They shared some broad similarities: both were victorious
revolutionary governments, and until around 1963 when the Sino-Soviet dispute
intensified, both operated within the Moscow-led Communist fraternity. Their
engagement with African governments and liberation movements heightened the
Communist threat felt by Western governments. The close personal and official ties
between Beijing and Pyongyang facilitated their cooperation on many levels and the
latter was able to benefit from Chinese diplomatic inroads on a number of
occasions in the 1960s and 1970s. However, as a small and faraway country, the
North Korean government had to tread more carefully.

The main differences in their dealings with the liberation movements were
mostly derived from scale. Overall the PRC was respected as a large power in spite
of its economic backwardness and radical —and perhaps unfathomable- policies,
particularly during the height of the Cultural Revolution, from 1966 till early
1970s. That was when Pyongyang also distanced itself from the increasingly
problematic repercussions that arose, by emphasising its uniqueness as a socialist
nationalist

(2) This was in contrast with the North Vietnamese, Soviet and Cuban governments, who focused their attention on
quasi-Marxist and radical populist regimes. Thanks to Prof. Balazs Salontai for raising this comment.
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model for developing countries. Beijing’s shift to a more moderate stance in the post-
Mao period and subsequent reforms under Premier Deng Xiaoping introduced new
challenges into their foreign relations. North Korea’s economic problems, in stark
contrast to its rival South Korea’s spectacular growth, made it a less attractive donor
on the one hand (especially to already independent governments), while on the other
hand it began using arms sales and military training as a way to gain hard currency.
The converse is true in the Chinese case, as by the late 1980s, with the relaxation of
Sino-Soviet tensions and increasing economic capacity, Beijing appeared an
attractive partner.

This study draws heavily from secondary sources and a limited number of primary
sources. It is a modest attempt to synthesise the available information and to appraise
it against the Chinese and North Korean governments’ broader foreign policy
objectives. This work will hopefully shed more light on the important ties of
solidarity and support for the nationalist struggle against colonialism and
institutionalised racism. It should be noted, however, that while this study only
covers China and North Korea, other Asian governments such as Mongolia and
North Vietnam, also contributed to the Southern African liberation struggle.

I: China
Chinese Contributions to the Southern African Liberation Struggle:

This section on Chinese contributions to the Southern African liberation struggle
highlights the key policy developments and events which affected Beijing’s
relations with the various African liberation movements. This evolved along with
its broader foreign policy that had largely pragmatic motivations. It is essential to
note that the Chinese government’s actions were largely driven by domestic factors
and the leaders’ desire to create ‘favourable external conditions’ conducive to the
implementation of its ‘grand strategy.’3 This is the common thread that runs through
the period under study, the 1960s till 1994.

A Successful Revolutionary Government

The founding of ‘New China’ by the victorious Communist Party of China (CPC)
in 1949 was a milestone in international history. Its significance was extolled by
Chinese leaders, who believed that their successful, peasant-based revolution brought
liberation movements the world over, into a new epoch. Beijing operated within the
Moscow-led Communist fraternity and in its foreign relations projected itself as a
stridently anti-imperialist, revolutionary country which heavily emphasised class
struggle.4 This radical stance shifted to a more moderate one around the mid-1950s,
most notably linked to the rising Afro-Asian trend in international politics. Chairman

(3) Jian Chen, Mao’s China and the Cold War, ed. John Lewis Gaddis, The New Cold War History (London, 2001).,
79.

p.2
(4) lan Taylor, China and Africa: Engagement and compromise (Oxon 2006)., pp. 17-18. Jian Chen, “China and
the Bandung Conference: changing perceptions and representations,” in Bandung Revisited: the Iegacy of the 1955
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Mao Zedong saw an opportunity for Beijing to strengthen its international profile
and personally oversaw the Chinese delegation’s preparations for the 1955 Afro-
Asian Conference in Bandung, Indonesia. He charged the delegates with the mission
to build up the united front for global peace and national independence, as well as
to cultivate relations with the Afro-Asian countries.5 These ties would be anchored
on the Five Principles of Mutual Coexistence which, briefly, captured the elements
of mutual respect for territorial integrity, non-aggression, non-interference in
internal affairs, equality and mutual benefit, as well as peaceful coexistence.6
While Beijing’s interpretation and re-interpretation of these elements would later
evolve along with its leaders’ political assessments, at the time the Principles were an
effective introductory card to foreign governments which otherwise had few
dealings with China.

The Bandung Conference offered Beijing the opportunity to establish contacts
beyond the Socialist Bloc and an independent platform on which to pursue relations
with the governments of newly independent countries in the ‘intermediate zone.’
Furthermore, a number of African liberation movements had sent delegations to
attend the conference as observers. In the case of the delegates from South Africa’s
African National Congress (ANC) Moses Kotane and Moulvi Cachalia from the
Indian Congress, they accepted an invitation to visit China immediately after the
Conference.7 Indeed, at the 8th CPC Congress in 1956, Mao declared that the time had
come for China to actively support African liberation movements.8 This was despite
the reality of China’s relatively low capacity to assist in anything beyond infantry
weapons in small quantities at the time. Beijing’s membership in the Afro-Asian
People’s Solidarity Organisation (AAPSQO), created after the 1957 Afro-Asian
People’s Solidarity Conference in Cairo, was another important milestone as Beijing
then had a new outlet for its pronouncements, expressions of solidarity and,
essentially, contact with representatives of liberation movements. This will be
discussed further in a later section.

Nonetheless, much of Chinese foreign policy and economic relations was still
influenced by the Soviet government, though Mao was becoming increasingly
disillusioned with Soviet policy, not least of all what he considered its niggardly
aid programmes in China.9 His Great Leap Forward campaign in 1958 was an
attempt to ‘dramatically radicalise’ Chinese foreign and domestic policy by placing
China at

Asian-African Conference for International Order, ed. See Seng Tan and Amitav Acharya (Singapore, 2008)., p.
133.

(5) Hua Huang, Huang Hua Memoirs: contemporary history and diplomacy of China (Beijing, 2008)., pp. 154-155.
(6) Taylor, China and Africa., p. 18.

(7) At the time, the ‘resurrection’ of the South African Communist Party had not been made public, so Kotane
represented the ANC, while Cachalia represented the Indian Congress (or Congress Alliance) because Indians
could not become ANC members. Thanks to Prof. Shubin for this clarification.

(8) National Archives (NA), DO214/116, Chinese Aid to Tanzania. Economic Intelligence Group. Chinese
Economic Penetration Activities in the Underdeveloped World with Special Reference to Africa.

(9) Moscow had demanded payment for most of the military assistance which it delivered to the PRC during the
Korean War, which exacted a heavy economic toll on the struggling Chinese economy. According to Chen, ‘Stalin’s
stinginess made the Soviets seem more like arms merchants than genuine Communist internationalists’ to the
Chinese. Chen, Mao’s China and the Cold War., p. 61.
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the centre of world revolution.10 This ruinous campaign marked the end of Beijing’s
hitherto moderate foreign policy and made the country an economic wreck. At the
same time, Mao stoked international tension by instigating the Taiwan Straits crisis,
in order to garner domestic support and bolster China’s reputation as a militant anti-
imperialist power:

This will surely produce a shock wave in the world. Not only will the Americans
be shocked, but the Asians and the Europeans will be shocked too. The people in
the Arab world will be delighted, and the vast masses in Asia and Africa will take
our side.11

AAPSO as an Arena for Militant Solidarity, Late 1950s to Early 1960s
The AAPSO was a unique international platform which allowed liberation movements
in colonial countries to participate as equal members, and not merely as observers,
alongside government delegations from independent states. The Organisation
issued strong anti-imperialist resolutions and condemnations and, following the
establishment of its Solidarity Fund in 1960/1961, gave material and financial
assistance to liberation movements. Unsurprisingly, the Organisation was eyed with
suspicion by many Western governments. It was financed mainly by Egypt, the
Soviet Union and China and its Cairo-based Permanent Secretariat embodied ‘the
hard political core of Afro-Asianism.”’12 AAPSO was an arena in which Beijing
could forge contacts with many African liberation fighters, at the time when the
Chinese leaders’ attention were shifting from the Middle East, centred on Egypt
from 1957, to Africa from the early 1960s.13 Africa was deemed the crux of the
anti-colonial struggle and where the East-West battle for the ‘intermediate zone’
countries was taking place.14

The AAPSO Solidarity Fund was created in 1960 to provide assistance to Afro-
Asian liberation movements and, significantly, a Chinese delegate was elected
Second Deputy to the Fund Committee President.15 The Chinese government made a
material contribution of $40,000 to the Fund in early 1961 and provided
scholarships for students, residence for the nationalist fighters’medical care and
treatment in sanatoria, as well as visits.16 Many of the African representatives felt
that the Chinese leaders’ revolutionary experience and successful national liberation
struggle allowed them to

(10) Ibid., pp. 72-73 Chen, Mao s China and the Cold War., pp. 211-212. Chen, “Bandung Revisited.” p. 136.

(11) Chen, “Bandung Revisited.” p. 136. Chen, Mao’s China and the Cold War., p. 347.

(12) NA, FO1110/1231, United States-United Kingdom Information Working Group Meeting, March 1969,
United Kingdom Brief, Afro-Asianism.

(13) Yitzhak Shichor, The Middle East in China’s Foreign Policy, 1949-1977 (Cambridge, 1979)., p. 97.

(14) bid., p. 97.

(25) Taylor, China and Africa., p. 24.

(16) Other commitments of support came from Indonesia, the United Arab Republic and USSR. Permanent
Secretariat of the Afro-Asian Peoples’ Solidarity Organisation, Afro-Asian Bulletin 111 (10-13 April 1961, Bandung,
Indonesia, 1961)., p. 64. Receipt of the Chinese contribution was noted in this report: Permanent Secretariat of the
Afro-Asian Peoples’ Solidarity Organisation, “Report of the Activities of the Afro-Asian Fund Committee to the
Executive Committee, Gaza 9-11 December 1961,” Afro-Asian Bulletin IV (March-April 1962, 1961)., p. 47.
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identify with other liberation groups.17 Beijing’s emphasis on its shared experience
of oppression also fostered the rapport and had a strong visceral resonance. While
the CPC did not have formal relations with non-Communist parties at the time, it
took a flexible approach and dealt with governments and liberation movements
regardless of the political system.18

The Chinese influence in AAPSO peaked in the early 1960s, as the Sino-Soviet
dispute burst onto the international scene.19 The Organisation’s strong Communist
backingmeantitwasparticularlyaffectedbythegrowingriftandwasevenundermined
in some cases, as Beijing tried to assert its dominance in related Afro-Asian groups.
The Afro-Asian Writers and Afro-Asian Journalists Association, for instance, counted
many African nationalists in their membership. Many of their events ended up in
polemical arguments between the two communist camps, much to the frustration
and disillusionment of the Afro-Asian delegates who had concerns of their own.

At its crux, the Sino-Soviet dispute was a political rather than ideological
disagreement. It traumatised the international Communist fraternity and changed
the external dynamics facing many of the African liberation movements. In a number
of cases, Beijing pushed hard for the groups to adopt an anti-Soviet position and when
this did not bear fruit, as in the case of the South African Communist Party (SACP)
and African National Congress (ANC), Beijing suspended relations with them. For
many liberation movements which continued to receive Chinese support, their
relations with Eastern Bloc sponsors came under strain.20 There are also anecdotal
accounts of disagreements between African cadres over Sino-Soviet issues.

Institutional Developments to Facilitate Contact and Support with the Movements
Beijing’s increasing ties with African governments and liberation movements were
fostered through the establishment of a dense network of friendship and cultural
organisations inthe mid-1950s to early 1960s.21 Some organised mass demonstrations
of solidarity and issued declarations of support for the struggles in Southern Africa, to
raise the level of awareness amongst the Chinese people. Other official bodies which

(17) Abdul Rahman Mohamed Babu, The Future That Works: selected writings of A. M. Babu, ed. Salma Babu and
Amrit Wilson (Trenton, New Jersey, 2002)., p. Xvii.

(18) NA, FO371/184298, Chinese Contingent to the Afro-Asian Conference, Algiers, 24 June 1965.

(19) Charles Neuhauser, China and the Afro-Asian People’s Solidarity Organisation, 1957-1967, Harvard East Asian
Monographs (Cambridge, MA, 1968).

(20) Hans Georg Schleicher and Illona Schleicher, Special flights: the GDR and liberation movements in southern
Africa (Harare, Zimbabwe, 1998).,pp. 95-101.

#21) These included the Chinese People’s Association for Cultural Relations with Foreign Countries, Commission
or Cultural Relations with Foreign Countries, All China Youth Federation, All China Students’ Federation, All
China Federation of Trade Unions, Chinese Association for Friendship with Foreign Countries, Chinese People’s
Institute of Foreign Affairs, Sino-African People’s Friendship Association. The Institute of Foreign Affairs in
particular, dealt with foreign non-communist parties. These supported Beijing’s foreign policy through organising
solidarity activities and visits or study tours to China. Weiyun Zhong and Sujiang Xu, “China’s support for and
solidarity with South Africa’s liberation struggle,” in The Road to Democracy in South Africa, ed. South African
Democracy Education Trust (SADET) (Unisa, 2008). Fritz Schatten, Communism in Africa (New York, 1966)., p.
219 Donovan C. Chau, “Grand Strategy into Africa: Communist China’s use of political warfare, 1955-1976” (PhD,
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supported these activities were the main branches of the propaganda department:
the New China News Agency (NCNA), People’s Daily newspaper and the Foreign
Languages Publications Bureau.22 As Beijing’s formal African policy expanded,
NCNA bureaus were set up Accra, Dar es Salaam and Algiers. NCNA
representatives were useful points of contact for the liberation movements based
there and the Agency as a whole played the dual role of gathering information for the
Chinese government, as well as disseminating information about its policies
overseas. Its representatives were authorised to contact local officials and liberation
movements, particularly to assess local sentiments about the Chinese
government.23 Jonas Savimbi, who established UNITA in 1966, was given some
financial assistance by the NCNA representative Gao Liang in 1965.24 The Agency
also hired local correspondents and filed news stories on the African liberation
struggles, which were subsequently broadcasted by Radio Beijing.25 Indeed, from
the early 1960s, there were Africans based at Radio Beijing’s headquarters in
China.26 Its extensive African service was reportedly the loudest and clearest signal
of any foreign station broadcasting to Africa.27

Military Supplies, Instruction and Ideological Training for the Liberation Movements
Chinese assistance was channelled through the Organisation for African Unity’s
(OAU) Liberation Committee that was established in 1963. Viewing it as a marker of
African opinion, Beijing valued its recommendations. However, the more prominent
role that the Tanzanian and Zambian governments played in the Committee from the
late 1960s and Beijing’s close relations with both, even during the Cultural Revolution,
led to more direct coordination for Chinese supplies and trainers between the Beijing
and Dar es Salaam until the early 1970s.

The Chinese foreign ministry,defence ministry and People’s Liberation Army
(PLA) started coordinating their activities when military assistance to African
governments and liberation groups began.28 The military training methods at
academies in Nanjing, Wuhan and Shanghai were reportedly of different duration and
content, and

(22) Barbara Barnouin and Changgen Yu, Chinese Foreign Policy during the Cultural Revolution (London and New
York, 1998)., pp. 55-57.
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other African countries.” Huang, Huang Hua Memoirs., p. 167.

(24) Steven F.Jackson, “China’s Third World Foreign Policy: the case of Angola and Mozambique (1961-1993),”
The China Quarterly (June 1995, 1995). Savimbi left the FNLA in 1964 and established UNITA in 1966.
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focused on tactical rather than theoretical training.29 Chinese instructors provided
training on building up a militia, guerrilla warfare and tactics. However, Beijing
was unable to provide large amounts of military equipment or advanced technology
to create a modern army. Rather, it concentrated on contributing small arms, light
and medium ground force equipment, which also had a greater political and
symbolic effect.30 In June 1964, a press report circulating in West Berlin mentioned
that some young Africans from Nigeria, Angola, Mozambique, Guinea, Cameroon
and Congo were being trained in guerrilla warfare in Harbin, Nanjing and other
locations in northeast China.31 Some of the trainees returned to military camps in
Africa and taught alongside Chinese advisors.32 In Tanzania, Chinese military
instructors arrived at the training camps in 1965. They focused on military tactics,
technical planning, guerrilla warfare, the use of Chinese weapons, the
establishment of rural revolutionary bases and ambush techniques.33 The Tanzanian
government was the first African government to accept Chinese military aid as a
government-to-government transaction for its own forces and this relationship was
crucial in Beijing’s logistical ability to support the movements.34 Consignments of
arms and supplies from Chinese ships docked at Dar es Salaam were handed over to
the Tanzanian armed forces, which managed the stockpiling and distribution of
arms to the movements.35 Dar es Salaam quickly became the main entry point for
Soviet and Chinese arms bound for the liberation movements in southern Africa.
Initially, the arms that were sent by Beijing were quite old, but the range and quality
improved with the modernisation of the Chinese military industry from 1964, after
which light and medium artillery were sent.36 By March 1966, an estimated 11,000
tonnes of weapons and material had arrived on Chinese ships, a portion of which
was designated for the liberation movements.37 By 1970, Chinese instructors were
the only foreigners working with the Tanzanian armed forces and also the largest
contributor of material andtraining
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to the African liberation groups based in Tanzania.38 The types of weapons supplied
by both communist countries were roughly comparable and Beijing also supplied
second-hand Soviet weapons or copies. However, Soviet weapons were generally
more sophisticated than Chinese and often included bazookas, mortars and anti-
aircraft guns.39

The Chinese government also provided political and ideological training which
covered aspects of Mao’s works, communist ideology, and in the case of the South
African Communist Party (SACP), it tailored a programme to their request. The
visits and study trips by representatives of the liberation movements also shaped their
attitudes towards China through firsthand exposure to scenes of diligent work by a
large, politically mobilised population. Probably the most potent and attractive aspect
of Chinese military training for the liberation movements was guerrilla warfare, in
particular, the importance of politicising the people prior to launching the armed
struggle. In the case of the Zimbabwe African National Union (ZANU), the adoption
of these tactics fundamentally transformed their armed struggle in the late 1960s and
gave it a decisive upper hand in its battle against the better equipped Rhodesian forces.
The mobilisation of the masses along Maoist lines enabled ZANU to consolidate its
power amongst the populace, which eventually allowed it to draw on that support
base against ZAPU as well.

Diplomatic Crises in Africa, 1964 to 1965
Premier Zhou En Lai’s tour of African states in late 1963 and early 1964 was
controversial. On one hand, it demonstrated that Africa and African issues were a
priority to the Chinese government. On the other hand, many western governments
became increasingly concerned by the growing Chinese presence on the African
continent. The Zanzibar revolution in January 1964 and army mutinies in East
Africa fed into the ‘hysteria’ in London and Washington about China, ‘a nation
both Communist and coloured.’40 Although it was later concluded that there was
no Chinese hand behind these events, it was feared that Zanzibar would become
a base for subversive communist influence ‘from Kenya to the Cape’ and result in a
‘communist takeover of leadership of southern African liberation movements.’41
Chinese diplomatic gains on the continent came to a head in 1965 because its
support for some opposition groups against independent African governments led
to a general fear of Chinese subversion.42 Moreover, Beijing’s hasty recognition of

(38) Weinstein, Warren, and Henriksen, Thomas H. Soviet and Chinese aid to African nations (New York: Praeger,
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in Cooperative Interaction, vol. 5 (Berkeley, 1970).

(39) Michael Brzoska and Thomas Ohlson, Arms Transfers to the Third World, 1971-1985, Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute (Oxford, 1987).

(40) I)Diero Gleijesus, Conflicting Missions: Havana, Washington and Africa, 1959-1975 (Chapel Hill and London,
2002)., p. 57.

(41) Ibid.

(42) Michael B. Yahuda, “Chinese Foreign Policy after 1963: the Maoist phases,” China Quarter!jy ﬁOCtober-
December 1968, 1968). The government of Burundi suspended relations with Beijing in January 1965 and relations



276 Southern african liberation StruggleS 1960—

Houari Boumedienne’s coup government in Algeria, which ousted Ben Bella, was
heavily criticised by many African leaders. The subsequent postponement of the
2nd ‘Bandung’ Conference which would have taken place in Algiers was a setback
for the Chinese who had canvassed so hard for it.43 Overall though, many African
governments maintained cordial relations with Beijing and were willing to look
beyond these episodes because China was considered a big power, and thus, an
important partner.

The height of the Cultural Revolution, 1966 to late 1960s
The launch of Mao’s Great Proletariat Revolution in 1966 exacerbated the situation by
throwing the Chinese Foreign Ministry into disarray and consequently, catapulting its
policies into an ultra leftist direction. Mao launched the Great Proletariat Revolution
in 1966, ostensibly to keep the county on its path of continuous revolution and to stave
off “capitalist restoration’, a disturbing trend which he saw developing in the Soviet
Union.44 Although it was a domestic campaign, its effects were wide-ranging and
deleterious on the Chinese government and highly radicalised Beijing’s international
perception and related decision-making.45 Beijing situated itself at the core of
the international revolutionary movement and churned out intense propaganda,
lavishing the solidarity and support of the millions of Chinese people on selected
anti-imperialist struggles.46 Official propaganda published by the NCNA and in the
People’s Daily very quickly reflected the radical position as the Central Committee
propaganda department was taken over by the Central Cultural Revolution Group
(CCRG) at an early stage of the campaign.47 The foreign ministry was crippled
and in spite of Zhou’s relatively moderate stance and attempts to limit its damage
within the ministry, the campaign’s effect on foreign relations was inevitable.48
Official diplomatic relations contracted as Chinese embassies were rendered
impotent: in early 1967 an estimated 2,000 embassy and foreign ministry staff left
their posts and returned to China to ‘correct’ the rightist tendencies in the
embassies.49

The groups which received predominantly Chinese support like ZANU, PAC,
SWANU and COREMO, were effectively cut off from AAPSO following the
Nicosia Conference in February 1967. SWANU had been a member from the late
1950s and the other movements had their applications for membership rejected.
The southern
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African liberation movements which were AAPSO members (ANC, ZAPU,
SWAPO, MPLA, FRELIMO, MOLINACO and PAIGC) continued to receive
Moscow’s support and an appeal was issued after the AAPSO World Peace Council’s
Khartoum Conference, in January 1969, for them to be considered the ‘sole and
authentic representatives of their peoples’ which allowed them access to more
support.50 This was despite the fact that ZANU, SWANU, PAC and FNLA, all had
OAU recognition as well, and resulted in a greater dependence on Beijing as a
source of support.51 In response to the Khartoum Conference, Beijing published
condemnations of the meeting and allegedly sent a large group of correspondents to
disrupt conference proceedings.52 The People’s Daily had earlier published an article
by COREMO, PAC, SWANU, and ZANU condemning ‘Soviet revisionism’ in 1966
and again in 1969.

Beijing withdrew from the AAPSO in 1967, its belligerent anti-Soviet position
already been criticised by a number of Afro-Asian delegations, and now unable to
extend itself because of the Cultural Revolution. The campaign reached the highest
decision-making levels and diplomatic representatives from the field, effectively
disabling Chinese diplomacy for a period. Moreover,African students on scholarships
and training programmes in China were sent home.53 From early 1967, this trend
intensified, with the radical middle-level embassy officials actively propagating
Mao Zedong Thought, armed with paraphernalia of publications and badges.54 An
NCNA article from December 1967 article claimed:

More and more of the oppressed African nations are recognising that Mao Zedong
Thought is their strongest weapon for gaining true independence, and armed struggle
is their road to gaining liberation ... in Congo (Kinshasa), Mozambique, Angola and
Portuguese Guinea.55

As an indication of the pervasiveness of this fervour, Quotations from Chairman
Mao Zedong, popularly known as Mao’s ‘little red book,” was apparently translated
into 25 different languages. The book reached its 51st edition and was circulated in
25 countries and regions between June 1966 and June 1969.56

During this highly radical period, there was a rift between the government’s
policymaking based on ‘national interest’ with their embassies’ actions overseas.
These dramatic changes within China caused some consternation amongst foreign
observers, who found it hard to reconcile Mao’s stated intentions and what they
saw on the ground. Even fellow communist revolutionary Kim Il Sung criticised
the campaign and intellectuals such as ZANU insider Fay Chung, found themselves
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marginalised by the Chinese position.57 The effects of the campaign constrained the
Chinese government’s capacity to provide significant amounts of practical assistance
during that time,58 as it had disrupted China’s military, industrial and technological
capacity because of the purges of intellectuals and ‘bourgeois’ experts.59 What was
available was directed mainly to breakaway or splinter groups such as
Mozambique’s COREMO, Namibia’s SWANU and South Africa’s PAC. Although
low-level contact was maintained with a number of the dominant, Moscow-
supported groups like SWAPO, FRELIMO, ZAPU and the ANC, many of the
splinter groups were in search of patronage and would publicly endorse Beijing’s
foreign policy positions and the wisdom of Mao Zedong Thought, while
criticising the Soviet Union (‘modern revisionists’). For some of these movements,
recognition from an independent government —and more so by a large country like
China- was a source of prestige and legitimacy. Beijing appeared to favour groups
which appeared to be fighting, regardless of whether they were actually viable and
capable liberation movements.60 For example, although Beijing maintained ties
with  Mozambique’s FRELIMO throughout the Cultural Revolution, it was
COREMO which received exclusive mention in the Chinese press in 1967.

Beijing’s emphasis was on nationalism (albeit a militant form) through the
creation of a worldwide united front against imperialism, rather than the imposition
of socialism.61 It was perhaps considered more acceptable to many of the national
bourgeoisie in the newly independent African countries, as compared to the more
‘sectarian’ Soviet approach.62 Mao viewed the national bourgeoisie as an ally,
which is why there was no contradiction in dealing with different kinds of
governments. Indeed, unlike the Soviet and North Vietnamese governments,
Beijing established ties with a range of African governments and movements,
regardless of their political persuasion. This flexible foreign policy would
eventually contribute to its success at the United Nations in 1971, which is
discussed in a later section.

Beijing turned to Africa again after the worst excesses of the Cultural
Revolution, but with different underlying motivations. It would soon cast off its
radical agenda and cultivate ties with African governments regardless of political
persuasion and this period witnessed the success of its ‘no strings attached’
economic assistance programmes across the continent.63 The American Assistant
Secretary for African
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[accessed 7 December 2009]. The South African Communist Party (SACP) was one of the few African communist
parties that the CPC had official ties with in the 1960s. Zhong and Xu, “China’s support.” pp. 31-32.
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Affairs, David Newsom, observed wryly that from 1970, Beijing was
‘deemphasizing subversion’ in order to improve relations with existing
governments.64 This reassured the governments that Beijing would limit its
revolutionary support to the southern African region.65 Chinese ambassadors
returned to their posts in the early 1970s. The emphasis was now on winning the
support of the frontline governments and other African governments.66 As a result,
15 African governments established (or resumed) diplomatic relations with Beijing
between October 1970 and October 1972.67

However, Beijing’s support for the anti-MPLA forces in Angola in 1975 was
disastrous and eroded its standing amongst many African governments. Coupled
with Mao’s death in 1976, it ushered in a much less vigorous African policy in
Deng’s period of reform.

Tanzania-Zambia Rail Link — Chinese Support for a Massive African Nationalist
Project The clear exception to Beijing’s otherwise decreasing volume of
assistance was the TanZam rail link project. During Nyerere’s February 1965 visit
to Beijing, the Chinese leaders offered to finance and construct the Tanzania-
Zambia (TanZam) railway. Up to that point the project had been proposed to (and
rejected by) the World Bank, Soviet Union, United Kingdom, United States and
Japan, all of whom had assessed the massive project on its economic merit.68 But
more than for reasons of infrastructural development, the TanZam rail link was a
revolutionary, anti- imperialist project raised by two frontline African governments.
It would be an artery through independent African territory and reduce Zambia’s
economic and political dependence on the Rhodesian regime, thus creating a more
effective rear base for the southern African nationalist movements.

News of the Chinese offer raised alarm bells in many, mainly western,
governments which feared that the new link would allow military supplies to be
sent from Dar es Salaam to the liberation movement’s base camps.69 In spite of the
furore surrounding it, the project went ahead, was completed and handed over to
the Tanzanian and Zambian governments in 1975. It is not clear however if it was
indeed used to transport supplies directly to the movements, though the massive
undertaking was a boost to Beijing’s image amongst many Africans and their
governments.

International Affairs and the ‘One China’ Policy
From the start, a core aspect of Beijing’s foreign relations was recognition of its
‘One China’ policy regarding the Republic of China (RoC, Taiwan). The Taiwanese
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authorities also had aid projects in African countries, though they were mainly limited
to agricultural development and training, on site or in Taiwan. Taipei’s underlying
objective was to entrench its position as the legitimate representative of China at the
UN.70 However, its effectiveness was constrained by the limited amount of
technical aid it could provide and, more importantly, the fact that it was a
significantly smaller power, hence commanding less respect, than Beijing.71 When
the People’s Republic of China replaced the Republic of China on the UN Security
Council in October 1971, it was largely thanks to the support of many African
governments. Beijing was thereafter able to use its UNSC vote to support a number
of important resolutions on southern African issues. However Taipei’s appeal was
enhanced as its economic strength grew and it was able to offer more generous aid
packages. In the southern African countries covered in this study, the Taiwan issue
was most prominent in the South African case. The UN became the new platform
for Beijing to articulate its foreign policy. Deng presented Mao’s Three Worlds
Theory at the UN General Assembly in April 1974. Socialist countries and
‘oppressed nations’ constituted the Third World and were the primary force in
countering the hegemonic and imperialist superpowers. Significantly, Beijing
categorised itself as part of the Third World.72 On a broader level, Mao’s theory
shattered the remaining vestiges of unity in the communist bloc, creating a new
space for his plan for China’s ‘great transformation’ that emphasised
development.73

In 1974 the OAU Liberation Committee sent a goodwill mission to the socialist
countries and in April Zhou met the delegation led by Somali foreign minister
Omar Arteh Ghalib.74 The visit overlapped with the tail-end of Nyerere’s state visit
during which Zhou spoke of China’s proletariat internationalist duty to support
revolutionary struggles elsewhere, adding, “How can a communist party or a socialist
country be worthy of its name if it does not support the people’s revolutionary
struggle?”75 The OAU delegation toured some historical revolutionary sites,
including

American documents reveal that there was close coordination between the Taiwanese and and American
embassies in Africa. Beijing’s growing engagement there were viewed by Washington as a direct threat to overall
American Pollmes in Af]rlca and were of immediate important for their China policies. NARA, RG59 (General
Records of the Department of State), Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, Records relating to the Republlc of China:
1963-1966, Entry 5220 Box 1, Lot 69D28, Republic of China Technical Assistance Programme in Africa, 24 August
1964. NARA, RG59 (General Records of the Department of State), Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, Records relating
to the Republic of China: 1963-1966, Entry 5220 Box 1, Lot 69D28, Countering Chinese Communist Inroads in
Africa — Action Memorandum, 19 October 1964. Washmgton also prowded some financial support for Taiwan’s aid
programme in Africa, Operatlon Vanguard, which was not publicised as it was considered ‘imperative to preserve
the unique Chinese image’ of the programme. NARA, RG59 (General Records of the Department of State), Bureau
of Far Eastern Affairs, Records relating to the Republlc of China: 1963-1966, Entry 5220 Box 1, Lot 69D28, Your
Appointment with Republic of China Vice Foreign Minister Yang, 24 August 1964.

(7) Liang-Tsai Wei, Peking versus Taipei in Africa, 1960-1978 (Taipei, 1982)., p. 399.

(72 Barnouin and Yu, Chinese Foreign Policy., p. 50.

() Jian Chen, “China’s Changing Attitude to the Third World” (paper presented at the Third World and the End of
the Cold War: International Conference, London, London School of Economics and Political Science, IDEAS, 24-
25 September 2009).

(74 People’s Daily, 2 April 1974.

(M) Lin, “Communist Chinese involvement with African liberation movements in Mozambique, Rhodesia and
French Somaliland, 1964-1974.”, pp. 55-56. People’s Daily, 1 April 1974.



8.5 china and north korea 281

bunkers and underground facilities, and saw demonstrations of shooting, mortar
fire and landmines, as well as tactics used during the CPC’s struggle. It was given a
consignment of military equipment and cash amounting to half a million dollars and
a promise of material assistance, to arrive shortly after.76 Omar Arteh Ghalib said that
under Mao’s enlightened leadership, China had given sincere and practical support to
the African people’s struggle.77

Following Mao’s death in 1976, the 11th Party Congress in 1978 shifted the
Chinese government’s attention to economic development and the diplomatic
initiatives needed to create a peaceful external environment conducive to the
modernisation process.78 At the 3rd plenum of the CPC’s 12th Central Committee
from November to December 1978, Deng declared the Four Modernisations as
China’s paramount national goal. He was able to pursue his agenda of domestic
economic development and ‘profound de-revolutionisation process’ unhindered.79
The objectiveof military assistance shifted from ‘an expression of Maoist proletariat
internationalism’ to more pressing concerns like obtaining hard currency and
‘pragmatic interests.’80 Deng observed that the international situation was ‘moving
towards relaxation’ and even advocated to foreign friends that‘poverty was not
socialism.’81 In the 1980s the supply of small arms to revolutionary movements was
dramatically cut as the result of a reanalysis of Beijing’s worldview and economic
constraints.82

Sino-Soviet negotiations to normalise relations began in 1982.83 This paved the
way for the normalisation of diplomatic relations with the MPLA-led government in
Luanda. Premier Zhao Ziyang’s tour of eleven African states in late 1982 to early
1983 committed new aid monies, including a $33 million loan agreement and
enlarged military cooperation with the newly independent (in 1980) Zimbabwean
government led by Robert Mugabe. Across the board there was limited Chinese
engagement with African countries as Beijing concentrated on fostering ties with
developed countries to provide technological imports and generate valuable
investment. Beijing’s political and security priorities focused more keenly on the
issue of Taiwan in Sino-African relations from the late 1980s until the early 1990s,
most notably in South Africa, which was increasingly attractive to Beijing as a
potential economic partner and source of
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technology.84 To the ANC and PAC, Beijing discouraged armed struggle and
advised a united front approach instead.

Angola

Beijing provided assistance to all three major Angolan liberation movements at
various times during their independence struggle. However, events on the ground in
the run-up to independence in late 1975 exposed the severe rigidity of Chinese
foreign policy when faced with the complex local and international dynamics in the
Angolan situation. This provoked a backlash from many African governments and
was a crisis for Chinese diplomacy on the continent.

This country study is organised into five sections: the first three present an
overview of Chinese relations with the MPLA, FNLA and UNITA respectively,
followed by a look at events in 1975 and finally, some concluding comments.

Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA)

The MPLA was formed in late 1956 and received its first contributions from the
Chinese government indirectly via the Moscow-driven International Trade Union
Fund.85 Further connections were developed with a number of the movement’s
founding members through cultural and social solidarity activities. Viriato Francisco
Clemente da Cruz, the first MPLA secretary general, and Mario de Andrade were
active participants in AAPSO events where there were likely to have been many
opportunities for contact with the Chinese representatives. One of the first MPLA
delegations to visit China was invited by the Chinese Peoples’ Institute of Foreign
Affairs in August 1960.86 Significantly, the MPLA’s other wings also established
valuable links with their Chinese counterparts. British records mention the presence
of more than 30 Chinese military instructors at training centres belonging to the
MPLA’s military arm (FAPLA) in Congo-Brazzaville in the early 1960s. It should
be noted, however, that the MPLA only moved there in 1963.87 The MPLA’s
‘unofficial labour affiliate’, UNTA, also had ties with the All China Federation of
Trade Unions and sent delegations to China.88 It has been suggested that Beijing’s
support was essential for the movement’s survival during its early years.89

®) Wenping He, “The Balancing Act of China’s Africa Policy,” China Security 3 (Summer 2007, 2007).

Beijing left the organisation in 1962 when Sino-Soviet relations soured. Vladimir Shubin, The Hot “Cold War”:
the USSR in Southern Africa (London, 2008)., p. 9.
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Massachusetts, 1969) p. 44.
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The Sino-Soviet split and the OAU’s recognition of the FNLA/GRAE led to a
shift in Beijing’s focus to the FNLA and the Chinese press began reporting on the
FNLA instead.90 A minor factor that might have contributed to this was Da Cruz’s
dimming political fate within the MPLA, most starkly after his rival Agostinho
Neto’s installation as president at the December 1962 party conference. Da Cruz’s
defeat had been attributed to his radical position and‘Chinese connections’, which he
would later call on once again.91 Da Cruz attended the Beijing-sponsored Asian-
African Journalists Association’s (AAJA) conference in Jakarta, Indonesia, in April
1963.92 Shortly after, he left for China and worked for the AAJA and Afro-Asian
Writers” Bureau in Beijing, marking the end of his direct participation in Angolan
politics.93

Beijing maintained contact with the MPLA even though it considered the group
pro-Soviet and MPLA delegations continued to visit China.94 Neto himself was
adamant about steering clear of the Sino-Soviet fray and prioritised broad-based
international support for the struggle.95 Indeed, British records suggest that the
Chinese Embassy in Brazzaville supplied the MPLA with a military advisor in
1965.96 This nominal contact with the MPLA was sustained through the early
phase of the Cultural Revolution in 1966, by which time Beijing was already in
contact with the FNLA’s Holden Roberto and Jonas Savimbi, who later founded
UNITA. The MPLA’s UNTA Secretary for Social Affairs, Moise Sebastien, visited
China in June that year, after which there appears to have been a pause in relations
until the early 1970s.97 In July 1970, Neto assured the Soviets that there were ‘no
grounds for working closely with China’ but within a year, relations with Beijing
resumed.98 By early 1971 the New China News Agency (NCNA) and Radio
Beijing began mentioning the MPLA by name and a number of MPLA delegations
visited China that year.99 This included a delegation led by Neto, which met
Premier Zhou Enlai and Chief of General Staff Huang Yungsheng. Their
discussions led to the enrolment of twelve MPLA military commanders in a nine-
month long political and military training course in China, as well as the training
of other MPLA guerrillas by Chinese military instructors in
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Tanzania.100 This training gave the commanders a deeper understanding of Maoist
guerrilla strategy and its emphasis on mobilising and politicising the people.101

It appears that Beijing-MPLA contact ceased from that point, only to resume in the
post-independence period. This was due to a number of factors, not least of all the
movement’s internal strife, as evinced by its joint front with the FNLA in 1972, and
tensions with its main sponsor, the Soviet Union.102 By the time of the Portuguese
coup in April 1974, the MPLA appeared moribund.103 Beijing was concentrating
its assistance on the FNLA, to which arms and military instructors were sent from
May 1974 until the end of that year. That summer, the breakaway MPLA faction also
known as the Eastern Revolt faction, led by Daniel Chipenda, reportedly received
some Chinese support as well.104 His faction would later join the FNLA in
February 1975.

National Front for the Liberation of Angola (FNLA)

It has been suggested that the first contact Chinese officials had with the FNLA
founder Holden Roberto was at the All-African People’s Conference in Accra in
December 1958.105 The movement did not play a significant role in the solidarity
organisations because of MPLA precedence and the latter’s Soviet backing. Roberto
was also more keen to solicit support from the Americans, Congolese and Tunisians,
though the lack of response eventually pushed him to approach the Communist Bloc
countries.106 He met the Chinese Deputy Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, Chen
Yi, in Nairobi in January 1964 and according to British accounts, was offered ‘all
the assistance his organisation needed.’107 Beijing viewed his group as a possible
way to countervail Moscow’s strong influence on the MPLA. However, it was
logistically impossible for either Chinese personnel or supplies to be sent to the
FNLA because it was based in Zaire, which recognised the Republic of China
(Taiwan) and not the PRC. Therefore the little that was sent was transported via
Algeria.

The situation changed once Sino-Zairean relations were normalised in November
1972, which was then formalised by Mobutu Sese Seko’s visit to China the
following January. This development was especially significant as it was a clear
demonstration of Mao’s willingness to work with incumbent African governments,
even anti- communists.108 During his China trip, Mobutu signed an agreement on
economic and technical cooperation, which included a thirty-year interest-free
loan of $115

(100) The group that was trained in China included the future Chief of Staff of the Angolan Armed Forces, Joao
Luis Neto (Xietu). Gleijesus, Conflicting Missions., p. 242.
(lo1) Shubin, The Hot “Cold War”., p. 22.

Vladimir Shubin and Andrei Tokarev, “War in Angola: a Soviet dimension,” Review of African Political
Economy 28 (December 2001, 2001). Marcum, Angolan Revolution Volume 2., pp. 229-230. Shubin and Tokarev,
“War in Angola.”

(13) Westad, 