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ABSTRACT

It is the thesis of this study that the Organisation of African Unity
is becoming less and less instrumental im the promotion of unity among the
African states, being eclipsed by the various regional and sub=-rasgicnal
groupings on the continent. Some may consider this view premature, arguing
that the Organisatien is still going through a "teething" period; and the
writer, too, once held this opinion. But closer study and reflsction soon
disabused him of that belief. Thers is, after all, a distinction between an
organisation which is suffering from “teething " preblems, but whose members
apply the appropriate “medication® to remedy these problems, and ansther
whose members are continually reinforcing sub-groups (subsytems), or forming
new ones in an attempt to attain the very objectives set within the framework
of their organisation. 1In the former, members take measures designed to
strengthen the organisation in order to make it more relevant in the attainment
of their objesctives: if the organisatiom is not effective in a particular area -
of conflict resolution, perhaps, or trade and economic co-operation - it is
previded with the requisite resources to perform this fumction. UWhen this is
happening, the "teething" period may bes very difficult, but the organisation can
be expected to emerge with a much more reinforced structure and capability than
it had at its inception. But when old sub-groups are beipg reinforced, or new
ones established to psrform the very functions that the organisation itself is
intended te perform, what may appear to be a "teething" period may in fact
simply be a prelude to decay and demise.

At this point, one might argue that the 0.A.Uihas at least helped in
defusing border disputes between Algeria and Morocco, Ethiopia and Somalia, and
Somalia and Kenya. And it is true that the Organisation should be given some
credit for these accomplishments. But with the possible exception of the

replacing eof British soldiers by Nigerian troops in Tanzania after the army

in reseolving the internal conflicts of any of its member states; the Congoless
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and Nigerian civil wars are only the most grigvous cases in point. As is well
known, these conflicts preduced extreme tensions within the Organisation,
straining relations between certain member states and causing the severgnce of
diplomatic relations betwsen others. And if an organisation is to continue
effectively as a going and growing concern, it must be in the position to
resolve such conflicts if it is to avoid the consequences of damage to its own sxizcane
axistence.

The 0.A.U. has also been faced with amother problem, which is twofold:
the responses of member states, of other internatiomal organisations, and of
non-0,A.U, states to the Organisation's decisions, As will be shown, some
0.A.U, members have ignored its decisions on certain issues, producing tensiens
within the Organisation. The 0.A.U.'s resoclutions on regional and sub-regional
groupings and coleonialism come readily te mind. Yet, the ability of any
organisation to attain the objectives set by its members is contingent, in part,
on the level of their response to its decisions. Secondly, the respenses of
other international organisaticn's and of nom=0.A.U. states to the Organisation's

resolutions on colenialism and agpartheid in Africa, particularly Southern Africa,

have been such that the 0.A.U. is no closer to attaining its objectives im this
arega than it was at its inception in 1963. It should be added that part of the
problem is also due to division within the variocus liﬁaration movements on the
continent. Houwsver, for official as well as personal reasons, neither these
movements nor the UO.A.U. Liberation Committee will be treated in this study.
The point that will concern us here is whethsr or net a change of tactic is
necessary vis-a-vis other international bodies and non-members.

In the sconomic sphere of interaction among the African states, the 0.A.U.
has been completely eclipsed by the various regional and sub=regional groupings
on the Africa continent and by the Economic Commission for Africa; and this too
has had a dynamism of its own. As we shall see, the more relevant the regional
and sub-regional groupings have become in matters of economic and trade co-

operation, the mors conflicts have tended to be resolved within their oun
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framework of organisation, rendering the U0.A.U. irrelevant not only in economic
matiers, but also in certain political aspects as well. Throughout the continent,

there is a continual drive towards the strengthening of old economic sub=groupings

or the formation of new ones, a clear indication that the 0.A.U. is not performing
the sconomic function that it was originally intended to perform. And althaugh>_
some of these proposed sub~groupings have not yet materialised, the important
point is that the ssarch continues in the absence of an alternative within the
framework of the 0.A.U, itself. One could argue that the single preblem of
transport, among others, makes a sub-regional approach more realistic, But no
sooner is this argument raised, than we see that the Joint African and Malagasy
Organisation (0.C.A.M.), whose members spread from Semegal in West Africa to
Mauritius in the Indian Ucean, has already established a commén market for sugar
and is in the process of setting up another for meat. In addition, the 0.C.A.M.
membars of the eighteen African states associated‘uith the E.E.C. have been using
their organisation to articulate and channel the demands of the "8" to the E.E.C.y
thus making the organisation a great deal more relevant than the O,A.U. in matters
of trade and economic co-operation with the E.E.C., even in respect of the non-
0.C.A.M. members of the ¥18%, Mali, Mauritania and Somalia.

This study of the rise and decline of the 0.A.U. is divided into three parts.
~Part I, the introduction, contains a brief historical sketch of the search for
African unity, leading to the establishment of the U.A.U., and the model (in terms
of systems analysis) that has been used in analysing the Organisation. In Part II,
we concentrate on the':éspansas of member states, mon-member states, and other
international organisations, to the 0.A.U.'s decisions on colonialism and regional
and sub-regional groupings, the changes that have occurred within the 0.A.U., and
the Organisation's rscord on conflict resoclution. 1In Part I1I, an attempt is made
to demonstrate the extent to which the African states are searching for economic
unity, resulting in the eclipse of the 0.A.U. In a concluding chapter, a general
summation is made of how the Urganisation is becoming less and less instrumental

in the promotion of unity in Africa.
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CHAPTER 1
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
Although Pan=Africanism had been the theme of several Congresses in Europe
and America before the wave of independence in Africa, the search for African

unity was begun on a much more concrete scale after the independence of Ghana
1
in March 1957. The First Pan~-African Congress, convened by a Trinidadian

barrister, H. Sylvester Williams, in London in 1900, was attended principally

by delegates from America and the West Indiss. The objects of this Congress
were te give people of African.descent a sense of solidarity and to protest
against the injustices of colonialism and racial discrimipation. The Second
Congress, held in Paris in 1919 under the Chairmanship of Dr. DuBois, called for
international protection of Africans, and for African participation "in the
Government as far as.their development permits". The Congresses of 1921 (London
and Brussels), 1923 (London and Lisbon), and 1927 (New York) continued to press

the demands made by the two previous Congresses. Although all these Cengresses

1. There is already a vast literature on the Pan-African Congresses and the
search for Africam unity. See, for example, W. E. B. DuBeis, The World and
Africa, New York: Viking Press, 1947; George Padmore Pan~Africanism or
Communismy, London: Dobson, 19563 Kwame Nkruman, Towards Colonial Freadam,
London: Heinemann, 1962; Africa [lust Unite, New York: Praeger, 1963; V. B. Thompsor
Africa and Unity: The Evolution of Pan-Africanism, Londen: Longmans, 1969;
C. Legum, Pan—Africanism (reve.ed.), New York: Prasger, 1965; L. Grgy Cowan,
The Dilemmag of African Independence, New Yorks Walker, 19643 Immanuel
Wallerstein, Africa: The Politics of Unity, London: Pall Mall Press, 1968;

- Jon Woronoff, Organizing African Unity, Metuchen: Scarecrow Press, 1970;
George Shepperson, "Notes on Negro American Influences on the Emergence of
African Nationalism," Independent Black Africa (ed. W. J. Hannma), Chicago:
Rand McNally, 1564, pp. 192=207; J. Ayo Langley, "Pan~Africanism in Paris,
1924-36", The Jourpal of Modern African Studies, V.VII, No.1, 1969, pp. 69-943
st. Clalr Drake, "Pan-Africanism; Negritude, and the African Personality'

“Independent Black Africa’ (ed. W. J. Hanna) Chicago, 1964, pp. 530-540;

paukiarc Henry, “Wpan-Africanism: A Dream Come True," Africa (ed. P. W. Quiga),
New York: Praeger, 1964, pp. 161=171; Rupert Emerson, "Pan-Africanism,"
African Politics and_ Society (ed. I. L. PMlarkowitg) New York: Free Press, 1970
pp. 444=458; R. C. Good, "Changing Patterns of African International Relations",
The American Political Sciencs Review, V. LVIII, No. 3, September 1964, pp.
632~6413 “Julius K. Nyerere, A United States of Africa," The Journal of Modern
African Studies,V.I, No. 1, 1963, pp. i-6; A. Segal, "Africa Newly Divided?"
The Journal of Modern African Studies,V.Il, No. 1, 1864, pp. 73=50; Clyde
Sanger, "Toward Unity in Africa,% Foreign Affairs, V.XLII, No.2, January 1964,
pp. 269~2813; Emperor Haile Selassie, "Towards African Unity," The Journal
of Modern African Studies,V.I, No. 3 September 1963, pp. 281=291; 1. W, Zartman,
International Relations in the new Africa, Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1966.
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were organized and dominated by non—Africans they did not fail to have soms

effect in Africa. For example, in 1920, Joseph Casely Hayford brought together

the Natiomel Congress of British West Africa, which demanded increased African
participation in the colonial administrations of the four territories (Gambia,
sierra keone, Ghana and Nigeria) and the setting up of a Uest African University
and a Court of Appeal. (The British Government declared that the demands were
upremature"). The Sixth Pan-African Congress of 1945, which was held in Manchester,
had a strong Africam representation. Although Dr. DuBois and Dr. Peter Milliard

(a MEst Indian) were joint Chairmen, Dr. Nkrumah was one of the two Secretaties

(the late George Padmare1mas the other). Unlike the previocus meetings the
Manchester Congress was militant. Instead of limiting its demands to social

justice and African participatien'in the variocus colonial governments "as far as
(African) development permits®, the 1945 Congress demanded "for Black Africa
autonomy and independence', and warned that its participants would "fight in

every way we can for freedom, democracy and social betterment”. In this connection,
the Congress exhorted colonial peoples "to organize effectively, Colonial workers
must be in the front of the battle against imperialism. Your weapons — the strike
and boycott - are invincible.... Colonial and subject peoples of the world, Unitel"
Unity here was principally unity at the territorial level with a view to autonomy
and independence. It was not until twelve years later, after the independence

of Ghana, that the search for continental unity began in earnest.

During Ghana's independsnce celebrations, Dr. Nkrumah declared that national
independence for his country would be meaningless unless it was linked with the
total liberation of Afgiea,Z Accordingly, he called for a conference of African
leaders to discuss the future of Africa; and in April 19568, the first Conference
of Independent African States was held in Accra, being attended by Ghana, Liberia,
Morocco, Libya, Ethiopia, Sudan, the U.A.R. and Tunisia. These were, at the time,

3
the only independent African states, exeluding, of course, South Africa.

1. No relatiom to the fermer Liberian Ambassadoer to Washington with the same name.

2. Nkrumah, Africa Must Upite, p. 136.

3. OGhana invited South Africa, but the latter turnad down the invitation beecause
the colonial powers wers not invited.
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The leaders at the Conference pledged themselves to avoid commitments that

Ymight entangle them to the detriment of their interest and freedom®; called for
self~determination and independence in the dependent territories of Africa and

for support of the various nationalist movements on the continent; urged France

to recegnize the Algerian people's right to self-determination and indepsndence;
condemned racial discriminatiaon, and called on all U.N. members to intensify

their efforts to eradicats it. They also proclaimed their intention to co-operate

in economic, technical and scientific developments, and to settle their differences

1
in international affairs which we have forged among ourselves',

It was after this conference that Dr. Nkrumah directed his attention to
mobilizing the nationalist organisations in the verious dependent territories of
Africa; and in December 1358 the first‘AllsAfrican Pecples! Conference was convensd
in Accra, bringing together delegates from sixty-=twe nationalist movements.

Like the Conference of Independent African States, the All-African Peoples!
Conference condemned colonialism and racial discrimipation and called for self-
determination and independence in the dependent territories. But the A.A.P.C.

did not stop there; it also called for a CommorRwealth of Free African States.

And at this point we should note the different objectives of the various leaders
involved in the search for Africam unity. WNkrumah thought in terms of political
fusion at the continemtal level. WMen like Modibe Keita, Leopold Senghor, the late
Barthelemy Boganda of the Central African Republic, and Foulbert Youlou, the now
deposed President of Congo=Brazzaville, were principally concerned with the fusion
of a limited number of territories. Tubman preferred, as an immediate priority,
co-operation in the economic, political, diplomatic and other spheres, and not

the political fusion that was sought by Nkrumah, Keita, Senghor, Boganda and Youlouj
Houphoust~Boigny's position was similar to that of Tubman's; so too was that of the
late Leon M'ba of Gabeom. The search for unity proceeded therefore not only along

different paths, but with different cbhjectives in mind.

1. For full text of resolutions adopted, see YAppendix 4" in Legum, op.cit.,
pe. 157ff.
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The return of General de Gaulle to power in France in 1958 and his quarrel
with S6kou Tourg offered the first opportunity for an attempt at political fusion
between two African states (Ghana and Guinea) - a step in the direction of
Nkrumah's conecept of unity throughout the comtinent. As is well known, when
Guinea voted for compleste independence in 1958, France discontinued its aid to
that country. 1In addition to de Gaulle's displeasure over Guinea's '"Neo" vote,
Houphouet<Boigny is ‘said to have urged the General to act forthrightly in order
to give substance to the Ivory Coast's leader's warnipg that those territories
which preferred independence to continued existence within the French Community
would suffer.1 French aid having been withdrawn, Guinea was isolated in francophone
Africa and in need of external help. In an effert to help Guinea overcome its
difficulties, President Tubman offered to assist in whatever way pessible, and
discontinued pressing for the return of land claimed by Liberia, which the French
had incorporated into Guinea, thus relieving the fledgling sister state of a
possible border dispute. In November 1958, however, Ghana and Guinea announced
that they had formed a Union. In May 1959, Toure and Nkrumah announced that thef
would "seal (their Uniom) in practice". At this point, Tubman invited Nkrumah
and Tourg for talks on the future of the continemt at Sanniquellie, Liberia, in
July 1959, 1In his opening speech at the Sanniquellie conference, Tubman said:

Freedom, unity amd co=operation should be the noble objectives of all

peoples. But thsse will never be assured if we fail to create the right

conditions which all Africans... can wholeheartedly support. Thus, in

our determined ssarch for African unity, let us endeavour to evolve that

Fa:mula.mhich will be sufficiently flexible for each naEian to maintain

its national sovereignty and its peculiar identitye.e.e.

Fubman preposed that all diseussions on African upity be exploratory, and that
no decision be takem until other African territories with fixed dates for
independence had attained their independence, and until other independent African

states had been consulted and could participate as Tounding members. Nkrumah was

of the opinion that:

1. I. Wallerstein, "Elites in French-Speaking West Africa: The Social Basis of
Ideast The Journgg of FModern African Studies, V.III, No. 1, 1965, p.12;
I. W, Zartman, International Relations in the New Africa, Englewood Cliffs:
Prentice-Hall, 1966, pp. 15=16.

2. The First West African Summit Conference held at Sanniquellie, (July, 1959,
the Liberian Information Service) p. 20.
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to attain our national freedom without binding ourselves together in some
form of cleser international uhity will not only jeopardize our individual
sovereignties but expose our small eountries to external pressures and
make us the political football of others. Apart from that, our very economic
and social @eyelopme?t c§n only be sustained and accelerated in terms of our
closest political union.

In the end, Tubman carried the day. The three leaders proposed, in a joint

declaration, the convening of a special conference in 1960 of all independent

African states and non=independent territories with fixed dates for independence

to discuss and work out a charter that "will achisve the ultimate goal of umity

between independent African states”. A declaration of principles, proposing a

Community of Independent African States, was agreed upon to be presented toc the

proposed special conference as a basis for discussion. There was no guestion

aftef the Sannigqusellie conference but that Nkrumah's drive for immediate organic
political unity of African states had been brought to a halt., The subseguent

conferences of independent African states held in. Addis Ababa in 1960 and 1863

further doomed Nkrumah's attempts at political fusion.

Unity in terms of poelitical fusion was also advocated in French West Africa.

In this area, before and after the Lai—EadreZaf 1956, Houphoust-Boigny was

calling for closer and stronger ties with France, while Leopold Senghor, Fodibo

Kaita; Sékou Touré, Djibo Bakary of Niger and others wanted greater autonomy

from france and closer union among the francophone states of West Africa. 1In

December 1958, those who desired closer union held a conference in Bamako to

3

discuss federation. Present at this comference were Dahomey, Upper Volta,

Senegal and Mali (Soudan). At Bamako, these countries agreed to hold a federal

7. 1bid, pe22.

2. Under the Lol=Dadre, limited powers devolved on the various territorial
assemblies of French West Africa and French Equitorial Africa. These
assemblies were empowered to fopm cabinets and tov take decisions on such
internal matters as the territorial civil service, agriculture, customary
law and health. For a more comprehensive treatmant of this topic, see
We Js Foltz, From French West Africa to the Mali Federation, New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1965, pp. 73=88; Edward PFortimer, France and the
Africans 1944~1960, London: Faber, 1969, Chapter 16.

3. For an intsresting account of the federalist and anti~federalist struggle
in West Africa, sees W, J. Foltz, From french West Africa to the Mali
Federation, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1965; Edward Mortimer France
and the Africans 1944-1960, London: Faber, 1968.
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congtituent meeting in Dakar in January 1958. A federal constitution was
unanimously adopted at the Dakar meeting, providing for the creation of the
Mali Federation, consisting of the four countries, within the French Community.
Constituent assemblies in Senegal, Soudan and Upper VYolta adopted the federal
constitution during the same month (January). In an attempt to forestall the
creation of the Fedsration, Houphouet-Boigny propeosed the formation of a loaoss
economic co—operation in West Africa. With Freneh assistance in the form of
pressura on Upper Velta and Dahmmey,1 this tactic worked well. Upper VYolta =
whose leader, Maurice Yameogo, had declared in January 1959 that his country
gave "its total and complste adherence! to the Faderationz = decided against
joining the Federationm and, in April 1959, Upper Volta co-operated with:the
Ivory Coa;t to establish the 'Council of the Entente', During the same month,
Niger joined the Entente. Following the withdrawal of Upper Velta from the
federalist movement, Dah@mey lost its contiguity with the proposed Federation.
The altesrnative was obvious. UWhen the Legislative Assembly of the Federation
met in Dakar on April 4, 1959, Soudan and Senegal were the only countries
represented. Modibo Keita of the Soudan was elected Head of the Federal
Government, and Senghor President of the Federal Assembly and the new Federal
party, the African Federalist Party (P.F.A.). In May, Dahomey becams a member
of the Entente. On!June 20, the Mali Federation attained its independence, a
move which persuaded Enténte countries also te seek independence, which was
granted in August.

In an attempt to bridge the gap betwssn the Federation and the Entente,
Houphouet-Beigny had visited Dakar , the Federation's capital, in May, where
he indicated his desire for a "broad upion" between the two camps. But no
sooner had the Mali Federation been formed, than it collapsed under the weight

of its inner contradictions. Keita wanted a strong Federal Government, a system

for which Senghor did not have much enthusiasm. Keita's economic and foreign

1. Foltz, op. cit. p. 105ff; Legum, op. cit., p.78

2. Le Monde, 20 Janusry, 1959,



-7 =

policies uwere antiﬁﬁﬁénch and "left=of-centre" while those of Senghor were
liberal and pro-fFrench. The issue came to a head when the Scudanese opposed
Senghor's candidature for the Federal Presidency, dismissed famadou Dia

(a Senegaless) as Minister of Defence, and declared a state of emergency:on.n
August 19, 1960, The following day, Senegal seceded from the Fedesration and
declared its independence; and Keita and other Soudanese Federal ministers

were deported to Bamako, On September 22, the Soudan declared its independencs,
retaining the name of the defunct Federation « [Mali.

Like Keita and Senghor, the late Barthelemy Boganda of the Central African
Republic had tried teo form a federation in Central Africaj but Boganda'é plan
was never implemented. What he called for was a "Central African State",
consisting of the Central African Republic, Chad, Congo-Brazzaville and Gabonj;
this was to lead eveﬁtually to a "United States of Latin Africa" which was to
include Cameroon, Rwanda, Burundi and the Portuguese and Spanish colonies in
Southern Africa. Condemmning what he described as "the geographic error of
European explorers®, Boganda continued to advocate federation in Central Africa
until bis death in a plane crash in April 1989, But M'ba of Gabon was not
interested in political fusion; and Youlou was principally concerned with heading
a Ba-Kongo state, imcluding members of the same ethnic group in Congo-Kinshasa
and Angéla.1 What fimally emerged from these attempts was the decision to
maintaié a customs union and a joint administration for commupications and
transport. In North Afrieca, also, unity in terms af‘political fusion within
a Greater Maghreb was advocated by political parties like the Tunisian neo-
Qastaur, the Morocecan Istiqual and the Algeriamn F.L.N. However, since the April
1958 conference in Tangiers, at which it was recommended that the three countries
. should federate, the Maghreb Federation has not materialized.

After the disselutien of the Mali Federation, consultations betuween

Presidents Touré and Keita in November ahd December 1860 led to a mesting in

1+ Mortimer, Dp.'cit., ppe. 357=3593 Afrigue Nouvelle, 7 November, 19583
Le Monde, 8 February,1968.
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Conakry of Ghana, Guinea and Mali on December 24 at which Mali received an
$11.2 million loan from Ghana. At a subsequent meeting in April 1§61, a union
of the three states was formed. But like the Ghana-Guinea Union that preceded
it, the Union of African States remained a "paper union", But having brought
about a mominal Union ef African States, Nkrumah then sought to dismember the
Entente alliancs, Taking advantabe of Upper Volta's dissatisfaction with the
financial arrangements in the Entente, Nkrumah met President Yameogo at Paga
in June 19671 to demolish a specially constructed wall, symh@lizing the formation
of a customs unien betwsen their two countries. Shortly after the Paga meeting,
Upper Volta received a lean of £2 million from Ghana. But when financial
arrangements in the Entente were revised in favour of Upper Volta, Yamecgo
turned his back on Nkrumah. |

At Sanniquellie, on the other hand, Tubman had set the tone for gnity in
terms of co~operation. This approach was accgptad by’the overwhelming majority
of the participan?s of the June 1960 Conference of Independent African States in
Addis Ababa. There was a heavier attendance at this conference than at that
of Accra in 1958, the number of participants having increased from gight to
fifteen. The trend was therefore to consider African unity in terms of co-
operation in the political, economic, diplomatic and other spheres, but not the
merger of political entities as Nkrumah (and the francophone federalists) had
hoped. With a difference of opinion as to what unity meant, a unity of purpose
could not be ensured. Towards the end of 1360, the number of independent African
states increased considerablyy and two coalitions werse beginniﬁé to emerge with
different objectives. Starting with a conference in Abidjan in October 1960 and
another in Brazzavills in December, twelve francophone states (Senegal, Dahomey,
Chad, Ivory Coast, Gabon, Mauritania, Madagascar, Camsroon, Upper Volta, Central
African Respublic, Nigsr and Congo=-Brazzaville) decided to form the Union of
African and Malagasy States (U.A.M.), which was pro-french, supported Mauritania,
hose existence was being threatened by Morocco, condemned foreign interference
in the internal affairs of Comgo=Kinshasa and supported the Congolese central

Government headed by President Kawsavubu, and called for an end to the Algerian
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war and for self-determination in Algeria. The support given Mauritania by
the Brazzaville states displeased Morocco, as this was clearly a coalition
against it. That Morocco called a conference in Casablanca in January 1961
was thersfore noct unexpgcted. Those represented were Ghana, Guinea, Morocco,
Libya, the U.A.R., Mali and Ceylen. Libya and Ceylon werecobservers. Another
;oalitimn was formed — the Casablanca bloc; this bloc supported Lumumba (who had
been dismissed as Prime Mimister by President Kasgsavubu), called for self-
determination and independence in Algeria, declared its determination to support
the Algerians and their Provisional Government by %all means" in théir fight
for independence, and supported florocco's claim to Nauritania.1

Two opposing blocs now appeared on the African continent, and a bridge had
to be built between, if the search for unity was te be a success. Consultations
‘betwsen Senghor, Silvancs Olympio, Tubman and Balewa resulted in the decision to
hold a conference im Monrovia. In May 1961, a summit conference of African
and Malagasy states was convened im Monrovia. The participating countries were
Liberia, Eﬁhi@ﬁia, Nigeria, Togo, Sierra Leone, Samalia, Libya and the Brazzaville
states. The Casablanca states decided to stay awayj; the Arab states objected to
the exclusion of the Algerian Provisional Government (at the insistence of the
Brazzaville states); Morocco would not attend the same conference with fauritania;
and Ghana, Mali and Guinea felt that the conference was “inopportune". At the
Monrovia conference, unity in terms of co-opsration, as opposed to political
fusion, was further specified. In addition to ealling for non-interference in
the internal affairs of other states and co~operation based on "telerance,
solidarity and gosd=neighbour relations, periodic exchange of views, and nop-
acceptance of any leadership®, the Monrovia states indicated that the "unity"
they were advocating was not “political integration of seovereign African States,
but unity of aspiration and of action considered from the point of vieuw of

2
Afrijcan social solidarity and political identity".

1. See "Appendix 15" in Legum, op. cit., pp. 205=210 for full text.

2. CHAMS, Resolution on the Msans of Promoting Better Undsrstanding and
Co-ocperation Towards Achieving Unity in Africa and Malagasy (Monrovia,
May 8=12, 1961).
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- Although the Casablanca states bbycotted the conference, the door was left
open to them. In the words of the Nigerian Premier,Tafawa Balewa,

.».to avoid any impressions of divisions in Africa, this conference

should do all possible to co-operate with those countries that participated

in the Casablanca conference. All resolutions passed by this conference

should be communicated to them:as well as to all independent (African)

countries which did not participate im this confsrence. 1
However, the simple act of sending conference documents to the Casablanca states
was not enough to reconcile the difference of approach that existed between the
Monrovia and Casablanca g?aupings. in January 1962, the Casablanca bloc agaim
boycotted ancther Monrovia-states conference held in Lagos, despite the Nigerian
Prime Minister's efforts to have both groups present at this conference. Indeed,
the Foreign Minister, Jaja Wachuku, complained that the Casablanca states had not
had "the courtesy" to acknowledge documents sent to them for their observatians.2
Algeria was once again the majaf stumbling blcck. It was at this meeting that
the Charter of the Inter-African and flalagasy Organisation (the nams of the
Monrovia states), based on a Liberian draft, was adopted "in principle". The
decision to adopt the Charter "in principle" was taksn to leave the door open to
the Casablanca étates.

After the Lagos conference, thers was a movement towards a middle ground.,
Emperor Haile Selassie sent his representatives to various countries to discuss
the pressin§ issues facing the continent. In March 1962, President Senghor
warned the U.A.MM. states in Bamgui against the proliferation of organisations
in Africa. The Sensgalese leader said that he considered the U.A.M. to be only
a regional organisation whose obijective was to build a “united Africa". During
the same month, President Keita visited Upper Volta where he and President
Yameogo issued avcammuniqué, announcing that they had agreed to "speed up" African
unity by bringing about a rapprochement between the Monrovia and Casablanca hlacsgz
In June, President Houphouet=-Boigny stated in London that the Yprime objective" of

4
his foreign policy was to facilitate a "coming together" of the two groups.

1. Conference of Heads of African and Malagasy States (Monravia,May 8=12,1961)p.4

2. West Africa, June 16, 1962, p.645,
3. West Africa, March 31, 1962, p.347.

4. West Africa, June 16, 1962, p.661.
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Also in June, President Hamani Diori of Niger, at a redeption in Conazakry, called
for a summit meeting between the two blocs, while President Touré referraed to his
Nigerien guest as "a member of the avant—garde for African progress”.1 Later, at
a summit meeting of the Casablanca states in Cairo, Touré was the leading spokes-—
man for African unity; at a press conference in the Egyptian capital, the Guinean
leader said that the prominence given te the difference of approach bstween the
two groups was an "imperialist attempt to keep Africa divided". 1In its final
@Dmmuniqug, the Caire conference appealed to all African statses to '"meet soon®
with the Casablanca states in order to form a common orgamisation. Towards ths
end of Qctober, PresidentsTourg, Keita and Houphouet-Boigmy met in Guinea for the
first time since 1958, Houphouet~Boigny disclosed later that they had made a
"formal and precise undertaking” to work for a meeting of the Monrovia and
Casablanca groups "as soon as passible“.2

This search for a common ground was accompanied — and partially caused = by
strains within one of the two groups of states - the Casablanca group. As has
been argued, this bloc was formed to guﬁntex the positions of the Brazzaville
states on the Congo=Kinshasa crisis, the Algerian war and Mauritania's right to
independence. The Casablanca powers supported Partice Lumumba in the Conge and,
after his depositiom and assassination, his protégé, Antoine Gizanga, who
established in Kisangani (then Stanleyville) a fegime that was said to be the
"legitimate government® of the Congoj the Brazzaville states backed the gevernment
headad by Joseph Kasavubuj the Casablanca states condemned French policy in Algeria
and called for independence in Algeria, while the Brazzaville states were pro-
French and called for megotiations between both sides in the warj Merocco's claim
to Mauritania was supported, at least in part, by other members of the Casablanca
bloc, while those of the Brazzaville group recognised Mauritania's independence.

The strains om the Casablanca alliance were occasioned by several differencas.

Te Ibid’ p.GSSv

2. Africa Report, V.VII, No. 7, July 1962, pp. 13-14; West Africa, November 3,
1962, p§1215. :
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Firstly, as has been stated, Morocco had initiated the formation of this group
to counter the support given to Mauritania by the Brazzaville states. But sven
within the Casablanca bloc, the attitude that Mauritania was a part of Morocco
was not maintained for long; in fact, towards the end of 1961, President Nkrumah
received flauritanian President Ould Daddah in Ghana,1an act that was hardly
expected to meet with WMorocco's approval. In addition, King Hassan II was
beginning to feel uncomfortable about the cleose and friendly relations that had
developed between the U,A.R. and Algeria. Moreovsr, Col. Nasser and President
Ben Bella were sympathetic towards the Moroccan opposition party, Union Nationale
des Forces Populairss, and announced that they would not attend a conference of
the Casablanca group which was scheduled to have been held in Morocco on May B,
1963 . (the Moroccan general eledtions were due to be held on flay 17); and their
refusal to participate brought about the collapse of the conference, which did
little to enhance the King's prestige.z Secondly, the Congo crisis, which had
been an important cause of the emergence of the two groups, had ceased to be
important whemn the Kisangani (Stanleyuilla) regime of Gizanga fell. Thirdly,

raison d'etre. The championing of independence fi6r Algeria had provided the

group with an important. cohesive factor. Fourthly, in January 1963, President

Olympio of Togo was asséssinated; and there was a strong suspicion, even within
3
the Casablanca group, that Nkrumah may have been implicated. Fifthly, Tours

felt dissatisfied when Nkrumah, with an eye to the pending Addis Ababa summit
conference, called for a new charter for the political unification of Africa

4
without consulting other members of the Casablanca bloc. when therefore, the

1. Nkrumah, Africa Fust Unite, pe147.

2, Stuart Schaar, "King Hassan's Alternatives®, Africa Repert, V.VIII, No. 8
August 1963, pp. 11=12. o

3. Dr. Nkrumah is said to have instructed his British Chief of Staff, Gen.
Alexander, to conduct military manoeuvres along the border with Togo shortly
before the latter's independence, the first of its kind since Ghana's independence.
Gen. Alexander was alseo instructed to formulate an invasion plan. See W. S.
Thompson, Ghana's Foreign Policy, 1957=1966, Princeton:: Princeton University
Press, 1965, p.85.

4. Legum, op. cit., p.77.
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historic African summit conference was convensd in Addis Ababa in May 18963, the
Casablanca group had lost its cohesion and existed only in name.

with the May 1963 conference in Addis Ababa, continental unity would appear
to have been attained. But had it? Or had the form beén mistaken for the
substance? To suggest that the conference was unimportant would be guits
represented was an accomplishment in itself. (The only country that chose to
stay away was Morocco because of Mauritaniat's presaﬁce; and after Dlympio's
assassination, Togo's participation was felt to be undesirable.) The May 1963
summit was therefore truly continental. But what type of continental unity -
if any = was attained? As the proceedings of this conference have been
exhaustively treated in other studies,qit suffices for us to outline the type of
unity that the D.A.U. is intended to promocte., In this connection, the Charter
states that the Organisation's objectives are: "(a) to promote the unity and
solidarity of the African States; (b) to co=ordinate and intensify their co-=
operation and efferts te achieve a better life for the peoples of Africa;
(c) to defend their soversignty, their territorial integrity and independence;
{(d) to eradicate all forms of colonialism from Africa; and (e) to promote
internaticonal co=-operation, having due regard to the Charter of the United
Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights".2 it is, of course,
clear from these objectives that the unity which the 0.,A.U. is intsnded to
promote is co-operation and met political fusion. But to what extent has the
0.A.Us promoted co-operation? 1Is the Organisation bscoming more or less
relevant in the promotion of unity in Africa? Before attempting an ansuer,
let us first consider the model that will be used in analysing the functioning

of the 0.A.U..

1. See particularly Z. Cervenka, The Organisation of African Unity and its
Charter, London: Hurst, 1969, Woronoff, op. cit.; also V.B. Thompson, op. cit.

2. Article 11, Charter of the Organisation of African Unity.



CHAPTER 1I
A SYSTEMIC MODEL OF THE 0O.A.U.

Professor Karl W. Deutsch has advised us, amd rightly so, theat, in any
saarch for a model which matches an empirical situation that we wish to sb&udy,
at least two criteria should be taken into consideration. Firstly, a model
should be sslected on the basis of its relevence: it should "resemble® the
situatién, enabling us fairly adequately to use it as a tool for the particular
research. Secondly, the model should provide an economy in the presentation of
the particular situation; that is to say, the situation under study should be
somewhat simplified by the madel.1 Accordingly, in our treatment of the
Organisation of African Unity, we shall make use of the models offered us by
some contemporary theorists of systems analysis as applied to ths study of
international relations. This is not to be understood, houwever, as a blanket
acceptance of the models offered by this school. None of the existing models,
by themselves, help us in.this particular study; but an eclectic model based on
the existing ones provides us with a useful systematic framework for our task.
With this in mind, let us proceed.

In discussing the 0,A.U. as a system, we are considering it as having units
(member states) and subsystems (a composite of a limited number of member states)
that have a resqular pattern of interaction which makes them distinguishable from
their epvironment with which they imteract. 1In this regard, a system is a set
pattern of interaction, and not merely a composite of random interactions;
random interaciions do not constitute systems.2

In this study, we will not concentrate on the formal, institutional sub-

3 4
systems of the 0,A.U, which have already been treated in other studies,

1. Deutsch, The Nerves of Governments: Mgggls'af Political Communication and
Control, Glencoe: free Press, 1963, pp. 16=17.

2. Mortom A. Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics, New York: iiley,
1957, p.4; sse also Peter Nettl, "The Concept of System in Political Science®,
Political Studies, V.XIV, No. 3, October 1966, p.307; C. A. McClelland, Theory
and the International System, New York: Macmillan, 1966, pp. 20-21; G. Modelski,
"Agraria and Industria: Two Models of the International System", World Politics,
VeX1V, No. 1, October 1961, pp. 121-122; 3. D. Singer, "The Level-of=-Analysis i. .i
Problem in International Relatioms", World Politics, V.XIV, No.1,Uctober 1961, p.B80

3. These subsystems are the Assembly of Heads of State and Government, the Council
of Ministers, the Secretariat, the various Commissions and ad hoc committees.

4, For example, see Z. Cervenka, The Urganisation of African Unity and its Charter,
London: Hurst, 196%; Jon Weronoff, g;rgn;giﬁ[oAffiééﬁ°UD%tﬁ§"ﬁé£ﬁéhEﬁi
Sgarecrow Press, 1970.
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Instead, our primary focus will be the informal subsystems wﬁich are -eclipsing
the 0.A.U. These informal subsystems1 aré the Joint Organisation of African
and Malagasy States (0.C.A.M.), the Entente, the East African Community, the
Conference of East and Cemtral African States, the Senegal River Basin States
(0.E.R.S.)yand the Central African Customs and Economic Union (U.D.E.A.C.).
This division is not however an attempt to compartmentalise the 0.A.U. states,
since some states are members of more than one subsystem. Moreover, there are
times when a high degree of unity has been démonstrnated betuween the various
informal subsystems, depending on the particular issue involved.

Like all other systems, the 0.,A.U. has two types of functions ﬁéapsrfarm,
one social and the other task. The former consists of all functions whose
performance is necessary for the sxistence of the system, while the latter
includes functicms that are performed in pursuit &f set ébjectiues.z The 0.A.U's
efforts to resolve conflicts among its members as well as its iasistence that
member states adhere to certain principles in their interactions with each ether
are examples of its social functions. And the Organisation's task fumctions are
those performed in pursuit of set objectives like thé eradication of colonialism
and apartheid from Africa and political, economic, scientific and cultural
co-operation invAfrica.

The continued existence of the 0.A.U. presupposes some means of sustenance; .
hence it needs food or fuel, so to speak. Berrowing from Professor David Easton's

3
model, we say that inputs and intakes cause the Organisation to operate, and outputs

enable us to identify its work. The research task here involves the identification
of all inputs and intakes that enter the system, the forces that are operative

in shaping and changing them, the processes or stages through which they are

1. These subsystems are considered to be informal because they are not represented
3 as such within the ipstitutional framework of the 0.A.U.

2. Jean S5iotis, "The United Natiops Economic Commission for Europe in the
Bmerging Europsan System" (unpublished paper, 1966) p.5ff.

3. Easton, "An Approach to the Analysis of Political Systems", World Politics
V.IX No. 3, April 1957, p.385ff. I prefer to use "intakes" to designate actions
within the 0.,A.U., instead of "withinputs" as suggested by Easton.
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transformed into gutputs, and the feedback effects of the gutputs on the system.

Inputs or intakes may be demands on the 0.A.U. or supports to convert demands

into outputs or to help the Organisation to maintain itself. These inputs and
intakes are responsibls for determining the 0.A.U.'s behaviagr.1 At one time,
the inputs may be more important in determining this behaviour; at another, the
intakes may be decisive. As to what these inputs and intakes are depends on the
particular issue involved and the attitudes of member and important non-member
states.

The 0.A.U., like all systems, is generally facged with situations in whiech
decisions must be taken sither in connection with its interhal needs or as a
response to inputs from the environment. These decisions are the outputs of the
0.A.Us But before a particular decision is taken certain forces are brought to
bear in determining its final form. This aspect is called the "conversion process';
in it is involved the transformation of all inputs and iptakes into pptgp@s,z
In observing this process, we are interested in identifying those forces that are
responsible for shaping particular putputs. But to say that a “"conversion Process"
goes on within the 0.A.U. is not the same as saying that the process is aluays
controlled from within. Indeed, the situation sometimes arises whan one or more
‘member states are partly or entirely influenced by non-members whose inputs of
demands and supports these states can ignore only at the risk of adverse
repercussions. In this conmection, it should be added that units tend to continue
interacting regularly within the framework ef their system as long as they are =
or believe they are - in a position to exercise some influence in determining

the behaviour of their system, or if non=interaction within the system is less
3
preferred tham failure to exercise such influence. However, in the svent of ths

1. Cf. Ibid, p.386 ".... the behaviour of svery political system is to some degree
imposed upon it by the kind of system it is, that is, by its own structure and
internal needs. But its behaviour also reflects the strains occasioned by the
specific setting within which the system operates.cse.

2. Gabriel Almond, YA Developmental Approach to Political Systems”,
World Politics, V.XVII, No. 2, January 1965, p.190ff.

3. For a somewhat similar attitude of a clientele group participating in the
decision-making of a board, see H. A. Simon et al., Public Administration,
New York: Knopf, 1950, p.465.
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latter situation, the units that are unable to exercise influence will tend te
reinforce their existing subsystem(s) or form a new one at the expense of the
system. As we will see further in this study, the Entente states (led by the

Iugzy Coast) took the initiative in forming 0.C.A.M. so that, among other things,
?

When a given empirical situation is treated as a System, the assumption is
that it exists within an snvironment; otherwise, there would be no point in
: trying to study it as such. A pPrerequisite for the existence of any system is
that it showld have fairly definite boundaries, enabling the observer to
distinguish between it = with its interacting uéits and subsystems =~ and its
environment.1 Although a system forms a part of its environment, with which iﬁ
interacts, this distinction must be borne in mind for analytical purposes. In
order to have a fairly accurate understanding of a functioning system, it is
generally useful that we observe its environment = which consists of other
systems that I have designated as "environmental cgmpanentsﬂgtg avold confusion
with the particular system under study -« to identifly the types of inputs “that
are being introduced into the system. Hence in treating the 0.A.U. as a system,
we will be iﬁtgrested in determining how the policies of other international
organisations and nen-member states affect the Organisation's ability to pursue
some of its objectives. The United Nations, NATO, the E.E.t., the Organisation
of American States and the major non-0.A.U.:states are examples of the 0.A.U's
vgnvironmental componentst,

All systems experience change; the problem is te determine when change

results in the emergence of another system. Our indices of change are the stakes
= . _—

of conflict and co-operation. Im this conpection, it is analytically useful

1. Kaplan, op. Cit., pe4; Easton, op. cit., pp.384=385; Talcott Parsons, The
Social System, Glencoe: Free Press, 1951, p. 3ff; G. &. Codding, Jr., "A Systems
Approach to the Comparative Study of International Organisations'(unpublished
paper, 1966) p.7; Almond, op. cit., pp. 187-188. 1 am grateful to Prof. Siotis
for having made Codding's paper available to me.

2. E. B. Kesselly, "South-lWest Africa and New Buineas A Systems Approach"
(unpublished Mémoire presented for the Diploma of the Institute, Geneva
Graduate Institute of Internatienal Studies, 1967) p.8.

3. Prof. Stanley Hoffmann limits his index eof a change of system to the stakss
of conflict; a position with which I disagree. See his The State of War,
London: Pall Mell Press, 1985, pp. 92-93.
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to distinguish betwsen what constitutes a change in the system and a change

of system.1 when one set of elite was replaced by another in Upper Volta
following a military coup in January 1966, this was simply a change in the

O.A.U. bscause it did not bring about a rearrangement of the African states in
actual or ﬁﬁtéﬁtial conflict or co-operation, Upper Volta eontinued to co~operate
with its partners of the Entente. What then are the conditions under which a new
system emerges? This happens when one or a combination of the following
conditions is fulfilled: (1) when there is a change of the units in actual

or potential conflict; (2) when theres is a change of the units in actual of
potentiél co-operation; (3) when there is a change in the means of conducting
conflict; and (4) when there is a change in the degree of co-operatien. In

_ October 1963, Algeria and llorocco changed the means of conducting their dispute
from diplomatic negotiations to armed conflict; through 0.A.U. mediation, the

two states discontinued their border war and reverted to diplomatic negotiations.
The same thing holds for the Ethiopia=Somali and Somali-Kenya border disputes.
When Dr. Nkrumah was deposed in February 1966, relations between Ghana and Guinea
deteriorated, while Ghana's relations with the Entente states improved because of
Nkrumah's downfall. Following two military coups in Nigeria in 1966 and the
secession of Biafra from the Nigerian Federation in 1967, relations between
Federal Nigeria and four 0.A.U, states (Tanzania, Gabon, Zambia and the Ivory
Coast) changed from friendly interactien to hostility. Tshombe's accession to
power in the Congo in 1964 resulted in the deterioration of relations between
that country and a number eof African states. When Tshombe was removed from power,
the Congo's relations with those states that were hostile teo him improved. In
1867, Congo=Kinshasa seversed diplomatic relations with Rwanda when the latter
refused to extradite to the Congo mercenaries who had fled to Rwanda from Bukavu.
In 1968, Pierre Mulélé (a former Congolese revolutionary) returned to Congo#Kinshasa
from Congo-Brazzaville, after assuranceé from General Mobutu's Government that he
would not be exscuted. In spite of these assurances, Muléld was executed; and

1. 1 discovered after writing this section on change that Prof. Raymond Aron

also makes this distinction. See his Paix et Guerre Entre les Nations,
Paris: Calmann-lLevy, 1962, pp. 155=156.
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relations between the tuwo Céngas deteriorated, with charges and counter-charges
on both sides, The overthrow of Dr. Obote by a military coup in Uganda in
January 1971 resulted in Tanzania and Uganda changing their interaction from
friendly co-operation to hostility and in the change of venue for the O,A.U.
1971 summit conference from Kampala to Addis Ababa. The Uganda coup also strained
relations between Uganda and Zambia. Following an abortive military coup in
Morgcco in July 1971, the Libyan leader, Col. Gadafy, axpréssed support for the
plotters and called on them to try again. And when a number of officers were
executed in Merocco in connection with the abortive coup, Gadafy recalled his
ambassador to that country.

These interactions resulted in basic rearrangements of the African states in
potential conflict as well as those in actual or potential co-operation and brought
about changes in the means of conducting conflict. As is evident, interactions
among U.A.U. states are characterised by a state of flux, co-operating states of
one period engaging in conflict interaction in the next, and vice versa. In
addition, as we shall ses later, some African states have gone a full cycle in their
interactions, passing from co-operation to conflict and back to co-operation.

Connected with the question of change is the resolution of conflict. From
time to time, a system may be faced with conflict situatiﬁns; and in order to
continue functioning effectively, it must beé in a positien to pesolve any conflict
that threatens to result in dysfunctional tension. In this connection, conflict

1
is resolved either by "encapsulation® or "pacification. When the opposing

1. A. Etzioni, "On Self-encapsulating Conflicts", The Journal of Conflict Resolution.
V.VIII, No.3, 1964, pp. 242-255. For other approaches to the resolutiom of
conflict, see R.M. Goldman, "A FRheory of Conflict Processes and Urganisational
Offices", The Journal of Conflict Resolution, V.X, No. 3 1966, pp. 328=3433
KeJeHolsti, "Resoclving International Conflicts: A Taxonomy of Behaviour and Some
Figures on Procedures", The Journal of Conflict Resolution,V.X, No.3, 1966 pp.
272-2963 D.A.Zinnes, “Hostility in IntarhéfidhalwDeclslan—Making", The Journal

of Conflict ResolutionV.VI,No.3, 1962, pp.236=-243; V.Aubert, "Competition and
Dissensus: Two Typés of anfllct and of Conflict Resolution", The Journal of
Conflict Resolution, V.VII, N0o.1,1963, pp.26=42; M. Barkun,"Conflict Resolution
Through Implicit Mediation", The Journal of Conflict Reselution, V.VIII,No.2,[qbisFee
121-1303 Q.Wright, "The Escalation of International Conflicts", The Journal of
Conflict Resolution, V.IX,N0.4,1965, pp.434-4493 P.S,.Gallo, "Cooperative and
Competitive Bshaviour in Mixed=-Motive Games", The Journal of Conflict Resolution
VeIX,N0s1,1565,pp.68~78; H.H.Kelly, “Expar;mantai Studies of Threats in Inter-
nat;anal Negotiations", The Journal of Conflict EESDluthﬂ,V IX4NOaT,1965,pp.79=
105; GeMarwell, "Conflict over Proposed Group Acticns: A Typoldagy of Cleavage!,

The Journal of Conflict Resolution, V.X,N0.4,1966,pp.427-435; L.RandolphyA

Suégested Model of International Negotiation"™, The Journal of Conflict Resclution,

V.X,N0o.,3, 1866, pp.344=-353; A. James, The Politics of PeacaiKss ing, Londons

h ttn & Windus,1969; International Conflict ar Toionce (ed. R.Fisher
it a York: Eas;;’BQDké,‘TgEﬁ, A al ( )
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sidas in a conflict agree on certain rules (the *"capsule") in their confilict,
the conflict becomes "encapsulated"; certain methods of conducting the conflict
are legitimised, whilse others are excluded. As is evident, "encapsulation®
provides only partial resolution; however, it limits the expression of conflict
within mutually acceptable boundaries. The border disputes inveolving Algeria
and Morocce, Ethiopia and Semalia, and Somalia and Kenya uwere "encapsulated® by
the 0.A.U., with the disputants undertaking to settle their disputes by diplomatic
negotiations to the exclusion eof armed conflict and press and radioc propaganda.

In the case of Ypacification", the disputants are required to discontinue
their conflict interaction, but are mot limited or bound by any "ecapsule". Heance
the mode of resuming the conflict, should the need arise, is unpredictable; and
this state of affairs may lead to dysfunctienal tension being preduced periodically
in the system. As will be seen further in this study, the overthrow of Dr. Nkrumah
in February 1966 resulted in the deterioration of relations betwesn Guinea on the
one hand and Ghama and the Ivory Ceast on the other because of Guinea's support
for the deposed Ghanaian leader. During the latter part of 1966, Ghana arrested
the Foreign Minister of Guinea, Beavogui, and membeps of his delegation -~ when
their plane landdd in Aecra en route té Addis Ababa for am 0.A.U. confersnce =
on the grounds that Ghanaians were being detained_in Guinea. Through the mediation
of an O.A.U. "Committee of Wisemen", Ghana rsleassd the Guinean ministerial
delegaticﬁ, and Guinea repatriated those Ghanaians who wished to return home,.

But the two countries did not agree on any set rules for conducting their dispute.
While an armed clash did not accur, most probably because of lack of a common
frontier, the disputants continued their press and radio attacks against each
other.

Having outlined our eclectic model, let us now attempt to analyse the
functioning of the 0.A.U. But before doing this, an important cavealt is needed,
It would be foolhardy to claim that there is a complete correspondence between
systems analysis and the functioning of the 0.A.U. Only the unwary would claim
this, However, such an approach can provide a useful, systematic framework which

allows us = although with some degree of arbitrarimess -~ to simplify the
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functioning of the Organisation. By treating the 0.A.U. as a system, we can
distinguish its various subsystems that are now eclipsing it in almost every
sphere of interaction in which its members are involved. 1In addition, the
concept of interaction in such an analysis enables us to assess the types of
changes that have occurred in respect of the 0.A.U.

Fipally, the two sphers of interaction selected for analysis are the
political and economic. In the political sphere, we will attempt to answer the
following questions: How responsive have member states been to the 0.A.U,.'s
decisions on sub-regional groupings, colonialism and apartheid in Africa?

How responsive have other international organisations and non-0.A.U. states been
to 0.A.U. decisions on colonialism and apartheid in Africa? 1Is a change of
tactic necessary in pursuit of the Organisation's objective concerning the

eradication of colonialism and racial discrimination from Africa? UWhat types

of changes have resulted from the bilateral and multilateral political interactions
of the D,A.U. states? Restated: has there simply been changes in the 0.,A.U.,

or has a new system emerged? How successful and relevant has the Organisation

been in conflict resolution? In the economic sphere, we will attempt to answer
such guestions as: How relevant is the 0.A,U. in the promotion of economic
co-operation among the African states? And what are the fesdback effects of

sub~regional economic co-operation on the functioping of the 0.A.U.7



PART II

THE POLITICAL SPHERE OF INTERACTION



CHAPTER III
THE O.A.U. AND SUB=-REGIONAL GROUPINGS.
A subsystem may either reinforce the stﬁucture of its system or weaken

it by pursuing goals or methods that make it compete with the latter. 1In the
first instance, the degres of cohesion in the system tends to be high, since

the subsystem serves as a "whip" to make the units more responsive to the system's
outputs. In the second case, the subsystem tends to vie with the parent system
for the loyalty of the units, a situation which may either continue indefinitely
or the one may adjust to the other. If the system makes the adjustment, then

1

it will become subsystem=dominant, being controlled by its subsystem. However,

if competition continues, supportive inputs and intakes designed to make the units

to a situation in which the system would find it diffiecult to perform its task -
if not its social-function. In this chapter, we shall examine the relationship
between the 0.A.U. on the one hand and the Joint Organisation of Africancand
Malagasy States (0.C.A.M.) and the Conference of East and Central African States
on the other. Our purpose is te determine how these two subsystems have affected
the functioning of the 0.A,U. and what implications their existence hag: for the
Organisation.

After the founding the O.A.U. in May 1963, the question arose as to whether
other forms of groupings should exist on the African continent. Towards the end
of July 1963, the U.A.M. states met in Cotonou to decide their organisation's

future. The Dahomean President, Hubert Maga, told his colleagues that “"far from

being replaced ...by the 0.A.U., Charter, (the U.A.M.) is, on the contrary, one

(73]

of its best guarantees". While agreeing to dissolve the organisation's group

at the U.N., the Cetonou conference decided to maintain the U.A.M., at least
temporarily. The prevailing viesw at this meeting was that the U.A.M.'s
existence would enable its members to exercise considerable influence within the
0.A.U. On August 2, President Frangois Tombalbaye of Chad said that the U.A.M.

was -an "experienced regional organisation ready to work for African unity in

1. Kaplan, op. cit., pp. 17=18.
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conformity with the Addis Ababa (0.A.U.) Charter, but not to sacrifice itself
to a nsw organisation®. But the President of another U.A.M. state took the
oppesite position. Speaking in Abidjan early in August, President Moktar Ould
Daddah of Nauritania declared that the U.A.M. had been a step towards African
unity, and was about to merge with the 0.A.U. The Mauritanian leader warned
that the U.A.M. should not "compromise" African i.mity.rl

The d sion to maintain the U,A.M. was criticised by President Touré C
among others) who considered it to be an "insolent resurgence"; he beliesved that
the U.A.M.'s activities wers draining the 0.A.U. Charter of its "essential
dynamic @gntent“ez At the D.A.U. Council of Ministers' first ordinary session
in Dakar in August 1963, a resolution was adopted which, in part, recommended
that all regional and sub-regional groupings in Africa conform to the 0.A.U.'s
Charter and meet the following criteria: (a) geographical realities, and
economie, social and cultural factors, common to the states concerned; and
(b) co~ordination of economic, social and cultural activities peculiar to the
partigular statesg5 After the Council's Dakar session, the Malagasy President,
Philibert Tsiranana, said in Nice that he was "very much" a supporter of the
0.A.Uey provided it "respects its regional groupings* which, while consolidating

4
it, representsd "Africa's different trends®. At the summit meeting of the

U.A.Me states in Dakar in March 1964, the retiring President of the organisation,
Prgsident Yameogo of Upper Valta, said that uptil an "effective and unshakeable®
interdependence among the African states was achieved, it was the "duty" of the
U;A;M. states to "go on thiﬁkiﬁg“ in terms of their own grouping. But at the
Dakar conference, the prevailing view was that the U.A.M. should ‘depoliticise’
itself and concentrate on economic and cultural matters. The newly-=glected

President of the organisation, Ould Daddah, said that *". matters of politics

would be left to the 0.A.U. The U.A.M. was renamed Union Afro-[algache de

1. Afrique Nauuel;a, 2-B & 18-22 August, 1963; West Africa, August 10, 1963
pi 882, AG r ijs’ i—\f‘]’.‘lca, August 5’ 1963, ppa 11“"120

2. \lest Africa, August 10, 1963, pp. 882-887,

Sa

tUe. Council of Ministers, Resolutions of Ordinary and Extraordinary
ions, p.9.

4, A. F. P. Africa, August 18, 1963, p.6
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Co=-operation Economique, with its headquarters in Yaoundd. When, however, the
foreign ministers of the former U.A.M. states met in April 1964 in Nouakchott,
Mauritania to initial the Charter of U.A.M.C. Ea, the Ivory Coast, Niger, Upper
Volta and the Central African Republic were not represented. These states had
disapproved of the "depoliticisation" of the U.A.M. 1In a zammuniqué issued

early in May 1964, the Political Bureau of the ruling Senegalsse Progressive

(=N

Union (U.P.S.) deplored the attitude of “certain parties" that were said to be
opposing the formation of U.A.M.C.E. at a time when Senegal was '“deploying all
efforts which could give a framework (cadre) to the aspirations of the Afriecan
pesple and cgncretise their determination (ingbrahlable volunté) to unite'.
The Senegalese party sxpressed regret that "four brother members of U.A.M, ®
had not been represented at the initialing of the U.A.M.C.E.'s Chartéfg1

Thus the U.A.M. was shorn of its political aspects. But the situation was
shortlived. On 27 September, 1964, the banned Sawaba Party in Niger issued an
‘appeal for the overthrow of President Hamani Diori. (The Party was led by
Djibo Bakary who lived in Accra). In October, armed Sawaba bands launched a
series of attacks on customs posts and public buildings in Niger, resylting in
the deaths of several people. After these attacks, the Niger National Assembly
demanded that the Government denounce the "interference" by "neighbouring
countries to the south" in Niger's internal affairs, and condemned a certain
“great powsr" for allegedly organising subversion against Niger, Later, the

of Sawaba commandos had been trained in Ghana, China and Algeria for subversive
activities in Niger.2 In January 1965, a Togolese customs official was killed
on Togolese territory by Ghanaian border guards, resulting in renewed tension
betwsen the two countries since the assassination of President Olympio in 1963,
Fullamiﬁg the foregoing events, the Ivory Coast, Niger and Upper Volta

(whieh had not approved of the transformation of the Union of African and Malagasy

States into a purely econpomic organisation) began:a drive to form a new organisation

1. Afrigue Nouvelle, 13-19 & B8~14 May, 1954, MEst Afrlca, fiay 9, 1964, 9.511,
A.F.P. Africa, March 12, 1964, pp.9-10; Le ﬁande, 10-11 May, 1964,

2., Le londe, 13 October, 1964, 4 February & 15 April, 1965; Africa Research

Bullet;n, Pol., Soc. & Cul., October 1-31, 1964, p.166.
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that could enable the former U,A.M. states, as a bloec, to exercise more influence
within the 0.A.U. so that concerted pressures could be exerted on lsaders like
Dr. Nkrumah, who, in the view of the Entente states, was not obsarving the G.A.U.'s
principle of nmon-interference in the internal affairs of other member states. In
terms of our model,units tend to continue interacting regularly within the frame-
work of their system as long as they are - or belisve that they are = in a position
to exercise some influence on the behaviour of the system, or if nop~action within
the system is less preferable than failure to exercise such influence. However,
in the latter situation, the units will tend to reinforce their existing subsystem
or form a new one at the expense of the system. Hence in mid=January 1865,
President Houphouet=Boigny convened a meeting of the Entente states in Yamoussokro,

1
. lvory Coast, to resolve the Niger-Dahomey dispute so as to reinforce the cohesion

of the Entente in preparation for the pending U.A.M.C.E. meeting in February in
Nouakchott. A communiqué issued after the talks said that the four Entente states
“"were in agreement on all points axaminad".z Un January 23, President Houphouet-
Boigny, in the presence of his colleagues from Upper Volta and Niger, accused
Communist China of traiﬁiﬁg Africans at Nankin "to assassinate those who have
their eyes open to the Chinese danger in order to replace them with servile men
who will open the doors of Afrida to China". Those who "push the Chinese towards
Africa" were badly mistaken because, with Africa's wealth, the Chinese Ywould
break like a wave and sweep Europe away like a wisp of straw", %In Ghana,
Bgézzavilleggupgndi, Congo=Kinshasa", Houphouet-Boigny alleged, "it is China that
is there, obstinate, intelligent, trying to mislead us and pit us against each
other", Concerning the Congo=Kinshasa crisis,athe Ivory Coast's leader said that
what the Entente wanted was that Congo=Kinshasa “should not be a Cuba on the flank
of Africa where the two blocs could confront each other at our expense (notre plus
grand malhewr)", Early in February, Yameogo and Diori echoad Houphouet-Boighy's

allegation. Yamgogo said that the Entente was fighting against "the penetration

(investissemEﬁt) of Africa by Chiness Communism", while Diori alleged that .

1« This dipute will be treated later.
2. Le Monde, 16, 19 & 20 January, 1965.

3« This crisis will be treated later.
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the attacks of the Sawaba Party had been "organised, financed and led by
Communist China", and that the arms used were "purchased with Chinese money
deposited in the banks of Brussels, Geneva and Accra". lurning to the Congo
crisis, Yameogo said that Tshombe was "the only legal representative of the Congo",
and that "any system" which sought to deposs him was "against the Congo¥. Regarding
the U.A.M., the Voltaic leader said that the Entente had never approved of "the
transformation" of that organisation and had therefore not signed the Charter of
U.A.M.C.E.3 the Entente states were not going to participate in the pending
Nouakehott conference in order to sign the Charter; they wanted to discuss Y“common
interests", and to see what measures could be taken %to revive that which we kneuw
during the epoc of U.A.M,".1

At the Nouakchott conference in February 1965, the Entente states, excluding
Dahomey, were supported by Gabon, Togo and Madagascar in pressing for the
péliticisatian of the Union of African and Malagasy Economic Co-operation
(UsA.M.CuE.) so that the organisation could also be involved in political matters
(which the organisation had left exclusively to the D,A.Q.), thus giving its
members, as a bloc, a greater degree of political influence within the 0.A.U.
Opposed te this idea were Cameroon, Senegal, Egngg—Brazzavillé and Mauritania
which were suspicious of an organisation that would rival the O.A.U. However,
the conference accepted the Entente's proposal and politicised U.A.M.C.E.,
renaming it the Joint African and Malagasy Organisation (0.C.A.M.), under the
Mauritanian President, Ould Daddah, as its first President. 1In a ngmuniqug
issued after the conference, the participants said that the main objective of the
new organisation was to reinforce their co-operation and solidarity in order "to
accelerate their development in the political, economie, social, technical and
cultural spheres". the "malaise" from which the O.A.Us was said to be suffering

was due "assentially" to the "failure" to respect its Charter: "certain states"

particularly Ghana, were condemned for "(receiving) agents of subversion and
2
(grganising) training camps for subversion on their territory".

1. Le Monde, 26 January & 4 February, 1965. For an interesting article ofithe
alleged Chinese Communist activities in Niper, sees Gilbert Comet, "Un cas
d'intervention chinoise en Afrigque occidentale: le Niger", Le [Monde,

4 February, 1965.

2. Le Monde, 14-15 February, 1965; Afrigue Nouvelle, 18 & 24 February, 1965.
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After the Nouakchott conference, President Tsiranana said:

sse«s We used to have faith in the U.A.U.... However, we realised that
our colleagues deceived us. That is the truth. They got us through
our good faith, our honesty and our frankness, so to speak. Uue were
too frank. So we decided that, if that was to be the case, we would
baulk. 1

The Malagasy leader warned President Nkrumah to stop supporting subversive

elements in the Cengo and elsewhere in Africa; otherwise, he said, many African

states would not participate in the U0.A.U. summit conference scheduled to be held

in Accra in September 1965. Tsiranana wanted Ghana to give assurances that it

would "no longer do silly things because timidity is now finishad.... We are now

a
2

strong enough to riposte anyong.ee." President M{ba of Gabon expressed his

satisfaction with the Yenergetic pesition" taken by the conference against “foreign

subversion". On February 17, 1965, President Tombalbaye of Chad said in Fort-Lamy

that, "(if) necessary, 0.C.A.M. will impose its views to end the Congo crisis

by aiding materially and morally the legal Government...." Congo~Brazzaville, on

that the charges levelled against Ghama were "“without proof": the Government in

Brazzaville dissociated itself from "certain declarations by responsible Africans® |

who had participated in ths Nouakchott conference and noted "with satisfaction

that 0.C.A.NM. had not formulated any precise obljectives". President Tubman

expressed disapproval of subversion, and of interference in the internal affairs

of other states, but preferred to have the matter discussed at the scheduled

Accra meeting. The Liberian leader called on ths 0.A.U. Council of Ministers to

empower a special commission to normalise relations between Ghana and the 0.C.A.M.

3

states.

About a month after the formation of 0.CeBA.Mey Presidents Tcuré, Keita, Ben

Bella and Nkrumah met in Bamako, after which Ben Bella, Keita and Tauré had a

further meeting in Conakry. An official communique” was not issued; but, upon returning

to Algiers, Ben Bella stated that he and his colieagues had adopted "a common

1.

2.

3.

Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., S0c. & Cul., February 1965, p. 237,

Le fonde, 14~15, february, 1965.

A. Fe P. Africa, February 15, 1965, p.103 Afrique Nouvelle, 25 February to
3 March, 1965; West Africa, February 27, 1965; p.321; Africa Research Bulletin,

Pol., Soc. & Cul., March 1965, p.255.
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attitude vis-—a~-vis the present manoeuvres in Africa, inspired by imperialism and
colonialism'.'1 On March 23, 1965, the Ghanaian Government reopened its side of
the border with Togo, having agreed in February to pay compensation for the death
of the Togolese customs official in January. However, border incidents did not
cease, and Togo anncunced in esarly April that it had detained two Ghanaian border

2

guards who were said to have carried out raids against Togolese villages. Then

on April 13, an attempt was made to assassinate President Diori. Amadou Diop,

oF

w3

awaba Party, and that the assassination attempt was part of a plot for subversive
activities against Niger, supported by Ghana. Diori publicly confirmed this later.,
In a letter to the Niger President, confirming an earlier telegram congratulating
him on his escape, President Nkrumah expressed “shock and horror® at reports that
the Niger leader had accused him of having been perscnally implicated in the
assassination attempt. If the reports were accurate, Nkrumah said, then "the
enemies of the 0.A.U., the enemies of the Union Government of Africa, and the
ensmies of Africa itself must be behind such a fabrication mith the sole purpose
of sowing dissension and diszﬁfd among us". The Ghanaian President urged his
colleague "to get this monstrous fabrication out of your mind. As the Koran
points out, a man whose heart is pure fears nothing, for Allah is with him".
Diori, however, repeated his accusation, uwhereupon Nkrumah, in an interview with
a Nigerian newspaper editor, described 0.C.A.M. as "the American group of states
in Africa" whose stand on Africa "is indistinguishable from that of U.S. imperialism
- support for Tshombe, anti-Ghana (and) disruption of (ths) D,AQUa“E

fleanwhile, the Entente states, led by the Ivory Coast, were taking steps to
have the entire U0.C.A,.M. membership boycott the pending G.A.U. summit conference
in Accra. Delegations were sent te Gabon, Chad, the Central African Republie,
Cengo-Brazzaville, Rwanda, Guinea, Senegal, Mauritania, Cameroon, Sierra Leone,

Liberia, Ethiopia and Nigeria. But Ould Daddah, the President of UsBeAelle, and

1. Le Monde, 14-15 & 17-18 March, 1965.
2. These border guards were later released by Togo.

3. Ghanaian Times, April 23 & May 20, 1965.

the would-be assassin, was reported to have confessed that he was a member of the _-..: '
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Keita agreed in Mauritania to call on all African states "to redouble their
vigilance in order to foil the plot to divide the 0.,4.U. and Africa".1 Tomardsv
the end of April 1965, the Nigerian Premier, Tafawa Balswa called for an extra-
ordinary session of the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers to discuss the dispute
betwesn Ghana and the Entente sﬁates, The Nigerian President, Azikiwe, said
that the 0.A.U. members were "morally bound" to participate in the Accra conference,
and added that the Afriecan states '"should be fair. It is very delicate in
internaticnal relations to jump to conclusions. The culprit should be given an

- 2
opportunity to defend himself".

The Ganga-Brazzavilie Presidsnt,~Nassgmbatgaebat,
expressed the view that, if some African states had “serious grounds" for being
reproachful towards Ghama, he was "far from believing" that the method that was
being pursued would consolidate African unity. The Brazzaville leader said that
the strategy employed to pressure Dr. Nkrumah was "suited rather to dividing us
than uniting us in aurvargaﬁisatian“.z

During the latter part of May 1365, a majority of the 0.C.A.M. states, again
led by the Entente, voted at a meetimg in Abidjan to boycott the Accra conference
and to admit EDnQDEKinshasa to their organisation. 0.C.A.M. delegations were
sent to the U.A.R., Tunisia and Libya to win support for a boycott of the 0.A.U.
meeting inm Accra; President Tourd attacked these delegations, describing them as
"the commercial travellers for division®, and said that ths 0.A.U. itself, and
not Ghana, was the target of 0.C.A.M's activities. O0.C.A.M., the Guinean President
declared, stood for “Gfganisation commune africains de'menteurs (joint African
organisation of liars)", and was “the first of a new mystification forged to sap
the basis of African unity (and) retard the evolution of Africa for the benefit
of imperialism". Later, Touré accused Heuphouet-Boigny of supporting subversive
gdctivities against Eginea, and of bringing about division betwsen Guinea and ether

African states and France. Tourd described U.C.A.M. as a "club of puppets (club

des fantochés)", but added that his country was prepared "to maintain and reinforce®

1. Africa Research Bulletin, Pbl., Soc. & Cul., April 1965, pp. 272=273;
West Africa, May 1, 1965, p. 479,

2. West Africa, May 1, 1965, p. 479.

3. Africa Ressarch Bulletinpn, Pol., Boc. & Cul., March 1965, p.272.
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the basis of a "sound understanding” with the peoples and states of 0,0.A.M. in
the struggle against "the colonialists, imperialists and puppets"., Interestingly,
President Houphouet-Boigny hardly said a word in his own defence; it was Prasidant
Yameogo who said that Presidsnt Touré had shoun by his attack on the Ivorian
President - the man who had "made (fabriqué) him within the R.D.A." = that he,
Tauré, was "not a Head of State worthy of sitting om the same banch with those

who truly wanted African unity“;1

Towards the end of March 1965, President Tubman proposed that a fact-finding

team be sent to Ghana so as to investigate 0.C.A.M.'s charges that subversive
2

elements were based there. In June, an emergancy session of the 0,A.U. Council

of Ministers was Held in Lagos to consider 0.C.A.M's decision to boycott the
pending 0.A.U. confersnce in Accra. Addressing the Lagos conference the Niéarian
Prime Minister, Balgua, warned that a "dividing line" had appeared within the 0.A.U.
Bélama added that the Africanm states wers eithar "big enough to resclve thé
difficulties that now confront (the 0.A.U.), in a realistic and humane manner, or
we goiion deceiving ourselves with diplomatic nicsties until our organisation

breaks up". uWhile 0.C.A.M.!'s threat to boycott the Accra meeting could not be
ignored, Ealema said, the meeting should be held as scheduled in the interest of
African unity. As was expected, Ghana denied the Entente's charges of subversion;
the Ghanaian Government promised, however, to guarantee full security for all
delegations in Accra, remove all undesitable elemsnts Frﬁm its territory and ban
all subversive political groups. The Secretary General of the 0.A.U., Diallo

Telli, was invited to visit Ghana before the conference in order to ascertain
whether or not these promises had been fulfilled. The Council then adopted a
resolution which, among other things, called on 0.A.U. member states to do
everything possible to easure the success of the summit conference scheduled to

be held in Accra, and appealed to members of the Organisation to abstain from

any propaganda that would compromise the success of the Accra conference; if

also called on Ghana and the Ententes states to resoclve their dispute by peaceful

1. A.F.P., Africa, dune 1, 1965, pp. 7-8, 11 & 17; Le Nonde, 9,12,15 & 10-21
June, 1965,

2. A.F.P., Africa, June 1, 1565, p.S.
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: . 1
negotiation and recommended that all 0.A.U. states attend the Accra mseting.

A day after the Council's resolution, Mauritania, whose President was also
President of 0.C.A.M, announced that it would participate in the Accra conference.
Then on July 7, 1965, Mauritania also announced that it had withdrawn from
0.C.A.M. The Mauritanian .President:had declined to attend the 8.C,A,.M. summit
maating:held in Abidjan in May, and so had Presidents Ahidjo and Massambat-Debat.
These men were rapcrtedly dissatisfied with ;he irregular manner in which the
Abidjan meeting was convened; they felt that Ould Daddah, as President of the
organisation, should have convened the conference, and not President Houphmuet-
Boigny. In addition, the three;men believed that the prior approval of all
0.C.A.M, members should have been obtained before the admission of Congo~Kinshasa.
In a speech on J:uly 10, 1965, the Camerconian President, Ahidjo, warned that his
country would remain in D.CaA@N.“(fcz) the moment*" in the hope that "things will

sort themselves out, and that the organisation will function normally", Otherwise,

On 3 August 1865, the Mauritanian Ambassador to the U.A.R., .M. Elhadramy Elkhatery,
said that his country had withdrawn from 0.C.A.M. because of the insistencae of
"cortain member states" on bringing Ypelitiecs" into the organisation. This, the
flauritanian diplomat said, was conﬁrary to ths objectives of the D.A.U.2
Meanwhile, thsAAccra meating was postponed from September to October 1965,
‘and Ghana was doing all it could to have the meeting fully attended. WNkrumah
himself made quick visits to several African countries and sent messages to the
heads of state he could not visit, giving assurances that everything was being
done to facilitate the success of the conference. Om August 27, Diallo Telli
said that he was satisfied that all pelitical refugess had beem removed from
Ghana, as démandad-by the O.A.U. Early in October, Sensgal, another 0.C.A.DN:
member, announced that it would participate in the Accra conference. And on

October 13, Nkrumah met with his collgagues of the Entente states in Bamako to !

inform them of the measures taken by Ghana to guarantee the safety of all delegates$

1« A.F.P, Africa, June 11, 1965, p.9, dJune 15, 1965, ps6j U.A.U. Council of
Mipisters, Resclutions of Urdipary and Extraordinary Sessions, pp. 71=72.

2. A.F.P.., Africa, June 15, 1965, p.19, June 18, 1965, p.37, July 9, 1965, p.12,
July 13, 1965, pp. 3 & 4, August 6,1965, p.21; West Africa, July 17,1965,p.803,
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1
in Accra. But in spite of these efforts, the 0.A.U.'s attempt: to have the
G.C.A.lM, states fully represented at the Accra meeting was less than successful.

Restated in terms of our model: when competition sexists betwsen a subsystem and

its system, supportive inputs and intakes designed to make the units (of the

subsystem) more responsive to the system's putputs will tend to be less sffsctive.
Hence, although Ghana and a number of African states = including four 0.C.A.M.
members (Senegal, Congo-Brazzaville, Camerson and Mauritania, which later withdrew

from U.C.A.M.) = had introduced supportive intakes to.make member states respond

positively to the Council's decision that 0.A.U. members attend the Accra meeting,

the majority of the 0.C.A.M. states were absent when the Council met in Accra on
October 14 in preparation for the Assembly's meeting. These states wers ths
Central African Repyblic, Uppér Volta, the Ivory Coast, Niger, Togo, Chad, Gabon,
the Magalasy Republic and Dahomey. On October 21, the Entente statesand Togo
(which was not then a membsr of the Entente) announced that they would not
participate in the summit conference. Presidaﬁ£ Tsiranana said that, if the
conference had been held om the date originmally agreed upon, his country would
have participated because it was "“profoundly attached" to its "African membership¥.,
Unfortunately, the Malagasy laader’said, his ministers were "too preoccupied" with
their "duties'; énd as for himself, he was already committed to "official visits".
In this connection, it should be notéd that, after the U.C.A.M. Abidjan meeting
in May 1965 (at which the decision to boycott the Accra conference was taken),
Tsiranana said in Paris that hs would ncﬁ attend the Accra conference hecause
he was "not a candidste for paradiss". President Tombalbaye Exérassed the visw
that President Nkrumah had not "kept his word", while the Gabonese President,
fi*ba, said that "obligations' and the "diFFiculty“vaf transport patmaan Libreyille
and Accra made it impracticable for his country to participate¢2

Since 1965, the various groupings in Africa, including D.C.A.M., have not,
as groupings, posed a similar dramatic challenge to the U.A.U. With the downfall

of Nkrumah, the Entente states feel less - if at all - threatened. In any case,

1« A.F.P., Africa, Uctober 15, 1965, p.9.

2+ A.F.P., Africa, June 1, 1965, p.9, October 22, 1965, p.5; Afrigue Nouvelle,
21-27 ODctober, 1965. -
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the Entente itself has undergone change sineé 1965, Maurice Yameogo, the most
vocal spokesman of the Entente, was overthrown in a military coup in January 1966.
Dahomey has changed its Government at least three times, and the Togolese
leadership has alsoc changed. The working relationship among the variocus leadsrs

of the Entente states is therefore not as strong as it was in 1965. It will b

[11]

recalled that the Entente was the moving force in the drive to politiciss U.A.M.C.E.
and rename it O0.C.A.M. in 1965. UWith these changes in the Entente, 0.C.A.M. has
in turn become less political and haé tended to concentrate on economic and trade
co-operation, becoming (in effect) more like what the U.A.M. was originally
transformed inte in 1564 = U.A.M.C.E. Btheé graupings in Africa - such as the
East‘African Community, the Sensgal River Basin State (0.E.R.S.), the Central
African Customs and Economiec Union (U.D.E.A.C.), the Conference of East and
Central African States - have not, sc far, posed a direct dramatic challenge to
the 0O.A.U. comparable with that presented by D.CiAaN.1

O0f these groupings, the Conference of East and Central African States needs
special mention here, as the others will be treated in Part III. UWhile it does
not have a formal structure, the Conference of East and Central African States
has met fairly regularly (at least once a year) since President Kenyatta of Kenya
first convened it ib Nairopi in April 1966. The Conference has not, so far, taken
any decisions contrary to those of the 0.A.U.; on the contrary, the intakes of this
subsystem have tended to be supportive, reinforcing the system's putputs. At its
first seséion in April 1866, the Conference issued a cammuniqué which, in part,
expressed regret that economic sanctions against Rhodesia had failed, and declared
that the.participating states (Ethiopia, Kenya, Sudan, Uganda, Burundi, Malauwi,

Congo=-Kinshasa, Somalia, Tanzania, Zambia and Rwanda) would exert pressure on
Britain to take "effective and decisive" measures against the minority regime in
fhodesia; the communiqué alsc appealed to the Africans in Rhodesia to intensify
their struggle against the Smith regime, and promised to give Zambia the requisite
assistance to overcome problems brought about by U.D.I. in Rhodesia. The

Conference also decided that refugees were not to be given military training,

1. The potential challenge that these groupings pose will be treated in Parct I11.
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communication facilities, or fipacial or other assistance in their host countries

for action against their own governments, and that the eleven states would refrain

from propaganda campaigns against naighbouring countries. Un the same day that
the communigue” was issued, the Kenya Government began arresting leaders of the
southern Sudan sécessionist organisations in Kenya. Shortly thersafter, Uganda
and Sudan agreed to form a special committee to handle the repatriation of Sudanese
refugees from Ugandag1

In February 1967, the Conference met in Kinshasa and issued a joint communique” -
known as the “Kinshasa Declaration" - which, among other things, reaffirmed the
participants' support for the liberation movements in Africa. The ¢ommunique”
promised renewed support for the 0O,A.U.'s efforts to co-ordinate these movements,
and célled»dn freedom fighters (as had the 0.4.U.) to unite in the struggle for
independence; it “unreservedly condemned" the United Kingdom (as diﬁ the 0.A.U.)
for its handling of the rebellion in Rhodesia, and called for the use of force
gha participants! support for, and solidarity with, each other in the maintenance
of their security and preservation of their sovereignty. The countries that were
rep:esented at the Kinshasa meeting were.Congo-Kinshasa, Congo-Brazzaville, Zambia,
uganda, Kenya, Rwanda, Sudan; Tanzania and the Central African Republic. At
ancther summit meeting in ﬁecamber 1967 in Kampala, the participating states
(Uganda, Tanzania, Kenya, Ethiopia, Zambia, Somilia, Congo=-Kinshasa, Sudan, Central
African Republie, Congo=Brazzaville, Rwanda and Burundi) approved recammendations
made by a previous ministerial conference, caliing for closer seconomic and
technical co-operation, the gevalomeﬁt of transport and communications in the

o 2
area, and security measures to ensure the stability of member states.

To say, however, that the present sub-regional groupings do not nouw pose a
direct and dramatic challenge to the 0.A.U. is not the same thing as saying that
they do not pose any challenge. S5uch a conclusion would not be sustained by an

observation of present trends. As we shall see, the Organisation is being eclipsed

Te AFaPay AfripgrAé April, 1966, pp.1ff. & 19.

2. The Standard (Tanzania), February 15, 1967; Uganda Argus, December 18, 1967.
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by the various regional and sub-regional groupings in Africa. Even if all its
member states had adhered te the August 1963 decision, limiting the activities of
regional and sub-regional groupings togeographical realities and economic, social
and cultural facbors common to the (participating) Stateé“‘agd "go=ordination: of
economic, social and cultural activities ‘.peculiar to the States concerned", this
trend would mest probably not have been avaided, as we shall see further on in

this study - particularly in respect of 0.C.A.M., the Entente, and the 0.E.R.S.

It is not wuncommon that, as a subsystem becomes mors and more relevant in its own
particular sphere of interaction, its parent system becomes even less soj and as
the subsystem becomes more and more successful in one sphere of interaction, other
spheres are more likely to be transferred to it at the expense of the system. But
instead of anticipating our gen;ral conclusions, it may be mors prudent to continue
our imquiry into the functioning of the 0.A.U. by discussing next how member states
have been responding to the Organisation's decisions on the eradication of
colonialism ‘and racialvdiscrimination from Africa = a discussion réserved for the

following chapter.



CHABTER 1V
RESPONSIVENESS OF MEMBER STATES TO 0.A.U.
DECISIONS ON COLONIALISM AND APARTHEID

An important indication of how successfully a system is functioning is ths
level of the responsiveness of its units and subsystems to its putputs in pursuit
of set objectives. 0One of the 0.A.U.'s objectives is the eradication of colonialism
and racial discrimination from Africa;1sﬂﬂ in this chapter, we attempt to assess
the fespanses af D,A.Ug membar states to the Organisation's decisions on colonialism
" and racial discrimination in.Africa in order to determine the "feedback effects® of
thesse responses ﬁn the fupcticning of the Organisation. In this way, we can arrive
at some evaluation of the strength and effectiveness of the 0.A.U. The three cases
selected for discussion am Rhodesia, South Africa, and the Portuguese colonies in
Africa. As we shall see, the typses of putputs have been such that, while there is
unity as to the objectives in these areas, there is not a unity of action.

The Rhodesia issue has presented the U0.A,U. with its severest test thus far,
by placing consicderable strain on the cohesion of the Organisation. For the first
time sipce its inca@tian, the 0.A.U, was faced with a situation in which a white
minority regime had imposed its rule on an overwhelmingly African territory in
direct opposition to the Organisationt's declared objective of.egadicating "all
forms of colonialism from Africa". The 0.A.U.'s resolution on the unilateral
declaration of independence in Rhodesia (including the severance of diplomatic
relations with Britain) and the responses of various membsr states to this

resolution ar

L]

,Qell known. But what were the effects of these responses on the
functioning of the Organisation? Before answering this gquestion, let us briefly
sketch the background to U.D.I. in November 1965.

In 1953, the Central African Federation = consisting of Zambia (Northern

Rhodesia), Southern Rhodesia and Malawi (Nyasaland) - was formed, in spite of

1. The 0JA.U.'s decisions on conflict resolution = which are in keeping with its
objective to Ypromote upity and solidarity" among the African states - and the
responses of the particular states involved will be treated in the chapter on
conflict resolution; and the decision on economic co-operation — which is in
pursuit of its objective to "co-ordinate and intensify...co-operation and
efforts to achisve a better life for the peoples of Africa" - will be treated
in Part III.
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opposition from the African nationalists in the three territeries, who Feared
that it would stremgthen uhite supremacy in Central aﬁ\‘f‘::-ic:r:x\.{E The arguments for
federation were presented in glowing ecopemic terms by its proponents. Federation,
it was said, would create a larger economic unit and attract development capital.
Besides, it was argued, the three territor;es had complementary economiss. Another
rationale was that federation would pramate-rscial "partnership"fz But attempts
to make this "partnership" a principle of the nggratién's Constitution failed to
gain the requisite support from the whites. The Federal Legislative Assembly
consisted of six African, thres whites elected or appointed to represent African
interests, and twenty-six whites elected on a narrow franchise. The number of
seats in the Assembly was later increased to fifty-nine with approximately the
same proportion. Since the creation of the Federation in 1953, all attempts to
bring about a genuine partnership among the races of the Federation had been
resisted by the overwhelming majority of the white population. That the African
nationalists sought to dismember the Federation ués therefore not unnatural., UWith
Dr. Banda's return in 1958 to lead the Malawi Congress, opposition to the
Federation became more intense. In early 1959, matters came to a head when
disturbances in Malawi folleowed nationalist agitation against the Federation.
These disturbances resulted in the deaths of a number of Africans and the detention

of many more; Dr. Banda was among those detained. The Devlin Commission, appointed

to investigate the reasons behind the disturbances, reported,amohg other thihgs,

1. For a more.comprehensive background to the Federation and Africam opposition
to it, see H.W. Chitepo, "Developments in Central Africa' in Federalism and
the New States of Africa (ed. D.P. Currie), Chicagos University of Chicago
Praéé;ﬁﬁéﬁﬁgwpp; 3s28, B.T.G. ChidZEfQ, “African Natiopalism in East and

R.I. Ratherg, "The RlSB of African Natlanal;smi The Case Bf East and Dentral
Afrieca’, "World Politics!,V.XV, No.1, October 1962, pp. 75-~30; T. Ranger, ‘"The
Politics of the Irrational in Central Afr;ca;;’The Political Quartsrly,
VoXXXIV, 1963, pp.285-291; R.I. Rotberg, The Rise_ of Natiomalism in Central
Africa, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1966, B.V.Mtshali, Rhodesia:
Background to Eonflict, London: L. Frewin, 19683 K. Young, Rhodesis and
Independence, London: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1967; R. Welensky, Welensky's
4,000 Days, Londons Collins, 19643 J.J.B. Somerville, "The Central African
Federation," International Affairs, V.XXXIX, No. 3, July 1963, pp. 386-402.

2. Southern Rhodesia, Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland, Report by the Conference
on_Federation_held in London, January 1953 (Command 8753); Federal Scheme
prepared by the Conference held in London, January 1953 (Command 8754).
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that the Malawi Congress had widespread support in the territory, and that there
was strong opposition to the Fedsratioﬁ.1 Following the disturbances in Malauwi,
about five hundred members of the Zimbabwe Congress were detained without trialj;
they were later tried, but acquitted.

Meanwhile, the Conservative Government in Britain was preparing for a general
election. In July 1959, the Prime PMinister, Harold Macmillan, announced that a
Commission headed by Lord Monckton had beem appointed to advise on the review of
the Federation. Pacmillan, in an attempt to impress the African nationalists, is
said to have toyed with the idea of having an Asian as head of this Commission;
but Lord Monckton was finally electedg2 After thes 1959 elections in Britain,
lain flacleod became Coleonial Ssc:atary, and in April 1960, following lMacmillan's
famous "wind of change" speech in South Africa, Macleod released Dr. Banda. A
© few months later, Malawi was granted a new Constitution which provided for
elections id 1961. 1In éctaber, Lord Monckton's Commission reported, inter alia,
that the Federation was very unpopular, confirming what the Devlin Commission
had said earlier. If the Federation were to continue (the Commission argued) then
African representation in the Federal Assembly needed to be increased, the
franchise revised so as to reflect the population, racial discrimination declared
. illegal, and Zambia given a new Constitution. Each territory should also have
the right to e;ec:&ezcjeg.:'3 when Kaunéa visited Britaim in December, there were rumours
that Macleod had assured him that Zambia would be given a Constitution similar
to that for Nalawi.&

Contesting the 1061 Malawi elsctions on an anti-Federation platform, the
Malawi Congress won an overwhelming.majority, receiving abauthA% of the votes

and twenty-two out of twenty-eight seats in the territorial Assembly. Meanuwhile,

1. Report of the Nyasaland Commission of Inquiry, duly 1958 (Command 814 ).

2, Dan Horowitz, "Attitudes of British Conservatives towards Decolonisation in
Africa during the Period of the Macmillan Government 1957 = 1963" (Unpublished
PheDes Thesis, Oxford, 1967) p.62; Welensky, op.cit., p.145. I am grateful to
Prof. Dennis Austin for having made Horowitz' Thesis available to me.

3. Report of the Advisory Commissien on the Refiesw of the Constitution of
Rhodesia and Nyasaland, October 1960 (Command 1148). '

4. Horowitz, op., cit., PP. 105-106.



-39 -
1
by the nmationalist leader Joshua Nkomo, who later repudiated it after it became

clear that his followers were against it. Under the plan, there were to be

upper =~ and lower - roll seats, gualifications being such that fifty Europsans and
fifteen Africans would be elected to the territorial Assembly. Also in February
1961, it was announced that elections would be held in Zambia om the basis of a
thres~roll system: ar:"A" roll, a “B" roll and a common roll. Frem the gqualifications
set out for the franmchise, a European majority in the Zambian Assembly was unlikely,
By October 1961, flacleod's African policy had so displeased members of the
Conservative Party that he had te leave the Colonial Office to be replaced by
Reginald f‘-’;audl:ﬁng.2 -But although Macleod's plam on Zambia was later modified by
Maudling, the trend towards eventual majority rule in that country was not

reversed. In fact, Maudling said later tﬁat he had already considered the
Federation to be doomed before he became Colonial Secretary because of Lord
Malvernts definition of Mpartnership® as "the relationship between horse and rider".s
Towards the end of October and then sarly in December 1962, elections in Zambia
resulted in an anti-federation majority, held by Dr. Kaunda's United National
Independence Party and Harry Nkumbula's African National Congress. The two

parties formed a coalition Government headed by Kaunda. Once the territorial
Governments in falawi and Zambia were headed by anti-Federation leaders, only an
inveterate optimist would have expected the Federation to continue. Early in 1863,
ﬁ; A. Butler, the Minisﬁer for Central African Affairs, announced that any
territory which wanted to secede from the Federation could do so.

But while self-government was being granted to Zambia and Malawi under
majority rule, Rhodesia remained under white control. With the founding of the
O.A.U, in May 1965, the struggle against colonialism in Africa took on ancther
dimension: ths indépénﬂant African states, in pursuit of am 0.A.U., objective, had
come out strongly against colonialism. The verbal attack against Britain's

policy im Central Africa became more concentrated and intemse. In September 1962,

1. 3J. Day, “Southesrn Rhodesian African Naticnalists and the 1961 Constitution®,
The Journal of Fodern African Studies, V.VII, No.2, 1969, pp.221-247.

2. Horowitz, op. cit., p.105ff.

3. Ibid, p.179.
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the minerity government of Sir Edgar Whitehead had banned the Zimbabwe African
Peoples' Union (the African natiopalist party) and exiled its leaders to remote
areas in Rhodesia. In spite of this ban, Sir Edgar had told the Trusteeship
Council in Dctober that “there is no doubt" that the Africans could gain control
of the territory "in fifteen yr;aa::s:-";’I but Sir Edgar was soon replaced by Winston
Field who, after tha1British Government had yiélded to Africén nationalist pressure
for the dissolution of the Central African Federation, began demanding independence
for Rhodesia.

in respghse to an U.A.U. decision in 1963, the African Group at the U.N. and
African members of the Commonwealth began te exert pressurazaﬁ Britain for majority
rule in Rhodesia. In February 1964, the U.A.U. Council of Ministers called on the
British Gévernmant to prevent a unilateral declaration of independence,to convens
a constitutional conference of all political parties im the territory in order
to decids the independence issue on the basis of universal suffrage, and to take
measure to end political unrest im Rhodesia. U0.A.U, members were requested to
"rgoonsider® their diplomatic and other relations gith the United Kingdom, if that
couptry failed to respond positively te the Organisation®s decision on Rhodesiaj
thé Liberation Committes was instructed to strengthen its support of the
nationalists in the territoryj and the African Group at the U.N. was requested to
take the requisite diplématic steps to pressure Britain into implementing previous
UelNe resolutionszanﬂhodesiaa4

Meanwhile, the Federation was dissolved in December 1963. Following its
demise, taﬁsiaé between the nationalists and ths miﬁarity government in Rhodesia
was intensified. A right-wing revolt in the Rhodesian Front Party against Field

. led to his replacement by Ian Smith in April 1964. A feuw days later, the African

nationalist leader, Joshua Nkomo, and some of his supporters were arrested and
. 5

_ jailed on charges of Menticing the public to vioclence and disrupting the public”,

1. 7The New York Times, October 31, 1962.

2. The nature of the pressure applied through the WU.N. and the Commonwealth
will be assessed in Chapter V.

5; These resolutions will be trsated in Chapter V.

4, O.A.U, Council of Ministers, Resclutions of Ordinary and Extraordinary
Gessions, p.26.

5. The New York Times, January 2, April 14, October 27,28, & 29, 1964.
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General John Anderson. Ostensibly, the General was "retired" because of his age =
he was fifty - but the consensus of apinign.was that he was retired because of his
opposition to U.D.I. On the same day, Smith told Europeans in the territory:

I believe it is imperative that we obtain our independence and thus retain

civilised government in this part of Africa. We have put behind us the

old cap=in-hand attitude when dealing with the future of our country and

have adopted a new, firm and determined approach.... 1
On October 26 Smith obtained the consent of tba_gauernmsnt—paid chisFé and
headmen in the territory to independence under white rule. The British Government
(Firét Conservative then Labour) opposed this methgd of consultation because ‘it
was éélt that a representative African opinion could not be ascertained by such
means. Un October 27, the.aritish Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations,
Arthur Bottomley, said that the United Kingdom hoped that "internal pressures®
would bring about a change of government in Rhodesia. In addition, Smith was
warned that U.0.I. would be "an open act of rebellion" and "treasonable". It
was also made clear that financial and trade links with Britain would be jeopardized.
The following day, the United Statss amnounced that it had been following svents

2
in Rhodesia "with intense interest and mounting concern”. Towards the end of

November 5 independence referendum as a mandate for U.D;lgg his government, he
said, would continue to negotiate, but would rquest an ”apprgpriaﬁe mandate® from
"the people" to declare U.D.I., 9if so dasired".z On November 5, the overwhelming
majority of the almost all-white aléctcréta that voted in the indspendence
re?széédum favoured independence on the basis .of the 1961 Constitution, which
provided for a very gradual increase in the number of Africans participating in

the political process of the territory., After his victory.in the refarendum,

Ian Smith renswed a previous

suggestion that Bottomley should come to Salisbury
for talks. The Prime Minister, Harold Wilson, made it known that Bottomley would
come , provided he was allowed to meet individuals representing a cross section of

the Rhodesian population, including the detained naticnalist leaders, Nkomo and Sithele.

1. The Times, October 24, 1964,

2. The New York Times, Uctober 27,28 & 29, 19643 The Times, Uctober 28, 1964.

3. The Guardian, Uctober 30, 1964; The Times, October 30, 1964,
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Smith refused.

In March 1965, Bottomley stated that the British Government would not use
force to bring about constitutional changes in Rhadesia.1 During the same month,
the Smith regime announced that general elections would be held on May 7, ta
strengthen its position so that "essential changes" could be made in the 1961
Constitution. On April 25, the British Government repeated its warning of October

1964 that it would impose ecenomic sanctions, if the white minority regime seized

independence. The following day, the Smith regime issued a white paper, stating
2

that it had decided on "counter-measures" to protsct the territory's interests.
A few days before the May 1965 elections, the Association of Rhodesian Industries
and the Associated Chambers of Commerce said that U.D.I. would be ?prnhibitiue“,
if Btitain imposed economic sanctions. The sugar and tobaceco associations had
already warned that U.D.I. would cost Rhodesia Commonuwealth preference. These

indicated that, in the first year, economic sanctions imposed by Britain would

u
. : 3
deprive the territory of about £14 million sterling in tobacco sales alone. In
spite of thess warnings, the Rhodesian Front won all fifty seats of the predominantly
white "A" roll electorate. Shortly after the elections, Smith stated that his
regime would seize independence, if the whites were in danger of losing their
tgivilisation' to the "Communists' and Yextreme raéialists“.4 Later, the Smith
regime's representative in London, Evan Campbell, said that the whites would
declare U.Q;I;, if the British Government refused to grant independence to the
territary.s

At the Accra summit conference of October 1965, the 0.A.U. Assembly considered
thé idea of having African members of the Commonwealth withdraw from that

association, should Britain grant independence to Rhodesia under white domination,

However, this step was thought to be excessive, since the Urganisation did not

1. The Guardian, March 9, 1965, It is difficult to see how this disclosure
was calculated to deter the Smith regime.

2. The Times, April 1 & 27, 1965; The Guardian, April.26, 1965.

3. The Guardian, May 3 & 4, 1965; The Times, lMay 3, 1965,

4. The Times, May 10, 1965; The_Sunday fimes, May 9, 1965.

5. The Guardian, May 19, 1965; The Times, May 19, 1965.
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have adequate information concerning the intentions of the United Kingdom. The
Assembly therefore called on member states to "reconsider their political relations®
with Britain, if iﬁdepehdence were granted to the territory under white control,

In addition, it was decided that a ddclaration of U.D.I. by the minority regime
should be opposed by all means, including the use of force, and that independencs
be obtained on the basis of majority rule. To this end, a Committee of Five on
Rhodesia was established, consisting of Kenya, the U.A.R., Zambia, Tanzania and
Nigeria. The Committee held three meetings and siet up two sub-committees, one
to deal with the economic aspects of the problem and the other the political aspectsf

In November 1965, the Rhodesian questkon took on another dimension when the
whites actually declared U.D.I. The British Government imposed selective econamic
éanctions, but ruled out the use of force. In Africa, not surprisingly, the
reaction was ongof outrage. A series of pronouncements was issued from the various
African capitals. President Massambat-Debat of Congo-Brazzaville called for an
armed intervention in Rhodesia and said that he would volunteer "personally", if
a. 'erusade" could be formed to free the Africans in the territory. The Foreign
Minister of Chad, Jacques Baroum, associated his country with all "common action®
by the various African states to bring‘dammcraey to Rhodesia. WNiger's Defence
fiinister, Ycouba Djibo, wanted the rebellion "put down immediately". The Somali
Premier, Abdirazak Hadui Hussein, promised that his country would "spearhead" the
implementation of the 0.A.U.'s dacisiéns on Rhodesia. Albert Margai of Sierra
Leone called for thal“strongest possible action" against the rebels., The U.A.R.
announced that no vessels dealing with the rebel territory uguid be permitted
to pass through the Suez Canal. The Presidents of the four Senegal River states
(Mauritania, Guinea, Mali and Senegal), in a joint communiqué, urged all African
states to consider themselves "at war® with Smith's ragima; President Houari
Boumedienne of Algeria declared that his country would "never admit" in Africa

2

a racist regime such as that formed by the white rebels in Rhgdasia,i The Prime

Minister of Nigeria, Balewa, stated that rebellion had no other remedy than to be

1. 0.A.U. Council of Ministers, Sixth Extraordinary Session, Addis Ababa,
December 1965, EOM/PV.1(VI)ped.

2. A.F.P. Africa, 10, 1965, p.36ff.
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crushed by forcej and since the Smith regime had rebelled against Britain, the
only method of handling it was to deal with it Y“savagely". At thes same time, the
Nigerian leader disagreed with a reporter who suggested that thavUnitad Kingdam
had disappointed the African members of the Commonuwealth. The Rhodesian question,

Balewa said, was a delicate one; and no government wanted to be hasty in handling

.

a delicate problem. Dr. Nkrumah announced that Ghana was ready to place its
Armed Forces at the disposal of the 0.A.U., the U.N., or Beitain, in order to end
the rebellion. President Touré also offeredithe 0.A.U. a battalion of troops

for "Operation Rhodesia', A motion was put before the National Assembly of

Congo~Kinshasa, calling on the Government to arrange a conference of African

defence ministers to organise the defence of Africa against the "threat posed by
‘ 5 A

the Rhodesian xebelliﬁn",' Ahd Dr. Nyerere declared that the African states
could not accept a situation where a small minority used force to impose its will
on a large majority. The Tanzanian leader continued:

If we accept that, we should accept another colonial era in Africa. e do

not deserve our indsependence in Africa. Nothing could be more humiliating

to Africa than to accept that situation. 3
On 15 November 1965, Presidents Nyerers, Kenyatta, Obote and Kaunda mst in Nairobi
to discuss thé Rhodesian crisis, and to heold a routine meeting of the East African
Common Services. A brief communique” issued after the talks said that the East
and Central African leaders had agreed on a jeint line of action ta@ards the
Rhodesian problem. President Nyerere told reporters that he and his colleagues
had decided on how to aid Zambia, énd that arrangements were being made concerning
this. Four days after the Nairobi summit meseting, the Tanzanian Ministser for
Regional Administration, Oscar Kambona, who was also Chairman of the Liberation
Committee, told an emergency mesting of the 0.A.U., Committee of Five on Rhodesia
in Dar-es=Salam that it should recommend to 0.A.U. member states "Ya catalogue of
concrete pressures" which could be applied to Britain sc as to "wake her up to

, 4
her responsibility" in Rhodesia. President Banda was about the only African

1. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., 50C. & Cul., November 1965, pe409.

Z2a Agngig Af‘rica, Novembar 10" 1965; pi:jﬁf‘f‘i

3. The Nationalist, November 13,1965, l., & ... JORN RYLANDS
The. UNIVERSITY,
4, The Nationalist, November 16,17 & 20, 1965. HERARY OFf

MANCHES]
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leader to suggest that all countries "must follow Britain's lead! in handling the
Rhodesian crisis because the territory was "Britain's rgspansibility".1 On
November 22, the 0.A.U. Secretariat announced that the Committee of Five on
Rhodesia had proposed an extraordinary session of the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers
for early December. O0On the following day, the Committee called on all 0.A.U.
member stateg to bring into immediate effect a complete blockade against Rhodesia
and to consider withdrawing their heads of diplomatic mission in London,.

During the latter part of November 1965, there were press reports that
President Kaunda had raaueétéd that the British Government send troops, and R.A.F.
fighters and bombers, to Zambia. Kaunda himself told a press conference on
November 25 that British mi;itary intervention was the only alternative to a
racial or ideological war im Central Africa. The Zambian leader disclosed that
his country was receiving offers of military aid "daily", and that he was under
pressure to accept thase affers.z When saboteurs destroyed a power pylon and cut
the main power line from the Kariba Dam to the Zambian copper mines, the Conservative
Opposition, many of whose members had strongly opposed the sending of troops to
Zambia decided, in principle, not to oppose a decision of the Labour Government
to accedd to Zambia's request for military assistance. But the Comservatives
wanted the British Government to be in complete control of British troops in Zambia,
who should be under strict orders not to cross the border into Rhodesia under
any circumstances. In addition, Kaunda was to give assurances that Zambia would
not accept military aid from any other saurce.z The Lébégr Gauennmant:éccepted
the conditions étipulatad by the Opposition, but not without some modification.
When Harold Wilson announced the deciaign‘to send troops and R.A.F. aircraft to
Zambia, he stated that these forces would be "under unequivocal British camménd",
and that they would not enter Rhodesia to protect the Kariba Dam, as Kaunda had
requested. The British Prime Minister added however, that, if the Smith regimas

4
interrupted Zambia's powsr supply from Kariba, Britain would not "stand idly by",

1. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., 50C. & Cul., November 1965, p. 409.

2. The Guardian, November 23 & 26, 19653 The Times, November 27, 1965,

3, The Times, November 27&30, December 2, 1865; The Observer, November 28, 1965.

4, The Guardian, December 2, 1965,
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infantry battalion in Zambia because of its defensive assignment.

Meanwhile, early in December 1965, the U.A.U. Council of Ministers met in
Addis Ababa to consider the Rhodesian gquestion. The Liberian Secretary of State,
Rudolph Grimes, on his arrival in Addis Ababa,told reporters that the rebellion
must be guelled "as quickly as possible". Kojo Bofsio, then Ghanaian Chairman
for State Planning as well as Chairman of the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers, stated
that Britain had handled the crisis inadequately, and that the 0.A.U. should be
prepared to step in, if the British Government did not act immediately. He claimed
that about 4,000 Ghanaians had volunteered for military action against the rebels.
The Tunisian Foreign Minister, Mongi Slim, said that his Government wanted the
Organisation to take "effective action" to bring about majority rule in Rhodesiaj
and the Egyptian Foreign Minister, Ffahmud Riad, declared that economic sanctions

1
would not succeed. When the Council met, Tanzania's Second Vice Frasident
Rashid Kawawg said that it was:

the 0.A.U. and Africa which must lead the way in finding a solution to

this crime (U.D.I.) against humanity committed by the European settlers

of Rhodesia and their accomplices. The dis is cast and this conference

has to show in clearest terms that Africa has got the courage and will

to fight for the principles which we have so often proclaimed in all

international forums. 2
Kojo Hotsio exhorted the conference to:

act so that the whole world will know that the Sixth Extraordipary Session

of the Council of Ministers sealed the doom of the Ian Smith regime, and

that any power which supports this rebellion directly or indiredtly would

also suffer the wrath of Mother Africa. 3

Concerning the question of economic blockade against Rhadesig}the Tunisian
representative said that, since a blockade would have serious repercussions
against Malawi and Zambia, the conference should "fully consider" the implications
of an economic blockade for these two 0.A.U. members. The representative of Malawi
pointed out that his country could comply "only up to a certain point', At this
point, the Chairman, Botsio, said that there was no need for further discussion

4
the blockade against Rhodesia was on, and the conference should accept it.

T. Ihe Times, December G, 1965.

2. 0.A.U., Council of Ministers, Sixth Extracrdinary Session, EQN/?U 1 (VI)
Addis Ababa, December 1865, pe4:

3. 1Ibid, p.8-
4, Ibld, PP 3?~38.



- 47 -

But Keﬁya?s Foreign Minister, Murumbi, felt that Zambia and Malawi should be
allowed to make tﬁe best .atrangements so as to obtain goods from neighbouring
couptriss other than Rhodesia and Sguth‘AFrica. The Cameroonian representative
held a similar view, namely, that if a decision was to be made on economic
sanctions, it must bs unanimmus‘1

After discussing the sconomic blﬁ¢k8d§ against Rhodesia, the confarsnce
turned to the more crucial question: the severance of dipl@matic relations with
the United Kingdom., The Committee of Five on Rhodesia szhdd called for the with=

drawal of all African heads of diplomatic mission from Lomndon. - This measure was
: . 2
decided upon "as a start® in the application of pressure on Britain. However,

i

the Senegalese representative expressed the view that the simple withdrawal of
heads of diplomatic mission would ﬁmaan absolutely nothing" because they would
have to be replaced. If Britain was responsible for Rhodesia and had accepted
UeDola,y then the 0.A.U. should start with Britain. How was the Organisation
expected to adopt measures which would mean the use of force when it was unwilling
to take diplomatic measures? The conference, the Senegalese said, was Torgetting
that the minority regime in the territory could not have declared U.D.I. if it

had not been assisted by Britain.3 Therefore, “all sanctions" were to be taken
against Britain. This view was fully supported by the Somali, Malian, Sudanese
and Guinean erTESEﬁtatiV85;4 This ad hoc subsystem was opposed by another led by
Ghana. The Ghanaian representativesmanted the conference to "“seriously condider”
any step leading to the severance of diplomatic relations with the United Kingdom.

Ghana was prepared to offer troops for action against the Smith regime. In taking

military action against the rebels, the Ghanaian said, the 0.A.U. would certainly

1. Ibid, pp. 38-39.

2. Ibid, pp. 40=-41.

3. One would bs hard put to describe the Senegalese charge as "unfounded",
considering the fact that Britain specifically ruled out the use of force befors
UsDseIe Even in a simple game situation, a player keeps his options open and
does not announce, in advance, intended moves, unless he wants his opponent to

take appropriate counter-measures if and when those moves are made. And since
Senegalese position is well grounded.
4, Ibid, p.41ff.

5. Not Botsio, who was the Chairman.
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clash with Britain; and this would lead to the rupture of relations. But, "for
the moment®, Ghana did not think that the Council had "any liberty" toc take
Plightly" the severing of diplomatic relations with the United Kingdom. Uganda
and Zambia alse felt that the conference should take a more cautious lineg1
Mauritania supported the Senegalese position; it felt that the situatian was “a
singular one" and needed “a singular handling“;g

After several other reprasentatives had expressed their views on the guestion
more or less along the two lines, Guinea submitted a text for approval which read,
in part, "The Committee of Five having noted that Britain has tolerated the
establishment of the illegal Government of the white European minority....decides...
on the breaking off sr severance of diplomatic relations with Great Britain®, The
Sgnagalésa representative proposed that the text should simply read: "The Council
of Ministers having examinad the .report of the Committee of Five decides (on) tﬁe
immediate breaking off of diplomatic relations with Britain by all member States
of the D.Asug“.d The Senegalese text was supported by the Egyptian representative
who felt that the Council should not amend the recommendation of the Committee
of Five, but should make its own den:isiz:m.4 The Zambian representative also
supported the Senegalese text, but wanted a time limit to be set for the severance
of diplomatic relations with Britain. The Senegalese representative disagreed:
if the Council set a time limit, the United Kingdom would be given a chance to
disrupt the cohesion of the Organisation; thersfore, a decision should be taken on
the "immediate"rupture of diplomatic relations. The word "immediate", the Zambian
rejoined, could mean “now" or "three ménths“. If the conference simply said
"immediate", some states would sever relations the following day, while others might

take "weeks!" to do so. This position was supported by Congo-Brazzaville and

Ethiopia. Kenya wanted it specified that 0.A.U. members would be "obliged" to

1. 1bid, p. 46ff.
ZQ 71??;6} ﬁﬁg 52*53;

3. 1Ibid, pp. 62-63.

49 Ibid? _53353;'
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sever diplomatic relations, if Britain did not send troops to quell the rebellion.

At this point, the Tunisian representative sxﬁréssed the view that, as the report
of the Committee of Five had been submitted to the varicus delegations at the
opening of the conference, to consider the severance of diplomatic relations
with the United Kingdom was not "appropriate" as a decision for the conference.
This position was supported by the Libyan representative whe warned the Council
against adopting "emotional resclutions" that could net help in crushing the
rebellions he could not agree to the adoption of such a resolution because it was
a "very seriocus!" one and more “instructions" were needed from his Guvernment.1

The various delegations having stated their positions, Ethiopia then submitted

this draft resoclutions

This Session decides that if the United Kingdom Govermment does not crush
the rebellion and restore law and order in Southern Rhodesia by December 15

that date. 2
Sierra Leone supported this draft, but wanted it to contain a stipulation that
Britain would establish majority rule in Rhodesia. The Chairman, Botsio, said
that it would be difficult for the United Kingdom to establish majority rule in
fifteen days. WNigeria therefore Formally proposed tﬁat the words Y...and thereby
prepare the way for majority rule" be added to the Ethiopian draft after "law
and Gfd@r“.z As the shape and form of the final resolution began to emerge, the
Malawi representative expressed a technical reservation: his Government would give
the resolution its “serious and moral support®, but there was a constitutional
difficulty. HMalawi was due to become a republic in July 19663 if diplomatic
relations with the United Kingdom were severed on December 15, 1965, this would

4

mean seizing republic status by that date. The Chairman felt that the Malawi

explanation was unnecessary and appealed strongly to the Council for a upanimous

1. 1bid, pp. 63-64 & 70-71.
2. lbid, p.71.
3a Ihid, PP T2m73a

4, Ibid, p. 73.
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1
adoption of the draft resoclution.

Initially, thirty countries supported the draft reselution, none against,
three abstained (Malawi, Niger ahd Libya) and two were absent (Gambia and Rwanda).
The two absenﬁeés had, however, informed the U.A.U. Secretariat that they would accept
"all resclutions" adopted. After the vote, Niger changed its position and requested
that it be recorded as having supported the resclution. When the Chairman again
appealed for a unanimous adoption of the draft resolution, Malawi also changed its
' position and supported it. But-ths Libyan delegate repeated that he needed more
instructions from his Gevernment. However, after considerable pressure from the
Chairman, and from Somalia and Senegal, Libya "reserved" its vote, allowing the
decision to be taken by "unanimity“.g Thus, the Committee of Five's intake on the
Rheodesian c:isis was transformed into an gutput, although the fimal output was
different from tﬁat recommended by the Committee, since the request for the
withdrawal of heads of diplomatic mission was replaced bg a call to sever
diplomatic relations.

In the rasolution that was finally adopted, the Council decided, among other
things, firstly, that all 0.A.U. states should immediately impose a complete
economic blockads against Rhodesiaj; secondly, that, if Britain did not quell the
rebellion, restore law and order, and prepare the way for majority rule by
December 15, 1965, all 0.A.U., members should sever diplomatic relations with that
ﬁmgntzy on that date; and thirdly, that all 0,A.U. members should inform the
Secretariat of the measures taken to implement this resolutian.z At the end of
thaicguncil's meeting, the Uganda Foreign Minister, Felix Onama, told newsmen in
Addis Ababa that his country attached "great importance" to its membership in the
Commonwealth, but that Uganda was prepared to sacrifice this in the interest of
African unity because Britain had disappointsd the Africans on the Rhodesian

guestion, Similar views were expressed by Mainza Chona, the Zambian FMinister of

Home Affairs, and Gershon Collier, the deputy leader of the Sierra Leone

1. 1bid., pe7ds
2. 1Ibid., pp.75=76.

3. 0,A.U., Council of Ministers, Resoclutions of Ordinary and Extraordinary
Sessionsp.91.
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1 .
delegation to the U.A.U. emergency meeting. The head of the Congolese (Kinshasa)
delegation, M. Bolela (the country's Ambassador to Switzerland) said that Congo-
Kinshasa "fully subscribes to all U.A,U. resolutions, and notably to those
concerning Rhodesia". The Congolese Ambassador added that his country would not
"avoid its obligations concerning a rupture with...Britain", and that the Conge
had, "here and now", decided to put its air and military bases at the 0,A.U.'s
dispasal,z
Given the very high level of agreement at which the African states decided
to sever diplomatic relations with the United Kingdom, it was not unreasonable to
expect a concomitant level of response. Howsver, to use the language of the model,
units andg subsyséams that are responsible for the introduction and conversion of

particular intakes and inputs into outputs may not necessarily be more responsive

to the resultant outputs. This may be due to at least two variables: an over-—
estimation of the units'or:subsystems! ability to respond at the time of the

conversion of the particular intakes and inputs, or the introduction of inputs

and intakes that negate the need to respond. Fur>axémpla, shortly after the
decision was taken to break off diplomatic relations with Britain, the Tunisian
President, Habib Bourguiba, told newsmen in Abidjan that he was against "defiance"
and "intimidation". The Tunisian leader said that only "co-ordinated, persevering
and intelligent" action on the part of the people of Rhodesia themselves could
solve the problem. In Yaaundé@ on December 11, Bourguiba clarified his position.
A concerted action against the Smith regime would be effective only if the Africans
in Rhodesia surmounted their differences and united. An African intervention
which was not precdeded by this would risk becoming a "Palestine situation® and
would renew "the criminal error that was committed against Israel in 19489,

Given the militant support of the Africams in the territory, the various African
states would certainly be obliged to assist in the liberation of Rhodesia; but all
diplomatic measures should be exhausted before military means were employed. The

objective was the isvlation of the minority regime with "maximum external supporth.

1. Ihe Times, December 6, 1965,

2. Le Vonde, 10 December, 1965,
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Under the circumstances, why should the Afitican states sever diplamaticvrelatians
with Britain or try to "intimidate" that country by an attitude that was "falsely
bellicose"? 1If the African states wanted to have some chance of wiﬁn;ng the fight
against Smith, they had to forget their "ideoclogical quarrels', avoid “brinkmanshié
(les surencheres)" and the "politics of blackmail® which had "failed so lamentably®
in the Congo crisis of 1960. The African members of the Commonwealth, Bourguiba
added, were in a better position to define an effective course of action because
of their influence on &}1‘.:Uza:11=x;1

Meanwhile, on December 8, President Kaunda said that his country could not
tell other African states whether or not to sever diplomatic relations with Britain.

However, he felt that it was his duty:

find itsself in circumstances which would follew that action.... I have
always maintained that Rhodesia is a British responsibility; and as such,
it is Britain's duty to get us out of the situation caused by the illegal
declaration of independence. 2

to explain to my fellow leaders the difficult position in which Zambia would

The Nigerian Premier, Balewa, was reported as having said that the severance

of diplomatic relations with the United Kingdom had "far-reaching implications®

as far as his country was concerned and was "unlikely to contribute" towards the
3

attainment of the objective which African states disired. On December 10, President .

Kenyatta told the Kenya House of Representatives that his Government supported the
0.A.U. decision to break off diplematic relations with Britain on December 15, if
the British Government had not quelled the rebellion by that date. But he added:

It is however ocbvious that since this resolution was announced, there have

bean conflicting reactions by various African states. This means that action
taken would not be effective and could in fact be abortive. We are particularly
concerned that the Zambian Government has expressed serious doubts about the
wisdom of breaking diplomatic relations with Britain.

We believe that any action taken must advance the cause that we are supporting
in Rhodesia. {ivision among (the) African states will have sericus reper-—
cussions not the least of which would be a threat to the 0.A.U. itself,

In the circumstances, the Kenya Government has now decided to consult more
fully with our East African neighbours, including Zambia and other African
- states, to determine the best action to take.... 4

1. The Guardian, December G, 1065; Le Monde, December 14, 1965.

2, Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. & Cul., December 1965, p.424.

3. The Washington Post, December 11, 1965.

4., The Nationalist, December 11, 1965, 1. .3 5 @ @0 W0 b 78 o
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On the same day that President Kenyatta spoke in connection with the D.A.U.'s

decision on severing relations with Eritain3 President Nyerere said that "the

honour of Africa" required that the resolution be honoursed. The following day,

Emperor Haile Ssélassie called for a delay in the implementation of the resolution

so that the African leaders could consult and show “eohesion® and Yefficiency? in

solving the Rhodesian problem, while ?reéident Kaunda flew to Mbeya in Tanzania

for talks with President Nyerere. Meanwhile, the U.A.R. and Algeria announced

that they intended to abide by the D.A.U.'s dacisicni1 On Dgcambaﬁ 12, Nysrere
told a press conference that some African states and Britain were "using® Zambia

as "an excuse" for refusing to honour the resolution. The Tanzanian leader
declared that Dr. Kaunda had not requested that Tanzania refuse to comply with

the 0.A.U.'s resolution; on the contrary, the Zambian President had said that those
who claimed to be "Friéﬁds" of his couptry should put "maximum squeseze" on the

2
Smith: regime.

On the eve of December 15, Dr. Nyerere said that Britain had not shouwn a
#gericus determination® in its handling of the Rhodesian crisis, and he criticized
those African states that refused to comply with the 0.,A.U.'s resolution. Tanzania,
Nyerere stated, had no "honourable alternative® but to comply with the Organisation's
decision. He continued:

If we ignore our own resolution, neither our suffering brethren in Rhodesia,

in Mozambique, in Angola, in South Africa, in (Namibia), nor the broad masses

of the people of Africa, or for that matter the non—African members of the

United Nations Orpanisation could ever trust Africa to honour a pledge solemnly

undertaken by Africa's leaders, 5mith will rejoicej Verwoerd will rejoice;

Salazar will rejoice. UWhere can we hide ourselves for shame? 3
In a joint communiqug, on December 14, Somalia and Tanzania condemned Britain for
its "half-hearted" measures in handling the rebellion and undertook to honour their

pledge to break relations with the United Kingdom in compliance with the 0.A.U.'s

resolution. In Mogadishu, the Somali Government, which had already ssvered

1. The Nationalist, December 11 & 13, 1965; The New York Times, December 12, 1065.

2. The Nationalist, Decembsr 13, 1965.

3. The Nationalist, December 15, 1965,
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District dispute, announced that it would not resume diplomatic relations with
that cauntfy, This announcement was in resmnnsabto an earlier British statement
that the United Kingdom was prepared to resume relations with Somalia "at any time",
if the Somali Government so desireé,1

On 15 December, 1965, Tanzania severed diplomatic relations with Britain,
being the first Commonwealth country ever te do se. In Addis Ababa, the Ethiopian
Government announced that it would not break off relations with the United Kingdom
"for the time bsiﬁg“.z' Un December 16, Dr. Nkrumah announced that his country
was severing diplomatic relations with Britain, while most of the African delegations
at the U.N. either walked out or absented themselves when Harold WUilson went to
address the General Assembly on the Rhodesian question. The following day, Britain
imposed an oil embargo on Rhodesia, a move that the British Government had previously
refused talmakeg The United States also took similar action on the same day.
fleanwhile, the R.A.F. began an air-lift of fusl to Zambia from Tanzania. UWhile
the then Liberal Party leader, Jo Grimond, welcomed the imposition of o0il sanction
against the Smith regime, Edward Heath (Leader of the Opposition) considered it
"a grave development in the Rhodesian situaticm"i More than 120 Conservative
Me.P.s signed a regolgtian denouncing what they called the Labour Government's

attempts to bring about an "unconditional surrender® of the Smith regime. In a

debate in the House of Commons, the Conservative leadership did not oppose the

imposition of an oil embargg, but it rejected the use of force or a blockade of the
Mozambique port of Biera to enforce the ambargQ,3

8y December 21, only nine 0.A.U. member statas had severed diplomatic relations
with the United Kingdom. They were Tanzania, Ghaﬁa, Mali, Mauritania, Guinea,
Algeria, the U.A.R., Sudan and Congo=Brazzaville, The Central African Republic
announced that it would continue to maintain relations with Britain. Congo-

Kinshasa called for another 0.A.U. conference and said that it would alsoc maintain

diplomatic relations with Britain "to aveid being prejudicial towards our Zambian

1. A.F.P., Africa, December 17, 1965, pp. 16-19.

2. The Nationalist, December 16, 1965; The New York Times, December 16, 1965,

3. The Guardian, December 18 & 22, 1965; The Observer, Uecewber 19, 1965; The Times,
December 22, 1965. It was not explained how the embargo could be made S
effective with the eslimination of the use of force.
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and Rhodesian brothers™. Even Algeria, which did sever diplomatic relations with
the United Kingdom, made it a point to announce that the severance of diplcﬁatic
relations with Britain would not affect its economic ties with that country. The
President of Upper Volta, Maurice Yameogo, had said (on December 11) that Africans
“are obliged to observe thatvsamsthiﬁg has gone wrong with the international
system controlled by the Big Powers. The black race has lost a battle, and we are
witnessing a retreat that has thé value and significance of a challenge to all
formerly colonized populations". But at the Niger independence celebraticns in
mid=December, Yamécgo and his Ivorian and Nigerien colleagues claimed to have been
“rgalists" for not complying with the 0.A.U.'s det:.i.sian.1 A Prﬁpnsal’by Ethiopia,
Kenya, Nigeria, Uganda and Sierra Leone that the U.A.U. Assembly meet to discuss
the Rhodesian crisis did..not receive the reguisite support; the proposed summit

2
conference was therefore never held. When states like Tunisia, Zambia, Kenya and

move on oil sanction, giving an impraession of toughness with the Smith regime, the
0.A.U.'s cohesion was disrupted. Thus, although the level of agreement at which
member states adopted the resolution on the severance of diplomatic relations with
Britain was uery‘high,>only a gquarter of ﬁhe entire membership actually responded
positively to the resolution.

Ify in terms of the model, all units and subsystems fail to respond positively
to all outputs of their system, the effect is that the system will either cease
to exist or become insffective. Should the system become ineffective under this
condition, the level of tension as a result of a universal failure to respond
positively to its outputs will tend to be low, since no units are in a position
to take the others to task for not responding. Hﬁmeuar, if some units are
responsive and others are not, even if this situation is not continual, a high
level of tension tends to develop within the system, affecting succeeding intakes

inputs and outputs on some issues = provided the issue over which tension develops

is a topic of further discussion, and provided, -of course, that those units which

1. Le fonds. 14 & 15-20 December, 1965.

2. 0.A.U. @N/Cttee. A/PUs 2 (VI) pe2; A.F.P., Africa, January 21, 1965, pp.35-=36.,
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fail to respond are seen to do so. Thus when the O.A.U. Council of Ministers met
for its .sixth ordinary session in February/March 1966, a high level of tension was
clearly svident. The Nigerian representative told the Council that, although his
country had not implemented "the whole" of the resolution on Rhodesia,Sir Abubakar,
the Nigerian Prime flinister, had flown to London to inform the British Government

of the "anxiety" andYdisappointment’ in Africa caused by Britain's handling of the

rebellion., Following the Prime Ministert's journey, Nigeria had called for a

conference of Commonwealth Prime Ministers, which wasi*held in Lagos. This

conference had established two cummittees: one toc wateh thes effects of sanctions
1

on Rhodesia, and the other to be concerned with assistance to Zambia. Nigeria

wanted the Council to "re-appraise" and consider Ynew avenues" for soclving the
' ‘ 2

Rhodesian problem and not to engage in "recriminations". Yet "recriminations!
could hardly be aveided once this issue became a topic of further discussion.

The representative of Upper Volta told the Council that his Government had
taken "a series of measures" concerning the economic blockade of Rhodesia, in
compliance with the Council's resolution of December 1965. The Somali and Dahomey

3
representatives also announced that their Governments had taken similar measures.

flalawi said that it had not concealed the fact that it was in a %very difficult
position". Houwever, in Qumplianca.mith the Organisation's resolution, it had
abrmgateﬂ‘all trade agreements with Rhodesia. All imports from the Earritary were
being subjected to "normal® customs tariffs, and the "privileged position" that

4
Rhodesia once had on the Malawi market had been "completely dismantled". Rwanda

5
sanctions against Rhodesia. The Zambian delegate disclosed that, if his country
had severed diplomatic relatiens with the United Kingdom, Zambia would have had A
to spend a million poonds sterling or more a month for air-lifting oil. Because

Britain was "responsible" for the problems facing Zambia, the Zambian Government

1. U0.A.U. CM/Cttee. A/PV.3 (VL) pe36.

2. Ibid.

3. D.A.U. CM/Cttee. A/PV.2 (VI) pp.deS.
4. Ibid, p.5.

5. jbidg Dpe 7_86
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had decided that the British Government should pay for its "mistakes". 1In addition,
8ritain had imposed sanctions against Rhodesia in stages up to 75%. The delegate
from Zambia then said that his Government had threatened to remove its reserves
from London, and had followed up this threat by removing £10 million sterling;
the British Government had refused to give in. The Zambian Government had then
said that it would withdraw all of its reserves, whereupon Britain had increased
its sanctions to 85% and then to 96%;1‘ Tunisia wanted to know what useful purpose
the decision to rupture diplomatic relations with Britain had served: the Council

should decide whether it twould adopt resolutions "simply for the pleasure of doing
so", or whether it was interested in taking “effecﬁiue‘action“.z The Dahomay
representative felt that "mature peopies and statesmen worthy ef the name" were
-these who recognized their "limitations and errors", whereupon the delegate of

Mali said that, although the decision of certain member states not toc sever
relations with the United Kingdom was understandable, "exaggeration" should be

3
avoided; the Council had taken a decision that it considered to be rightv,

Guinea followed this up by adding that the "heart of the matter" was that 0U.A.U.
members should be "consistent with themselves". If other members were unable
to implement the decision on Rhodssis takanrby the Cauncil,lthen they should “find
other excuses” to justify their position which, to Guinea, "seems unjustifiablev;
as far as Guinea was concerned, it was prepared to implement any 0.A.U. decision,
including the use of forece, for the liberation of Africa.4

The various views haviqg been expressed, Algeria then introduced a draft
resolution which, in part, called for the intensification of training nationalists
from Rhodesia, and the recognition of the Zimbabwe African Pecple's Union as the
sole liberation movement in the territory that should receive the 0.A.U.'s

5

exclusive support. A counter draft, sponsored by fifteen states (Tunisia, Liberia,

Ethiopia, Senegal, Ivory Coast, Sierra Leone, Libya, Nigeria, Sudan, Zambia,

1. 1bid, p.26fFf.

2. lbid, p.14.

3., 1Ibid, p.22; O.A.U. CM/Cttee. A/PV.3 (VI) p. SfFf.
4. O.A.U, CM/Cttee. A/PV.3 (VI) p.19ff.

5. 0.A.U. CM/Cttee. A/PV.5 (VI) p.18ff.
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Madagascar, Niger, Rwanda, Congo-Kinshasa and Kenya), was presented by Tunisia.

The fifteen-nation draft, among other things, called on Britain to take "effective
measures”, including the use of force, to quell the rebellion in Rhodesia; called
for the setting up of a Committes of Solidarity for Zambia to seek technical and
sconomic assistance from 0.A.U, members for Zambiaj; recommended against recognition
of any nationalist party in Rhodesia; and called for the freeing of member states
of the "diplomatic implications" of the December 1965 resolution. The Central
African Republic, Dahomey and Uganda later assuciated themselves with this resolutianz
The U.A.R. representative said that the severance or resumption of diplomatic
relations was a privilege which all states have and which the Council could not
cqn?ar, as it was not entitled to do so. Having made this observation, the
Egyptian delegate withdrew from the conference, explaining that thes U.A.R.'s
participation was serving "no useful pgrpose",z Algeria's draft resolution was
rejected and that of the group of fifteen (an ad hoc suhsystem)vadgpted. At this
pgint, Mauritania expressed the view that the Council had taken.a "backward step',
while Burundi said that the resolution adopted contained Yabsolutely nothing" to
encourage the Africans in Rhodesia. Somalia expressed its disappointment and
withdrew followed by Algeria. Mauritania announced that it would continue to be
present at the conference, but would not participate. Kenya, Guinea, Mali and

Tanzania withdrew in protest against the presence of the delegation representing
3

the new Military Government in Accra which had replaced Nkrumah in February 13966.
It was against this background that the C.A.U. Council of Ministers, at its
seventh ordinary session in Gctcﬁar/Novémber 1866, limited itself to Ybitterly and

unreservedly” condemning the"talks about talks" that were being conducted hetween

refusing to quell the rebellion in Rhodesia and calling on the United Kingdom to
v 4
take all measures, including the use of force, to end the reballion. The failure

1. 1bid, ppe 20 & 24-25,
2., 0.A.U. CM/Cttee. A/PV. G (VI) p.2.

3. Ibid, pp. 16 & 47; 0.A.U. CM/Cttee. A/PV.7 (VI) pp.1ff. & 19;
The New York Times, March 4, 1966,

4. 0.A.U. Council of Ministers, Resolutions of Ordinary and Extraordinary Sessions
pp. 100-101. -’
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of most member states to sever diplomatic relations with: Britain was cortinuing
to have a feedback effect: no longer was the United Kingdom presented with an-
ultimatum. It should be added that, while three quarters of the African states
ignored the decision to break off diplomatic relations with Britain, the O.A.U.'s
decision on economic sanctions against Rhodesia - according to available U.N.
" statistics = has been largely observed byvﬂgA;U. members, with the exception of
Zémbia, Congo=Kinshasa and, of course, E‘fialaujzi..tl

Before drawing any conclusions from the decision to sever diplematic relations
with the United Kingdom and from the responses of various African states, let us
first discuss the gquestion of the 0,A.U.'s policy towards South Africa's agpartheid

and Portuguese colonies in Africa, since the three issuss are inter-connected.

South Afriea and Portuguese Colonies in Africa

Like the question of Rhodesia, South Africa‘'s gpartheid policy is another

prablam’that the African states had been’atﬁempting to solve befors the inception
of the D‘A.U.Z With the founding of the Organisation, the fight against apartheid
in-Scuth Africa was co-ordinated within its framework. The attack was therefore
given the appearance of a united fromt. The 0O.A.U. called on its members to sever
diplomatic and consular relatiocns with South Africa (and Portugal), to boycott trads
with the Republic, to close their ports and airports te the ships and aircraft of
South Africa and to forbid its aircraft from flyimg over their territories. UWith
the exception of the decision on trade boycott, the Urganisation's other decisions
have been observed by a largeAmajarity of member states. Malawi has, of course,
ignored the OUrganisation's decisions in respect of South Africa; and there is now

a bi=-weekly flight between Madagascar and South Africa. However, as we have argued,

if some units are responsive to the system's outputs and others are not, a high

level of tension tends to develop, affecting the intakes, inputs and gutputs on

various issues. So it was that when the 0.A.U. decided in September 1967 that the
Nigerian=Biafran conflict should be resolved on the basis of a united Nigeria, and
Tanzania, Gabon, the Ivory Coast and Zambia recognised Biafra, the O.A.U.'s

decisions on South Africa were also affected. Un September 29, 1969, the Foreign

1. U.N. Yearbook of International Trade Stat;stics, TDBS, 1966 & 1967.
For figures see Apﬁandlx A.

2. In Chapter V, we will treat the attempts to apply prassuré on South Africa
through various internaticnal bhodies.
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Minister of tﬁe Ivory Coast, Arsene Usher, said that as long as Africa uas
#indifferent®" to the Nigerian civil war, his country would, as a matter ?f protest,
abstain on all anti-South African reseclutions until the end of "this shameful,
fratricidal marf The following day, the Gabonese Foreign finister, Ayoune, said
that the situation in Smuth_AFrica had not changed, in spite of previous resoclutions
characterized by "shattering condemnation®. 1In view of this, Gabon felt that a
“new strategy" was necessary; while awaiting the formulation of this Ynew stratsqy®,
Gabon would 6at be associated with "inapplicable resolutions®, In fact, the Gabonese
President, Bongo, had already told Dr. Christian Barnard (the South African heart-
transplant surgeon) in April 1969 that he sauw "no obstacle” to the establishment
of contact between his country and South Africa, noetably in the medical field. 1In

addition, President Bongo said that Gabon was prepared to send a medical mission as

"observers® to South Af‘rica.2 Later, ths Ivofy Coast and Gabon were joined by
several other francophone states, and by Ghana and Uganda in calling for a "dialogue
with South Afriea,Z‘ Thus far, this ad hoc subsystem has not mustered the requisite
support within the 0.A.U. to have this position adopted by the Organisation houwever,
their cﬁange of policy in respect of Sggth Africa is another indication that 0.A.U.
members no longer speak with one voice concerning the means to be employed against
colonialism and racial disériminétion in Southern Africa.

Whether or not the Nigerianm biuil war was really the reason for the change
of attitude by the Ivory Coast and Gabon in respect of South Africa is a matter of
speculation. Hﬁmever, it is likely that a similar crisis within the 0.A.U. may
create a situation in which some member states will feel free, either because of a
genuiﬁé dissatisfaction with the Organisation's handling of the particular crisis
or because of soms motive Uhconneatiue with the crisis, to ignore the 0,A.U.'s

decisions on sanctions against the minority regimes of Southern Africa. -

Te Afp}éua Nouvelle, 4=10 December, 1969,

2. Ibid.

3. It is not likely that the South African Govermment will be persuaded by
diplomatic niceties to change its racial policy. John Vorster and his
cabinet colleagues have an all-white electorate to answer to. Is this
electorate preparedttoaccept peacefully a change that could lead to none
white domination? WNot even an inveterate optimist would answsr in the
affirmative.
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According to available United Nations publications, there has been aimixed

rasponse to the 0.A.U.'s decision on trade sanctions against South Africa. At the
time of the decision, in May 1963, the independent African states that had measureable
trade links with South Africa were Congo-Brazzaville, Chad, Congo=-Kinshasa, Central
African Republic, Ivory Coast,imadagascaf, forocco, Nigeria, Senegal, Sudan, Tunisia,
U.A.Re, Tanzania (then Tanganyika),Togo and Uganda. Since May 1963, Kenya, Malawi,
Zambia, Botswana, Lesotho, Swaziland and Mauritius have atﬁainad independence.
Of these twenty-two countries, only five (Uganda, Togo, 'anzania, Sudan and Kenya)
have, apparently, imposed almost total trade sanctions against the Republic. 1In this
cannectidn, it should be added that those Africam states which did not have important
tzaﬁa ties with South Africa at the time of the May 1963 decision have, on the whole,

2
apparently, avoided establishing such ties. However, with the recent call for a

gialague“ it is more likely that the Organisation's decision on trade sanctions may
be adversely affected. Before drawing ény conclusions, however, from the mixed
response to the 0,A.U.'s dscision on economic sanction against South Africa, and from
the present proposal for a "dialogue" with Pretoria, let us loak at the question of
the Portuguese colonies in Africa.

The ﬁmind of change" that swept across the African continent in the late fifties
and early sixties was also felt in the Portuguess colonies in Africa. As the wave
of nationaligm‘grem stronger, the Portuguese resorted to arrests and various forms
of oppression. Insisting that its colenies are integral parts of the metropole,
Portugal maintains thousands of troops in Angola, Mozambique, .and Guinea-Bissao to
fight the African nationalist movements that have been active in these territories

3
since the ear;y sixties.

1. Data are not ‘available for South Africa's trade with the Ivory Coast and Tunisia
after 1963, but the total trade betwesn South Africa and the Ivory Coast in 1963

was $3.321 million and that between the Republic and Tunisia was $0.768 million.

2. U.N. Yearbook of International Trade Statistics, 1963-1967. For figures, see
Appendix B.

3. Although the 0.A.U. Liberation Committee and the nationalist movements will not
be discussed in this study, other authors have treated the fight for independence
in Angola, Mozambigue and Guinea-Bissao. See J. Marcum, The Angolan Reualutlan,
VeI, MeI.T. Press, 1969; The Institute of Race Relations, London, Apgola:

A symposium Views of a Revolt, Londons Oxford University Press, 1962; L. londlane,
The Struggmg for Moaamblque, Penguin, 1969; A. Cabral, Revolution in LGuinea,
Londcﬁ, Stage 1, 1969; B. Davidson, The Liberation of Gu1ﬁ§ PEhguln, 1969.
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To try and force Portugal into changing its colenial policy, the African
states have besn operating through the United Nations and other international

1 .
bodies, and have given direct aid to the nationalist movements. In May 1963, the

;ndependeﬂt African states decided to sever diplomatic and consular relations with

Portugal, to impose economic sanctions against it, to close their ports and airports

to its ships and aircraft, and to prohibit Portuguese aircraft from flying over

their territories. Here again, as in the case of South Africa, the 0,A.U.'s

.2 .
been largely ocbserved by 0OLA.U, members, excluding Malawi, Congo=~Kinshasa did not

sever diplomatic relations with Portugal until October 1966, following a demand by

the‘CDngglése National Assembly that the Government do so, a deéision motivated
principally by the Congolaese belief that pro-Tshombe mercenaries were being

harboured in Angola., Prior to that time, Congo-Kinshasa maintained that it
recognised Portugal "within its European frontiers", and that the Angolan Revolution-

ary Government in Exile (G.R.A.E.) represented the people of Angola. [Most of the

Congolese deputies who called for the severance of diplomatic relations with Portugal,

3

however, wanted co mnnr31a1 ties to be maintained. Twelve other independent African
states had significant trade links with Portugal at the time of the May 1963 décision.
They were Algeria, Cameroon, Central AFricén Republic, Chad, Congo-Brazzaville, Tunisia,
Gabon, Nigeria, Senegal, Sudan, U.A.R. and forocco. Later, Zambia and Malawi

-became independent, bringing the total to fofiteem. OF thes sz, only four (Algeria,
U.A.Us's decision on economic sanctions. As in the case of South Africa, thosa

African states that did not have important economic ties with Portugal at the time

of the dedision have, on the uhole, apparently, not taken steps to establish

4
such tiasi

1. This aspect of the pressure on Pmrtugal mlll be treated in Chaptar V.
2. The Malawi High Commissioner to Brltaln is also aCCdelLed to Partugal. I am
grateful to Mr. Z. D. Kgdzamira (a Falawi research student at Manchester) for

the ipformation,

3. Le Monde, 7 Uctober, 1966.

4, U.N. Yearbook of Internat;mnal Trade _Statistics, 1963-1967. For figures, see
Appendl& C.
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Although tensions have not resulted, so far, from the very mixed response by
mesmber states to the Organisation's décisign on trade with South Africa and Portugal,
it should be noted that this aspect of the U.A.U.'s decision is less dramatic and
emotive than the establishment of diplomatic and consular relations. Moreover, the
performance of member states has not yet been a subject of debate within the
Urganisation. This brings us to another point: the demands made on member states -
or, more accurately, the demands that member states make on themselves -~ concerning
economic sanctions against South Africa and Portugal. These demands are not
balanced by economic opportunities within the framework of the G.A.U. For example,
the decision to impose economic sanctions against South Africa, Portunal and
Rhodesia was not accompanied by the establishment of a free trade area, or some
other form of economic union, within the framework of the Organisation, making it
possible for member states which would suffer econumically from the imposition of
sanctioﬁs to balance their losses. Nor did the 0,A.U. attempt to provide alter-
native markets, or sources of supplies, for exports and imports of those members,
Similarly, the decision to sever diplomatic relations with Britain was not
accompanied by economic alternatives to neutralise possibel economic disadvantages.
Tanzania, for example, lost a £iD million loan from Britain as a result of Or.
Nyerere's implementation of the 0.A.U.'s decision on the severance of diplomatic

glations with Britain. But no attempt was made within the framework of the

Organisation to obtain a similar loan FngTanzania!
1
Until the 0,A.U. becomes relevant to the economic life of its members, its

decisions on colonialism and agpartheid are likely to continue to be of marginal

importance te the actual policies pursued by the majority of its members in respect
of South Africa, Rhodesia and Portugal. Ffor, while 0.A.U. members want to eradicate
developing economies = to undergo the economic (and military) hardships involved
other than aid to the liberation movements and pressures exerted through inter—
national bodies. The Zambian Government, for example, informed the G,A.U. that, .

if Zambia had implemented the Urganisation's decision to sever diplomatic relations

1. 1In Part 111, we will demonstrate more Fully the irrelevance of the O.A.U. E!
in this sphere.
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with Britain, Zambia would have had to spend about a million pounds sterling a
month for air-lifting oil alone, not to mention other possible” problems.

‘While therefore a particular decision may be accepted in the interest of unity,
its actual implemsntation can result in economic hardship, leading to possible
political instability, and no leader can be expeclted to accept this chSEQUEhce,1
The dilemma hardly needs emphasis.

Another method of toppling the minority regimes of Southern Africa is direct
military action by the 0.A.U. But the present border and other disputes; involving
a number of African states, limit the Oroanisation's ability to seek a military
solution. Of the forty odd ﬁ.A.U. members, only the U.A.R., Algeria, Ethiopia
and Morocco have the collective air power te seriously challenge South Africa,
Portugal and the Smith regime. However, the U.A.R.'s Armed Forces are presently
concernad with the confrontation with Israel. Algeria and Morocco have an unsettled
border dispute and are therefore not likely to assume military commitments that‘
mguld involve a substantial diversion of forces that might be needed in the svent
of another border war. Ethiopia also has an unresolved border dispute with Somalia,
in additign.tg being faced with the guerrilla activities of Eritrean nationalists.
These four states are therefore precccupied with other priorities.

Lacking the economic and military leverage to eradicate colonialism and
apartheid from Africa, the 0.,A.U. has tended to exert pressure on South Africa,
Portugal and Britain through other international organisations. As neither the
system =~ nor any of its units and subsystems = is capéble of attaining the
objectives set in raspéct of colonialism and apartheid, the system has tended to
rely on its "environmental components®, éut to what extent has the 0.A.U. succeeded

in this tactic? In the next chapter, we shall attempt an ansuer.

1. This does not mean that 0.A.U. members should continue voting for resolutions
that they have no intention of implementing. The prestige and credibility of
the Organisation arehardly enhanced by such discrepancy.




CHAPTER V
RESPONSIVENESS 0OF OTHER INTERNATIONAL ORGANISATIONS AND NON-G.A.LU.
MEMBERS TO O.A.U. DEDISIONS ON COLONIALISM AND APARTHEID.
Because a system eXists within a given environment, it is useful to examine
its interaction with its environment in assessing how well or how badly it is
functioning. As stated in Chapter II, the 0.A.U.'s environment consists of other

international organisations and non-0.A.U. members, which, for the purpose of this

study, have been designated as "environmental components®, We want to know how the

environment is responding te the system's outputs and, of course, how the system

responds to the ipputs of its environment. It is in this sense that we now examine
the 0O.A.U.'s decisions on Rhodesia, South Africa and Portuguese colonies in Africa,
and the responses of other international organisations, principally the U.N., and
non=0.A.U. étates, to these decisions. Since one of the objectives of the 0.A.U.
is the eradication of colonialism and apartheid from Africa, a treatment of these
case studies should give us some indication of how this objective is being pursued
in respect of the "environmental componentsi.
Rhodesia

As was indicated in the previous chapter, the founding of the 0.A.U. in May
1963 meant that the attack against Britain's policy in Central Africa took on
another dimensionm when its members came out strongly, in unison, against colonialism.
No lenger were the Monrovia and Casablanca states co-operating on an ad hoc basis,
but the entire African membership of the U.N. (and of other international
Grgaﬁisétions) was now pursuing an 0,A.U. objective., In August 1963, Ghana, Guinea,
fMlorocco and the U,A.R., acting for the 0.A.U. in the Security Council, requested
the Council to consider the situation in Rhadesia,‘uhigh the General Assembly
(through U.A.U, initiatives) had already described as "deplorable, critical and
expigsiveﬁ,. T%E!;éﬁSEfUatiba Governmant in Britain had refused to intervene in
the territory on the grounds thatawell-established convention prevented such
intervention in the internal affairs of a self-governing colony. In addition,
Britaig\had announced that it would transfer control of the Central African
?ederatiaﬁ‘éipEwBrFul air force and ammy to the white minority government in

Rhodesia. Such a transfer, the African Group argued, was a grave danger to peace
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because the British Government had stated that it had no authority to intervene in
the terrirory's "internal affairs®, The African states therefore called:iifor an
investigation of the situation by the Council.1 Duringithe debate in the Council,
the African Group warned of the inheient danger in the transfer of a pcteqt air
force and army to the racist regime in Rhaggsia.2 The British representative
maintained that his Government was not in a position to answer for the "internal
policies® of Rhodesia, and that the air force was being "rsturned" to the colony
because "local rsvenues" from that territory had financed it.3 On Septambgr 12,
Ghana, on behalf of the African Group, introduced a éra?t resolution in the Coupeil,
calling on Britain not to transfer to Rhodesia, "as at present governed", any
attributes of sovereignty until a government fully representative of all races in
the territory was formed. The resolution also called on the United Kingdom not to
transfer to the territory armed forces and aircraft as envisaged in the Central
African (Victoria Falls) conference of 1963,4 The following day, the draft
resolution submitted by Ghana received eight votes (including that of Norway, a
'NATO member); the United Kingdom voted against, and France and the United States
abstained, Since Britain is a permanent member of the Council, its negative vote
constituted a veto. The draft resolution was therefore rejected. But, in October,
the Gensral Assembly also called on Britaim not to transfer political and military
pewers to the white minority regime in Rhodasia.5

We have already seen how the Central African Federation was dissolved in
December 1963, how a right=wing revolt within the Rhodesian Front Party in April
1964 led to Ian Smith's accession to power, and how the Smith regime took

repressive measures against the African nationalists. In February 1964, the 0.A.U.

- Coupcil of Ministers requested the African Group at the U.N. to take the requisite

1. U.N. General Assembly, Nineteenth Session, Official Records, Supp. No. 2
(A/5802), p.43ff.

2. Ibid-’ p.470
3. Ibid.
4. 1bid., pp.48=49.

5. Ibid., pp.51=52; The New York Times, Octocber 15515963,
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steps to exert pressure on Britain to implement previous U.N. resolutions on
Rhodesia. At the Commonmeéltﬁ Prime Ministers' conference in London in jm&y, Dr.
‘Nkrumah called for a constitutional conference, and for deémocratic elections.
President Kenyatta saw no reason uwhy Rhodesia could not be granted independence
on the basis of universal adult suffrage, just as other Africamn states had attained
independence. Dr. Obote propesed that the conference issue a declaration to the
effect that Britain alones could grant the territory its independence, that the
principle of "one man one vote" would be applied to it, and that a constituticnal
;Qéference would be convened. If the minority regime refused to attend the
conference, Obote Turther proposed that the constitution be suspended.1 The
Cénadian Prime Minister, Lester Pearson, submifted a draft declaration calling for
racial equality and democracy in the Commonwealth. In addition, he stated that his
country was prepared to offer a “crashbprcgramme“ for the training of Africans
from Rhodesia so as to give them the opportunity to eccupy important administrative
and other posts in the tefritcry.g At the end of the conference, a compromise
communigue” was issued in which the Eémmunmealth Prime Ministers recognised Britain's
responsibility to lead its colenies to independence, welcomed the decision of the
British Government that the existence of “sufficiently representative™ institutions
mould“ba a condition for granting independence to Rhodesia, and "noted with approval?
tha United Kingdom's undertakino that it would not recognise a U.D.I. in the
territofy.z The B?itish Prime Minister, Sir Alec Douglas~Home, promised to give
"careful consideration' to the request of the African Prime Ministers that a
constitutional conference be convened, and that thé detained African nationalist
leaders be released. But the British Prime Minister emphasised that the minority

o 4

gauernmént was responsible for the “internal affairs® of the territory. Shortly

‘after thes Commonwealth conference, Sir Alec annpunced that he had invited Ian Smith

1. UO.A.U. Council of Ministers, Resolutions of Ordinary and Extraordinary
Sessions, p.26;3 The Times, July 10 and 11, 1564,

2. The Guardian, July 14, 1964,

3. The Guardian, July 16, 1964.

4, Ibid.




- 68 -
to London for talks. But in Salisbury, Smith declared that he would not accept
the positien that a constitutional conference should be convened, and would treat

1
the proposal "with the contempt it deserves®.

one, but there was no basic change in Britain's position. In fact, Bottomley let
it be known in fMareh 1965 that the British Govermment would not use force to bring
about constitutional changes or majority rule in Rhodesia. -DUfiﬁg the same month,

the Smith regime announced that general elections would be held on 7 May 1965 to

strengthen its position so that %"essential changes" could be made in the constitution

On 21 April, the African Group requested an urgent mesting of the Security Council
to conéida; what was described as the "very serious situation® in Rhodesia. The
decision of the white minority regime in the territory to hold elections on the
basis of the 1961 Constitution was said to be a challenge both to the United Nations
and the O.A.U. Two days later, the Chairman of the Special Committee of 24
transmitted to the Security Council a resolution on Rhodesia that had been adopted
by the Committee. Among other things, the resclution dfew the Council's attention
to "the grave situation" in the territory and "the serious implications" of the
elections scheduledntg~ba held on 7 May on the basis of a constitution that had

been rejected by the majority of the people - since 1962, the Committee and the
General Assembly had repeatedly called for the abrogation of this constitution.3
On April 30, 1964, the British representative expressed a "general reservation®
concerning the competence of the Security Couneil to discuss the Rhodesian guestion.
But Britain's reservation did not prevent the Ceuncil from discussing it. Most
members of the Council were of the opinion that the British Government could and
should interveme to prevent U.D.I. which the minority regime in the territory was
threatening to declare. A draft resclution sponsored by the Ivory Coast, Malaysia

and Jordan was submitted to the Council, calling on Britain to take "all necessary?

steps to prevent U.D.I., to refuse to transfer to Rhodesia, “as at present governed"®,

any powers or attributes of sovereignty, and to promote instead the attainment of

1. 1ihs Times, July 17, 1964,

2. The Guardian, Mareh 9, 1965; The Times, April 1, 1965.

4. U.N, General Assembly, Twentieth Session, Official Records, Supp. No.2
(A/6002), p«85. ' -

2

-
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independence based on a democratic system of government., The draft resoplution was
adepted by seven votes, with four abstentions. The Netherlands, a N.A.T.0. member,
voted Tor ths resolution.1

At the Commonuwealth Prime Ministers' conference inm London in June 1965, Sir
Albert PMargai, the Sierra lLeonean Prime Minister, accused Britain of "duplicity®
and demanded that any negotiation on Rhodesia should be based on the principle of
"one man one vote", ODr. Nkrumah called for an immediate constitutional conference
to determine the future of the territory and appealed te the United Kingdom to make
a public pledge that the colony would not be granted independence until free
elections were held, based on universal adult suffrage. The Ghanaian President
also called for the release of detained African leaders and for a round table
conference in preparation for the transfer of power to the Africans. If the
minority government refused to release the African nationalist leaders, Nkrumah

proposed that Britain suspend the Constitution and establish a provisional

government in the territory. Sir Abubakar wanted a definite date set for a
2
constitutienal conference on Rhodesia before the end of the Commonuealth conference.

In a‘cammuniqué issued after ths conference, other Commonwealth countries called
on Britain to convene a constitutional GDnFeranca at an early date, which all
political leaders in Rhodesia éhauld be allowed to attend. Another appeal uwas
made for the immediate release of all detained or restricted African leaders as
é first step towards holding this conference. Moreover, the United Kingdom was
urged to suspend the 1961 Coenstitution and appoint an interim government in the
colony, which would pave the way fer free elections, if the white minority regime
refused to partieiséte,s Britain said that it would take "full account® of the
vieuws expressed.

But unlike the Egmmunmealthhcan?erence of July 1964, that of June 1965

successfully pressured the British Government into a promise that, if its

discussions with the Smith regime did not develop satisfactorily in the direction

1. 1bid, peBOff.
2. AJF.P. Africa, June 25, 1965, p.4ff.

3. The Times, June 26, 1965.
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of "unimpeded progress" towards majority rule in a "reasonably speedy time", it
would be prepared “to consider® a constitutional conference. However, the United
Kingdom left itself free to determine what constituted a 'reasonably speedy time",
as Wilson later indicated.1 On July 1, Smith said that, if the British Government
attempted to convene a constitutional confarence, his regime would consider it an
"interference" in Rhodesia's "internal affairs", saying that no one had "any false
illusions" as to what that meant. Smith added that his regime would treat the
Commonwealth with "the contempt it deseruas“,z Alday after Smitht's gtatemen?, the
Duke of Edinburgh said at Edinburgh University that the Rhodesian problem should
be solved psacefully to avoid a blood-bath. Everybody recognised that the ultdmate
result was inevitable; therefore, "a few years here ot there" didnot:matter if this
result could be achiesved "peacéfully and quietly".3 The Duke's remarks brought
an immediate protest from the Kenya Government which accused him of supportiﬁg
Smith's "dangerous strategy".4 Dr. Banda was the only African leader who axpressed
support for the Duke's statamEﬁt.S

On August 7, 1965, Smith told a meeting of the Rhodesian Front Party that the
territory was in a position to declare U.D.I. without disaster, and that “certain
countries" had guéranteed official recognition in the event of U.D.I. Four days
later, Bottomley repeated in Lagos that, if the minority regime in Rhodesia
declared U.D,I., the British Government would not use force, but would take such
measures as uwere "“desmed necessary"aﬁ In early September, Smith stated that
independence was "imminent", and that nothing would stop it. A week later, the
Smith regime appointed ite "diplomatic representative" to Portugal in spite of

7 .
Britain's protest to the Portuguese Governmant. Towards the end of September, it

?Zibiﬁ; The GUSrﬁiEP;"duﬁé 26, 1965,

2. The Times, July 2, 1965,

3. It is not recorded that the Duke put forward an alternative proposal in the
event the result could not be achieved "meacefully and quietly",
See The Daily Telegraph, July 3, 1965; The Guardian, July 5, 1965,

4. The Guardian, July &, 1965,

9. The Nationalist, July 7, 1965,

6. The Observer, August 8, 1965; The Guardian, August 12, 1965.
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—,Timgs, September 2,9 & 16, 1965; The Ubserver, September 12, 1965.
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was annguncedviﬁ Salisbury that Smith would go to London for #fipal and conclusive®
talks on the guestion of independence. On October 1, Smith said that, if he
returned from London "empty-handed", his regime would have to consider U.D.I. He
adaed, #It is an even bet for anybody that no matter what the British Government
does we shall be indepghdant'by Christmas“.1 While Smith was preparing to leave
for Briﬁain, the Chairman of the Rhodesian Front Party, Col, PMack Knox, was touring
the teffitary assuring the farmers thaﬁ they would lose only about a guarter of
their crop in the event éF‘U;D.I.2 When Smith arrived in London, the Canadian
Government was rapartéd to‘hava inforﬁad hiim, through its High Commission in
London, that Canada could not support a U.B.I. in Rhodesia. The then Conservative
leader, Heath, stated that ULD.I. would have no legal validity. When a deadlock
developed during the talks, the United States saia that it fully supported Britain's
position on the Rhodesian guestion. There were also reports that the minority
regime had been informed that thé American and British Govermments uwere Jointly
‘Bxaminiﬁg the economic consegquences 6F U.3.1I. in the cmluny;s On October 8, the
talks ended aboftively. ‘The Jjoint communique” said that the "opposing views"
could not be reconciled "despite intensive diécussign". The British Government's
five points over which the deadlock had developed were (%) a guarantee of unimpeded
prograss towards majority rule; (2) guarantee against any reﬁrégréssiue amendment
of the Constitution; (3) immediate improvement in £he political status of the
Africans; (4) progress towards the elimination of racial discrimination; and (5)
svidence satisfying the United Kingdom that the basis for independencs would be
acceptable to all Rhadesians.4

Before leaving London for Salisbury, Smith stated that the "people" of Rhodesia
wanted independence and would welcome any.athar.iéeas on houw té obtain it, if

negotiations faileds. He added that he was not convinced that U.D.I. would be

followed by economic sanctions. At the Conservative Party conference in Brighton

1, The Times, October 2, 1965.
2, The Times, Uctober 4, 1965.
3, The Times, October 6 & 8, 1965,

4., The Daily Telegraph, October 9, 1965; The T;mas, October 10, 1965.
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in mid-October, Lord Salisbury urged the Conservatives to deplore any form of

sanctions against Rhodesia. He continued:

.+« We are being asked by the Labour Government not only to abandon
our friendsj we are telling them to hand over their fate and the fate
of their wives and families to the tender mercies of men who are aon
the whole totally unfitted to conduct any free form of government at
all. 1

Lord Salisbury said that he did not approve of U.D.I., but was against any talk

of

(5]

anctions against the territory. The contradiction in Salisbury's position was
pointed out by Alan Haselhurst, a member of the Young Conservatives National
Advisory Committee. Haselhurst observed that if “we say we are against U.D.I.
but will do nothing effective against it, we are giving direct encouragement to
those forces which are pressing Smith to take this drastic stap“.g Sir Alec
Douglas=Home held a similar view: he wanted the donference to make no moves that
settlement of the dispute. Home therefore requested that Salisbury withdrau his
amendment. Salisbury refused, and the conference decided against him. But one
can hardly overestimate the effect of this split in thé Conservative Party on the
Rhodesian preblem. There were reports that some members of the Conservative
Opposition were not prepared to support the Labour Government on the question of
economic sanctions against the colaﬁy,z

‘Dn October 18, 1965, the minority regime in Rhodesia made three significant moves
that left no doubt as to the imminence of U.D.I. Firstly, it rejected a British
Government proposal that a Commonwealth Prime Ministers' delegation visit the
territory in an attempt to resolve the disaute peacefully. Secondly, Smith said
that a decision to declare U.D.I. would be made "within the next few days".
Thirdly, the former Rhodesian Prime Minister, Garfield Todd, was placed under a
twelve-month restriction at his farm. In 1961, Todd had formed the New Africa
Party with the aim éfbe;iminating racial discrimination and forming a non-racial

4
government., Two days later, thers were reports that Wilsopn had received a message

1. The Times, Uctober 16, 1965,
2, The Times, October 16, 1965,
3. The Times, Uctober 12 & 16, 1965.

4. The Guardian, October 19, 1965.
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from Smith in which the latter was said to have proposed that a treaty be concluded
between Britain and Rhodesia to guarantee the principles of the 1961 Constitution,
which in effect provided for a very gradual increase in African participation in
the political ppagessbmf Rhodesia. This propesal had first been suggested by the
Conservative leaders to Smith when he was in London, but nothing came of it,1
Wilson replied thatie preferred to fly to the territory for new discussions, to
which Smith agreed. As is well known, the British Prime Minister's talks in
Rhodesia both with Smith and the ﬁaﬁiaﬁalist leaders ended unsuccessfully; and in

With the declaration of U.D.I., Britain, which had maintained all along that
the Urited Nations lacked competence to dis;uss the Rhodesian question, was now
among thgse.éguntries requesting_an urgent meetingof the Security Council to
consider the situation. In addition to the United Kingdom's request for a meeting,
another was received from the Afriecan Group, and yet another from twenty-two Afro-
Asian states., In a letter to the President of the Security Council, the British
repraesentative stated that his Government wanted to inform the Council of the
situation in Rhodesia and the measures that Britain was taking in view of U,D.l-2
In their letter to the Council, the African statas expressed the view that U.D.I.
posed a threat to international peace and security. The letter from the twenty-two
Afro=-Asian states said that U.D.I. had aggravated an "already explosive situation"
and was a threat to world peace., The General Assembly, in resolution 2024(XX)
adopted on November 11, recommended that the Council consider the Rhodesian
question "as a matter of urgency“gz |

Starting the discussion in the Security Council, the United Kingdom's
representative said that his Govermment regarded U.D.I. as "illegal® and "invalid"

because only the British Parliament had thes authority to grant independence to the
tolony.  Britain, he said, had brought the matter to the Council to request the

"goodwill, co-operation and support® of U.N. members. 1In this connection, a

1. The Times, October 21, 1965.

2. U.N. General Assembly, Twenty-fFirst Session, Official Records, Supp. No.1
(A/6301), p.29. -

3., Ibid.




British draft resolution was submitted under the terms of which the Council would

(1) refuse to recognise U.D.I.; (2) reiterate its call on member states not to

—

recognise the illegal regime; (3) call on U.N. members not to give aid or comfort

to the Smith regime, and (4) call on member states to give Britain all necessary

assistance in making effective the economic measures that had been taken by that
country to bring about an end to the rébellion.2
Speaking for the African Group, the Ivorian delegate warned that a racial Qar
would result if a "rapid solution' was not found. Accordingly, he introduced a
draft resolution which (1) described the situation resgltingifram U.0.I, as a threat
to international peace and security; (2) declared U.D.I. illegal; (3) called on
the United Kingdom and all other states to take measures designed to protect the
Africans in Rhodesia; (4) called on Britain to suspend the 1961 Constitution;
(5) called on all states not te recognise the illegal regime and to withdrauw
reéggnitign from any state that recognised the minority regime; (6) demanded that
the rebellion be “immediately crushed"; (7) demanded that majority rule be
established on the basis of "one man one vote”; (8) called on all states to sever
all relations with the racist regime; (9) called for enforcement measures, under
Articles 42 and 43 of the U.N. Charter, against the rebel regime; and (10) authorised
the Secretary General to ensure the immediate implementaﬁign of the resulutisn,3
Faced with these two opposing resolutions, the Council turned its attention
to a compromise Uraguayan=Bolivian draft which, by agreement, was given priority
over the other two. Under the terms of the compromise draft, the Council would
(1) determine that the situation résuitiﬁg from U.D.I. was "extremely grave®, that
Britain shotild snd the rebellion, and that its continuvance would constitute a threat
to international peace and security; (2) reaffirm its resolution 216 (1965) of
November 1221965,43nd General Assembly resolution 1514(XV) of December 14 1950;5

(3) condemn U.,D.I. and regard it as being illegal; (4) call on Hritain to quell

1« On November 12 the Council had adopted a ‘resolution cmndemn;ng U.DeI. and
calling on member states not to recognise the Smith regime.

2. Ibid.
Si Ibidi’ pp.gg—i‘}@s
4, See footnote 1 on p.74.

5. The famous self-determination resolution.
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the rebellion; (5) call on all states to refuse to recognise the illegal regime
and not to maintain any relatiocns with it; (6) call on the United Kingdom to take
immediate measures to allow the people of Rhodesia to determine their future in
accordance with General Assembly resolution 1514(XV); (7) call on all.states not
to assist or encourage the rebellion; (8) call on Britain to enforce "urgently and
with vigour" the measurss that had been announced by that country; and (9) call on
the O.A.U. to do all in its power to assist in the implementation of this r—esalgtign.1
This compromise draft was adopted by ten votes, with ongabstention.

It is interesting to note the slose similarity between the compromise draft
and that sponsored by the African Group. But should we conclude from this that the
Security Council was being more responsive to the African states' demands than to
those of Britain's on this question? Let us examine what has happened since the
adoption of the of the Uraguayan-Bolivian compromise resclution.

.On April 7, 1966, the United Kingdnﬁ requested an emergency meeting of the
Security Council that afternoon to consider the presence in Beira of the eil tanker
"Joanna V" with oil supply for Rhodesia. The President of the Council, the
representative of Mali, delayed convening the Council by forty-eight hours, most
p:gbébly as a protest against Britain's handling of the ?ébélli@ﬁaz When the Council
met on April 9, the United Kingdom, after having complained about the delay in
convening the Council, introduced a draft resolution which described the situation
(the presence of "Joanna V" in Beira) as a threat to peace, called on Portugal not
to allow 0il to be pumped through the pipeline to Phodesia, called on all states
not to permit any of their vessels to carry oil destined for the territory, called
on Britain to prevent, by the use of foree if HEDESSSTY,EthE arrival in Beira of
vessels with oil "reasonably believed" to be destined for Rhodesia, and empouwered
Britdin to arrest the tanker "Joanna V" if it discharged oil at Beira for the rebel

4
territory.

1  1Did., pe30
2. Ibid.

3. It is not quite easy to reconcile Britain's willingness to use force in this
instance, but not when it involves removing the source of the problem.

4. Ibid.
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Mali, Nigeris

and Uganda attempted to amend the British draft by having the
Council (1) decide that sconomic sanctions were a failure, (2) call on South Africa
to prevent the supply of oil teo Rhodesia, (3) call on Britain to take all measures,
including the use ol force, to prevent the supply of o0il and other commodities to

the colony, (4) call on all states to sever all economic and communication links

the use of force, to quell the rebellion. These amendments were rejected and the
British draft adupted.1

In May 1966, the African Group submitted a draft resolution which, among other
things, (1) determined that the situation in Rhodesia constituted a threat to
international peace and security, (2) called on Portugal and South Africa to sever
economic and commupication links with the colony, and (3) called on the United
Kingdom to use air, ssa and land forces to prevent supplies from reaching the rebel
territory and to consult with African leaders in the territory in order to establish
a government acceptable to the people of Rhodesia. This draft failed to be adaptéd?

Having failed in the Security Council, the African states turned to the
Committee of 24 which adopted the May draft resolution by an overuhelming majaritytz
On October 22,1966, the General Assembly adopted a resolution, which had been
recommended by its Fourth Committee (Trusteeship and Non-self=governing Territories),
condemning any agreement concluded between the British Government and the Smith
regime that did not recognise the rights of the people of Rhodesia to sslf-
determination and independence in accordance with resolution 1514(XV), reaffirming
the obligation of the United Kingdom to transfer power to the people of Rhodesia oh
the basis of universal adult suffrage and noting, '"with grave concern", the "talks
about talks" between Britain and the rebel regime, which might jeopardise the rights

4
of the Africans in the colony.

1. 1bide, pp. 30-31.
2. Ibid.

3. The tactic, number and infiuence of the 0.,A.U. states at the U.N. and other
international bodies will be considered at the end of this chapter.

4, 1bid., p. 60; U.N. Monthly Chronicle, V.III, No. 10, November 1966, pp.29-30.
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However, the favourable responses of the General Assembly and the Committee
of 24 were no substitute for what the 0.A.U. wanted the U.N. to do, namely, to Qall;
on Britain to overthrow the Smith regime by all means, including the use of force.
As is well known, only the Security Council is empowered to take mandatory decisions
in this regard. And the Council, due to Britain's refusal to use force, had decided
against military action. It was against this background that, at its seventh
ordinary session in Addis Ababa, from October 31 to November 421966,Athe OeALUs
Council of Finisters condemned the "talks about talks" and “strongly condemned" the
United Kingdom for refusing to quell the rebellion; in November, the 0.A.U. Assembly
similarly condemned, "without reserve", the "talks about talks" and Britain's refusal
to use forece. In mid=December, the Security Council adopted a British draft
resolution calling for selective mandatory sanctions against Rhodesia. Acting
under Articles 39 and 41 of the U.N. Charter, the Council, for the fist time,
admitted that the Rhodesian crisis constituted a threat to international peace
and security,iand called on all states not to import from the colony asbestos, iron
ore, chrome, pig-ircn, sugar, tobacco, copper, meat and meat products, hides, skins
and leather, and not to export to that territory oil or oil praducts.g

But in spite of the fact that the Security Caunﬁil had decided that the
Rhodesian crisis constituted a threat to international peace and security, the use
of force was excluded. And in February/March 1967, the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers
again "unreservedly" condemned Britain for its handling of the crisis, renewed its
appeal to the nationalist movements in Rhodesia to uhite in the struggle against the
minority regime in that territory and called on the African members of the Security
Council to continue their efforts in that U.N. organ against the Smith :agime;a

Before drawing any conclusions from the 0.A.U.'s attempts to tappls the Smith

regime through Britain and the U.N., let us treat next South Africa and Portuguese

colonies in Africa, since the three issues are interrelated.

1. There was no explanation as to why the crisis constituted a threat to
international peace and security then and not before.

2. U.N. fonthly Chronicle, V.IV, No. 1, January 1967, pp.6-=7.

8+ 0.A.U, Council of finisters, Resolutions of Ordinary and Extraordinary
Sessions, pp.106=107, — s
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South Africa and Portuguese Colonies in Africa.

South Africa's racial policy was first raised at the first session of the
U.N, General Assembly when India complained that the South African Government had
enacted legislation against South Africans of Indian origin, violating agreements
between both aobﬁtries. In'1952? thirteen countries (Afghanistan, Burma, Lebanon,
Iran, U.A.R., Indié, Philippines, Indonesia, Pakistan, Syria, Yemen, Iraq and
Saudi Arabia) requested that the question of agarthe;d be placed on the Assembly's
agenda. These twoc gquestions (the Indian complaint and the thi tfsn nations' request)
were discussed as éaparate items on the Assembly's agenda until 1962, when they were
combined. Buring the same year, the Assembly called on U.N. member states to take
economic and diplomatic measures against South Africa and established a special
committee of eleven members (the Special Committee on the Policies of Apartheid of
the Government of the Republic of South Africa) to keep the situation under review
and report to the Assembly and Security Eouﬁcil,1

As indicated earlier, at the May 1963 summit conference in Addis Ababa, the
African states adopted a resolution on apartheid and racial discrimination which,
in part, appsealed to all states maintaining diplomatic, consular and economic
relations with South Africa to sever these tlES and refuse to encourage apartheid.
The conference designated the Foreign Ministers of Liberia, Tunisia, Madagascar
and Sierra Leone "to inform the Security Council of the explosive situation
existing in South AFrica“.z Since May 1963, the 0.A.U. has sought to pressure the
South African Government and its Western supporters through internaticnal
organisations. On Naé 28, three days after thes Addis Ababa summit, Burma announced
that it would not rensw its annual contract for the supply of about 300,000 tons
of coal from South Africa. Im June, the G.A.U. states succeeded in having the

Administrative Council of the I.L.D. adopt resolutions with a vieuw to expelling

South Africa from that organisation. 1In 1961, under pressure from the Afro-Asian

countries, the I.L.0. had adopted a resclution calling on South Afrlca to withdraw

from the organisation. This procedure was chosen because the constitution of the

1. U.N. Review of United Nations Cans;daratlgﬂ of Apartheid

(ST/PSCA/SERA/2)e Pols

2. 0.A.U, Basic Documents of the Organsiation of African Unity, pp.19-20.
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I.L.0. does not allow for the expulsion of members. One of the resolutions adopted

in June 1963 provided for the esxamination of amendments concerning the competence

of the organisation to act in keeping with the objective of the 1961 resolution,

Another reéclutiﬁﬁ called on the I.L.0.'s Director-General and a delegation from the

organisation to visit U.N. Secretary-General U Thant and inform him of the I.L.U.'s

Tyeighty p:sacéupatian“ with the guestion., U Thant suggested that a general policy
1

Africa.

On July 11,1963, the African Group at the U.N. requested an early meeting of
the Security Council to consider South Africa's apartheid policy and its persistent
refusal to comply with U.N. resclutions on the subject. On July 19, Emperor Haile
Selassie sent a telegram, urging the Council to impose sanctions against South Africa
for its racial policy. Three days later, President Nkrumah sent a letter aiong the
same lines to the Bauncil.2

During the debate on apartheid in the Council, Sierra Leone urged the Counsil
to take "apprapziatg.méasuras" to pressure the South African Government into
abandoning its apartheid policy. Tunisia called on the Couneil to take "immediate
and firm" measures in ardér to dispel doubts as to the U.N.'s determination to have
the aims of its Charter achieved in South Africa. The Malagasy Republic told the
Council that no ¥fiction of dbmestic jurisdiction" should prevent it from finding
solution to the South African prnblem.3 The United States representative disclosed
‘that his Government had made diplomatic representation to South Africa concerning

aiarthald and 1nd1catad that it would not co=pperate in undertakings that would

{f&; i3 &, fatev impoes€d Al arims iulﬁafaﬁ against Goubk ﬂtesca)ﬂ

support agarthe;@.ffHomeua:, the United States wanted further attempts to be made
in building "a bridge of communication, of discussion and parsuasion' and refused
4

to accept the view that violence was the only alternative. Brazil said that the

situation in South Africa constituted a "serious threat to international peace

1} A.F.P, Africa, July 4, 1963, p.1; The Washington Post. July 26, 1963.

2, U.N. General Assembly, Ninetesnth Session, 0fficial Records, Supp. No. 2
(A/5802), pp.20-21.

3. Ibidi, pp;?'i-gz.

4, Ibﬁiidu 2 Pe 22
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and security", and that the Council should take “appropriate action" against South
Africa. In this connection, Brazil proposed that steps be taken to stop the supply
of arms to South Africa.1 Ghana then introduced a draft resolution which, in part,
called on all states to boycott South African goods, refuse to export to tgat
country arms, military vehicles and strategic materials of military value.

At this point, the British réﬁreseﬁtatiue roundly condemned the policy of
apartheid, describing it as "evil" and "totally impracticable"., But the Briton
hastened to add that his country had "special cbligatioms® towards South Africa,
which had to be considered. He called on member states to continue exerting the
"maximum pressure possible" on Scuth Africa "in whatever way they consider
appropriate under the Charter! so as to dissuade that country from its racial
policy;3 The United States requested a separate vote on the paragraph of the draft

resolution calling on member states to boycott South African goods and refuse to
export to South Africa strategic materials of military value. This paragraph was
rejected, and the draft, as amended, was adopted. The British Goverpment had
already announced on August 3 that Britain would not sell arms to South Africa,
which could be used to enforce apartheid, but that Britain would abide by its
Yecommitments® to sell arms to that country for external defan;a.4

Following the debats in the Security Council, the CG.A.U. Council of Pinisters,
meeting in Dakar, adopted a resolution which, among other things, deplored the
position taken by the United Stafas, Britain and France during the Security Council
debate on South Africa and expressed the hope that these countries would, "in future®,
support the O.A.U.'s position. A week later, Dr. Verwoerd told a Nationalist Party
rally at Smithfield, Orange Frese 5tate, that South Africa would not give in:te

pressures. He observed that the United States and Britain had simply made "verbal
5

attacks" on South Africa because they were aware of its economic worth,

1. Ibid.
20 .Lbﬂé:g.o’ pP024"250

3 - EP;;E:’ b ] p * 259
4. Ibid., p.26; The Times, August 4, 1963.

5. U.A.U. Basic Documents of the Organisation of African Unity, p. 34;
The Sunday Telegraph, August 18, 1963.
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In mid-(ctober, The Netherlands Permanent Mission to the U.N, announced that its
Government had imposed a ban on the export and tramsit to South Africa of arms
which could be used for the suppression of the non~whites in the apartheid state.
On December 3, Noruway submitted a draft resolution to the Council, calling for,
in part, the cessation of the supply of esguipment and materials for the manufacture
and maintenance of arms in South Africa and the establishment of an expert group
to examine the situation in that country so és to determine what the U.N. could
do te improve the situation in the apartheid state. The Norwegian draft was
unanimously édeptad on December 4, and the group of experts was appeointed by
Secretar?—&aneral U Thant in January 1964. But Soutl) Africa refused to co-operate,
thus making it impracticable for the group to visit that country in ocrder to conduct
an on=the-spot inuestigation.1 However, the group submitted a report, stressing
that the basic principle for a peaceful and constructive ssttlement of the South
African problem was that all races in that country should decide its ?uturegz

Wwith the Western bloc firmly opposed to the use of sanctions in respect of
South Africa, the South African Government has simply tended to ignore U.N.
resolutions on apartheid. But the 0.A.U.'s tactic (which will be considered at
the end of this chapterj has remained basically the same. And while the African
states have had a measure of success in the fight against South Africa, the actions
taken against the apartheld state by the U.N. and other ipternational bodies and
nDﬂeﬂ;A.U. states have been marginal, as is well known. In this connection, on
March 19, 1964, tha‘Assambly of the World Health Organisation, exercising its
powers under Article 7 of the organisatioen's constitutien, reguested that the
Executive Board and the Director=General submit to the Assembly proposals with a

view to suspending or excluding South Africa from W.H.O0. But despite 0.A.U.
3

pressure, the Executive Board turned down the Assembly's regusst. In early June

1964, the Universal Postal Union adopted an Africanm resolution which excluded

7. U.N. Seneral Assembly, Nimeteenth Session, Official Records, Supp. Nos2
(A/SSDZ), pe287TT.

2. Ibid.

3. W.H.0. Handbook of Resolutions and Decisions of the World Health Assembly

and the Executive Board (10th ed.), May 1969, p.307; W.H.O0, Official Records,

No. 144, p.48.
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South Africa FrDmvthg Union. In November, after the Labour Government had replaced
the Conservative one, the United Kingdom announced that it would not supply arms to
South Africa. Bn July 9, 1965, the Executive Committee of the International Civil
Aviation Organisation adopted an African resolution calling for the expulsion of
South Africa from the organisation. Five days later, however, the I.C.A.O.
Asgembly rejected this resoclution, UWhen South Africa was invited to participate
in the 1968 Ulympics in Mexico, the 0.A.U. states objected, and the International
UOlympics Committee withdrew the invitation.

Connected with South Africa's racial policy is the question of South=West
Africa, now called Namibia. This territory was given to South Africa by the League
of Nations in 1919 teo he administered as a class [ mandate. Under the League,
South Africa was asccountable to the Mandate Commission of the League. With the
demise of the League, however, the Mandate Commission ceased to function. When the
United Nations was founded in 1945, the Trusteeship Council was established under
which the various pouwers placed their mandate territories in preparation for
self—gﬁverﬁmeﬁt or independence.

Since 1946, South Africa has refused to place Namibia under the Trustesship
Council, arguing that its international accountability for the territory was to
the League and not the U.N. 1In 1960, the Conference of Independent African States‘
in Addis Ababa appointed Ethiopia and Liberia to take legal action against South
Africa at the Internmational Court of Justice for that country's introduction of

apartheid into Namibia. It took the Court six years to decide that Liberia and

g&hiapia did not have any legal rights for taking action against South Africa.
This'més a contradiction of a préviaus ruling by the same Court in 1862 in which
it was held that the two countries had such rights. It should be noted, in this
connection, that the Australian President of the Court, who cast éhé deciding vote
im favour of South Africa in 1966 had voted against the 1962 decision,

At the end of President Nyerere's visit to Somalia in August 1966, he and
Somali President Aden Abdulla Usman issued a joint cemminique’ which, in part,
strpngly condemned the World Courtts (decision on Namibia and called on "all
_ democratic peoples® to demand that the United Nations revoke South Africa's

1
mandate over the territory. On October 27; the General Assembly, through the

1. The Nationalist. AUgust 26, 1066,
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African Group's initiatives, adopted a resolution mhich, among other things,
reaffirmed the inalienable right of the people of Namibis to self-determination,
freedom and independence in keeping with the U.N. Charter, terminated South Africa's

mandate over the territory and placed it under direct U.N. responsibility and called

on South Africa to refrain from taking any action that might in any way alter (or

1
tend to alter) the international status of Namibia.

Following the Assembly's resolution, the O0O.A.U. Council of Ministers, at its
seventh ordinary session in Addis Ababa in Gctabsr/mavember 1966,'passed a
resclution which, in part, welcomed "with satisfaction" thé Assembly's resoclution,
copnsidered South Africa's continued presence in Namibia as an Yillegal military
aggression”, called on the various organs of the United Nations to take all steps
to put into immediate effect the General Assembly's resolution and urged states
that had not done so to refrain from supplying South Africa with arms, petroleum
or petroleum pfaduct%;z

On March 20, 1969, more than two years after the General Assembly's decision
on Namibia, the Security Council called on the apartheid state to withdraw from
Namibia. The U.K, and France abstained. On August 12, the Council called on South
Africa to withdraw before UOctober 4, 1969, Dtha;misé, the Council warned that it
would decide on what "effective measures® to take "in accordance with ths appropriate
provision of the relevant chapters of the United Nations Charter". Significantly,
the resolution (sponsored by Senegal, Algeria, Zambia, Colombia, Pakistan and
Paraguay) was adopted by eleven votes to nil, with France, the United States,

Britain and Finland abstaining.z With its three major Western supporters abstaining,
South Africa could hardly have been expected to hesd the Council's resolution.
So much for gpartheid and Namibia. Let us now turn next to the question of

Portuguese colonies in Africa.

1. U.N. General Assembly, Official Records, Twenty—First Session, Supp. NO.16
(A/6316), pe2s

2. 0.A.U, Council of Ministers, Resolutions of Ordinary and Extraordinary Sessions
PP« 108=~107.

3. U.N. General Assembly, Official Records, Twenty=-fourth Session, Supp. No.2
(A/7602), p.76ff; Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul, Series,
August 19589, p.1503.
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At the May 1963 summit conference, the African states adopted a resolution
on decolonisation which, in part,
Intervenesexpressly with the Great Powers so that they cease, without
excegption, to lend direct or indirect support or assistance to all
those colonialist Governments which might use such assistance to suppress
national liberation movements, particularly the Portuguese Government
which is conduéting a real war of genoccide in ATric8esees 1
After continual African pressure at the U.N.,, the United States Government had
already announced on April 10,1962, that it had received assurances from Portugal
that American arms supplied to Portuguese forces under mutual defence agreements
would no longer be transferred to Angola where Portugal was faced with a rebellign.2
A day or so later, the American Secretafy of State, Dean Rusk, had suggested to his
Brazilian opposite number, Or. Francisce Dantas, that Brazil might be ilw a position
to persuade Portugal to adopt a more liberal policy towards its African colonies.s
On July 4, 1963, the Twenty=Sixth International Conference on Education in
Geneva, in response to a demand by the African states, voted to exclude Portugal
from its deliberations. The Communist bloe countries, non=African Arab statses,
Israel, Yugoslavia and India voted with the African states. When Portugal refused
to withdraw from the conference, the 0.A.U. states walked out. The following day,
the Turkish President of the conference, Bedrettin Tuncel, instructed conference
officials to bar the Portuguese delegation from entering the conference hall,
On July 11, the African Group at the United Nations requested an early meeting
of the Security Council to consider the situation in Portugal's African colonies
in view of what was described as a “state of war" in some of those terrvitoties,
which constituted a breach of peace and security in Africa and a threat to inter-
national peace and security. About a week later, Emperor Haile Selassie, in a
telegram, appsaled to the Security Council to apply "maximum pressure" on Portugal
so that it would grant independence to its African colonies. On July 22, President

Nkrumah sent a message to the Security Council, stating that humanity was "awaiting

1. 0.A.U. Basic Documents of the Organisation of African Unity, Pel7ffs

2. But in its desire to retain the Azores base, the U.S5. hardly took steps to
prevent such a transfer. See Marcum, The Angolan Revolution, V.I.
pp. 183, 185, 190, 193=103, 270-271, 274, and 315.

3+ The New York Times, April 11, 1962.

4. The New York Times, July 5, 19633 The Washington Post, July 6, 1963,
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anxiously" the results of the Council's deliberations which should bring about the
termination of Portuguese rule in Af‘rica.1

To préss the fight against Portuguese colinialism in the Security Council,
the G;A;U- had, in May, appointed Liberia, Sierra Leone, Madagascar and Tunisia.
Opening the debate, Liberian Secretary of State, Grimes, said among other things, that
the Africén states were not prepared to condone the perpetuation of colonialisi
and slavery. Africans, Grimes said, were not sesking revenge, but justice in
keeping with the U.N. Charter. UWhat Africa wanted was action by ths Council to
ensure greater respect for any compliancs with U.N. resclutions by Portugal, even
if it meant the imposition<of sanctions against that cuuntry.2

The Tunisian representative observed that in 1962, the General Assembly had
adopted resclutions 1809 (?UII) and 1819 (XVII) which noted that Portugalt's refusal
to heed the legitimate aspirations of the Angolans constituted a threat to inter-
pational peace and security. The use of armed force by the Portuguese Government
hadApfavaked the Africam nationalists into reacting. Thus, a dangerous cycle of
tepreésiéﬁ and pationalist reaction had developed. The fighting in Angola had
overflowed the frontiers of that countrys and in Guinea-Bissao;, it threatened to
spread to neighbouring countries with the Portuguese bombardment of a Senegalese
village in March 1963. The Tuniéian urged the Council to take "all appropriate"
steps in view of the grave situation and to assume its full responsibilities under
the U.N. Chaxteriz The Malagasy Republic called for “prompt and effective”
measures which, it said, were necessary not only for the prestige of the U.N., but
‘were even in Portugal's interest. Madagascar called on the Council to make the
necessary choice and EUQpﬂit the African eauntriesg4 Sierra Leone wanted the
Council to have Portugal deéida, "within a reasonably short time", to renounce

its theory of the extension of Portugal into Africa and to recognise the right to
_ ‘ 5
self=determination of the peoples of Angola, Mozambique and Guinea-Bissao.

1. U.N. Gensral Assembly, Nineteenth Session, Official Records. SuppyNo.2
' (A/5802), p.S.

2, Ibid., pp. 9=10.
3! ;bid!’ §!1UI
4. Ibid.

5., Ibid.
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Portupal's colonial policy was also severely criticised by other non=African
states participating in the Council's debate. Ghana, FMoroceo ahd the Philippines
later introduced a draft resolution which considered the sitwation in Portugal's
African colonies as constituting a threat to internmational peace and security;
decided that Portugal's policy of claiming territories under its administration aé
"overseas terriﬁorias“ and integral parts of the metropole was contrary to the
.Charter of the U.N. and the relevant resclutions adopted by the General Assembly
and Security Counecil; demanded the immediate implementation by Pertugal of the
portion of paragraph 4 of General Assembly resclution 1807 (XVII) of December 14,
1962, which called for the immediate recognition of the right to self-determination
and independence of the peoples of territories under Portugquese administration,
cessation of represssion and the withdrawal of all military and other forces used
fidr that purpose, the promulgation of political amnesty, the creation of conditions
conducive to the f:sé functioning of political parties, negotiation with
representatives of political parties lesading to the transfer of power and the
granting of independence immediately thereafter; and called on all countries to
refrain from giving Portugal any assistance that would be used to enforce repressive
measures against the peoples of territories under its rgle.1 The representative
of Madagascar then read the text of a telegram sent by the U.A.M. Heads of State
who were holding a conference in Cotonou, In their telegram, the U.A.M, states
urged all members of the Security Council to support the draft resnlutian.z After
slight modifications, the draft was adopted by 8 votes to none, with, as usual, the
United S5tates, Britain and France abstaining. But although Britian and the United
States abstained, they nave assurances that Portugal would not receive arms from
them to repress African nationalist mr::vaments,3

Meanwhile, on July 24, 1963, the U.N. Economic énd Social Council, meeting in
Geneva, voted to expel Portugal from the United Nations Economic C;mmissimn for

Africa. Ethiopia and Senegal, on beghalf of the African Group, had proposed the

expulsion. On August 10, Portugalts neighbour, Spain, anncunced that its

v Ibid., pp.12=13.
2. Ibid., pei5.

51 ibidcg PB-15—16;
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territories in West Africa would be given a measure of autenomy. The territories
involved were Rioc Muni and Fernando Po. Spain is also said to have adﬁised
Portugal in May to show understanding for the "wind of change" that was sweeping
across Africa,i Two days after the Spanish Governmentts announcement, Portuguese
Premier Salazar defended his country's colonial policy. But as Salazar's speech
was being broadcast, the Pcrtgguesa Secretary of State for Overseas Administration,
. Jdoachim Silva Cunha, was on his way to GuinéaaBissaa to initiate a "new political
administrative status" designed to grant a measure of autonomy to territories under

2

Portuguese rule.

On August 29, the Portuguese Government invited U.N. SBcretary-General U Thant

- to visit Portugal for talks in connection with the Security Council's resolution.

Tha Secretary=General informed Portugal that U.N. Under Secretary for Trusteeship
and Non=8elf-Governing Territories Godfrey Amachree would represent him. In
‘Septembery Amachree held éiscussi@ns with Pgrtuguese'mfficials in Lisbon, which led
to direct talks’hatmEEﬁ réprasantatiﬁas designated by the African Group and Portugal.
The central issue of the talks was the concept of self-determination. Portugal
defined self=-determination in such a manner as to exclude independence for its

African territories. The Portuguese expressed the view that there was more than
ong form of self-determination, just as there is more than one form of administration
of a states Accordingly, Portugal defined self-determination as the "agreement and
consent® of a people to a certain political structure, type of statg and
administrative afgaﬁisaticn,S

The Africen states, for obvious reasons, refused to accept this interpretation
of seif-determination. Hence in November, the African Group rquested an early
meeting of the Security Council to consider a report by the Secretary-General on

4
the talks with Portugal.

1. The Washington Post. July 25, 19633 The New York Times, August 11, 1963,

2. The New York Times, August 13, 1963,

3« O.A.U. Council of Ministers, Third Ordipary Session, p.19; U.N, General
Assembly, Nineteenth Session, 0fficial Records,Supp. No.2 (A/5802), p.17.

4. U.N, General Assembly, Nineteenth Session, Official Records, Supp. No.2
(A/5802), pe17. ‘
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On December 3, the General Assembly, through the African Group's initiatives, requested
the Council to consider immediatsely the guestion of territories under Portugusse
control and to take the requisite steps to give effect to its own decisions on this
guestion. A few days later, the Council began its consideration of the prgblém.1
Speaking for the African Group, Grimes told the Council that the African states
could not acecept the Portuguese iﬁterﬁfétatiﬂﬁ of YWself=determination® because it
did not include the choice of independence for the peoples of territories under
Portuguese rule.2 A joint Afro-Asian resolution was them submitted by Ghaha,
Morocco and the Philippines which, in part, deprecated the Portuguese Government's
failure to comply with the Council's resolution of July 31, 1963 and reaffirmed
the interpretation of "self-determination® as contained in General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV) which states that:

all peoples have the right to self-determination; by virtue of that right,

they freely detsrmine their political status and freely pursue their economic,

social and cultural development. 3§

This resolution was adopted by 10 votes to none, with France abstaining.

In July 1964? when the 0.,A,U, states presented a resclution to exclude
Portugal from the International Education Conference, the Chairman of the
conference, Hans Nowotny of Austria, threatened to resign unless the cmnfargnsa
rejected the African resolution. UWhen the conference failed to support the
Chairman's position, he resigned; and the session was suspended. Later, Nowotny
was replaced by one of the Vice-Chairmen, Fouad Sawaya of Lebanon. At this point,
the United States, France, Britain, Italy, West Germamy, Canada, The Netherlands,
Switzerland, The Vatican and twelve Latin American countries threatened to withdraw
if the resolution was put to a vote. Upon the proposal of Nigeria, the conference
was temporarily adjourned. By mid=July the oppesing viesws had not been reconciled,
and the conference was adjourned indsfinits.lyg4 At its first meeting in Cairo in
July 1964, the 0,A.U. Assembly passed a resolution which condemned PcrtugalVfo:

its persistant refusal to recognise the right to self-determination and independence

of peoples under its rule and its failure to pomply with U.N. resolutions in this

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.

39 71!33;@;, PP e 18~19,
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connection, called'on nationalist movements in territories under Portuguese control
to intensify their struggle against Portugal and extended the mandate of Liberia,
Mladagascar, Sierra Leone and Tonisia to represent the 0.A.U. at the deliberations
of the Security Coumeil on questions concerning territories adminiéterad by Partuga1g1

It was against this background that, in February/March 1965, at its fourth
ordinary session in Nairobi, the 0O.A.U. Council of Ministers called on all states
to cease military and trade relations with Portugal, requested "friendly countries"
to give moral and material support to the fight against Portuguese colonialism and
appealed to the rival liberation movements in territories under Portuguese rule to
unite and co-ordinate their efforts in the fight against Portugal. In October, the
Couneil called on all “freedom-loving" states to grant liberation movements in
Portuguese colonies the requisite political, diplomatic and military assistance in
vthair fight for indepéﬁdEﬁse.z

On November 22, Liberia, Jordan, the Ivory Coast, Madagascar, flalaysia, Tunisia
(1) affirmed that the situation resulting from Portugal's colonial policy endangered
international peace and security; (2) reaffirmed the interpretation of the principle
of self-determination as contained in Security Council resolution 183 (1963); (3)
called on Portugal to give immediate effect to the principle of self-determination
in territories under its ruleé (4) reaffirmed the demand that Portugal immediately
recognise the right to self-determination and independence of peoples of territories
under its administration, cease all acts of repression and withdraw its military and
other Foices employed for that purpose, declare an unconditional political amnesty
and create conditions conducive to the free functioning of political parties and
negotiate with representatives of the political pariies, with a view to the transfer
of power to freely eleéted political institutions; (5) called on all states to take
the requisite measgr,s to pfeuent‘the sale and shipment of equipgent and materials

for the manufacture and maintepance of arms in Portugal or any of the territories

under its control; and (6) called on all states to take the necessary step,

1. U.A.U. Council of Ministers, Thifd;Dfﬁihary'Sessian, pp. 40-41,

2. [Ibid, pp. G0-61 and 83=84,
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1

separately or collectively, to boycott Portuguese trade. On November 23, Uruguay
proposed a few minor modifications which uwere accep#gd. At Uruguay's request, a
separate vote was taken on the section of the resolution calling for the boycott
of trade with Portugal. Thisrsectian was rejected by 4 votes to none, with 7
abstentions. The Council then adopted the modified resolution by 7 votes, with 4
abstantiops.£

Having obtained this limited response from the Security Council, the Afridan
Group turned to the General Aésembiy which, because of its structure and voting
procedure, is much more responsive to the 0.A.U.'s gutputs. On December 21, the
Assembly, in reselution 2107 (XX), urged all states to sever diplomatic and consular
relations with Portugal or refrain from establishing such relations, close their ports
to all vessels flying the Portuguese flag ér in the service of Portugal, prohiﬁit
their shipé from entering any ports in Portugal and its colonial territories,
refuse landimg and transit faeilities to all Pertuguese airsrafﬁ; boycott all trade
with Portugal and give peoples of territories under Portuguess admini%tratiaﬁ the
necessary moral and material support in their fight for iﬂdEﬁéﬁdéﬁGE.Z

During its October/November 1966 session, the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers called
on all states to implement the Security Council's resolution 218 (1966) of November
23,1965 and the General Assembly's resolution 2107 (XX) of December 21,1965;
condemned those states that cﬁntinued to supply Portugal with arms, military.materiel
or the reguisite equipment Tor the prgdugtidn of armsj and called on Liberia, Sierra
| eone, Madagascar and Tunisia to contipue pressing the case against Portugal in the
Security Cduncil;4 | |

From these ohservations of the 0.A.U.'s interaction with its various

environmental components -~ the U.N. and non-0.A.U., states - a certain pattern emerges.

While these components have appeared to be usually responsive to the 0.A.U.'s outputs,

1« U.N, Security Council, Official Records, Twentieth Year, Supp. for
October, November and December 1965, p.382ff.

2. U.N, General Assembly, Official Records, Twenty-First Session, Supp. No.1
(A/6301), p.28.

J. U.N. General Assembly, foi;;g;iﬁgcppﬂg, Twentieth Session, Annexes, V.I.
Agenda Item 23, 1965, pp.83*G84.

4. O.A.U. Council of Ministers, Third Urdinary Session, pp. 102-103,
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tﬁe pattern of their responses has been such that, with the exception of the
dissolution of the Central Africam Federation — to which Britain had agreed sven
before the inception of the 0.A.U. = the Organisation's objective of eradicating
galéﬁialism and apartheid from Africa has not been attained to any major degree.
Although the United Kingdom yielded to pressures for the dissolution of the Central
Agrican Federation, Rhudesiavéaﬁtiﬁued to be ruled by a minority regime, the
explanation being that Britain was not responsible feor the "internal affairs" of
the tarritnryg1 The potent air force of the defunct Federation was tramsferred to
the colony because, it was claimed, "local revenues" from that territory had
financed the Federation's air force. When Smith declared U.D.I. in 1965, the
British Government excluded the use of force, although force, as an instrument of
pelic&, had not been excluded in connection with other British territories up to
‘that time. The Security Council finally imposed comprehensive economic sanctions
agaiﬂsﬁ Rhodesia about three years after U.D.I. However, the Council did nat
pfauide for enforcement measures to prevent the breaking of sanctions, particularly
through South Africa‘and MDzaﬁbiquei In spite of the Security Councilts ban on the
sale of arms to Seuth Africa in 1963, France continues to supply arms to that
ébuntry. For a while, Britain made a distinction between arms for the enforcement
of apartheid and these for "external defence%, then the Labour Government enforced
the ban ering the latter part of 1964. But after their accession teo power in
EunéﬂiQ?G;.the Conservatives decided to 1ift the bam and sell arms to the Republic
for “external defence®.

Similarly, attempts by the D,Agu. to have the Security Council impose economic
sanctions égainst South Africa have been completely UﬁSUQGSSSFgl; Whenever this
demand has been contained in a draft reseolution, the strategy has been a request
by the Western bloc for a separate vote on it, resulting in its rejection not by
active opposition but abstention. And the story is much the same concefning U.A.U.
efforts to decolonise territories in Africa that are under Portuguese rule.

Has them the 0.A.U. succesded where the Monrovia and Casablanca states failed?

1« It is pot terribly esasy to résbnﬁilé'this position with the British
conditions for the independence of Rhodesia. We are, however, not
concerned here with the lagal aspects of the matter,
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. Dur answer must be an unequivocal "No", While majority votes have been obtained
against fhe colonial authorities in various international bodies, the trend in
this direction had begun some time before the founding of the 0.A.U.. UWhat the
D.A.Ue has contributed is some fTorm of co=cordination in the fight against colonialism,
and perhaps the keeping of such issues alive. Beyond this, it has not significantly
influenced the attitude of the colonial p@wérs involved in Rhodesia, South Africa,
Mozambique, Angola, Namibia and Guinea-Bassag. It is ome thing to have a majority
in various international bodies, but it is quite'énather to bring about an implement-
ation of decisions reached by those bodies. The actual imp;ementaﬁiaﬁ of decisions
requires, in addition to majority votes, the requisite military and/or economic
resources as well as the willingness to use these resources.

And we must note a further point: the actual tactic employed by the O.A.U.
Like the Nonrcvia and Casablanca states, the Organisation has tended to try and
apply pressure on South Africa, Portugal and Britain principally through inter—
nétianal bodies. As resplution after resolution has shown, this tactic is clearly
iﬁédsquata,_if not counter=productive. For, in the final analysis, a resolution
is useful only when implemented (and implementable). [Moreover, the adoption of
resgiutions can become a substitute for action, giving one a false sense of
accomplishment. While all units within a system may have formal equality (i.e. one
state one vote and the prinéiple of unanimity), some units are always more egual
than others, and hence tend to have more influence on the actual behaviour of the

system.  In order to change the behaviour of the system, one must therefore

This is, of course, a simplification of a complex situation, but it does offer a
crude idea of the dynaicsinvolved. Various stdtes, principally the Western Pouers,
have argued all along that military and economie sanctions are not appropriate

methods to solve the problem of colonialism and apartheid in Southern Africa and

Guinea-Bissap. Hardly anyone doubts that these powers have the requisite wmilitary

1
(and economic) leverage to topple the regimes in those areas. Since it is the

1. Here, I will be reminded that the two super—Powers, in spite of the resources
at their disposal, have beem unable to solve the {liddle East crisis. This
point would be well taken, except that in the Middle East, the Soviet Union
and the United States are committed to supporting the opposing contestants.
'he situation would not be the same in Southern Africa and Guinea—Bissao.
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position of these Powers that economic and military sanctions am not appropriate,
the 0.A.U. states should perhaps concentrate their efforts on having these Pouwers
mandated by various international bodies, partieularly the U.N., to propose an

approriate method. As long as the mandate is in force, the situation should be
kept under review; but resclutions and empty majority votes ought sursly to be
avoided., Having argued persistently against military and écaﬁamic sanctions, the
Western Powers could hardly reject such an approach out of hand since by doing:so
they would be admitting that in fact there was no altermative te force, and that
their principal concern was to maintain a gtatus guo in which colonialism and

racial discrimination flourishsed -~ ancunlikely admission by a bloc that claims

to represent the "free world". Such an approach might break the vidious Y“resolution
circle" in which one resolution is followed by another, effective implementation

being totally absent,

than the D;A-Us to resolutions adopted by its members, but an inguiry into the way
in which the interadtions of the (Organisationt's various umits and subsystems have

ébﬁﬁéht about changes affeecting its functioning.




CHAPTEé VI
ACTION AND REACTION WITHIN THE O.A.U,
In this chapter, we shall attempt to determine whether or not a change in
or of system has occurred in connection with the O0,A.U. To this end, let us

of system (that is to say, the emergence of a new system). There is a change of
system when (1) there is a change of the units and/or subsystems in actual or
potential conflict; (2) there is a change of the units and/or subsystems in actual
or potential co-operation; (3) there is a change im the means of conflict; (4) there
is a change in the dégféé of co=operation among the various units and/or subsystems.
A fulfilment of any of the foregoing conditions would be sufficient for a change

of system because of the alteration in the basic arrangement of the units and/or
sgbsyétems. A change in system is one which does not alter the basic arrangements
of the units and/or subsystems.

Bince the formation of thaAQ_A;U, in 1963, its member states have experienced
various forms of conflict and co-operation. Have these resulted im a basic alteration
of thé positions of these states vis-a-vis each other? Restated, has a change in
or of system occurred in respect of the D.A.U. since 19637 To attempt an éﬁsmer,
we examine several instances of beorder and political conflict and co-operation

on the African continent.

Algerian-ﬁbrogcan Border Conflict

The first conflict situation that the 0.A.U. was faced with was the border
war béthEﬁ Morocco and Algeria in 1963i1
In 1845, France and Morocco signed the Treaty of Lalla-farnia which delimited
the frontier between the latter and Algeria from the coast to Tenist-el-Sassi, a
distance of about 130 kilometres. The villages of Ich and Figuig were indicated
2

as being foroccan. - In 1899/1900, however, it became French policy to ocoupy as

much land as possible in the area that was not delimited, in spife of Morocco's

1. In the chapter on conflict resclution, we shall treat the efforts of Lthe U.A.U.
to resoclve this conflict. Here, we are concerned simply with determining
whether or not the conflict resulted in a change of or in system.

2. Le Monde, 8 COctober, 1963.



- 95 =
1
protest,. in 1901, another agreement was concluded which gave France the right
to set up guard and customs posts in the Djebel-Bechar area. In 1910, the French
High Commissioner at Oujda, Varnier, established an administrative line - named
after him = from Tenist-el-Sassi to Colomb-Bechar. Tthis line (the “Varnier Line")

was recognised by France in 1912, the year in which florocco becams a French

protectorate. In 1928, Morocco also recognised the "Varnier Line" as the adminis-
2

trative and fiscal Frontier. The only frontier agreement which the Moreoccan
Gguernment now recoghises as valid is the Treaty of Lalla-Marnia; it argues that
?rance violated the 1901 treaty, and that racqgniticn of the ®Varnier Line" had
been impassd on Florocco while it was a p:atsct@rste.3

When Morocco regained independence in 1956, a joint frontier commission was
astablished to study the frontier problem; but in 1958, Morocce withdrew from this
commission and recognised the Algerian Provisional Government as the anly competent
authority to handle questions concerning Algeria's ffﬂntier. In May 1960, the
Moroccan King, Mohammed V, and Ferhat Abbas, the Praesident of the Algerian
Provisional Government, concluded an agreement under the terms of which both sides

4

undertook to have the “colonial frontier" revised. In July 1961, King Hassan

and Ferhat Abbas concluded another agreement in which it was admitted that the

1. Mede Monbel 3 M. Delcass8, Tanger, 23 November 1899, "N@te"béhf'lé'miﬂ%%tra",
Paris, 8 January 1900, Documents diplomatigues francaise (1871-1914) 1 __ serie,
" Tome XVI, p.703 M.DelcassE aux rapfasentaﬁts diplomatiques de France, Parls, )
3 February 180035 M. Patendtre a M. Delcasse, Nadr;d 2 March 19003;M.Delcassg a
[« PatenCtre, Paris, 5 March 19003 WM. DelcassE 3 M.de la MartiniSre, Paris,
9 March 1908' M. Waldeck~Rousseau & M. Delcasse, Paris 17 ﬁarch 190035 Fl.de la
Martinidre 3 M. Delcassf, Tanger, 9 April 1900; M. Delcassé 3 M. Revall, 15 April
19003 Note du Department (trds ;onf;dent;ai), Par;s, 2 May 19003 M. Révoil &
Me Delcasse, Tangax, 3 May 19003 M. Delcass& & M. Révoil, Paris, 5 Hay 18003

" M. “elcassd 8 M. waldsck—ﬁmusseau, Paris, 12 May 1500; M. Delcass& a M. Laferr;ére,

paris, 14 May 1900; M. Révoil 3 M. Delcassé, ‘anger, 16 May _1900; M. Delcasse’ E}
Me Laferridre, Parls, 22 Ray 1908, M. Constans a M, Delcassa, Tharap;er, 6 June
19003 M. Laferriére & M. DelcassE, E1 Biar, 8 June 1980, M. Delcassg 3 M.
Waldeck-~Rousseau, Paris, 1D June 19003 Le General André & M. Delcass&, Paris,
18 June 1908, M. Delcass® 3 M. de la MartiniBre, Paris, 22 November 1900;

M. Yelcassd & M. Waldeck-Rousseam, Paris, 7 December 1900.

2. Protocole intervenu entre [, Delcassé, Ministre des Affaires Etrano%r9% Uit ode
.la Republique frangaise et Si Abdelkerim ben Sliman, Nlnlstre des Affe;ras
étrangerS8s et Ambassadeur plenipotentiaire de sa Majestd Chérifienne auprBs
du Gouvernement de la ﬁapubl;uue frangaise, p@rtant application et execution
du trait@ de 1845 dans la req1an du Sud-{uest alger¢en, Paris, le 20 July 15901;
Le Fonde, 8 October, 1963.

3. Le Monde, 8 October, 1963,

2 Monde, 2 Dctober,A1953.
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frontier inherited from France did "not involve Morocco (... pas opposables au
1
Maroe )1,

When Algeria attained independence in 1962, however, a dispute broke out as

to which state possessed sovereignty over a number of military outposts in the

Colomb~Bechar area and further to the south-west. Algeria claimed that these
outposts were in its territory Qntil floroccan troops ?arcibly,@gsupiéd them in
early July 1962. Morocco, opn the other hand, maintainad that thE.QutﬁQStS vers
im Moroccan territéry, but had been seized by the Algerians. In July 1962, King
Hassan sent envoys to Algeria for talks on the frontier question. However, the
Provisional Government is reported to have indicated that nothing could be decided
until after the Algerian National Assembly had been elected. In November 1962, when
Col, Boumedienne visited Morocco, and PMarch 1963, during King Hassan's visit to
Algeria the matter was raised but not settled. During mid-1963, however, relations
were strained when the Motoccan authorities arrested leaders of the Moroccan
National Union of Popular Forces in July fof an alleged plot against the Government,
In Algeria, protests were made about the "illstreatmanﬁ“ of these U.N.F.P. leaders
by the Moroccan police. From July onwards, :glatians between the two countries
deteriorated mith charges and counter=charges of troop movements and border
incursions. " The Istiglal Party in Morocco then launched an all-out campaign for
implementation of the 1960 ggreament; and in August, when President Ben Bella was
faced with a rebellion in the Kabylie region of Algeria,ihs accused King Hassan of
having massed troops along the frontier to support the rebels. "The soldiers of
Moulay Hassan', Ben Bella alleged, “are presently tsn metres from our frontier, and
we know what that means. But we are not afiaid of any army®. Un Uectober 1, Forocco
alleged that A;garian troops had pénetrahed floroccan territory up to the village
of Ouakda before retreating. There uwere also reports of troop movements on both
sides.

These éhar@es and counter-charges continued. The Algerian Charge d'Affaires
in floroceco was called to the Moroccan Foreign Ministry and told of Morocco's
ﬁésﬁonishment concerning President Ben Bella's accusations (which were) categorically

1. Le londe, 23 Gctober, 1963,
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denied®, Moroceco said that it could not "but defend a natural right in demanding

that Algeria settle the frontier problem and thus liquidate a colonial sequel®,

On UOctober 5, Algerian Foreign Minister Bouteflika and Maraﬁcan Acting Foreign
Minister Ahmed Gusdira met at Oujda on the Moroccan border in am effort to settle
the border problem. A communique” issued after the talks said that '*each side has
arfirmed its determination to put an end to everything that adversely affects good
relations between the two states". In addition, the two countries reaffirmed the
principle of non-interference in the internal affairs of other states and agreed
“to take concrete measures to normalise relations immediately between the two
fraternal states (pays fréres)". Meanuwhile, it was repérted from Cairo that
President Nasser had sent President Ben Bella a message of "full support in the
present difficulties". Later, a serious clash occurred at Hassi-Beida and Tinjoub
between Algerian troops and Moroccans. Both states rejected responsibility for the
incident and accused each other of iﬁau:siéns. King Hassan sent two special envoys
to President Ben Bella in an effort te aveoid having the situation aggréuated, but
“tension continued to mount, Algeria alleging that its troops had reacted "forcefully®
to a Moroccan incursion, while Moroceco accused Algerian troops of responsibility for
the ingidanti Four days after the Algerian capture of Hassi-Beida and Tinjoub,
President Bourguiba sent special anuayé to Ben Bella and King Hassan, appealing to
them to avold bloodshed and offered his Ygood offices®, Both leaders accepted
B@urguiba's offer, but on 14 October Néroccaﬁ troops recapitured Hassi-Beida and
Tinjoub. the war masvmn.z

Ben Bélla sent a delegation to King Hassan in order to resolve the conflict,
and proposed that both.sides withdraw their troops to positions occupied before

October 14, the date on which Morocco cccupied Hassi-Beida and Tinjoub. Hassan

1e VLéﬁﬂQQQS} 2,3, 6=7, B, 10, 11, 12, 13=14, 15, 16 and 17 Uctober, 1963.

2. For other sources on this conflict, see A.S. Reyner, "[Morocco's International
Boundaries: A Factual Background', The Journal of Modern African Studies.Vol.l,
No. 3, September 1963, pp.313-326; I.W. Zattman, "The Politics of Boundaries in
North and West Africa®", The Journal of Modern African Studies, Vol.III, No. 2,
1965, pp.155-173; G. Spillmann, "A propos de la frontiére alg@ro-marocaine®,
Afrigue et l'Asie,EB trim, 1966, pp.2=14; A. Bouteflika, "Document sur le
conflict frontalier algéro=marocaine", Revue algdriénne des sciences juridigues,
politiques et economiguss,March 1967, pp.107=-127; J.J. "Reflections sur le
différend algero-marocaine", Revue de défense nationale,20th year, February 1964,
PP+226=241.
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found this unacceptable, arguing that the opposing troops should withdraw to
positions held before the Algerian attack on Hassi-Beida and Tinjoub on Gctober 8.
The opposing views were irreconcilable, and fighting continued.1 Hourguiba again
galled on both sides to stop hostilities and proposed that a conferaence of Fmréigﬁ
ministers be held on October 28 in Tunis. Offers of mediation also came from
Emperor Haile Selassie, Dr. Nkrumah, U Thant, Premier Bitar of Syria, the Arab
League and others. Bitar's offer was, hgméver, immediately nullified when the
Syrian Baath Party sent a message to the Algerian National Libaiation Ffont Ustrongly
(deploring) the reactionary and imperialist aggression which has been premeditated
and cfdered by the reactionaries who govern Mmroccoﬁ. In conseguence, the Moroccan
Government recalled its Ambassador to Syria. In Cairo, Ben Barka, then leader of

1'Union Nationale des Fppces Populaires, the foroccan oppesition party, attacked

the Government, alleging that "the Moroccan Monarchy is engaged in an imperialist
war of aggression against the Algerian Republic. The craminal hands that are in
power in Morocco are armed, fTipanced and led only by imperiaiiétsﬂ, Ben Barka
indicated that the imperialism he was referring to was French. The lauritanian
P:gsident, Duld Daddah, expressed the hope tha? a #gensa of unity and reason will
prevail and a dialogue resumed in keeping with the Addis Ababa (0.A.U.) Charter,
which condemns the recourse to violence to obtain claimé",g

On October 18, the Arab League deplored the conflict and called for an
inmediate cease=fire and a peaceful settlement of the dispute. A day later, the
League's Council adopted an Egyptian draft resolution calling for (%) withdrawal
of the opposing furces to positions occupied before the conflict bepgan; (2) an end

to hostile press and radio propaganda; (3) the setting up of a mediation committee

composed of the U.A.R., Leﬁénon, Tunisia, Libya, the Chairman of the Counecil's
session, Nasir al Hani; and the Secretary General, Hassouna; and (4) the granting
to the committee of the requisite facilities by Algeria and [lorocco to enable it to

3
carry out its task,.

1. Le Monde, 13-14, 17 and 18 October, 1963.
2. Le Monde, 48, 19" and 23-Jetober, 1963.

3. Le Monds, “2 - .220ctober, 1963.
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On the same day that the Arab League adapﬁad the Egyptian draft resolution,
an Algerian helicopter, with Egyptian officers on board, landed on Maraécan
tarfitory; and the Egyptians were detained for alleged espionage activities. An
Egyptian demand for their release was rejected by the Moroccan Gaverﬁment,1 which
announced that it would not accept the Arab League's resolution, because it called
-on Morocce to evacuate its own territery. The following day, President Nssser‘saiq

. 2
that his country deplored "the aggression against Algeria and the Algerian pegple:!

Un October 27, it was reported that Cuban ships were unloading Russian tanks at Oran,
and that arms were also being unloaded from an Egyptian ship at the same ports In
Cairo,the newspaper "Al Ahram" disclosed that the U.,A.R. had sent a tank unit to
Algeria, and that Egyptian warships were helping to pretect the Algerian coast. On
October 31, Morocco severed diplomatic relations with Cuba and recalled itse
‘Ambassador to the U.A.R.3

Meanwhile, Emperor Haile Selassie arrived in Morocco on October 19 for an
official viSit, accompanied by his Foreign Minister, Ketema Yifru and the Provisional
Secretary-General of the U.A.U., Dr. Tesfaye Geére=£é£y‘ Algeria_anﬁDUﬁéedlthat it
had rquestad an emergency session of the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers. On October ZD,v
Yifrg‘Fleu to Algiers for talks and returned with His Algerian opposite number, M.
Bouteflika., The following day, the Emperor and the two Foreign Ministers flew to
Algiers where the Ethiopian Monarch proposed a meeting between Ban Bella and King
Hassan on neutral territory. After an initial disagreement between the opposing
sides about where to meet, Emperor Haile Selassie proposed that the two leaders meet
in Libya. This proposal was accepted. Howsver, KiﬁgAIdrisa of Libya informed his
Ethiopian colleague that, because of "faute d'espace", Libya could not accommodate
the Heads of State. The Mali President, Modibo Keita, then proposed that the
Emperor and the Algerian and Moroccan leaders meet. in Bamako. The opposing sides

4

accepted this proposal, and the talks in Bamake ended in an agreement under the

5

terms of which hostilities were ceased. In mid-November, the 0.A.U. Council of

1+ Le-Monde, 22 and 23 Uctober, 1963.
2. Le Monde, 22 and 24 October, 1963,
3. Le Monde, 1 and 2 November, 1963.
4. Le Monde, 26, 27, 28 and 29 October, 1963.

- 5. The terms of the agreement will be mentioned in Chapter VII.
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Ministers met in Addis Ababa and formed an ad hog Commission to handle the Algerian-
Moroccan dispute. It consisted of Ethiopia, flali, Nigeria, the Ivory Coast, Sudan,
Senegal and Tanzania. Morocco and Algeria were requested to refrain from actions
that were likely to jeopardise the Commission's succéss.q But it was at the Arab
meeting in Cairo in January 1964, that Hassan, Nasser and Ben Bella met in connesction
with the conflict. Ouring the same month, the five Egyptian officers detained by
the Moroccans in October 1963 were released, and the Egyptian contingent sent to
Algeria during the border conflict was Qithdramn. In February, it was announced
that the Hassi=-Beida and Uum—el=Achar areas would be evacuated, that the combatants
would withdraw to a distance of seven kilometers from the respective positions they

had occupied on October 1, and that there would be an exchange of prisoners.

Ethiopian~Somali Dispute.

The Somali flag has five stars, each representing what the Somalis consider
to be a "homeland", In 1960, two of these "homelands", Italian Somalia and British
Somaliland, became independent and united to from the Republic of Somalia. When
ngalia‘attaiﬂed independence, its boundary with Ethiopia was based on a "provisional
administrative" line that had been drawn in 1950 by Britain ih consultation with
Etﬁigpia and Italy. Attempts by Italy and Ethiopia (and the United Nations) to
have the boundary delimited before Somalia's independence had ended abortively
because of the irreconcilable views held by both sides.2 Since attaining indepen-—
dence, the Somali Republic has been concerned about the other "homelands". These
are the Ougaden and Haud areas of Ethiopia, the Northern Frontier District of
Kenya and the Territary of the Afars and Issas (Farmerly French Somaliland).
Naturally, Somalia's interest in these areas has not been viewed with Favour by
its neighbours. Somalia's claim to the Ougaden and Haud region of Ethicpia has led
to several border clashes between the two countries, inveolving heavy casualties and

destruction of property on both sides.

1. 0.A.U. Council of Ministers, Resolutions of Ordinary and Extraordinary Sessions,
pe 15, The 0.A.U.'s role in this dispute will be discussed more fully in =
Chapter VII. '

2. For background accounts of the dispute, see Saadia Touval, Somali Natiopalism,
Cambridged Harvard University Press, 1963; John Drysdale, The Somali Dispute,

London; Pall Mall Press, 19643 Mesfin Wolde Mariam, "The Background of the
Ethiopian—-Somalian Border Dispute, The Journal of Modern African Studies,
Vol.11, No. 2, 1964, pp.189=219, S -
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In June 1963, following the Addis Ababa summit conference, Somali President
Abdullah Osman sent a message to Emperor Haile Selassie saying that he would:

always keep the memory of the intervieus which were held betwsen Your
Majesty and myself, and which were based on a mutuwal understanding and
shouwed a common desire for the complete normalisation of the relaiions
between our two countries. On our part, every action will be directed

to that end. 1 '

In July, however, Ethiopia concluded a mutual defence pact with Kenya, which came

into force on December 27 when it was ratified by both countries.

On January 16,1964, the Ethiopian Government alleged that Somali airecraft had
action" would be taken if the violations continued. On the same day, a joint
Ethiopian-Kenya memorandum was submitted to the 0.A.U. Secretariat denying Somali
charges that the Ethiopian defence agreement with Kenya was aimed at Somalia. The
two countries stated in their memorandum thét their agreemént was defensive and was
not directed at any staﬁe, that it was in conformity with the U.N. and U.A;U.‘
Charters, and that it was open to any state. Under the terms of this:.defence
agreement, each state undertook to come to the other's assistance in case of external
aggrassiongg

During the latter part of January, the Somali Embassy in Rome issued a state—
ment accusing Ethiopia of “territorial violation and armed aggression®, It was
alleged that three Ethiopian planes and troops had attacked the Somali frontier
posts of Gura, Djome and al!ﬂaghéd_ The statement said that Somali planes flew
to the border with Ethiopia, but did not violate Ethiopian airspace. The Embassy
announced that the Sﬁmali‘Enva;nmanﬁ was considering measures "to safeguard
territorial integrity and guarantee national security". In Mogadishu, the Somali
Fareigﬁ'ﬁinistry called a meeting of heads of diplomatic mission to warn that
"Ethiopian intransigence can have dangerous consequences for peace and stability

| 3
in this part of Africal

1« AJF.P. Africa, June 6, 1963, p.20.
2. A.F.P. Africa, January 20, 1964, pp.8 and 18.

30 AGFDPO Afﬁl‘iga, January 23, 1954’ QP.TQE'!E‘.
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In February, apsajious-barder clash between the two cauntriés ococurred in
which a number of soldiars on buth.sidss were killed. U.N. Secretary General 4 Thant
cabled fto both sides that it was:

with the deepest concern that I have learned of the armed clashes involving
troops of Ethiopia and Somalia and of the consequent deterioration of relations
between the two countries. 1In the light of these cireumstances I wish to
convey my most earnest appeal for restoration of peace in the troubled area.
The immediate cessation of hostility by both countries would be a normal
demonstration of their adherence to the prineiple of resolving international
disputes by psaceful means, a prineciple which is common to the U.N., and to
the 0.A.Us 1
Ethiopia agreed to a cease-fire, but demanded that Somalia discontinue its
 uwggrritorial expansion". Somalia also expressed its willingness to cease hostilities,
but called on the Security Council to reaffirm its “territorial integrity", Or.
Nikrumah wanted the dispute to be solved within a nforum of African unityt,
President Ibrahim Abboud of the Sudan appealed to both sides, "in the name of African
unity”, to peacefully settle their dispute. Moroccan King Hassan offered his'good
offices” to help resolve the conflict. Soviet Premier Khrushchev advised both sides
that the border conflict was not in their interests, while the United States
i 2
expressed its "grave concern” and called for peace in the area.
Following these and other appeals, both sides ordereditheir forces to cease~fire.
On February 15, at its second extraordinary sessioen in Dar-ss-Salaam, the O.A.U.
Council of Ministers called on both sides to refrain from all hostile activities,
take the requisite measures to end the campailaons against each other by the various
communications media and to negotiate their dispute in keeping with the 0.A.U.
Gharter. The Council also called on all African states with diplomatic or consular
5
missions in both countries to assist in implementing the cease~fire. n Fehruary
17, however, hostilities were renewed with gach side accusing the other of having
violated the cease-fire. Somali Premier Abdi Shermarke warned that his Government
would appeal to the estimated 150,000 Somali nomads in the disputed region to

: 4
C"pise up" if Ethiopia continued its "aggressive policies®. Ethiopian Foreign

T AJF.P. Africa, February 13, 1964, p.7.

2. The Washington Post, February 13;1964; A.F.P. Africa, February 13,1964, p.8ff.

3. 0U.A.U. Council of Ministers, Resolutions of Ordinary and Extraordinary
Sessions, pp.19-=20.

4 A.F.P. Africa, February 17,1964, p.12, February 20, 1964, p.4ff;
The New York Times, February 18, 15964.
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Ministar Ketema Yifru said that, although his Gevernment would never ceds any
territory in the Ougaden region, it was prepared to discuss with Somalia joint
economic programmes Tor mutual development.

It was against this bhackground that the 0.A.U, Council of Ministers, at its
second ordinary session in Lagos, from February 24 to 291964, requested that both
sides maintain the cease-~fire, open diredt negotiation as smﬁn as possible in order
to reach a peaceful solution to the dispute and make every effort to fully implement
this resolution and raporﬁ on the results of their negotiation to the 0.4.U.
Assemhly.1 On March 24, in keeping with the Council's call for a psaceful
negotiation of the dispute, Somali and Ethiopian delegations met:in Khartoum under
the Chairmanghip of Sudanese President Abboud who told the meeting that Africans
could settle their disputes by finding "African solutions®, The Ethiopian Foreign
Minister, Yifru, saiﬁ that the conference was a #first lap® to further negotiations,
while the Somali Foreign Minister, Abdullah Issa, expressed his country's desire to
conclude "an agreement® with Ethiopia, which would not be a victory for either side,
but a victory for Af:icagg

The Khartoum meeting ended on March 30 with Ethiopia and Somalia agreeing to
maintain a cease-~fire and withdraw their forces to between & and 10 miles from the
border. It was also agreed that a.jaint commission, consisting of representatives
of both countries, would be appointed to ensure the withdrawal of forces, that the
propaganda campaign would cease, and that direect talks would be resumed before the
next U.A.U. summit, The Dar-es-5alaam and Lagos resolutions of the 0.A.U. Council
of Ministers were fea??irmed.ﬁ In early April it was announced that the cease-fire
had become effective, and that the opposing troops had withdrawn from the
demilitarised zone established by the Khartoum agreement; and on May 30, the joint
commission set up under the terms of the Khartoum agreement announced that its

assignment had been completed. The dispute was therefore removed from the 0.A.U.

Assembly's agenda and left for bilateral negotiations.

1. U.A.U, Council of Ministers, Resolutions of Ordimary and Extracrdinary
Sessions, p.27.

Zi A.F.PQ Af‘l‘i(;a, Nal‘ch 26? ?954’ pti?!

3: AQFGPQ Af'l‘i@a, Rpl‘il 2’ 1364’ PQESQ
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1

In June 1964, Ethiopia reaffirmed its mutual defence treaty with Kenya. Less
than a year later, in FMarch 1965, Radio Nogadishu announced that on February 19 a
serious clash had occurred between Somali and £thiopian troops in the Dﬁgaden Teglon,
resulting in the deaths of four Somali and buwenty-five Ethiopian soldiers. On
Nérch 23, the Somali Foreign Ministry announced thatFSDmalia had requested the 0,A.U.
to appoint a commission to inuestigaﬁa the “grave situation® on its border with
Ethiopia. Four days latef, Somalia announced that it had proposed to Ethiopia
that a joint commission of the two countries be established to study mééns of
implementing the Khartoum agreement. In addition, the Somali Government wanted
neutral chservers in the demilitarised zone. Ethiopia agreed to the formation of
a joint commission, but did not feel that neutral observers uwere necessary.2 Early
in Augusﬁ 1965, the Somali Government requested O.A.U. Secretary-General Telli to
resﬁrain Ethiopia from. its "hostile propaganda™ against Somali. In November, the
Somali Ministry of Information issued a statement to the effect that it was:

Eahﬁletely impossible for the Somali Governmment and the people of the

Somali Republic to abandon the work they have been undertaking, which
is that of liberating the Somali territories which are occupied forecibly

inhabitants of thase Somali lapds. 3

In June 1966, the Ethiopian Government complained to M. Telli that the Somali
radio‘and press had continued the propaganda compaign against Ethiopia in contra=
vention of the Khartoum agreement. In July, Ethiopia and Kenya concluded an
agreement on joint military measures against "shifta" (Somali) raiders. Somalia
céndemnad the sgreement, describing it as "aggressive a’nd-mﬁ,justi?ied“.4 On
February 12, 1967, the Somali National Assembly passed a motion, calling on the
Government to recognise with immediate effect, "Somali liberation fronts® in
neighbouring territoriss and to give full support te these "liberation movements®.

In WMarch, tension between Ethiopia and Somalia increased considerably when the

Territory of the Afars and Issas was preparing to vote on March 189 to decide

1. Daily Nation, June 13, 1964.

2. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, [March 1965, pp.256-257.

3. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, November 1965, Qezéﬁg
A.F.B., Africa,Auqust 6, 1965, p.29 and November 10, 1865, p.24.

4!‘ A;F;ph AfriG§§JUly 193 1966’ pg5§
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whether it wanted independence or continued French rule. Both Somalia and Ethiopia
massed troops along their borders with the Territory, and the Somaiis also formed

a "Home Guard", It was belisved that, in the event the Territory chose independence,
Ethiopia would invade it to protect its railway link with the port of Djibouti
thfuugh which about half of Ethiopiats foreign trade flows. In the referendum, the
people of the Territory voted to maintain their links with Franga.and thus prevented
Ethiopia and Somalia from coming to blous,.

Following these events, Emperor Haile Selassie and the Somall Prime Finister,
Aﬁohamed Ibrahim Egal, agreed, at an 0.A.U. summit conference in September 1967 in
Kinshasa, to meet at a later date, after preparatory work by their ministers, to
settle their border dispute. Un September 19, a Somali delegation arrived. in Addis
Ababa for explﬁratary talks. At the end of the talks, a gommuniqué was issued
which stated, among other things, that the two states had agreed to set up a joint
military commission to deal with complaints concerning vielation of the Khartoum
agreamant, pledged to abide by previous agreements providing for an end to hostile
propaganda, and agreed to take measures designed toc remove conditions that adversely
affected relations between the two states and to continue their exploratory talks

1
at a later date in FMogadishu. Dn December 4, Ethiopia and Somalia announced that

they had discussed their border dispute in a "brotherly and cordial atmosphere”
during the latter part of November.

In February 1968, the taiks were resumeﬁ in Mogadishu. But apart from a most-
favoured-nation trade agreement signed in March 1869, the two states have thus far
not fully settled their border dispute. It should be added, however, that since
the talks between Haile Selassie and Egal in September 1967, relations between

Ethiopia and Somalia have been rather cordial. After the military coup in Somalia

Government assured its neighbours that the "good neighbour! policy would be continued.

Kenya=Somali Yispute

Kenya is the other country with which Semalia has had a border dispute. The

area involved, as was indicated earlier, is the Northern Frontier District of Kenya.

1. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, September 1967, p.859.
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In 1891, Oritain and Italy concluded a treaty mﬁich :ecugnised this area to be
within Britain's sphere of influence in East Af‘rica.1 The situation remained
unchanged until 1862 when Somalia and Somali leaders in the Distriect requested that
Britain dedide on the future of the District before granting Kenya a constitution
in preparation for independence. The British Government sent a special commission
to ascertain the wishes of the inhabitants of the territory. The commission
reported that a majority of the people in the District chose to secede from Kenya
and unite with Somalia. Secession was of course strongly opposed by the two major
pelitical parties in Kenya, the Kenya Afriean National Union and the Kenya African
Democratic Union.

When Britain failed to al;au the District to secede, Somalia severed diplomatic
relations in March 1963. In early June, the Someli Foreign FMinister, Abdullah Issa,
arrived in Nairobi to congratulate President (then Chief Minister) Kenyatta for his
electoral victory in the May general elections on behalf of the Somali President,
Abdullah Osman. Kenyatta is reported to have said:

We hope that we can find a solution to the problem (of the N.F.D.).

Both Somalis and Kenyans are interested in the wider affair of

federation. UWe feel that when we have federated,the problem of

boundaries,,.. will not matter much. 2

 As has been indicated, Ethiopia and Kenya concluded a mutual defence pact in
July 1963, which came into force in December. Towards the end of August, talks in
flome between Britain and Kenya on the ome hand and Somalia on the other ended
abortively because the Somalis insisted on self-determination for the N.F.D., a
position which neither Britain nor Kenya was prepared to accepti3 In Nﬂuémber,
Abﬁgllah Issa said that his country had decided to accept Soviet military aid
because of the "unacceptable conditions® imposed by the United States. fhe Ruasian
aid, Issa indicated, would amount to about $SD,DGD,GGD which would be used to expand

and modernise Somalia's army and to build an air force. The import of the Somali

leaders‘statement could certainly not have been lost on the Kenya Government.

1. For background accounts, see Touval, op.cit.; Drysdale, op.cit.; A.A.Castagno,
“"The Somali-Kenya Controversy: Implications for the Future", The Journal bf
Modern African Studiss, VYol.II, No.2, 1964, pp.165-188.

2. Uganda Argus, June 5, 1963,
3. The Times, August 30, 1963,

4. Uganda Argus, November 13, 1963,
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In December, a wave of violence and killing by secessicnists in the N.F.D.
caused the Kenya Government to c¢lose its entire border with Somalia. At its second
extraordinary session in Dar—es-sélaam on February 15, 1964, the 0.,A.U. Council
of Ministers adépted a resolution calling on Somalia and Kenya to settle their
border dispute peaceFuliy and to refrain from actions that maulﬁ aggravate the
dispute while a peaceful solution was bheing sought.1 Despite the Council's appeal,
berder incidents continued, Yshiftas® condustingéugﬁrilla activities against Kenyan
sacur;ty f@rces and officials in the N.F.D. Hence, touwards the end of February, the
.Council called on both countries to open direct négaﬁiatinn as soon as possible to
peacefully settle their disputa and refrain from activities that might jeopardise
the chapce of a peaceful settlement.z In December 1965, Nyerere arranged a meeting
betwesn the Somali and Kenya Presidents in Arusha. The meeting was abortive, "shifta"
activities continued, and in June 1966 Kenya severed trade relatiaﬁg with Somalia.
In May 1967, hcmever? the Somali Government annaunced‘that it was prepared to resume
‘talks with the Government of Kenya without "prior conditions", rIt said that its
policy in connectien with the N.F.D. had "always been" to comply with 0.A.Ue
decisions, éa;ling on both sides to hold talks to find a peaceful solution to the
border dispute-é

At the September 1967 summit conference in Kinshasa, the 0.A.U. Assembly called
on the twe states to peacelely settle their dispute, and each signed a declaration
agreeing to the resumption of talks. The conference selected Kaunda to mediate
between the tuwo sguntfiesa4 During the latter part of October, Kenyatta and the
Prime Minister of Somalia, Mohammed Egal, mét in Arusha, Tanzania uwhere, under the
Chairmanship of President Kaunda, they signed a mémaféﬁdum of understanding, in

+ ~which both countries agreed to "exert all efforts" to waintain good relations in

keeping with the 0.A.U. Charter and reaffirmed their adherence to the"Kinshasa

5 _
pecdarationn, The two parties also agreed that their border dispute was not in the

7. 0.A.U. Council of Ministers, Resolutions of Ordinary and Extraordinary Sessions,p.2l

2. Ibide., p.28.

Ja A!FQPQ Afrlca, May 2, 196?’ pias

4. U.A.U. Report of the Administrative Seéretary General: Review of Activities of
the 0.A.U, from 1963 to 1968,CN/212 (Part I), pe57.

‘ 5. Ses p.34,
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interests of their peoples. Both undertook to prevent the destr ct;oﬁ of life and
property along their c@mman‘bmrdar, to discontinue hostile propaganda against each
other, and to enc@ﬁrage propaganda that would improve and strergthenrelatians
between them; they undertook to suspend all emergency regulations imposed as a
result of the border dispute, to resume diplomatic relations, to consider ways of
encouraging economic and trade relations, and to appoint a committee - composed of
Kenya, Somalia and Zambia = which would meet periodically to revieuw théhimplementatioﬁ
of the points contained in the memorandum and c@néidar measures for handling disputes
ﬁ betueen the ﬁma sguntrias.1

In a broadcast to the Somali people after the Arusha meeting, Egal said that
his Government had two points in mind in pursuing a "good neighbour" policy:

Firstly, to make clear beyond all doubt that the pecple and Government

of the Somali Republic had no intention whatsocever of expanding into,

or snatching, territories from neighbouring people. Secondly, that the

Government (intends) to prove that Somali inhabitants of the Somali

territories under..alien rule were EespanSLbla people who stood by them—

selves, fighting for self-determination and independence on their

initiative and of their own fres will. 2
Two days after the Arusha talks, the Government of Kenya announced that it would
relax all emergency measures taken in the N,F,D,

So successful were the Arusha talks that the 0,A.U. Secretary Geﬁé?al could
say in his report that Dr, Kaunda's mission "was crowned with great success and
ensured the complete normalisation of relations between Somalizand KBﬁyE“.S In mid=
January 1968, Kenya lifted the trade restiictions that iﬁ had imposed against Somalia,
and the latter reciprocated. On January 31, Kenya announced that it would establish
diplomatic relations with Somalia at ambassadorial level, and on 21 February the
new Somali Ambassador to Kenya, Abdul Ahmed, arrived in Nairobi. In February 1969,
Egal said in Nairobi:

About 18 months ago, we started a venture because of the confidence we

had in President Kenyatta. Our two countries are living today like good

nBighbours and we hope that further contacts will cement co=operation
which will grow in the future. 4

1. East African Standard, Uctober 30, 1967,

2. Africa Research Bulletin,Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, October 1967, p.881.

3. 0.A.U, Report of the Administrative Secretary General: Review Qf Actlvltles

of the 0.A.U. from 1963 to 1968, cm/z (Part I)s P57

4. A.F.P. Africa, February 28,1969, p.3.
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As has been said, the new Somali Government reaffirmed this "good neighbour" policy
after the military coup of October 1969.

Congo=Kinshasa Crisis .

As is well known, Congolese independence was followed by chaos, the secession
of Katanga, the intervention of the U.N. and the assassination of Lumumba. This
crisis divided the African statesgq After the downfall of the Tshombe regime in
Katanga, and that of Gizanga's in Kivu, Congo=Kinshasa ceased to be a source of
ktension on thé African continent; but when Tshombe returned from exile in Spain
in June 1864 and becémgg'Prime Minister of the Congo the following month, tension
develeped within the G.A.Uag Less than a week after Tshombe became Premier of the
Congo, the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers met in Cairo to prepare for the Assembly's
meeting. The guestion arose as to whether Tshombe's presence at the summit
conference would be a disrﬁptiue factor. King Héssaﬁ asked: "How can it ba'iésgined
that I will sit at the same conference table or éttenﬁ the same banguet with somecns
who was a representative of rehgllion and secession? How can I, Hassan II, observe
a minute's silence in memory of the African heroes, while one of their assassins
is among us?!! Malagasy President Tsiranana, taking a different position, said that
he (Tsiranana) was "a democratic® who respected "the internal affairs of other
states, The Malagasy leader enquired: "Are thoss who criticise Tshombe sure that
they themselves have done nothing to be reproached about?! M"Where the sinister
Tshombe sits®, Algerian Présidant Ben Bella said, "Séﬁ‘Béila will nat".3 President
Nkrumah also announced that he would not participate in the same conference mifh
Tshombe. Since Morocco, Ghana and Algeria would not attend the summit conference

because of the Congolese Premier, there was no reason to believe that other states

would folleow suit. Faced with this situation, the Council appealed to President -

1. For a more comprehensive account of the crisis, see Repe Lemarchand, Political
Awakenjig in the Belgian Congo, Berkeley é&gas Angelesy University of. California
Press, 19643 Catherine Hoskyns, The Conge Since Independence, Londong Ukford
University Press, 19653 The Organisation of African Unity and the Congo Crisls
1964-1965, (C. Hoskyns, ed.), l.P.I. Study No.8, DarbessSalaam, 19693
Crawford Yound, Politics in the Congo, Princetons: Princeton University Press,1965.

2, For an intesresting account of how Tshombe returned to the Congo and became
Prime Minister, "see The New York Times, July 25;?954;

3. Le lMonde, 16 and 17 July, 1964,
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Kasavubu:; not to bring his Prime Minister to the summit meeting, whereupon
Kasavubu.: decided to stay-amay himsslf.1 This led Tshombe to denounce African
leaders who, as he put it, had not understood that his country Yis sovereign and
independent”., But he promissd to continue the "African policy" of M., Adoula, and
announced that "our Angola brothers® would find him "aluays beside them" in their
fight ﬁar indepéendence against Fortugal;z

One of the major criticisms levelled against Tshombe was his use of white
mercenaries, iﬁcluding whites from Rhodesia and South Africa, to quell a rebellion
that.had started in Kivu in May 1964 and later spread to Northern Katanga.
Relations with Congo-Brazzaville and Burundi deteriorated, with Congo-Kinshasa
accusing its neighbours of suPpagtihg the Congolese rebels. 0On August 14, 1964,
President Massambat-Dehat announced that an impoptant arms traffic SetQEEﬁ Kinshasa
and Brazzaville had been discovered, and accused Tshombe of having baen raesponsible
for this traffic. M. Massambat~Debat alleged that "Tshombe, manoeuvred by the
Americans and Belgians, wishes to instigate a revolt in our country..." The Congom
Brazzaville leader displayed weapons of American and Belgian markings, which he
claimed'héd been seized. Tshombe, in turn, warned the Brazzaville Government that
he wauld take "extreme measures" unless thaﬁ Govermnment discontinued its assistance
to the rebels. A spokesman for Tshombe added that "if (we) really wanted to take

Brazzaville, it would take only two hours. We have all the means to do so, and it

would be ridiculous for us to waste our time organising a plot. UWe do not wish to

attack the sister Republic on the other side of the river. e hapa that the
Government of Brazzaville will understand this and cease its subversive manoeuvres
against the Congo, manoeuvres supported by the Chinese Communists®. In reply, the
Brazzaville Foreign Ministry issued a statement which said that if Tshombe became
"the Hitler of Africa, after having been its traitor, the peace-loving people of
GcnggeBrazzévillé would rise to the Dccésion courageously and would take counter—
measures”. Burundi announced that it would no longer allouw American and Beloian

refugees from the Congo to enter its territory, and that this measure would be

1. The New York Times, July 16 and 17, 1964.

2. The New York Times, July 17, 1964.

......
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applied to the citizens of any country that gave military aid to the Congo and
Rwanda, as such aid constituted a "menace" to Burundi.1

in the meantime, Tshombe alleged that Mali had issued a diplomatic passport
to a certain Col. Pakassa who was reported té have been directing the rebellion
from Congo-Brazzaville. Later, President Keita sent a special envoy, [ Dialate,
for talks with Tshombe. After the Tshombe-Dialate talks, the Congolese Government
issued a statement to the effect that “the Malian Government assures... M. Tshombe
of its total support", and that Keita had told the Congolese rebels not to count on
his support. In a counter-statement issued in Bamako, Mali Ycategorically denies
what it believes to be an ungualified calumny®. The Malian Government said that
no special message had been sent te Tshombe, and that it would not support a policy
which "day after day, turns its back on Africa". The"revolutionaries" were assured
tﬁat Mali would never give up its Vactive sympathy" for the “ﬁangaleae patriots®,
while Tshombe cbtained foreign troops. Tshombe, the Malian statement continuad,
had given assurances during his visit to Bamako that he would support anti=-colonialism,
and had ocutlined a platform of national reconciliation, which called for the release
of Gizanga and other "nationalists® and an inquiry into the circumstances surrounding
the assassination of Lumumba as well as the prasecutian'of those implicated,
Although Gizanga had been released, Tshombe had not yet fulfilled his p‘n:s:;mi,&us.xz

Shortly thereafter, Congo-Kinshasa announced that citizens of Congo-Brazzaville,
Burundi and Mali would be expelled from its territory. The citizens of these
countries were immediately rounded up and sent by ferry to Brazzaville. [leanuhile,
tﬁe Tshombe Government announced that it had requested troops from tiberia, E£thiopia,
Madagascar, Nigeria and Sensgal. The U.S5. Assistant Secretary of State for African
Affairs, Mennen Williams, stated that his country would contribute towards the
maintenance of non-Congolese forces in Congo=-Kinshasa. Liberia, Guinea, Sierra

Leone and the Ivory Coast proposed that the 0.A.U, set up a special committee to

ES
investigate the Congolese situation.

On August 22, 1964, Presidents Keita and Ben Bella requssted an extraordinary

1. Le Monde, 16=17 and 16-19 August, 1964,
2. Le Monde, 10-17, 18 and 19 August, 1964,

3. Le Monde, 26 August, 196G4.
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session of the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers to discuss the Congo problem; and on
the same day, a South African Air Force plane landed in Kinshasa with food and
medical supplies which Dr. Qerwoerd said had been requested by the Congolese
Government. Two days later, thirty Belgian, French andother Europeans arvived
in the Congo, statipg that they were mercenaries, although the Tshombe Government
had announced the same day that it had Yno intention® of empleying white mercenaries
to fight the rebels. WMeanwhile, a certain Alistair migké, a former thang@
mercenary, was reported to be recruiting mercenaries in Rhodesiaj and anothsar
agent, Patrick 0'Malley, was reported to be on a similar mission in South Africa.
By the latter part of August, more than 200 white mercenaries had arrived at the
Kamina air base. 0n September 2, a Col. Topor-Staszak said in Cape Town that he
was there to obtain support for a mobile medical unit for the Coﬁgelese ATmy .
Three days later, the 0.A.U, Qouncil.met in Addis Ababa for an smergency sassianaq

Before leaving for Ethiopia M. Tshombe, who was also Foreign Finister of the
Congo, announced that he méuld ééﬁd all South Affiésn mercenaries home because his
Government had "not appealed fto Scouth Africans to restorse order® in thé Congo.
In Addis Ababa, Tshombe told the G.A.U, Council thét his Government would do away
uiﬁh all white mercenaries provided these could be replaced by troops from cther
African states. Kenya, Ghana and Tanzania proposed an immediate cease-fire; Kenya's
Foreign Minister, Murumbi, proposed that this be fmllowed.by the withdrawal of all
mercenaries and foreign military personnel, and that the 0.A.U. should establish
a peace=keeping force in the Congo, which would co-operate with the Congolese
gentral Government in bringing about a general amnesty for all political prisoners,
maintaining law and order, disarming Yvarious fighting groups" and training tpaaps.z
The Ghanaian Foreign Minister, Kojo Botsio, proposed that a cease=fire be followed
by the "neutralisation® of all Congolese troops, that a conference of all Congolese
poditical parties should be convened under 0.A.U. auspices, and that a provisional
government should be formed with a view to organising general elections under U,A.U.

3
supervision, In the end, the Council appealed to the Congolese Government %o

1. Le Monde, 20 AUQUSL, 1964.

2. The New York Times, September 8, 1964,

3. The New York Timss, September 7, 1964.
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discontinue the recruitment of mercenaries For>actign in the Congo and to expel
those already there; requested that hostilitiesceease:sonthat national reconciliation
could be brought about; set up an ad hoc tommission‘(composed of the Cameroan,
Ethiopia, Nigeria, Ghana, Somalia, ﬁhe UaAasRay Guineég Tunisia and ngsr Velta,
under the Chairmanship of President Kenyatta) to assist the Congolese gentral
Government in restoring national reconciliation and to normalise relations betuween
Congo-Kinshasa and its neighbours, Cengo-Brazzaville and Bu:uﬂdi; appealed to all
states not to interfere im the internal affairs of the Congojand requested all
0.A.U. member-states to refrain from actions that would aggravate the situation
in the Conge or worsen relations between the Congo and its neighboufs.q Meanwhile,
the rebels proclaimed a "People's Republic of the Congo™ in Kisangani (then Stanley=-
ville) with Christopher iGbenye as President. M. :Gbenye was Minister of Interior
under Prime Minister Lumumba,.

On September 11, 1964, the ad hoc Commission made an immediate appeal to all
the fighting grodps in the Conge for é cease=fire., DOuring its September meeting
in Nairobi, the Commission was unsuccessful in its attempts to get the opposing
parties tmgetha§ hecause M. Tshambebrafused to git at the same table with
representatives of the Kisangani régimé. To pressure Tshombe into being a little
more responsive to the Commission's requests, a special delegation was sent to the
United States to cut off arms supply to his troops.2 As the Chairman of the
Commission, President Kenyatta, put it:

We find that while the Congo is supplied with materials of destruction,

the peace we intend to make in the Conge cannot be made. We ars

(thérefare) trying to persuade our friends and those interested
Congo to refrain frem supplying war materials to the Congolese.

n the

L3 -

At the time of President Kenyatta's statement, the United Statss was reported- to
have had about 35 military planes in the Congo slong with Cuban pilots and more

than a hundred paratroopers who were described as "guards" for the aircraft. 1In

addition, the Americans provided training and military advisers for the troops
4
of the central Government. The U.5. Government's reaction to President Kenyatta's

1. OD.A.U. Council of Ministers, Resolutiocns of Ordinary and Extraordinary
Sessions, pp.51-52.

2. 0.A.U. The Second Report of the Ad Hoc Commission on the Congo to the
Administrative Secretary=-General, p.1ff.

3. The New York Times, September 23, 1964,
The New York Times, September.23, 1964 and January 18, 1965.
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remarks was that it would meet with the Commission's delegation, provided the
Congolese Government was prepared to take part in such talksak The decision to send
a delegation to Washington to cut off the supply of arms to the Congolese Government
was described by President Tubman aé "hlatantly illegal, immoral and a-iravesty of
the U.A.U. and its Chartar“.1

The Bamﬁissimn also heard charges and counter=charges from Cengo-Kinshasa on
the one hand, and Burundi and Conge~Brazzaville on the other. M. Tshombe accused
the two states of "actively" training, supplying arms to and harbouring those
fighting against his vaexnment.z Not surprisingly, these charges were denied by
the Forsion Minisﬁgrs of both Congo-Brazzaville and Burundi, who stated that
refugees from Congo-Kinshasa were éllgwad ﬁ@ reside in their countries on "human-
itarian grounds” and were not permitted to engage in activities leading to the
uverﬁhrow of the Congo-Kinshasa Government. The Congo=Brazzaville foreign Minister,
M. Ganao, then said that, in order to have normal relations with Tshombe's Government,
his-GDuaﬁnmant wanted the former to discontinue its "slanderous allegations® Hy
radio and press against Congo-Brazzaville, répatriate all Cgﬁgé—Brazzauills
nationals in Congo=Kinshasa, reopen the Fulbert Youlou questiaﬁzand extradite M.
Collas who was alleged to have heeaﬁinyoluad in a Y“conspiracy" in August 1964
against the Brazzaville Government. The Burundi Faieign Minister, M. Joseph
Nbazumutimé, said that the Congo=-Kinshasa Government should apply the principle of
nonFalignment stipulated in the D.A.U. Charter, and that national reconeiliation
and political stability in the Congo were a prerequisite for the normalisation of
relations betuween his Government and that of Tshgmbe’sgs

After the airing of these views, the Commission got the three cauntries to

agree to co-operate fully in the implementation of the section of the Council of

Ministers' resolution of September 10, 1964, which called on all O.A.U. member

1. Liberian Star, September 25, 1964.

2. 0.A.U. The Second Report of the Ad Hoc Commission on the Congo to the
Administrative Secretary-General, p.4

3. A military coup had deposed President Youlou in 1963. He was jailed, but

later escaped to Congo-Kinshasa.
4, Ibid.,; p.b5.

5. Ibid.
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states to refrain from any action that.might aggravate the situation in the Congo
or worsen its relations with its neighbours. The three countries invited the
Commission to visit them and pledged to do everything possible so as to enable
it to make the requisite investigation, leading to the fulfilment of its mandatae1
The Kiséﬁgéni representatives, who appeared separately before the Cammissign,-stated
three conditions Tor national raconciiatinn,‘ Firstly, they called for the immediate
withdrawal of all Foraign.marcenarigs and war matsriel from the Congo. They
emphasised that the continuation of %exterpal interference® in the Congo would
prolong the crisis, Secondly, they expressed the view that the proeblem of the
Congo war was essentially political, and thét any soclution to this problem was
contingent on a political solution being found. In this connection, they proposed
that free elections be.held, superuised by the Commission, so that a "popular
government® could be formed. Before the holding of free elections, houwever, an
"acceptable® prnuisiénal government had to be formed. President 'Kasavubu, whom
the Kiééﬁgaﬁi regime recognised as the only legal autherity, was to be free in
choosing a leader for the provisional government after consulting with the "existing
‘shades® of political opinion in the country. Fipally, the Kisangani represahtatiuas
wanted the Commission to visit the Conge as soon as possible for fear that delay |
might deprive the Commission of the opportunity to meet leading opponents of the
Tshombe Government whose lives were said to be in danger.2 The Commission decided
to visit the two Congos and BUTUﬁdi‘iﬁ parly Uctober 1964, but the trip was later
cancelled because of the intensification of fighting in Congo=Kinshasa.

It was against this background that, when Tshomés wanted to attend the
conference of non-aligned states in Cairo in October 1964, he was told that his
presence would be inopportune, as the ad hoc Commigsion had not completed its
assignment. Nevertheless, Tshombe went to Cairo, but was not allowed to participate
in the conference. UWhen Congolese gendarmes were placed around the U.A.R. and
Algerian Embassies in Kinshasa, Tshombe was put under house arrvest. Later, through

Tubman's initiative, the Congolese gendarmes were withdrawn from the Embassies and

Tshombe was allowed to leave Cairo. Upon his return to Kinshasa, Tshombe made a

e 1bid., peGe

2, Ibid., pp.6-7.
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bitter attack against the Arabs for their support of «Gbenye's regime and said
that he wéuld not compromise with that regime. DPespite the U0.A.U.'S request that
all white mercenaries be sent home, Tshombe continued to make use of them. These
merEEﬁaries‘ga successfully headed the drive against the Kisangani regime that
towards the end of October 1964, Tshombet!s troops were threétening Kisangani itself,
bringing a warning from tGbenye that the safety of Belgians and Americans in his
area could no:- longer be guaranteed. The U.S. ané Belgian Governments asked
President Kenyatta to intervene.

"In November 1964, the Kisangani regime charged that U,S. planes were being
used against it and repeated the warning about the gafeﬁy of Americans and Belgians
in- its territory. President Kenyatta then arranged a meeting with M. Telli, the
U.5. Ambassador to Kenya, Attwood, and M. Thomas Kanza, the Foreign Ninistar of the
Kisangani ragime; During the talks, however, there were reports that Belgian
paratroopers had been transported by U.5. planes to Ascension Island and then to

the Kamina air base in the Congo. In a letter to the President of the Security
Council, the Belgian Government drew the Council®s attention to what masldéscribed
as the danger threatening almost a thousand persons of 18 npationalities, who were
being held as hostages by the Kisangani regime. All efforts to negotiate their
release had failed, and the Belgian Government had taken "preliminary measures®,
in consultation with the Cengglesa Government, to evacuate them if this became
neceséary,1 Ambassador Attwood broke off the talks with President Kenyatta, M.
Telli and the Kisangani éeprasentative on the grounds that the terms of the
LGbenyg regime were unaccg#ptable. Shortly thereafter, the Belgian paratroopers were
landed in Kisangani, and Tshombe sent a letter to U. Thant informing him that the
Congolese Government had‘asked the United States and Belgiamvfar Tnecassary
éssistance“ to gvacuate the hostages held in Kisangani;2

The landing of the paratroopers touched off severe criticisms from most Afro-
Asian states and the Communist bloc. On December 1,1964, twenty-one Afro-Asian
states and Yugoslavia requested that the Security Council consider the Congo

1. | u, No heneralMAsaembly, Official Reeurds, Twentieth bess;an,raupp. No.2
(A/6002), pp.56=57.

2. Ibide, Pe57.




- 1%? -

situation as a matter of urgency. On ﬁecamber 9, Tshombe also requested that the
Council>meet to urgently consider the crisis.1 At its fourth extraordinary session
in New York in December, the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers appealed to all states not
to interfere in the internal affairs of the Congo so as to enable the 0.A.U. to
bring about national reconsiliation, called on the two Congos and Burundi to co-
operate with the ad hoc Commission in the implementation of its mandate;_expfessad'
disapproval of the American-Belgian military intervention in the Congo and requested
that the Security Council condemn the imterventior, recommend an African solution
to the crisis and call on all states to co-operate with the 0.A.U. ih its efforts
to solve the Congolese problem.z

There were reports that the Kisangani regime was receiving military aid from
the U.A.R.:and Algeria through the Sudan. On December 23, President Nasser said that
his ccﬁﬂtry did not "conceal but openly say(s)" that it had sent arms to the Congo,’
- and would continue to do so. In a letter to the Security éouncil, copieé of which
were sent to Telli and more than twenty other African states, Tshombe described the
action of the two countriss as a '“veritable declaration of mar“,j Ben Bella
admitted that his country was Yhelping the Congolese insurgents. In doing so, we
hope to ful?iibgur duty to the Congo and Africa“. The Algerian leader added that
the Congo crisis Yrequires a political solution, not a military one... But any
solution must fulfil three conditions to be valid: (1) exclude Tshombe; (2) obtain
the agreement of the insurgents...; and (3) place the problem witﬁin an African
framework, that of the D.A.Ui§4

puring the Security Council debate on the Congo, the Foreign Minister of HMali,
M. Dusman Ba, made the bitterest attack against the American=Belpgian military
intérventiaﬁ in the Congolese civil war. He said, in pértg

The timing of the events shows that thse freeing of the hostages was only

a pretext for a criminal undertaking planned long before. The objective
of the imperialist aggressors in that part of Africa was none other than

Te  1bide, PPe57=58.

2. O.A.U. Council of Ministers, Resclutions of Ordinary and Extraocrdinary
Sessions, p.5S5.

Pt

3. Le Monde, 29 Dscember, 1964.

4. Le Monde, 6 January, 1965.
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the fall of Stanleyville (Kisangani), the stronghold of the populat

resistance to foreign domination. If, as the aggressors assert, the

sole purpose (of the intervention) was to save human lives, how can

it be explained that the United States and Belgian troopSees..

concentrated their action on (Kisangani) alone when everyone knows

that other Europeans who resided in nearby localities were by rebound

exposed to the danger of reprisals as a result of the fall of (Kisangani)...?
The press, Ousman Ba continued, acting under "imperialist ovders', had often
referred to cannibalism in the Congo in “giant headlines®, Although cannibalism
in the Congo should be condemned = "supposing that it ever existedY = it would be
nothing compared with “"the fullscale cannibalism that was involved in the destrgctign
of human lives in the massacres committed by the mercenaries supported by the United
States and Belgian paratroopers%, Since there was "so much® talk about civilisation,
the Malian Foreign Minister wanted to recall an event in the history of civilisation:

After twenty centuries of history, the way Herod murdered the children

of Judea continues to move civilised mankind. Wwhat shall we say of those

who, with cynicism and premeditation, slaughtered the African national

hero, Patrice Lumumbaj; of those who were responsible for the death of Dag

HammarsKjold; of those, elsewhere, who did not hesitate to carry out the

dastardly assassination of John Kennedy? Yes, they are the same imperialist

Torces of reaction, obscurantism, racism and, in short, of warmongering

which silenced the great voice of John Kennedy, the fighter for fresdom. 2

Nigeria's Foreign Minister, Jaja Wachuku, told the Council that his Government
had attempted to prevent the matter from being brought to the U.N. and had proposed,
instead, that it be handled by the 0.A.U. If reason had prevailed, Wachuku said,
the U0.A.U., would have found a solution to the Congo crisis. Unfortunately, however,
there was a "wvocal minority" within the 0.A.U. which had "arrcgated to itself" the

3
leadership of Africa. The Kenyan Foreign Minister, Murumbi, retorted that
Wachuku's reference to a vocal minority® was a "political mirage' because the
Nigerian position had been "overwhelmingly repudiated" by the 0.4.U., Council of
Ministers in New York oni18 December 19643 the Foreign Minister of Congo=Brazzaville,
§l« Charles~David Ganao, said that Wachuku had participated in the Council's dsbate
. 4

solely" to play his role as "walet of imperialism end neo-colonialism®,

At the end of the debate, the Ivorian Foreign Minister, M. Arsene Usher,

s

1+ U.N, Security Cuuncll Ufficial Records, Nineteenth Year, S$/PV.1171, pp.5=10.

20 'lbidig p;?gﬁ

3« U.N. General Asesmbly, Official Records, Twentieth Essslgn, Supp. No
(A/6002), p.6S.

4. Ibideys p.77.
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introduced é draft resolution which, among other things, called on all states not
to interfere in the domestic affairs qf the Congo, and appealed for awease~fire
.in keeping with the resolution adopted by the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers on 10
September, 1964. "The resolution also demanded that the mercenaries be sent away
from the Congo as a matter of urgency, called on the 0.A.U. to continue in its efforts

to assist the Congolese Government in bringing about a natioenal reconciliation, and

requested all states to help the U.A.U. in the attainment of its objectives in the
Congo. This draft, with a minor modification, was adepted by 10 votes to none,
France abataining.1

Meanwhile, it was reported that the United States and Belgium were trying to
persuade Tshombe to adopt policies tﬁ reduce his unpopularity among the African
Jeaders. He was advised not only to include in his cabinet men who were more
acceptable to other African states, but alsoc to grant an amnesty to rebels who were
not charged with acts punishable under Congolese criminal code, to quarantee to all
vgppgsitiaﬁ parﬁi@s fh@ freedom to participate in the campaign for the general
eledtions that were tentatively scheduled for February 1965, and to rensw his reguest
for troops from other African states to assist in quelling the rebellion. Tshombe
resisted, and is reported as having told the Americans and Belgians that ﬁiesident
| Kasavubu was against a broadening of the cabinet before the general elections.

On January 14,1965, Presidents Nyerere, Kenyatta and CObote had télks with
&&beﬁy? at Mbale, Tanzania. A statement issued after the talks said that M. ‘Gbenye
‘had ‘described the situation in the Congo to the. thres Presidents,»andhhad‘expreésed
support for the U.A.U,'s call for the withdrawal of mercenaries, indicating his
willingness to meet the ad hoc Commission on the Congo “to Bxpléin the cause and
,puipoae" of the Congolese civil war. The three East African leaders "gelcomed and
sympathised" with M. i&ﬁenye's statement, and President Kenyatta, Chairman of the
ad hoc Commission, promiséd to put the question raised by chenye before the

3
Commission.  Nyerere said later that he was "very highly impressed by M, QGEenye.

1. 1bid., p.8OFf.

2. The New York Times, December 23, 19643 The Washington Post, December 29. 1964,

Je Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, January 1965, pe220.
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He is as responsible as any African leader that I have met, He is committed te the
same objectives of African freedom, African dignity and the 0.,A.U. as everyone
else is...;"1

Not surprisingly, Tshombe issued a statement through the Congolese Embassy in
Paris to the effect that his Govermment Yremains firmly decided to continue exploring
the chances of reconciliation" but that it would not accept "outside proposals' as to
whom it showld negotiate with, when those proposed "are already guilty of massacres,
r@bheries,’rapa, vandalism and genoeide against the Congolese people”. Tshombe
called on the "A?rigaﬁ interventionist Governments® to discontinue their military

aid to the "rebels", adding that "the way to Erue national reconciliation was
through the legal Government (of the Congo)¥.

- At the third session of the ad hoc Commission, towards the end of January, the
Chairman indicated that his appeal fer national reconciliation in the Congo had not
~been heeded because of the presence of white mercenaries in that country and
pfaéﬂsEd that a sub~commitiee be appointed to visit the two Congos and Burundifg
The representative of Upper Volta wanted the Commission to meet the "legitimate®
Government of the Congeo, while the Guinean representative said that Tshombe's
refgsal to meet with the "nationalists® had made the Cnmmission's task very delicate
and expressed the view that the Commission's presence in the Congo would not alter

4

the situation. Ghana was not opposed "in principle® to the sending of a sub-

committee to the three Central African states, but felt that there should be advancs

=
o]
central Government and the ¥%revolutionary leaders® meet with the Commission.

Nigeria was not "altogether against® the Ghanaian proposal, but wanted the Commission -

to call on all 0,A.U: members. not to interfers in the internal affairs of the Congo
and to respect the U.A.U. and Security Council resolutions on the Congo.

1. 1bid.; Ihe Netionalist, January 15, 1965.

2. Le Mopnde, 20 Jahuary, 1965,

3. UOeA. U, Report of the Administrative Secretary-Generals Political Matters,
pPart 11 (Neirobi, February 1965), pp.62=63.

4. Ibide, pe65.
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The Chairman then proposed that the sub-committee to the Congo consist of
Nigeria, Guinea and Ghana. The Guinean representative Ycompletely and categorically®
refused to have his country included in the sub~commitiee. However, the Chairman
insisted, and the representative of Guinea aquiesged, but refused to accept the
committee. Adain, the Chairman insisted, and Ghana accepted. The Commission then
invited representatives of the Congolese central Government and the Kisangani regime
to mest with it in Nairobi on February 12, 1965-]
| At the ad hoc Eomm;ssian's meeting of February 13, the . Gbenye regime submitted
a six=point plan for national reconciliation in the angn,E Firstly, it called for
the immediate release of Antoine Gizenga and other pglitical prisoners. Secendly,
all American and Belgian armed forces and mercenaries were to leave the Congo.
Thirdly, the Commission was requested to send a special delegation to Katanga to
enquire iﬁté what was described as "deplorable® American and Belgian activities
that were said ﬁﬁ be aimed at bringing about 2 new Kaﬁaﬁga secession. Fourthly, it
was praposed that a special commission be formed to apply sanctions against those
who were inumlveé in the assassination of Lumumba as well as Maurice lMpole, Joseph
Dkito and other natiopalist leaders. Fifthly, thé Kisangani regime, calliﬁg“itself
the "Revolutionary Government®, proposed to enlarge itself to include "Congolese
brothers® from regions that were "not yet free", but who enjoysd the “confidence®
of the peop;e. Finally, the "Revolutionary Government® unéertook to organise |
glections in six m@ﬁth%; following the enlargement of itself. Brushing aside the
six=point plan of the Yrevolutionaries", the representatives of the of the central
Government expressed the view that their Government was the "legal' one in the Congo
and must crush the rebellion.  They felt that national reconciliation was not possible
bafore the end of the rebellian.z At the Commission's meeting of February 25-26,
the opposing sides were still far afield and refused to move to middle grounds. The

represehtative of the Tshombe Government said that, as the U.A.U. Council of Ministers

had recognised his Government as the lsgal one in the Congo, it would never sit at

1. Ibid., ppe67 and 73,

2. 0.A.U. The Second Report of the Ad Hog Commission on the Congo to the
Administrative Secretary-General, pp.i10-11.

3s ,.IEEE’,'? ]jli!fl!
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the same table mith)th%vﬁisaﬁgaﬁi regime. His Government, he continued, had a
rebellion on its hands, which it intenﬁed to cxush.] The representative of the
"Revolutionary Governmentt also stated that his leaders would never sit at the same
conference table with delegates of the Tshombe Government which he said was "illegal®
and accused the leaders of the central Government of having assassinated Lumumba
and emplgyéd white mercenaries té kill CDﬂQUiEEE-E

As a result of the irrsconcilable positions taken by both sides,. the Commission
was unable to resolve the conflict. Nor Qas‘thara any success 1n improving relations
between the Cengo and its neighbours, Burundi and Congo=Brazzaville., In fact,
- Congo=~Kinshasa's relations with Uganda also deteriorated when Congolese Air Force
planes violated Uganda's airspace and bombed a school and customs post in Februarny
1965. In a bitter attack on the Congonlese and American Governments, Dr. Ohote
alleged that the planes involved were of American make, and that they were #being
floun by mercenaries hired by the Congolese Government with: American knowledge®.
Obote added that "if the Government of the United States (thinks) that (it) can
rulé the whole world violating territorial integrity and... attacking nations
without provocation, then we must all resolve... that America is not a democracy,
that it is being ruled by gangsters, that America is one element in the forum of
nations prepared to disturb world peace",., Late in March 1965, Ugandanand Congolese
troops clashed along their common border when the latter advanced to within about
five miles Df Ugandan territory allegedly in pursuit of Congolese rebels, In early
April 1965, Tanzania issued a warning that it would "vigourously repel™ any attacks
Qrbuiolatiﬁh af its territory by the Congo, and that it would aid any countroy
~which was a victim of Congo=Kipshasa's Yimperialist-inspired machinations®, In ﬁay;
Tshomﬁa sent a delegatien to Obote, offering compensation for the damage dons by
Congolese bombers on Ugandan territory and indicating the Congo's desire to re-
establish diplomatic and trade relations with Uganda. Dr. Obote wanted the Congo
to "establish an effective administration across the borderY before the resumption

of diplomatic relations. In addition, Obote told the Congolese delegation that the

recruitment of white South African and Rhodesian mercenaries by the Congo was ‘a

19 Ibidng P."ID»J

2. 1Ibid.
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1
betrayal of African interests, including thoss of the Congo'.
The civil war in the Congo continued until Tshombe's troops gained the
advantage. But the Congo's relations with its neighbours remained strained until
Tshombe's dismissal as Prime Minister an October 12, 1965. Relations between the

two Cﬁﬁgasvthen improved rapidly, and diplomatic relations were resumed. Towards

the end of October, the Uganda Government announced that its border with Congo-

Kinshasa, which had bee% closed ,since February, would be reopened. After General
Mobutu's coup on November 25, Burundi recognised the new Government and resumed
diplomatic relations with the Congo in Janusry 1966. In August, the twe countries
and Rwanda concluded a mutual security pact in Kinshasa. Oiplomatic relations
with the U.A.R. and Algeria, broken off in 1964, were resumed in 1967. However,
from mid=1967 onuards, relations between the Congo and its neighbours deteriocrated.

In July 1867, a white mercenary-led mutiny threatened the Government of General
Mobutu, The D.A.U. Assembly, at its fourth conference in September 1967 in Kinshasa,
demended that the mercenaries leave the Congo "immediately" and, in the event the
mercenaries rdfused to do so, called on 0O.A.U. members to g;ﬁe the Copgolese
Government their "unreserved support and all the assistance in their power®. A
Committee was establishead to Find-“mays and means” of handling the mercenary problem.
On October 6, the Internaﬁioﬁallﬂed Cross announced in Geneva that the mercenaries
had agreed to be evacuated from the Congo. However, on October 31, the Congolese
Government aénounced that fighting had broken cut near Bukavu, the mercenary
stronghold, between Congé;esg soldiers and the mercenaries. In early November, the
Congo anmounced that its troops had captured Bukavu, and thaﬁ the mercenaries werse
fleeing to Ruandag

Meanwhile, there were reports of another band of mercenaries invading the Congo

from Angola. The Congo lodged a complaint against Portugal with the Security

Council and announced that its troops had the situation under control. At this
point, General Mobutu demanded the extradition to the Congo of those mercenaries
who had fled to Rwanda. The Rwandan President, Kayibanda, maintained, however,

that the mercenaries be evacuated from Africa, as had been decided by the 0.A.U.

1. Daily Nation, (Nairobi), February 15, Warch 29, April & and May 12, 1965.
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In view Df-thig disagreement, Sudanese President Azhari, who was Chairman of the
0.A.U. Special Committee on the Congo, requested that Rwanda should not permit
the repatriation of the mercenaries until his Committee had discussed the conditions
for doing soc. The Committee later met and adopted a resclution which, in part,
called for the establishment of a special commission of inguiry to investigate the_

motives behind the activities of the mercenaries in Africa, particularly in the

Congoj the payment of compensation to the Congo by the governments and organisations
of the mé;cenéxies for the material damage and political and moral injuries inflicted
on the Congolese; and writﬁgn guarantees from the mercenaries and their respective
gnuerhments that khey would never return to Africa or in any way participate in
subversive activities designed to endanger the peace, security and stability of
African states, or prolong.w - Toreign rule in Africa.

A few days after the Committes's decision, the French and Belgian Governments,
some of whose nationals were among the mercenaries, stated that ﬁhey would not
accept responsibility for the activities of the ma?cenaziesi General Mobutu
insisted that the mercenaries not he allowed to leave Rwanda until compensation
had been paid. Later, the Special Commititee decided that the mercenaries be sent
tg.the Conoo for trial. But President Kayibaﬂda méintaiﬁed.that his Government
would abide by the 0.A.U. Aséambly's decision that the mercenaries be sent to their
countries of origim. The Congo therefore severed Hiplomatic reiatiohs with Ruwanda.

In garly 1968, following the announcement by Chad, Congo-Kinshasa and Central
African Republic that the three countries had formed a Union of Central African
States and the Central African Republic's withdrawal later from the Union, tension
developed between Congo=Kinshasa and Chad on the one hand and the Central African
Republic on the Gthef.1 When Pierre Muléld, a former Comgolese rebel, took advantace
of General PMobutu'ts amnesty ané returned to Congo-Kinshasa from Congo-Brazzaville
in 1968, he was executed; and this too led to deterioration of relations bestueen the
two Congos. Relations between the two countries were so embittered that, by

November 1968, (Congo-Brazzaville was describing General Mobutu as a "Hitler' and

alleging that he had designs on Congo=Brazzaville. UWhile denying the allegation, the

1« This dispute will be treated more Fully later in this Chapter.
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General said that if his country wanted to eccupy Brazzaville the entire operation
1
"would not take us two hoursi, Although attempts have been made within the frame~

work of 0.C.A.fM. to normalise relations between the two states, occasional verbal

bouts are still engaged in.

Dahomey-Niger Dispute

Du?ing the October 1953 military coup in Dahomey which deposed President PMaga,
three Niger nationals residing in Dahomey were killed. The’Niger Government protested,
but Dahomey delayed its reply, probably bscause of the instability in the country
at tha time, Then there were rumours in Niamey to the effect that Dabomey was
preparing to lay claim to the island of Lété in the middle of the Niger River which
forms the boundary bstween the tuwo cauntries.2 Sovereignty over this island has
never been fully determined: it is inhabited by permanent settlers from Dahomey and
Nigerien nomads who periodically come there. On November 21, a Dahomean murdéred
his Nigergen wife and committed suicide. Nigerien youths demonstrated in Niamey.
and ransacked the homes of Dahomeans residing in the city. During the same month,
the Niger Government began repatriating some of its Dahomean civil servants; and on
21 December, it announced that it would repatriate all of its Dahomean employees.
There were some 16,000 of them. Dshomey retaliated by closing its horder and
blocking, at Cotonou, the flow of goods destined for Niger. President Diori of
Niger called on his people to Yclose ranks" in order to defeat all attempts at
”subvarsian“¢3

Meanwhile, press and radio attacks by both sides were bequn and intensified.
The two countries also mobilised troops along their cowmmon border. Later, the
Niger Eaﬁarnmentlinfmrmed the Government of Dahomey, through a representative of
the French Embassy in Niamsy, M. Cabouat, of its readiness to send a delegation
to thg porder for talks on January Zjigﬁdgqand a cmmmuﬁiqué issued after the taiks

said that the meeting had taken place in "a cordial atmosphere®. The four major

proposals put forward by Niger were that (1) there should be free circulation of

1. Afrigue Nouvelle, 27 November = 3 December, 1969,

2. Afrigque Nouvelle, 20 = 28 November, 1964,

3. Ibid.

4. Afrique Nouvelle, 17 = 23 January, 1964,
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goods and people between the two countries, (2) the negotiations should be limited
to the tuwo parties in the first instanece, and then before an African commission,
(3) the opposing troops should be withdrawn from the border, and (4) both sides
should discontinue the radio and press attacks. Later Niger sent the Archbishop
of Niamey, Mgr. Berlier, to Dahomean President Soglo for ‘t:alks.'i Shortly thereafter,
a new Government was elected in Dahomey with M. Apithy as President and M. Justin
Ahomadegbs as Vice Presidént and Head of Govermnment. ATter the elections, M.
Ahamadegﬁe stated that his country was certain that the 0.A.U, Dr.U;A;Mi would
find a solution to the Dahomey-Niger dispute. However, M. Ahomadeghe expressed the

view that the solution lay in "the integral and exclusive return of the Lété Island
to Dahumey“-2

In July 1964, the Dahomean President, Apithy, called on Niger to co-operate
with Dahomey in the development of the two countries! "meagre, but complementary,
resources" and "form but one country¥. Apithy saidthat language, geography and
culturs "have condemned us to live together", and that the overthrow of [M. Maga's
Government in Dahomey had been “misunderstogd" in Niger as being directed against
Niger and Ya group®. Maga had been Bveftﬁfﬂuﬁ because %the people wanted to get
rid of a regime that was preventing them from moving ahead“.ﬁ During a spesch
before the Dahomey National Assembly in November 1964, Justin Ahomadegbe accused
Niger of having "organised and led“vsubversion against Dahomey with the aid of
#foreign powsrs", Ahomadegbe added that a contingent of Nigerien troops had been
seen on Dahomsan territory in October 1964, UWhile expressing his country's

willingness to meet Dahomey in any African or international forum, Nigerien President

Diori, in turn, alleged that "facts and documents exist which prove that, without

4
for subversien against Niger®,

In mid=January 1965, Presidents Houphouet-Boigny, Diori and Yameogo and Vice
President Ahomadegbe met in the Ivory Coast in an attempt to restore closer relations

between Dahomey and obher Entente states, particularly Niger. At the end of the

1. Ibid.

2. Afrigque Nouvelle, 14 - 20 February, 1964,

3. Afrigque Nouvelle, 17-23 July, 1964.

4. L

Fionde, 18 November, 1964,



- 127 -
meeting, i# was announced that the four leaders had agreed "on all points ggaminadﬂ,
Upon returning to Cotoﬁou, Ahomadegbe said: "lWe are copvinced that the populations of
Dahomey and Niger will have free access to the islaﬁd of L&té", After further
discussions at the ministerial lsvel, Diori and Ahomadegbe met at the border on

: 1
June 15 to fopmally restore mormal relations between their two countries. - The

Rwanda=Burundi Dispute

Before Uctober 1960, when a government was formed by the Parmehutu Party, the
Watutsis, who are a minority of the Rwandanpopulation, constituted the ruling elite
of that GDUﬂtPY;g This change brought the Bahutus to control of the political system.
With this change, tension developed within the country, and by 1963, about 200,000
Watusis had fled from Rwanda to neighbouring states for fear of their safety. From
their bases in exile, the Watusis attempted to dislodge the Bahutus from pouwer,

On 23 November, 1963, Burundi border authorities intercepted a group of armed Watusis
who ware attempting to crese the border into Rwanda. In an effort to prevent its
territory from being used as a base for raids against Rwanda, the Burundi Government
requested that the U.N. consider the stationing of an international police force
along the Rwanda=Burundi Sarder.a In December, a band of armed Watusis invaded
from Burundi and got to within fifteen miles of Kigali, the capital of Rwanda, before
» being repulsed. This touched off reprisal massacres of Watusis residing in Rwanda,
Accounts of the number killed varied from a few hundred to many thousands. Towards
the end of December, U Thant sent his special representative in the Congo, M. Max
Porsinville of Haiti, te Rwanda on a fact-finding mission. M. Dorsinville reported
that a number of Watusis had "no doubt® been killed but that accounts of killings

4
had been “greatly exaggerated?,

1. Le Monde, 21 January, 1965.

2. For a comprehensive account of the crisis, see Rene Lemarchand, Rwanda and Burundi,
Londong Pall Mall Press, 1970, especially Chapters 1-9; Jacques Maguet, "Rwand et
Burundi: Lvolutions divergentes ou paralleles?, Afrique Contemporaine, No.25,
May-June 1966, pp.21-23.

3. Le Monde, 1, 2 and 24 December, 1963,

4. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul, Series, February 1964, P.23.
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The Ruwandan Government protested to the Government of Burundi ab@ut the
Decembef invasion, but the latter rejected this protest. Burundi appealed to the
U.N. and the 0.A.U. to intervene so as to end "provocations® by Rwanda. Both
Urganisations called on the tﬁa cauhtriés to settle their dispute peacefully. In
éebruary 1964, the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers appointed a Special Commission
(consisting of Rwanda, Burundi, Congo=Kinshasa, Uganda, Tanzania, Sudan, Sensgal,
ﬁigezia, Ghana and Camsroon) to sxamine the refugee problem in Africa.

in early June, Rwandan Foreign Minister Lazare [ipakaniye alleged that the
flulelist movement had its headquarters in Bujumbura, the Burundi capital, and that
it was diracted by the terrorists who attacked his country in Decémber. He continued: .

I

. Tha present cvollusion between the various movements in (Bujumbura) today

proves to the world the truth of Rwanda's assertions at the time of the svents of
December 1963... through its complicity with the terrorists on Rwanda‘s borders,
Burundi... is a centre of subversion against its neighbours... In the present
circumstances, the Rwanda Republic wishes to affirm its solidarity with the great
Congolese nation and hopes that this eriminal subversion will not harm its
economic revival. 1

in Jduly, the U0.A.U. Counecil recommended, among other things, that member states
which had refugee problems should start (or continue) talks in order to solve these

2 A

probhlems. In mid=August, Radio Bujumbura announced that Burundi had informed the
UeNo and the 0O.A.U. that its relations with Rwanda were "very tense, Rwanda having
once again violated the Burundi border.... (Rwandan) soldiers... crossed the border...
on August 10, penestrated 15 kilometers inte Burundi and massacred people in the
streets®, Burundi called on these Organisations to “take note of this fresh Ruwandan
aggression® and protested "energetically against these acts of brigandage...”
Buwanda alleged that refugess in Burundi were preparing to attack, but the Burundi
Government “categorically C?ejected)" this allsgation Yas devoid of any foundation.."
Burundi called on its neighbours "to put an end to these excesses, which dangerously
compromise peace in Africa and the achievement of African unity". In September,

Burundi again complained to the D0.A.U. that Rwandan troops had entsred its territory

andtmassacred the peaceful inhabitants of two areas after setting fire to their homes¥

1. Radio Kigali quoted in African Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul.,
June 1=30, 1964, p.%1.

2. U.A.U, Council of Ministers, Reseclutions of Drdinary and Extraordinary Sessions,
D{f} L] 29 af“ld 415429
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The Burundi Government said that it was prepared "to take any a;tiuﬁ it considers
appropriate to deal with these acts of brigandageY and warned of "ﬁhe regrettable
sansgqueﬁCBa liablé to result from the situation created in Burundi... by Rwandan
nationals®, Towards the end of 1964, the U.N.‘High Commission for Refugeses and iha
Lutherian World Federation began moving some of the refugees to the Muwesi Highlands
in Tanzania for re-settlement, in keeping with an agraemént concluded between the
High Commission and the Tanzanian Government. The situation on the border betueen
the two countries was calm during 1965; in early 1866, however, Burundi again
CDﬁplainad of border violations and the killing of Burundi citizens by armed bands
(including Burundi refugees in Rwanda). The Rwandan Government replied that it had
sent three warnings to the Burundi Govermment that Burundi nationals, who had fled
their country following the "massacre' of Hutus, were preparing to return home by
force. Rﬁanda protested against "tendentious" statemsnts over Radio Bu jumbura
which made the. world believe that Rwandans were attacking Burundi. - In November
1966, the U.A.U. Assembly elected General Mobutu to mediate between the two countries,
Du;ing the same month, the RwandanGovernment alleged that Burundi was training and
arming terrorists who raided Rwandan territory "with such ferocity that it
amounted to s.uar“.fTl |

Through the mediation of President Mobutu, tension was eased bétﬁaan Rwanda
and EurUﬂdig As was stated earlier, the two countries and Congo~Kinshasa concluded
a mutual security pact in August 196G6. After a military coup in Burundi deposed
King Ntare V on November 28, Rwanda recognised the new Government formed by Captain
Michel Micombsro and congratulated it for having liberated the people of Burundi

from the "retrograde myth of a feudal monarchy". In addition, Rwanda assured the
2

new government of its co-operation.

Nkrumah and the Ghana—Guinea Dispute

When Dr. Nkrumah was deposed in a military coup in February 1966, relations
between Ghana and Guinea deteriorated because of the latter's attitude towards the

COUP. Although Guinea was not alone in condemning the coup, it took the most

1. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., SoG. and Cul.s AUGUst 1-31 1964, P.1303
September 1=-30 1964, p.146; December 1-31 1964, p.204; January 1-31 1966, Pe443;
November 1-30 1966, p.657. '

2 Af;iea Research_Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul., November 1-30 1966, p.659,.
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uncompromising line. The Political Bureau of the Union Sudanese (the then ruling
party in ﬂéli) declared its "unswerving support?® Tor Br. Nkrumah and alleged that
events in Ghana were "within the framework of the general offensive launched by
imperialism to compromise the independence and scueraiénty of our small states®.
In Congo~Brazzaville, the ruling Mouvement naticnale de la»revmluticﬁ (MeNJRG)
called on the people of Caﬁg@aaraézauilla to be "uigilaﬁt“‘sgainst the “impg;ialist
intrigﬁas“ that were said to be responsible for the downfall of :Nkrumah. A
cammuniqué issued by the ruling Arab Socialist Uﬁﬁan in Cairo described the coup
as an "imperialist conspiracy against. the independence of the African continent
with a Qiém»ta maintaining it under foreign influence",  The Union reaffirmed its
confidence in the people of Ghana Y“who will continue to fight against all forms of
imperialism, in spite of this accidental setback". The Algerian Forsign Minister,

Bouteflika, said that his country had no intention of interfering in the internal

Africans should be conscious of the danger which menaces (them) and that, to confront
it; they must close ranks and reinforce their unity". But it was President Tgurgy
who took the toughest line; he accused Britain of having instigated the coup "with
the complicity of élllﬁurgpaan Governments®. Tourd continued .. 'put if (the
British) think that they have succeeded, they are grossly mistaken. They have not
drawn the lessons from history. We solemnly declare this to them and with more
vigour than (the B.B.C.): the criminals who are respgnsibie for the coup d'etat in
Ghana will pay dsarly in time". Touré called on his countrymen to consider them—
selves "in a state of war... it is in Guinea that we will arrest the criminal hand

of imperialism which strangles Africa", "If a conference of African Heads of State
wgre ﬁanEﬁéd tmmérrnm“, Tourd declared, "comrade Kwame Nkrumah would speak Tor
Guinea because Nkrumah is not just a simple African, but a universal man®. Nkrumah,
Toure” continued, "can be considersd as Head of State of Guinea and Secretary= General
of the Democratic Party of Guineé“.1 Meanwhile Nkrumah setiled down in Conakry and,

for a time, was allowed to engage in radio war against the military in Accra.

During the sixth ordinary session of the 0.A,U, Council of Ministers, Buinea,

Te 'ygrﬁbhde; 18 November, 1964,




Nali,'KEﬁfa and Tanzania walked out in protest against the seating of the delegation
representing the new Ghanailan Miliﬁary Government, On March 7, President Tour® and
Dr. Nkrumah, who had travelled te Guinea from China and the Saviet Union, went to
Bamako for talks with President Keita. The result of the talks was not made public,
but the Malian Foreign Minister, Ousman Ba, said in Paris, on the same day, that
Mali @Guld nive the deposed President "total and resoluts 5uppmrt“.* On March B8,
Tourg& announced that “very soon', Ghanians and Guineans, with the backing of "other
African people', would crush the "military vebellion" in Ghana. In a special
broadcast to Ghana, Nkrumah said that he would return Yvery scon®, The Military
Government in Ghana protested to the 0O.A.U, about Guinea's %interference' in Ghana's
internal affairs and closed down ths Ghanaian Embassy in Conakry. On March 10,
Tour® announced that he would mobilise 300,000 members of the Guinea Democratic
Party (P.D.G.) and send troops to Ghana, "with the least possible delay", to end
the military regime and re-install Nkrumah.2

While Ghana's relations with Guinea mQEEEEﬂénélystraiﬁ@d by the downfall ﬁf
" Dr. Nkrumah, those with its immediate neighbours were considerably improved by that
fact. Goodwill missions were sent to® meighbouring and other African states ta‘
express regrets for thé Yurongs and injustices® committed against them by the Nkrumah
Bevernment.é On March 16, President Houphouet=-Boigny warned President Tourf that
France would intervene if Guinea attempted to invade Ghana through the Ivory Coast,
as the Guinean leader had threatened. Five days later, Conakry Radio stated that
President Tourg had no intention of attacking the "fraternal peuglg.of Ghana', and
that military preparations in Guinea were designed to face a "probable imperialist
aggression?, About a week afterwards, the Guinean leader challenged Gensral Ankrah
to hold a referendum, supervised by the 0.A.U., so that Ghanaians could choose
between him and Dr. Nkrumah.4

‘DUTiﬁg the latter part of April, ths Govermment of Ghanastold the Security

Council that, while it did not object to Dr. Nkrumah being granted asylum in Guinea,

T. A.F.P. Africa, March 8, 1966, p.19ff.; The Times, March 8, 1966.
2. A.F.P. Africa, March 11, 1966, p.8.
3. AJF.P. Africa, March 18, 1966, pp.8 and 16.

4, AgF;pg ﬁj!_‘.‘ica, March 18! 19663 Dsaf‘fﬁg
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it protested strongly against his being allowed "to use Buinea as a base and staging-
post for subversion against Ghana'. Guinea's actions, Ghana charged, were "hostile®
and were "likely to constitute a threat to the maintenance of international pesace
"and security®., To this, Guinea replisd that the Ghanaian copplaint deserved to be |
ignored because the accusation contained in it was "a pure figment of the imaginatian;

Meanwhils, the position of the Military Government in Accra was belng str@ﬁgthéﬁed
by recognition from important states in Africa and elsewhere. The United States
extended recognition only a week after the coup, as opposed to the lapse af several
weeks before American recognition of other previous military regimes in Africa. In
mid-March, the Ghanaian Embassy in loscow announced that the Soviet Government
would maintain "normal relations® with the Military Government in Ghana.2 On March
23, it was énnounced in Abidjan that the Iuory Coast and Ghana had decided on Jjoint
security measures, The level of tension was such that President Tubman sent
special envoys to Presidents TourB and Houphouet—Boigny in an effort to lower
tEﬁsiDﬁ.3 On April 7, a summit conference of the Entente issued a communique” in
support of General Ankrah's Ecuerﬁmanti Six days later, however, President Houphouet-
Boigny said that Prasidant_Tauré had merely enogaged in “some boastful talkY, but
that there was no tension between the two countries. He added that the Ivory Coast
would not be used as a base for subversive activities against Guinea, and that he had
forbidden further meetings of the Naticnal Liberation Front of Guinea, which had
been formed during the latter part of March by Guinesn refugees residing in the
Ivory [‘:.fssacsi‘:,‘i1 Un April 27, the Senegalese Government announced that it would oppose
any attempt to use its territory as a base for subversion against "an African Head
of State" and would not tolerate the formation of the Conseil National de Liberation
ge Guinea. Guinean refugees in Senegal were threatened with expulsicn if they
continued their activities against President Tour&. A day later, President
Houphouet—-Boigny warned that his country did not Ywish to be considered as a base

5
for subversion®,

1. U.N, Ssocurity Council, D?iﬁcial Records, Twenty-First Year, Supp. for Aprili
flay and June 1966, pp.55=57 and 58.

2, The New York Times, March 5, 19663 A.F.P, Africa, March 18, 1966, p.17.

3. lWest Africa, April 2, 1966, p.393,.

4, Q@;iqge Nouvelle, 15=11 May, 19665 Le Monde, 6, 7 and 9 April, 1906.

. 5., Afrique Nouvelle, 5-11 May, 1966.
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Late in October 1966, the Guinean ministerial delegation to the seventh
ordinary sessioﬁ of the G.A.U. Council of Ministers was arrested in Accra when its
planélanded there Eiggggggrto Addis Ababa. The Ghanaian Government anncunced that
the Guineans,_includihg the then Foreign Minister, Dr. Beavogui, would be released
when Ghanaians said to be detained in Guinea were released. Liberian Secretary of
State Grimes, who was on the same plane, had initially tried unsuccessfully to

sgcurs the release of the Guineans. As Beavogui and his delegation were travelling

put under house arrest because, Guinea charged, "The American Government is entirely
responsible for the arrest of the (Buinean) delegation", since it was aboard an
American plans that the arrest was made. P.D.G. members were exhorted to demonstrate
against "the machinations of American imperialism and its puppets in Accra%, Uhen
the Americans protested, the ban imposed on Ambassador Mcllvaine was partially lifted.
After the United States intimated that its aid to Guinea could not be administered
with the restrictions on American diplomats in Caﬁakrys Guinea expelled more than
sixty.ﬁéaéé Corps workers, President Tourd d@ciareda "The United States is
preparing for another Vietnam. Already the economic blackmail has begun and‘tha
(American) aid to Guinea has been reduced. We say thanks to (our) American
contributors and to the Government of that country: keep your aid, we need only our
.libarty and our dignity". President Boumsdienne sent a message of. sympathy to
President Tour&, while Algarian Foreign Minister Bouteflika called in the Ghanaian
Charge d'Affaires in Aigiers to demand "the immediate and unconditional release of
the Guineans®. The Egyptian Government instructed its Embassy in Accra to secure
the release of ths Guinaans-1 But where Grimes had been unsuccessful (he is known
for his quiet and effective diplomacy, being ceccasionally referred to by some of

his colleaguss of the francophone states as "Mr, Cool=le lonsieur Tranquille®)
neither Algerian dsmands an Egyptian persuasion had any chance of success. After
the intervention of an 0.A,U. "Wisemen Committee!, consisting of Emperor Haile
Selassig, Presidents Tubman, Nasser, Nyerere and Keita, the Guinsans were released.
Two days after the release of the Guinean Foreign Hiﬁiéter and his delegation, the

Government of Guinea announced thatiGhanaians residing in Guinea were free to leave

onde, 1, 9 and 10 November, 1966. .
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whenever they so desired. ‘President Tour® was reported to have offered his personal
plane to Ghanaians who wished to leave, but could not ecbtain seats on reqular
commercial flights,1

Although the political hostages were released, the war of words did not cease
immediately, and Dr. Nkrumah was allowed to continue his periodic broadcast o
Ghaﬁa over Radio Conakry. These have now been discontinued, but relations between
the two countries have remainsd seuerély strained, prinaipally because of Dr. Nkrumah's
continued presence in Guinea and the refusal of Guinea to repay the £10 million

lent by Ghana in 1958,

The Union of Central African States,

In February 1968, Chad, Congo-Kinshasa and the Central African Republic
announced the Fformation of a Union of Central African States which was declared
open to other Central African countries. President Fobutu, who was the spokesman,
indicated that the neuw a;ganisatian would be primarily an economic mne.g Gn 2 April,
the Charter of the Union was signed in Fort Lamy. On 22April, President Tombalbaye
said in Bangui that Chad and the Central African Republic had withdrawn from the
Central African Customs and Economic Union (U.D.E.A.C.), which consisted of the
two countriss, Camercon, Gabon and Congo=Brazzaville,

Touwards the end of 1968, however, relations betuwesen Congoe=Kinshasa and the
Central African Republic began to deteriorate. 0On November 24, the latter did not
send a representative to the celebration of General Mobutu's third year in power.
Later, Air Congo was not permitted to land in the Central African Republic, and
Congo=Kinshasa in turn banned Air Afrigue aircraft from landing on Congolese
territory. On December 3, Radio Kinpshasa ¢harged that the deterioration in relations
between the two countries was due to the Mmachinations® of the French Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs in Charge of-taa@p%fatian, M. Yvon Bourges, who, it said,
had told officials of the Central African Republic that French aid to their country
would be discontinued unless they withdrew from the newly formed Union. President
Mobutu teld a public gathering in Kinshasa on December 19 that, during the tension

between the two Congos over the Muléle affair, the Congolese Military Attache”in

1. A.F.P. Africa, November 8, 1966, pp.16=19.

2. A.F.P, Africa, February 6, 1968, p.10ff.
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Paris, LCol. Crespin Mussambay, had been advised that, in the svent of a military
clash between the two countries, %“rance would ﬁot hesitate for a minute to make
its choice"; The Congolese President said that president Bokassa was alleging that
the Central African Republic was in danger, and that foreign troops had bssn massed
along i£s frontier, "The CongoY, PMobutu declared, "“does not wish evil for anyone,
but it is no donger afraid of anyone and fears no threats. The Congo, thanks to its
Army, has the military means to resist anyene in Central Africa®%. A spokesman for
the French Fereign Ministry later said that General Mobutu had made reference to
#inexact ?acts“.]

On December 20, Congolese Foreign Minister Justin Bomboko expanded on General
Ffobutut's accusétion in Brussels. M. Bomboko said that certain members of General
de Gaulle's “entourage®, particularly 1. Foccart, were "“au courant® of a ¥"plot® to
overthrow General Mobutu's Government and had pressured the Central African
Republic to withdraw from the Union of Central African States.g Bomboko stated
that in March 1968, WM. Fegcartluent to Bangui and'tgld President Bokassa that his
country should not associate with Congo=Kinshasa because General [lobutu was about
to be assassinated. Latar, when tension developed between the two Congos over the
execution of Pierre Nuléla§ in Caﬁg@—Kinshasa, General Degant (head of the French
security services) reminded the Congo-~Kinshasa Military Attaché’in Paris, Col.
flussambay, of the defsnce agresment between France and Congo-Brazzaville and added
that érance would have to aid its former colony in case of an armed conflict
betweean the twe countries. Finally, President BoKassa received M. Bourges in Bangui
and was invited to visit President de Gaulle. From then on, Bomboko said, Bokassa
Ypretended” that the Congolese Goveroment wanted to depose hime. The Congolese

E] i > o i3 i3 ?’ =
Foreign Minister hastenesd to add, however, that he was not accusing the Elysee or

the French Foreign Ministry of plotting against his country, but that it was "the
entourage which seems to be playing an evil role in Central Africa',

lMieanwhile, tension continued to mount between Conoo=Kinshasa and the Central

1. Le Monde, 21 December, 1968.

' 2. Le lMonde, 5, 10 and 11 December, 1968; Afrigue Nouvelle, 2-8 January, 1969.

3. In responsse tou a general amnesty by General M@butu's‘chernment, Muléld
returned to Congo~Kinshasa from exile in Congo-Brazzaville, but was executed,
in spite of protest from the Brazzaville Government.
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African Republic. On December 6, 1968, the Congolese authorities seized two barges
and a training ship of the Central African merchant marine on the Conéo River,
claiming that the training ship had been obtained from the Congo, but had not béen
paid for. Shortly thereafter, President Bokassa announced that his country would
withdraw from the Union of Central African States and rejoin the Central African
Customs and Economic Union (U.D.E.A.C.). The Central African leader alleged that
the Union of Central African States represented "blackmail and disorder', whereupon
President Tombalbaye referred to General Bokassa as a “zealat”’and ifalse brother®
who had "illegally® come to power by means of a military caup;i General Bokassa,
in turn, accuéed President Tombalbaye of having been responsible for the death of .
,the Firét Premier of the Central African Republic, M. Barthelemy Boganda. Gensral
Bokassa alleged that the Chadian leader had had a bomb placed aboard the plane in
which M. Boganda was travelling. Of course, Radio Chad rejedted this allagationsg
On Dscember 10,1968, General Mobutu said in Fort Lamy that a number of Congolese
residing in the Central African Republic had been "massacred® and intimated that
his country would take counter=measures if the Central African Republic blockaded
Cﬁad. A uweek later, President Bokassa stated in Paris that +i.» Congo-Kinshasa
had mobilised about 700 troops along its border with the Central African Republic.
On January 1, 1969, Chad imposed customs duties on imports from the U.D.E.A.C., and
the Central African Republic closed its border with Chad on the same day. On
‘danuary 10, President [lobutu, during a visit to Ehéd, tﬁréétened the Central African
Republic with reprisals unless it lifted the embargo on gagas destined for Chad.
A few days later, F., Bourges went to Kinshasa with a personai message {from President
- de Gaulle to General Mobutu. On January 24, the Central African Republic severed
diplomatic relations with the Congo. In mid=February, General Bokassa reopenad his
country!s border with Chad.

Before leaving Kinshasa for a trip to Europe, including France, -in March 1969,

General Mobutu said that he believed that, with his receipt of General de Gaulle's
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1. Le Monde, 11 December, 19683 A.F.P._gﬁgggg, 17 December, 1968, p.5 and
December 24, 1968, p.oe.

2. Le londe, 21 December, 1968, 7 &nd 28 January, 19693 Afrique Nouvelle,
16=22 January, 19695,
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letter delivered by M. Bgurgé39 the "misunderstanding® between the tuo countries
had been cleared up. The Congolese President added that all that was required was
fghe meeting of the two friends since Gemeral de Gaulle and I are (the leaders)
of the two greatest francophone countries®.  After his talks with de Gaulle,
Mobutu said that tthere is not a single misunderstanding between France and my
country; my presence here ;:nrmjasJ;t“./l But it took many months before relations
between Congo-Kinshasa and Chad on the one hand and the Cantrél African Republic on
the other could be normalised. Through President Ahidje's initiativs, Presld@ﬁ%g
Mobutu, Bokassa and Tombalbaye were reconciled in Yaounde during the celebration

2

of Camerocon's independence in January 19870.

The Nigerian Civil War

The remote and immediate causes of the Nigerian civil war have been fully
2
o

treated in other studies. In this section let us examine the reaction of the U.A.U.
and other African states to this conflict. On 1 June,1967, President Nyerere told
the Natiomal Executive of the ruling T.A.N.U. party that Tanzania deéﬁiy‘regretted
the breaking up of Nigeria and hoped that it was still possible for the Nigerians

to agres on some form of unity. Tanzania wasca Tirm believer in unity and did not
béliéué that a fragmented Africa could do as mueh for its people as a united one.
Hduever, Dr. Nyerere added, Tanzania also believed firmly that:

unity can only be achileved through agreement and not by conguest or
coercion. Let us by all means encourage the people of Nigeria to
maintain their unity. But under no circumstances should we encourage
a civil war in Nigeria.

- Eastern Nigeria is not a Katanga.. It is not a bunch of foreign capital-
ists there who, fearing the upsurge of radical nationalism in the rest of
Nigeria, are using an African puppet to dismember N;apz;a in order to
protect their investments.

Nor is this a cases of a feudalist tribal minority ceercing or fooling

.a coptented and unpwilling Ibo majority intoe breakipg away from the rest

of Nigeria. Neither is it a case of a slave-=ouning Eastern Nigeria resisting
an imminent emancipation decree by a Northern Nigeria Lincoln.

1. Le Monde, 15 and 29 March, 1969,

2. Afrigue Nouvelle, 22-28 January, 1970; West Africa, January 24,1970, p.120.

3. For a background account of the crisis, see S. K. Panter-Brick (ed.), Nigerian
Politics and fiilitary Rule: Prelude to the Civil War, London: Athlone Press,
19703 J.5. Coleman, Nigerias Background to Nationalism,Berkeley & Los Angelesy
University of Californis Press, 1958; A.A. Nwankwo & S.U. Ifejika, The flaking
of a Nations Biafra,lLondon: Hurst, 19693 R. Niven, Tbeﬁﬂapwpf,NiQéfian Unity
1967-1970, London: Evans, 1970.
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It {(the problem of unity in Nigéria) has virtually been the case of the

Eastern Nigerians pleading with the rsst, and particularly with the North, to

accept them as fellow Nigerians with similar obligations and rights throughout

Nigeria. 1

On 3 June, Col. Ojukwu declarsd a state of emergency in Biafra and ordered
total mobilisation. WNime days léter, General Gawunzsaid in Lagos that his decision
to quell'"Djukmu's rebellion’ was “irrevacabls".3 On June 19, Dr, Kaun&a sent his
Foreign Minister, Kapwepws, to. discuss the Nigerian situation with the leaders of
Tanzania, Kenya and Uganda and called for a peaceful settlement of the Nigerian
crisis;4and-tha following month, Presidents Nyersrs, Kenyatta, Kaunda and Obote
met in Nairobi and called on both sides in the crisis fto settle their dispute by
peaceful means., In this connection, they offered their Ygood offices" to the
Nigerian Government., The East and Central African leaders said that their appeal
was made on "humanitarian grounds and in recognition of the fact that resort to
Qiolence stood little or no chance of yielding mutually acceptable results"; and
foreign stgtes were requested to refrain from doing anything that would aggravate
the situation or prejudice a peaceful settlement, The four Presidents emphasised
that they had no intention of interfering in Nigeria's internal affairs; houwever,
they felt that the Nigerian crisis had "serious i?plicatigns“ not only for Nigeria,
but also for the African continent and the uarld.b- On August 11, the Zambian High
Commissioner to Nigeria said in Lusaka that African lsaders should not "sit on the
fence and wait for the (Nigerian) situation to deteriorate to such an extent where

6
it cannot be arrestedt. But at the 0.A.U. summit conference in Kinshasa in

September, the Nigerian Federal Government refused to have the civil war discussed
by the Biganisation. However, after the items on the agenda had bsen discussad,
the 0.A.U., Assembly adopted a resolution (sponsored by Liberia, Ethiopia, Niger,..

Uganda, Zambia, Ghana, Congo-Kinshasa, Camercon and Sierra Leone) which solemnly

ey Fune 3 TET.

.

2, Gowon was promoted to the rank of Major-General by the Supreme Military
Council effective as of June 1, 1967.

3. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, June 1967, p.796.

4., The Standard (Tanzania), June 20 and 26, 1967.

5. The East African Standard, July 10, 1967; The Nationalist, July 10, 1967.

64 Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, August 1967, p.843.
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reaffirmed the Organisation's adherence toi: the principle of respect for the
soversignty and territorial inteqrity of member states. It condemned secession in
any UsA.U. member state, recognised the Nigerian civil war as "internal®, and
-expressed trust and confidence in the Nigerian Federal Govermment. It also placed
the services of the Assembly at the disposal of the Nigerian Federal Government and
called for the sending of a consultative mission of six heads of state to General
Gowon to assure him of the Organisation's fdesire for the territorial integrity,
unity and peace of Nigaria".ﬂ A Consultative Commitiee on Nigeria was formed,
consisting of Haile Selassie, Tubman, Dicri, Ahidjo, Mobutu and General Ankrah,
the Head of the Ghanaian Military Government., When the Committee visited Lagos
in Movember 1967, Tubman and PMobutu were absent, but Gemsral Gowon told the
committee that the two important conditions for an end to the civil war were the
“renunciation of sscession and the acceptance of the division of Nigeria into twelve
states. At the end of the Committee's Lagos meeting, a communique’ was issuaﬁ
which called on "the secessionists® to renounce secession and accept the adminis<
trative structure of Nigeria as stipulated'in the Federal Bovernment's Decres No.
14 of 1967. The Committee mandated General Ankrah to convey the resulis of the
Kinshasa summit.gonferenga and the Committee's Lagos mesting. to Col. Djukwu.z

On April 13, ?958, Tanzania becamavthe first country to recegniseAeiaﬁna;
whereupon Nigeria immediately severed diplomatic relations with Tanzania. President
Houphouet=Boigny described Dr. Nyererse's decision as an %act of great political
courags and high humanitarian consideration®. The Malagasy President, Tsiranana,
condemned it. S50 too did the Malian President, Keita, who warned that support for
Siafra would "encourage the disintegration of Africa",g On April 21, Dr. Kaunda
accused the Soviet Union and Britain of "fighting side by side in helping to
slaughter the people of the Eastern Region" and warned the Nigerian Federal

4
Government that fTorce could not solve the problem. Early in May 1968, the Gabonese

1. Nigerian Government, Report on the 0.A.U. Consultative Mission to Nigeria, pp.1-2.

20 Ibigino’ pp.'l'l-’lZ.

Lottt

3. Le Monde, 23 April, 19683 Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul.
Series, April 1=30. 1968, p.1044.




- 140 =~

Prgsiqgnt,-aaﬁga, said that "(We) can no longer continue to sit by passively and
watch genocide in Nigeria and the massacre of 10 million individuals®. ¥VIt is a
Utopia%, Bongo continued, "that Nigeria, with 50 millién inhabitants, can continue
in its actual form. The Federal Government must grant sovereignty to the 14 (states)
which it intends to create. Following this, thess states could establish among
themselves some form of ecopomic co=operation®. A few days &after M. Bongo's
staﬁement, Gabon announced that it had recognised BiaFra; accusing Federal Nigeria
of "a veritable genocide with the objesct of annihilating Biafra and the Ibo psaple";1

Before returning home from a visit to France, President Houphouet=Boigny told
a press conference that he wanted to "declare my indignation regarding the inex—
plicable indiffernece, the sinful indifference, of the world to the massacrs of
which Biafra has besen the theatre for more than ten months...0ne must...gigensidar
the problem bestween the Federation of Nigeria and Biafra in its true and only aspect,
the human aspect, and find a human solution to it.;.."2 In mid-May, the Ivory Coast
recognised Biafra, followed by Zambia on fay 20.

Meanwhile, preliminary talks between both sides in early May, under the auspices
of the Commonwealth Secretariat, led to the Kampala talks dgring the latter part of
May. The Kampala meeting was, however, abortive because both sides disagreed on the
conditions for peace negdtiation; Nigeria wanted Biafra to renounce secession before
a cease~fire, while the latter insisted on an unconditional armistice. The Dutch
Government then announced that it wéuld suspénd the delivery of arms to the Nigerian
Federal Government, and that other governments would be requested to take a similar
action until the cessation of hostilities. The Belgian Foreign ﬁinister, M. Bierre
Harmel, iatér announced that Belgium had also suspended the shipment of arms to
Fedsral Nigezia,3 Although Britain attempted to bring about an end to the civil
- war, its continued supply of- arms to Federal Nigeria hardly placed it in a very
favourable position to influence the behaviour of Biafra.

In July 1968, Nigerian and Biafran officials, including Gowaon and 0jukuwu, had

preliminary talks in Niamey under the auspices of the 0.A.U. Consultative Committee

1. Le Fonde, 7 and 10 Way, 1968.
2. Le Monde, 10 May, 1968.

3. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul, Series, June 1=30, 13568,
P.1099; West Africa, July 13, 15968, p.821.
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on Nigeria. It was agrééd that formal peace negotiations would be held in Addis
Ababa on or before August 5. But attempts by the Committee to have both éidés agres
on a corridor for relief suppliss were abortive because of failure to agree on where
the corridor should be. At the end of July, the French Government said that “the
bloodshed and suffering which the people of Biafra ﬁaue endured for more than a
year demonstrate their desire to assert themselves as a people¥, and that the conflict
should be Eggulueé "on the basis of the right of peoples to self-determination®. Not
surprisingly, the Biafrans warmly welcomed the French statement, while the Federal
Government accused France of “intrusion into (Nigeria's) internal affairs“;1

On Avgust 5, 1968, Nigerian and Biafran representatives met in Addis Ababa for
formal peace talks. Again, the fate of the negotiation hinged on “the unity and
territorial integrity® of Nigeria. The Federal delegation proposed, in part, that
both sides issue a joint declaration, agreeing to maintain the unity of Federal
Nigeria; the Biafran representatives wanted Biafra accepted as a "sovereign and
independent state', An unbreakable deadlock developed. 0On August 16, a joint
statement was issued by the I.C.R.C., UNICEF, the World CDUﬁcil of Churches and

Caritas to the effect that the civil war was the greatest emergency handled since

World War II. Eight days later, representatives of Federal Nigeria and Biafra
again met in Addis Ababa. This time, the shipment of relief supplies to Biafra was

the central issue, and again the talks were abortive., In September, President Touré
2
expressed his country's support for "Nigerian unity®. On September 9, General de

Gaulle said that he was not sure whether the replacement of colenisation by federation
was "always very good', France had:

aided Biafra to the limits of her possibilities. S5he has not taken the
step, which ... would bs decisive: the recogpition of the Biafran Republic.
For, (France) thinks that the leadership of Africa is above all a matter
for the Africans. Already... there are East and West African States which
have recognised Biafra. Others appear to be inclined towards this. For
France, the decision which has not been taken, cannot be excluded for the
future. 3

At its Algiers meeting in September 1968, the CG.A.U. Assembly called on Biafra

to rensunce secession and “co-operate with the Federal authorities in order %o

1. Le londe, 1 August, 19683 Uest Africa, 10 August, 1968, peO37e
2. Le Monde, 10 September, 1968,

3e Le Monde, 11 September, 1968.
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restore peace and unity in Nigeria®. 1t requssted that U.N. and 0.4,U. members
_refrain from taking any measures "detrimental to the unity, territorial integrity
and peace of Nigeria'; urged that relief supplies be allowed to get throughs; and mlled
on the Federal Nigerian Government to declare a general amnesty and esnsure the sifisty
of all Nigerians so as to restore anf"idence,1 President Tsiranana said that his
country would not fecocgnise Biafra because Ywe believe that African unity is possible
first of all with the unity of esach (African) stata".2 On September 26, Col. 0jukwuy
indicated that Biafra would continue to fight. Late in November 1968, President
Bongo told a press conference in Paris that *(if) Biafra is conquered, Communism
would be installed in the whole of Nigeria and Comminist subversion would extend
to neighﬁmuring ccuntrias";3 In December, the Géuarnment of the newly=independsnt
Equatorial Guinea refused to allow Red Cross planes to fly diesel oil into Biafra,
in spite of assurances fram the Red Cross that the oil was being used exclusively
for the distribution of relief supplies. The Red Cross thersfore temporarily
transfeired its relief operations to Dahomey in January 1969,

In a speech alt 0xford Uniuersity on February 16, 1968, the former Nigerian
President, Azikiwve;referred to the D.A.U.'s role in the Nigerian=Biafran war as that
of "another international debating society” and proposed that the U.N. Security
Council set up an ad hoc Committee to end the war. The Committee was to consider
such things as a total arms.embargm, an armistice and the formation of an interhational
"peace corps", The Committee would also make recommendations as to how both sides
could be brought together for peace talks.4 The Ypeace corps" was to adminster the
war zones, demobilise the opposing troops and conduct a plebiscite to determine
whether the people wanted a united or divided Nigeria. The Secoeity Council was to
assist in providing a census and convening a constituent assembly to draw up a new
constitution. Elections were to bavsuperuisad by the "peace corps" and the armed

forces, and civilian rule was to be re-established. Or. Azikiwe called on Federal

Nigeria and Biafra toc agres on a modus vivendi of a Yconfederal type" which would be

1. West Africa, September 21, 1968, pei117.

2. Le Monde, 12 and 21 September, 1968.
3. Le lMonde, 1-2 December, 1968.

4. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, February 1969, p.1326.
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enforced hy tha Security Council. On ?ebruary 17, the Federal Government rejected
Dr. Azikime's proposal ;saying that it was “basically the same as those put forward
by the secessioniét leaders® at previous peace conferences. "Well-meaning Ibo
leaders" were urged to persuade the secessionist leaders"™ to agree to a cessation
of hastilitieé by repouncing secessibn‘1

When H@uphguetéagigny visited France in February 1969, General de Gaulle told
him: #*You are the champion of a great, just and noble cause, that of Biafra, for
which we Qill support you without reservation®, In mid-flarch, President Ahidjo
of the Cameroon condemned the activities of “extra—African states” in connection
with the Nigerian civil war. "Wwhat we find scandalous®, Ahidjo added, "is that those
states that are speaking about self-detsrmination for Biafra have been insensitive to 7
what is'ﬁappaning in South Africa, or in Namibia where Europeans, or foreign
minorities dominate the populations, and that those states which speak about humanity
uié-a—uis Biafra continue teo supply arms which are used to massacre Africans'. The
Camerconean leader said that it was "a bad thing to encourage secession”, and that
“the solution (to the problem) is a campromisa resﬁecting the integrity of Nigeria
with more or less large autonomous units“.z

In March 1969, the Ethiopian Government announced that the 0.A.U. Consultative
Committee on Nigeria would meet in Ndnrovia in another attempt to end the civil warj;
and on 16 April, Radio Biafra announcéd that General Ojukwu had accepted an invitation
from President Tubman to send representatives to the Monrovia meeting. A Biafran
statement described fubman's initiative as "a step in the right dirsction since...
the Committes's preuiggé efforts had been doomed to failure because it had been
inhibited by the partisan and un=African attitudé of the U.A.U., which had acted as
if there were only one side to the diSDUES".E In his address to the meeting, the
Liberian leader said, among other things, that a cessation of hostilities depended

4

"mainly upon the willingness and attituds of the parties involved in the conflicgt®,

Radie Biafra announced on April 19 that the Biafran delegation had prpposed, in part,

e Ibid.

2. Le Monde, 22 February, 18 and 19 Farch, 1869,

3. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, April 1969, p.1382.

4o Ibid.
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an immediate cease~fire so as to make possible a "meaningful negotiation® between
the opposiﬁg sides. On the same day, Radio Nigeria said that the Federal Government
had proposed that the policing of the East Central State (Biafra), after the cessation
of hdstilities, be by a predominant}y Ibo force, that Ibos‘are not tec be treated'as
tdefeated pefsons", that Ibos“have the same rights in Nigeriatas all other Nigerians,
but that secession must be resnounced and peace concluded only mitﬁin the context of
a united Nigerng1 After three days of negotiation, the Qppgsiﬂg sides could not
agree on the terms for ending hostilities. In a statement issued after the meeting,
the Consultative Committee said that it had proposed that both sides accept “in the
supremeg interests of Africa, a united Nigeria, mhieh ensures all forms of security
to all its citizens®", A Cease-fire was to have been agreed upon and peace talks
started within the context of this agreement.2 The Biafrans later stated that they
would have been willing to accept the Committee's proposal "in principle" if the
words "united Nigeria" had been replaced by "a solution", In addition, Biafran
officials said that they were not prepared to accept "the blanket 0.4.U. concept!
of Nigeria's territorial intégrity; without discuséiéﬁ as to what this meaﬁt,s

During the latter part of May 1969, Captain von Rosen, a Swede, led Biafran
air raids on Federal airfields. Although thelSWédiSh Government disassociated
itself from the activities of von Resen, the planes used by him and his pilots were
the MF-1-9-B aircraft which the Swedish Air Force uses for training and reconnaissance.
They were reported to have been purchased in Sweden by a French company and taken to
France where they were specially equipped for action against Federal Nigerian air-
fields¢4 In July, the Swedish Government classified the MF=1=9-B aircraft as a
war plane, requiring special permission for exporti but early in September, it was
reported that more of these aircraft had been flown to Biafra.

Meanwhile, at the invitation of Dr. Tubman, General Gowon and Dr. Azikiue

visited FMonrovia in August for talks on the Nigerian conflict. A communique’ iasued

after the talks said that Gowon had briefed Tubman on the developments of the

1. 1Ibid., pp.1382-1383,

Preenivedu

2. Ibide, p.1383.

3. Ibid,

s

4. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, May 1=31, 1969, p.1412.
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Nigerian civil war, that the Liberian President had expressed his "continued concern”
about the confliect, and that the two Heads of State had renswed their determination
. 1 ‘
to bring about a resoclution of the conflict. Upon his return home, Gowon said that
*many things" about Nigeria had been discussed. In London, Azikiwe told a press
conference on August 28 that the stmosphers was right for a "just and honourable
sgttlement® of the civil war. The former Nigerian President expressed the view that
the chances for peace were high "if those who rule Biafra would forget their puny
2
selves and think of the children, the aged and the infirm and the people of Biafral
On August 29, Radio 8iafra denounced Dr. Azikiwe and allsged that his trip to

‘Lagos and Monrovia had been "engineered by the British Gavernment and financed by

Shell-BpP", A week later, Dr., Azikiwe returned to Nigeria and called on the Biafrans

-

3
to join him "in reaffirming our faith in one Nigeria that is indivisible and perpetual?

in September, the 0.A.U. Assembly called on both sides “to agree to preserve, in the
overriding interests of Africa, the unity of Nigeria® and to cease hostilities and
start negotiations, UWhile Radio Nigeria referred to the Assembl?'s appeal as
demonstrating the U.A.U.'s "“impartiality and ability to recognise and pursue what
is goodg for Africa™, Radio Biafra objected teo the ctause Qongszniﬁg the preservation
of Nigerian unity. Zambian Vice President Kaepwepwe said that ﬁh@ use of the word
unity" in the Assembly's resolution mas“ﬁreﬁatura", arguing that one should not
ffalk about unity before fTinding a formula for it“.4 On Octoher 15, Radio Paris
reported that General 0jukuwu ﬁad informed Gabonese President Bongo of his willingness
to start peace talks with Genéral Gowon without preconditions. On October 20, Radio
Nigeria rejected the proposal on the grounds that if thg Biaf#aﬁs were Y'sericusly
interested" in peace talks, thesy would have contacted the U.A.U. and not President

: 5

Bongo, Yan imperialist stooge with whom the Federal Government has no links'.

Succeeding attempts by African as well as non=African’leaders to bring about a

1. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, August 1969, p.1498.

2. Ibid.

3. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, August 1963, p.1499
and September 1969, p.1530.

4, Africa Research Bulletip, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, September 1969, p.1518.

5. Ibid., p.1560.
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cessation of hostilities failed until Biafra collapsed in January 1870.

Having treated the various forms of border and political conflict and cow-
operatimn in Africa, we now return to the question asked earlier in this chapter:
Has there been a change in or of system in respect of the 0.A.U.7 Has thers heen
a change of the basic unite and/or subsystems in actual aﬂd/af potential conflict
and co-upsration? UWhile the foregoing accounts do not include all of the changes

that have occurred in connection with the 0.A.U., it is clear that they resulted

in basic reéarraﬁgements of the units of the UOrganisation in potential - if not
actual = conflict as well as those in actual ‘and potential co-operation, and brought
about Changes in the means of conducting conflicts. To suggest that thesé re-
arrangements are permanent and static would be quite inaccurate. Theccase studies
hays shown us how Fluid the interactions among the various countries are, co-operating
or Friendly states of one year -~ if not month - being arch—enemies of the next.
Moreover, some countries have gone through a full circle in their intéractions with
sach other, going from actual or potential co-operation to actual or potential
conflict, and back to asctual or potential ca—ap@rati@ﬁe. But even with this

constant state of flux, as it were, there h§ue been =.and continue to be - basic
-re—arraﬁgemants of the units in potential (and agtualj conflict, as well as those

in potential and actual co-operation. within a few months of the 0.,A.U.'s
inception, Algeria and Morocco came to blows over their border dispute; and although
the two countries have a# least changed the means of conflict from taﬁk$, guns and
jets to negotiation, this dispute has not yet been Tully settled; the same holds

for the Ethiopian=-Somali and Somali-Kenya disputes., The peint to note here is that

these states resorted to the use of force in their conflict interactions in contra=

Ve

vention of a stipulation in the 0.A.U. Charter to the contrary. And as these border i
disputes have not yet been fully settled, the possibility of a resumption of armed
canflict cannot be completely ruled out, since a precedence for this has already
been established. That is to say, the means of conducting conflict, as far as
 interactions betuween these member states are concerned, may not necessarily be thé
same as that stipulated in the Charter of the O.A.U.

in 1963, Moroceco claimed sovereignty over Mauritania, but this claim has now
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been allowed to die quistly; and both countries now maintain friendly relations.
When Fulbert Youlow was deposed in 1963, relations between the two Congos passed
from friendly interaction to conflict; Brazzaville-~Kinshasa relations have still not

been normalised to the pre-coup d'etat level in 1963. With the Watusi refugee

préhl@m fairly under control and eeups in both countries, Rwanda and Burundi have
discontinued their verbal bouts and are now on friendly terms. After the overthrou
Q? Dr. Nkrumah in 1966, relations between Ghana and Guinea deteriorated, while those
betwsen the Tormer and the Ivory Coast and its Entente partners have passed from
hostility to friendly interaction. During the Nigerian civil war, relations between
Nigeria on the one hand and Tanzania, Gabon, the Ivory Coast and Zambia on the other
_passed from friendly interadtion to hostility; the situation has now been improved.
Niger and Dahomey have gone a full circle in their relations (from co—operationrta
conflict, and back to co-aperation} in connection with the island of LEtE.

These changes have not simply been changes in the 0O.A.U., leaving the basic
relationships between ite members unaffedted. UOn the contrary, as we have seen,
they have subjected the Urganisation to a state of fTlux in terms of the interactions
between its member states, In terms of our model, a system in which interactions

are characterised by such flux must have the requisite regulative mechanism to

pravent or neutralise tensions that threaten its gpgial or task functions., And this
brings us to another point: the C.A.U.'s handling of conflict, a topic reserved for

the following chapter.



CHARTER VII
CONFLICT RESOLUTION
From time to time a system may be Taced mith conflict situations: and in order
to continue effectively as a going and growing concern, it must be in a position to
resolve any conflict that threatens to have a dysfunctional feedback effect on
itself. How has the 0.8.U. handled conflict iﬂﬁeractiaﬁs among its members? Is
the 0.A.U. becoming more or less relevant in this area? Before answering these
questions, let us recapitulate Professor Etzioni's model on conflict resolution.
A conflict is rgsmlgeé gither by "encapsulation® or by "pacification®, UWhen the
opposing sides in a conflict agree on certain rules (the “capsule") in their
conflict interaction, the conflict becomes “encapsulated®; certain methods of
conducting the cunflict are legitimised, while others are prohibited. As is
evident, "encapsulation® may provide only partial resclution; however, it limits the
expression of conflict within mutually accepted boundaries. In the case of
Fpaci?icatiun", the diséutaﬁts are required to discontinue their conflict interaction,
but are not limited or bound by any Ycapsule®. Hence, the mode of resuming the
gonflict = should the need arise = is unpredictable. UWe may add, for our pgrpusg,_'
tﬁat how a particular system resolves conflicts depends, at least in part, on the
type of system it is. If a system is a gtatus gquo one, seeking to prevent change,
conflict is more likely to be resolved by “pacification”, since this mode of
resélﬁtinn excludes conflict and would therefore appear to pose fewer problems in

terms of change. However, "pacification" tends to reduce the system's adaptive

N

ability because its regulative mechanism is designed to handle only conf'licts that
can be completely resolved and not those that admit of only partial resolution.

If, on the other hand, a system is a dynamic one, conflict tends to be resolved
either by Upacification® or by "encapsulation', depending on the particular conflict
because ths system's regulative mechanism is flexible. Changes, resulting from
conflict, are not seen, as such, as threatening the existence of the system, but

are tested against the system's basic principles and are accepted or rejpcied,
depending on the interpretation of these principles at the particular time and not

on any preconceived notion about the need to maintain the status guo.
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Having made this analytical distingtimnvbetmaén “pagification“‘and Hpncapsulationy
let us now assess the U.A.U.'s attempts at conflict resolution. To:do this, we shall
concentrate on the conflict situatioﬁs treated in the preceding chapter. According
to Articla‘lii paragraph 4 of the U.A.U. Charter, the member states of the
Organisation "solemnly affirm and declare their adherence" to the settlement of
disputes by peaceful Means To this end, tha‘Charter provides for a ngmissign of
Mediation, Conciliation and Arbitratian mhicﬁ came into being in 1964 when a special
protocol, defining its composition and conditions of service, was approved by the
G.A.U. Assembly. |

As uwe havé seen, about five months after the founding ef the U.A.U, ., the
Algerian-Morocean border war broke out. upaﬁ the initiatives of Emperor Hails
‘selassie and President Keita, the opposing sides concluded the Bamako Agreement
under the terms of which they agreed to a cease-fire, to establish a demiliterised
ZONE, to call for avspecial session of the 0.A.U. Council of Ministers to set up a
gommissicﬁvta resolve the conflict, to discontinue all public and press attacks on
each other and to observe the principles of non-interference in the;internal affairs’
of othst states and of the peaceful settlement of disputes. In mid-November 1963,
the 0.A.U, Council appointed 'an ad hoc Commission to resclve the conflict; and in
February 1964, an agreement establishing a demilitarised zone was concluded. It
was announced that Hassi-Beida and Cum—el-=-Achar would be evacuated, that the opposing
forces would withdraw to a distance of seven kilometers from the respective
pésitians they had occupied on October 1, 1963, and that there would be an exchange
of prisoners. The Bamako Agreement, which was later adopted by the 0.A.U.,
tencapsulated® the Algerian-Moroccan conflict by prohibiting the use of Fmrce_and
hostile propaganda as modes of conducting the conflict interaction, and thereby
limiting the expression of conflict to peaceful means. In his report, the 0.A.U.

. Prguisighai Administrative Sgcretary—SEﬂerél, Dr. Gebre-=Egzy, wrote that the ad he
fommission was receivings

the loyal co—operation of the Government of Forocco and Algeria in the

fulfilment of its mission. UWhile the settlement of the dispute remains

under active consideration, it is gratifying to note that... the two

parties have faithfully carried out their pledge to observe a cease-fire,

nBd the dispute is . pn longer as.explosive as it was 1p November...
T« 0.A.U. Report of the Provisional Administrative Secretary=General
(september 1963 = February 1964), pe2.
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When the Algerian Government nationalised the mining deposits at Tindouf {an area
in the disputed zaﬁe) in éérly May 1966, Morocce protested to Algeria and brought
the matter to the 0,A.U.'s attention. On May 23, Morocco accused Algeria of vielating
the cease=Fire agreement by sending troops to Farkala, a village invthg demilitarised |
zone,., But instead of sending troops to the area, Morocco called for an emergency
meeting of the ad hogc Commission to consider the problem. When the Commission met
in Addis Ababa in July 1966, M. Telli appealed to both sides to settle their dispute
so as to provide the African continent with "an inspiration and a model® for
conflict resolution. But neither from this meeting nob from subsequent ones did
a final settlement emerge. However, the disputants have aveided getting on the
warpath siéce 1863, a strong indication that the "capsule® is holding well,

S5ince the Algerian-floroccan experience, "enpapsulatimn“ has been used success-
fully in at least two additional conflict situatiansz the Ethieopian=Somali and
Somali=-Kenya border disputes. Under the terms of the Khartoum Agrsement of WMarch
1964, uhigh ended the Somali=Ethiaopian smnflimﬁ of that year, the combatants agreed,

betwesn

" among other thinogs, to maintain:a ceass-fire, to withdraw their Torces to
6 and 10 miles from their common border, to discontinue hostile propaganda against
gach other and to resume direct talks before the next G.A.U. summiﬁg in early April
1964, both sides announced that the cease~firs had become effective, and that their
troops had withdrawn from the demilitarised zone established by the Khartoum
Agreement. UOn May 30, the joint £thiopian-Somali Commissiong set up under the terms
of the Agreement, announced that its assighment bad been'ccmpletad. The dispute was
therefore removed from the agenda of the U.A.U. Assembly and left for bilateral
negotiations. As has been indicated in Chapter VI, each side, from time to time,

accused the other of having violated the Khartoum Agreement. But sipnce 1967, when

Emperor Haile Selassie and Somali Premier Egal came to an understanding at the
O.A.U. summit conference in Kinshasa, the conflict interaction between the two
countries has been limited to peaceful means. Concerning the Scomali-Kenya dispute,
the 0.A.U. subceedad, after at least three attempts, in bringing both sides to the
conference table in October 1967. The result of the talks, which were held in

1
Arusha, was a Memorandum of Understanding which #encapsulated" the dispute.




In the Guinea-Ghana=Ivorian dispute over the downfall of Dw. Nkrumah, the
J.A.U. was successful only in bringing about some form af“pacification“ by persuading
Ghana to release the Guinean ministerial delegation arrested at Accra air port; and
Guinea, the Ghanaians sald to have been detained in Guinea, The dispute has not
been formally Pencapsulated? or "pacified"; but through the initiative of Tubman,

X

the level of tension has been lowsred.

3

While the O.A.U. has had some success in resolving inteffﬁtéﬁa;on?iictg in
Africa, its attempts to resolve intra=state conflicts have, on the whole, been
unsuécessful, The principal variable here is that, while states in wonflict
inter se have generally been prepared to submit their conflicts to the 0O.A.U. for
resolution, they have been very sensitive about having their internal conflicts
resolved by the Organisatian. ' The opposing states in a conflict situation have
usually been willing tc accept the "encapsulation® or Ypacification of their conflict.

Hence, the requisite supportive inpults and intakes have usually beén introduced to

resolve conflicts of thdis nature. But whenever conflict has been limited to a
particular country, the government inuoluéd has tended to want only one mode of
resolution = "paeifieatiaﬁ"; in this case, the crushing of the opposing side., After
the East Afrigaﬁ army mutinies in early 1964, British troops were called in to bring
the situation under control. Later, the 0D.A.U., in compliance with a request from
President Nyerers, decided to have Nigerian troops replace those of the British,.
shortly thereafter, the Nigerian Premier, Baieua, criticised the tendency of African
states to request foreign troops to settle their internal conflicts and called on the
Q.A.U. to devise “Qays and means" of conflict resolution without foreign assistance

1
Twith its complicating consequences®, In an editorial on whether or not the G.A.U.

should devise means of resolving African conflicts, the Dakar-based weekly "Afrigue
Nouvelle" observed:

The guestion of an Africar peace=keeping force involves a passionate
debate: whether this force could intervene in an internal uprising
that deposes an established Government, or whether it should intervens
only in case of an inter-state conflict.

If one examines the various African constitutions, one sees that it is
proclaimed everywhere that sovereignty belongs to the people, and that
the first principle of power is 'government by the people and for the
people'.

1. ﬁfr;taiﬁéséé&éhiépiletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, February 1964, p.21.
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It is therefore out of the question, in principle, that when the
people demand a change of regime, a foreign army could intervene
to prevent thisS..sseel
The O.A.U.'s approach to ¥#pacification® has,.ef course, nhot always been the same
as that of th@‘parﬁicula; povernment affected by the dispute. As we have seen, in
the Congolese civil mar.the Tshombe Government waﬁﬁad to defeat the "revolutionaries®
- in Kisangani, while the U.A.U. ad hoc Committee on the Congo was more interested in
bringing about reconciliation, even to the point of attempting to cut off the supply
of arms to Tshombe's troops. Tshombe thevefore simply ignored the Commission and,
with Western support, continued his war against the Kisangani regime until it was
defeated on the battlefield.
As one of the 0.A.U.'s objectives is “fo defend (the) suvvereignty, territorial
integrity and ihdependence“ of its member states, it has tended to usé this aim as
a basis for resolving the internal conflicts of its members; the effect has been
to reduce the U.A.U. to a gtatus guo system in handling conflicts of this nature.
But, as in the Nigerian civil maig not all sides in a gonflict situation are always
prepared to accept the principle of the territorial iﬁtggrity of the state as it
exists. And the 0.A.U.'s insistence on this principle prejudiced its mediatory
utility as far as Biafira was concerned, in spite of the Tact that this particular
ponflict (like the Congolese civil war) generated tension within the Organisation.
If the 0.A.U. is to be effective in preventing such ﬁension among its members, its
regulative meschanism must be made more flexible in the resclution of all conflicts
both inter— and intra=-state., In this connection, the principlég of non=interference
in the internal affairs of member states, and of the territorial integrity of these
states, may need to be modified so that an intra=state conflict can remain an
#internal affair™ as long as it does not result in tensien within the U,A.Ugfyanea
tension is generated by an intra-state conflict, the particular conflict should no
longer be regarded as an Yinternal affair®, but as an intra-U.A.U. one, allowing
the Organisation to resolve it either by "encapsulation® or "pacification", depending
on the particular conflict. The assumption here, of course, is that the tension
generated cannot be neutralised without a resoclution of the particular conflict.
Moreover, in order to bring about a ¥pacification® or Yencapsulation® of an intra=-

state conflict) the 0.A.U. must maintain a sufficiently neutral mediatory or

27 Febraary, 1064. The transiation 18 Mmincs

1. Afrigue Nouvelle, 21
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conciliatory role. It is not usual for both sides to a conflict te accept the
mediation of é third party who is firmly committed to one sids.

1t should be noted, of course, that not all inter- or intra-state conflicts
in Africa are resolved within the Framework of the 0.A.U. Indesd, conflicts
involving Entente and U.C.A.M. membérs tend to be resclved by those suﬁsystems with,
at times, direct action by Framce. In th@_Dathay;Niger dispute of 1963/64, the
French Embassy in Niamey and the Governments of the Ivory Ceast and Upper Volta
mediated. When President Leon ﬁ{ba of Gabon was depoesed by the army in February
1964, France iﬁteruened militarily to re-install him, During the guarrel between
" the tuwo Congos over the execution of Pierre Muléld in Congo=Kinshasa in 19648,

France reminded the Kinshasa Government of the Franco-Longo-Brazzaville defence
agreement. The import of this reminder was certainly not lost on General FMobutu's
Government. When tension developed between Congo-Kinshasa and Chad on the one hand aﬁé
the Central African Republic on the other over the formation of the proposed Union

of Central African States, U;C.A.M. and the French Government intervened to reduce

the level of tensiﬁﬁ. There is still a French contingent in Chad participating in
,military operations against rebels. It should be added, in this connection, that
France has security agreements with many of its former African territories.

Another subsystem of the U.,A.U. in which conflict tends to be resolved is the
0.E.R.5., composed of Guinea, Mali, Senegal and Mauritania. In this organisation,
fauritanian President Ould Daddsh has generally teken the initiative in reducing
the levsl of tension. In mid-November 1965, the President of the Guinean National
Assembly M. Leon Maka, accused the Governments of France, the Ivory Coast, Niger
and Upper Velta of complicity in a plot to overthrow President Toure, M. flaka said
that it was vYestablished, without possible discussion, that, during the month of
July 1965, Houphouet=Boigny gathered arcund himself in Paris... his handymen,
namely Haman Diori, Maurice Yameogo (and) Moise Tahémba”. 1t was during this
meeting, Maka alleged, that "the third piot against Guinea” was engineered. M. Maka
continued, "contacts were made with MM. Triboulet and Jacquinot, both of whom are
ministers in the French Government®, DOthers said to have been impliaéted in the
"plot™ were the former Guinean ﬁinistar of Education, Jdean Faraguay, the formar

.. ) o . N . i ) Y o .
Minister of Information, Camara Bengali and a certain Mamadou Toure, who was saild
? g 2



to be the "éhe? de la subversion®., YThese asgusaﬁicﬁs are so grave' President
Yameogo declared, “that they harm the Drganisation of African Unity®. Meanuhile,
Guinea lodged‘a-formal complaint with the 0.A.U. against the Ivory Coast (which
denied the charge), closed its Embassy in Paris and asked the French Government to
close its Embassy in Conakry. Not surprisingly, all the governments accused of tﬂis
ipnlot" denied it.1 By mid=1966, President Touré had included Senegal among those
countries seeking to depose him. The Senegalese Government denied Tourd's
allegation and announced that bilateral co=opperation between the two couniries

would be discantinuad.g In January 1967, Guinea announced that it had suspended
relaticns with the Inter-State Committee for the Development of the Senegal River
(now the 0.E.R.S.) until other members pledged not to allow foreign powers to inter=
fera with the "brotherly relations® af‘the organisatiun; Touré said that he could not
co-operate with Senghor as long as the latter's attitude was determined not by "the
defence ﬁf African and Senegalese interests, but by French policy towards African
countriest. Thé Guinean leader added that whenever his country's relations with
Fransé'ﬁgra gxcellent®, ite relations with Senegal were also "excellent®; but each
time Franco-=Guinean rglatinns were "bad', Senegal "immediately aligns herself with
the Frfench pogitiony ’

Relatiané bétween the two countries continued to be strained until September’
1967, uwhen President Ould Daddah took the initiative to reconcile the differences
between them. During his speech at the eighth annual conference of the P.D.G. (the
Guinea Democratic Party) in September/Uctober, President Tour€ stated, in part, that
his country was prepared to resume co-operation with Senegal and thg Senegal River
Inter-State Committes. By November, Presidents Toureg” and Senghor had been sufficiently
reconciled to attend the summit confersnce of the Inter-State Committse in Esﬁakg
where they met privately, during the cgn?a:an¢g, to settle their dispgte;é Upon
his return home atter the summit conference, Touré sent a telegram to his Senesgalese

colleague, assuring him of his "warm and fraternal sentiments™ and his desire to work

for political, economic and cultural co—operation between "our two nations, our two

1. Le Monde, 17, 18 and 24 November, 1965, S

2. Africa Research Bulletin, Pol., Soc. and Cul. Series, June 1966. p.568.

3. Africa Research Bulletin, Eco., Financial and Tech. Series, January 15e
February 14, 1967, pp.669-670. '

4. Le fonde, 16 May, 1967; Afrigue Nouvelle,5-11 Uctober and 9-15 November, 1967.
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1
states and our twoc parties™. In his reply, President Senghor said that he was
happy tDlhaUE fiiendly relations re—sstablished with the Guinean leader and expressed
his willingness to discuss "questions of interest" to their tuwo CGUﬁtriESag
Meanmﬁile, steps were also taken to normalise relations with France. 8ut relations
with the Ivory Coast remained stzaihad.

After the November 1268 coup that deposed PpgsidEﬂt Keita, the G.E.R.5. becams
somewhat dysfunctional as a result of strained relations between Guinea and fiall.
Again, President Duld.Daddah sought to normalise relations. Towards the end of
July 1969, he made a brief visit to Guinea where he and President Touré issued a

Jjoint cDmmuﬂiqug in which they reaffirmed their adherence to the treaty of the
0.E.R.5. and expressed the hope that the organisation would continue to Functian.g
Un the same day that the Mauritanian President left for Conakry, his Foreign flinister,
‘1. Hamdi Quld Mouknass, received the Senegalese Foreign Minister, . Karim Gaye, in
Nmuakchgti for talks on the functioning of the 0.E.R.S5. A joint communiqué issued
after the talks said that the two states remained firmly attached to the organisation
and would work towards "its QUDSDLidEtiQﬂ".Q Co=incidental with the official visit
of the Sensgalsse Foreign Minister to Mauritania was the tppivate visit? of his
Guinean counterpart, M. Saifoulaye Diallo, to the same Eauntry.5 In September 1268,
relations between Guinea and Mali began to improve. When Guinea announced on
September 2 that one of its gun boats had been attacked by Portuguese forces on
August 27 near Guinea—Bissag, Mali declared its solidarity with Guineas; and President
Touré sent a message of thanks to the Malian Head of State, Lt. Traore. Later, Lt.
_Tragre stated that the people of Mali were "proud to say that the misunderstanding
and manifestations of intolerance that had marred our relations with our neighbours

6
have now disappeared, thus clearing the way for loyal and sincere co~operationt,

erresns s R

T Rfrique Nouvells, 16-22 Wovember, 1967,

2. Ibid.

3. Afrigue Nouvelle, 31 July - 6 August and 7 - 13 August, 1569.

4. Afrigue Nouvelle, 7 = 13 August, 1965.

5. Afrigue Nouvelle, 14 - 20 August, 1968.

6. Afrigue Nouvelle, 2 = 8 October, 1969.
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In October, Tourf sent his finister for Upper Guinea, M. Barry Sorrey, to Bamako
with a special message for Lt. Traore. Radio Mali reported that, during M. Sorray'é
viéit, tponcrete measurest were taken. The existing relations between the tuo
countriss usre said to have been reaffirmed and recommendations, "tending to
1

reinforce the U.E.R.S5. and the 0.A.U.", adopted.

Although the 0.A.U. has not been as successful in resclving intra=-state
dogs not nedessarily detract from its utility as an organisation Eépablé of resolving
intra=state conflicts. The governments of member states are, understandably,
datermiﬁed"to'ghmw that they exercise effective control in their respective

countries. Hence, there has been a tendency to prevent the Urganisation from

mustering supportive inputs and intakes that would result in anything other than

"pacification®. What does = and will continue to = detract from the Organisation's
ability to resolve conflict is the tendency to have disputes resolved within the

varicus subsystems and, at times, with supportive inputs from certain environmental

components. This is particularly so in connection with C.C.A.M. and France.

And as the subsystems (and environmental components) become more and more relevant

in a particular area, the system itself becomes less so. Restated, one can say that
as . the various African sub-groupings and certain non-0.A.U. states have become
more and more relevant in conflict resclution, the 0,A.U. itself has become less

so. As will be demonstrated in Part II1I, this is particularly true in sconomic
7

matters.,

1. Afrique Nouvelle, 30 October — 5 November and 6m1% November, 1969.



PART 111

THE ECONOMIC SPHERE OF INTERACTION




CHARTER VIII

ECONDMIC CO-OPERATION IN EAST AND CENTRAL AFRICA

on the African continent, the hopé of being able to pool resources for economic
development has been principally responsible for the formation of uariﬁus sub=-regional
groupings. In fact, one ofbthe objectives of ths D.A;U. is to bring about such
economic co--operation among its members; in practice, however, the African states
have relied not on the 0.A.U., but on its various informal subsystems and on the
Feonomic Commission for Africa in matters relating to economic and trade co-operation.
.In this chapter, we will treat two of the more successful sub—rggimnal groupings in
Africa: the East African Community and the Central African Customs and Economic
Union. Both of these sub-regional groupings have their roots in the pre-independence
era and, in spite of some difficulties, have continued to function. Our concern here
is not to assess economic developments in these sub=regional groupings as such, (this

1

has already been done in other studies), but to examine how their members have tried

to maintain them and the implicaticﬁ this has for the 0.A.U.

The combined population of the thirteen countries (Ethiopia, Tanzania, Uganda,
Burundi, Rménda,»waﬂagasca:, Mauritius, Zambia, Somalia, Malawi, Botswana, Swaziland
and Lesatho) in the E.C.A.'s proposed Economic Community of Fastern Africa is about
70 million; and the area is approximately 2.4 million square miles. The G.N.P. is
estimated at more than §4 billion. In tﬁe gntire area, howsver, the only truly
functional economic organisation is the East African Community which consists of
Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda. The Community has its roots in the colonial period when
the three countries wers under British rule. As Tar back as 1917, Kenya and Uganda
began trading freely in domestically produced goods and merged their customs

authoritiess. Two years later, the East African Currency Board was established with

1. See, for example, B. van Arkadie, et.al., YThe East African Economies™, in The
Economies of Africa (ed. P. Robson and D.A. Lury)} Londons George Allen & Unuin,
1969, pp.316=383;Philip Ndeguwa, The Common Market and Development in East Africa,
Nairobi, East African Publishing House, 18653 Joseph S. Nye Inr., Pan—Africanism
and fast African Integration,london, Oxford University Press, 19655 D. Walker,
Fconomic Growbh in East Africa (anm Inaugural Lecture delivered at University
of Exeter, Uctober 18 1963); Peter Robsuon, "Economic Integration in Cquatorial
Africat in African Integration and Disintegration, (ed. A+ Hazelwood), London,
Uxford University Press, 1967, p.46ff; also J. de Dreux -Bréz&, Le Probléme du
Regroupement en Afrigue Eguatoriale, Paris: Librairie Generale de Droit et de
Jurisprudence, 1968,
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headquarters in Lendon. In 1923, after Tanzania {Tanganyika) had become a mandated

territory under British administraticn, it was. agreed that local products be freely
exchanged among the three countries. In 1927, foreign imported commodities were
added to the list with the agreement that the customs rvevenue collechted on such
commodities be credited to the consuming partner. The East African High Commission
was established in 1947/1948, and Tanzsnia's customs department was merged with the
others in 1949. Im 1961, the High Commission was transformed into the Fast African
Common Services Urganisation. Over the years, the economic interaction among the
three cﬁunt?ias increased so that, by the early 1960's, they had adopted common
external tariffs and integrated transport, communications and banking. Of the three
mamber states, Kenya gained the most from industrial development because of the lack
of a comprehensive development plan, hecause of the concentration of white settlers
in Kenya, and because a majority of import-substitution induétrias were in Nairobi.
A. F. Ewing asserts that , of the 474 companies registered in East Africa by 1958,
1

404 were-in Kénya; In addition, the headguarters of the Common Services were also
in Kenya. |

In theoretical terms, units will continue to interact regularly within a system
(Df.subéystem}_prgvided they are = or believe thsy are = in a position to influence
the behaviour of the system. Restated in terms of an economic union, the member
countries of a union will continue to §0~Qperate within its framework, provided they
are - or believe they are = receiving benefits from the union that are at- lsast
concomitant with their contributions. Hence in 1961, Tanzania (Tanganyika) withdreuw
from the East African Navy, formed in 1950 to replace the Kenya Royal Volunteer
‘Service, because it was based at Mombasa, limiting it§ effectiveness as far as
Tanzania was concerned and1begausa of the problems involved in defence co-operation
between an independent Tanzania and Kenya which was then a colony. UWhen one considers
the fact that Tanzania did not also withdraw from the Common Services and customs
union, then one may‘also conclude that Tanzania's withdrawal from the East African
Navy was partly designed to show its dissatisfaction with the imbalance in the various

spheres of interaction, particularly the economic sphere. But Tanzania was not alones

1. Industf§win Afficé; Londan, di%éfdrﬁﬁiﬁérsity Press, 19@8;”p.ib7;1i 7
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in 1963, uganda withdrew from the East African Tourist Travel Association on the
grounds that its share of the tourist revenue was far too small. Early in April
1964, there were rumours that Tanzania was about to withdraw from the Commen Services
and Common Market. 5hortly thereatter, Presidents Nyerere, Ubote and Kenyatta met
in Nairobi for talks on "problems concerning the East Africamn area®; and, upon
returning to Kampala, Ubote said that the meeting had been convened to discuss
Tanzanla's proposals to redress its trade defiecit with its partners. The Uganda
leader stated that the decision had been taken im January 1964 to form a special
committes which would examine the problems of the Common Market. In farch 1964,
Tanzania had put Torward Yecertain proposals¥, and the April talks in Naircbi had been
held to see whether the Tanzanian proposals had been modified or withdrawn. Without
specifying what these proposals were, Obote expressed the view that the Common
Market idea would be "disturbed®by them, However, Ubcte said, the fast African
Authority had appointed a special Ministerial Committee to examine thevprublems
concerning the Common Eafketﬁq

On April 15319645 KiA.N.U, Senators alleged that Tanzania was going ahead with
plans to introduce its own currency, and that this was one of the reasons why
federation had been delayed.z The Senators advised President Kenyatta to be “careful,
otherwise promises made to him by (Tanzania) might be mere lip service". A day or so
later, the Special Ministerial Committee set up to examine the trade imbalance in the
Common Market met in Darsfes=B8alaam and announced that Ypositive measures" had been
agreed on to redress the trade imbalance. Talks were later held in Kampala during
which the three countries agreed to directly approach faour firms that had branches
in surplus and deficit countries. These firms wers East African Tobacco Co., Bata
ohoa Co., East African Breweries and British Standard Portland Cement. The represen=
tative of East African Tobacco said that his firm had already sent some machinery to
Dar-es-Salaam, and that by July 1964, it would be producing about 90% of Tanzania's
cigarettesy the rehaining 10% he said, would consist of brands which could not be
economically manufactured at more than one plant for the Fast African market. East

African Tobacco agreed, howegver, that if the guestion arose in the future as to the

7. Daily Netion (Nairabi), April 43, 1064.

2. For a background account of the proposed federation and the contraoversy,
see Nye, JInv., 0p., cit.
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manufacturing of additional special brands which could be manufactured only in one of
the three countries, it would ¥cansider véry seriously® whether these could be
produced in Tanzania.q Bata said that it had feollowed a poliey of specialising
at its plants so as to avoid duplication. In this connection, the firm stated that
it was expanding into another specialised line of shoe production in Dar—es-Salaamg
and this plant was expected to be in production by the end of 1964. Thé firm had
alsoc negotiated Tor a site in Uganda. East African Breweriss, which ouwns
Kilimaﬁﬁaro Eramggies in Tanzania, agreed to substantially increase its production
in that cauﬁtrygz Concerning the production of cemant, Britishbstandaxd Portland
had already spent about 300,000 pounds sterling on its Tanzanian branch, with
approximately 1,350;080 pounds more to spend; initial trials uwere expected in éarly
1966, and production scheduled for April/June. Although a representative of the
firm could not be interviewed, in the time available, by the Ministers of the three
countries in Kampala, the Tanzanian Minister of Commerce and Iﬁdustry said that he
would approach Portland Cement so that the completion date could be advancedzto 1963.
Az thare were a number of unconnected breﬁériés and cement Firms in the Kenya-Uganda
trade, direct action could not be taken concerning the trading of the commodities
bstween the two guuntriesas

It was also agreed at Kampala that each country be allocated certain industries.
Tanzania was given exclusive right to assemble and manufacture landrovers and a type
of lorry and truck that Tanzania was supposed to specify. Althmﬁgh no one country
was $o have a monopoly of the entire East African market for lorries and trucks,
Tanzania was to have a protected portion of the market, and was to submitsYwithin
a reasonable time®, an sconomically viable project for its partners' consideration,
In the meantime, no other coupnktry was to establish an industry for assembling truecks

and lprries before a final decision was reached. Tanzania was also given exclusive

rights to manufacture motor vehicle tyres and tubes and to assemble and manufacture

1. Governments of Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania, "The Kampala Agreement for
Corrscting Trade Imbalances in £ast Afriea%, in Readings on_ Economic
Development and Administration in Tanzania, (ed. Hadley E. Smith),
Dar-gs=Salaam, Institute of. Public Administration, 1966, pp.208-289.

2, Ibid., p.289.

3. Ibid., p.209-290.
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radios; and arrangements were to be made to safeguard the interests of eéisting
radio Tirms, provided thay puzchésed from Tanzania those parts that were being
manufactured in that country. Uganda was given sole rights to manufacture nitrogenous
fertilizers and bicycles, and bicycle assembly fTirms were to purchase the parts from
Uganda that were being made in that country. Kenya was given exclusive rights in the

manufacturing of electric light bulbs and was to consult with existing firms

manufacturing neon and fluorescent tubes and, if necessary, was to apply for the
scheduling of this industry.q A quata'syatem, to be administered by a special
flinisterial Committee, was to be impoused either through impert or export licenses
or both to control trade among the three countries; the Committee was to determine
which system would be operative in connsction with specific products. Each country
was to impose a quota on its trade with another, which was equivalent to its trade
deficit in tﬁa previgua year with the latter. The quota was to be modified, taking
into account the effects on allocated industries, current anq suspended quotas and
increase in exparta‘Frcm the surplus country to the one in deficit. It was agreed
tﬁat a country which had a favourable balance of trade within the Common Market
should ﬁot normally apply for guota.

In January 1965, the three countries confirmed the Kampala Agreement. Howsver,
the aéreem&nt Qaa not implemented. In May 1965, Kenya and Tanzania clashed in the
Central Legislative Assembly of the Common Services and Common farket. The Tanzanian
Hinisté? of Industries, Mineral Reserves and Pouwer, Jeremiah Kasambala, said that
his country's trade deficit with Kenya for 1963 was mure than 7,000,000 pounds
sterling; for the same period, Kenya had a trade surplus of about 3,000,000 pounds
with Uganda. Kasambala told the Assembly that the Kampala Agreement could benefit
all member states of the esconomic uniﬁn. Kenya and Uganda, he claimed, could not
do without Tanzania, while the latter céuld do without its partners. The Tanzanian
Minister called for rectification Qf‘the trade imbalances within the union if dis-
integration was to be avoided. Tanzanian Minister of Health, Derek Bryceson,

expressad the view that the three countries should either federate or face dis—

integrations although Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda had common financial problems,

Te Ibid.,pp.291+292.

2. Ibid., p.292.



- 152 -
 these could not be solved becauae there was no central political authority Lo do so.
Tanzania's Labour Minister, Fichael Kamaliza, said that it had been a "great shock®
for him te hear that Kenya was prepared to break the Kampala Agreement. UWhile
Tanzania welcomed foreign investment, Kamaliza said, it did so with the Poverriding
consideration® that the investors should nol he allowed to exploit its people; those
investors who wanted to sxploit a country's peuple should invest in Kenya. The
Tanzanian Minister said that, in the absence of political federation, he could not
see any future Teor the East African Common Services Organisation. The three countries
had been treated as a single political unit under colopial rule; now, however, they
had different policies Y“some progressive, some unprogressivel. Tanzania wanted
federation, Kamaliza claimed, not because it had anything to gain, but because of its
intersst in the unity of Africa. He appealed to Kenya and Uganda to reconsider their
position on the fsderation issua.1

Kenya Minister of Labour, Mwendwa, denied that foreign investors were allowed
to exploit the people of Kenya. If any country exploited its workers, lMwendwa said,
fithen it is Tanzania®, The Kenya Minister claimed that there were "confidential
reasons? why federation had been delayed. But, he added, Kenya "gan stand on (its)
own feet without federation®., #If anyone thinks that Kenya cannot stand on (its) ouwn
feet, let him go to school to be corrected®. Another Kenya representative, John Keen,
expressed the view that the Common Services Organisation could function without
political Tederation as it had done before; whereupon the Zanzibar Minister of
Education, Ali Hassan, said that "some people" seemed to have forgotten the time
when armed violence had to be employed to win freedem. The "imperialists?’, Hassan
claimed, were once interested in federating the countries of East Africa when they
felt that that area would be used as a "dumping ground? for their products. Having
realised that this was no longer so, they were doing all they could #to sabotace
federatianﬁtz |

in June 196b, the Tanzanian Finance Minister Paui Bomanl announced that the

three countries were plannimg to have SEparate currencies and central banks. The

1. The Nationalist, fay 20, 1065,

2. Ibid., Daily Nation (Nairboi), May 20, 18965.
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Minister Said thaﬁ Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania had agreed to continue co-operating
as closely‘as possible in menetary matters. Among other things, it was agreed that
the three countries would continue to be members of the sterling area, that the nsw
currencies would be issued at parity with the East African: pound, and that they
would be freely conuertible;1

The announcement on tha breaking up of the East African currency prompted some
commercial and industrial leaders in Kenya to describe the Tanzanian decision as a
”reﬁfsgressive measura® which would "badly damage? the Common farket. Tha Kenya
Assistant Minister of Econemic Planning and Development, Mwal Kibski, observed, in
part, that Tanzanla's decision to break up the East African currency "has been a
serious blow to progress towards a political union -~ but not a fatal blow".z

To these observations, fr. Bomani replied that his country took ?serious
exception fo certain statements which have bgen made inNairobi over the past %gu days®,
and that Tanzania refuted, "in the strongest possible terms®, the allepgation that
it was deliberately bringing about a breaking up of the £ast African monetary area.
The Tanzanian Finance fMinister said that, since 1963, the East African stales had
given "careful study” to the problems involved in setting up a central banking
-sysﬁem which would replace the East African Currency Baardgz in this connection,
Bomani continued, Kenya and Uganda had supported Tanzania's initiative in inviting
an official of the West German Bank, Erwin Blumenthal, to examine the monetary
system of East Africa. In his study, Blumenthal had proposed, inter alia, that a
two~tier central banking system be established which would consist of an EFast African
central bank and state banks in eésh of the three countriss, and that ths common
Qgrrenny for the area be rebtained. While Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania were considering
the Blumenthal recommendations, they had issued a istatement in June 1263 to the effect
that they intended to federate before the end of that year. As a result, it was agreed

that the proposed East African Central Bank should come into being the same time as

‘political federation.

1. The Nationalist, June 11, 1965,

2. Daily Nation (Nairobi}, June 12 and 13, 1965.

4« The East African Currency Board was established in 1919 and was transferred
from London to Nai¥obi in 1960.
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Federation éailed to materialise, and in July 1964, the I.M.F. was asked to make
a further study. Bomani said that Tanzania's pesition during the discussions had
been that ®it is customary for a sovereign government to control its monetary and
banking system and to regulate the general level of activity in the esconomy through
its own central bank®., The setting up of a central bank for East Africa, "with its
implications in regard to monetary and economic policy", the Tanzanian official
cindicated, %would bring into being an exceptionally complicated and delicate
financial ﬁechanism arid economic regulator. Its most sensitive ﬁarts, namely the
continued sharing of foreign exchange reserves and the inter-relationship in the
structure of prices and interest rates, would be subject to a wide and divergent
range of econamic pressures and would... be a focal point for political criticism
and scrutinyﬁ. Tanzania had therefore maintained that vthe most careful consideration®
should be given "the pre-conditions" that had to be met, if the proposed East African
Central Bank was' to function effgctivaly.i In this connection, it should be noted
that the economic mission of the Internaticnal Bank for Reconstruction and Development
which was sent to Kenya to study that country's ecomomy in the early 1960's cbserved
in its report, among ether things, that:

the establishment of a central bank, whatever its functions, assumes the

existence of a central political authority.... Experience has shown.....

that it has not always been possible to resolve conflicting interests

and approaches into an agreed general policy. The difficulty of evolving

a single monetary policy in harmony with the individual economic objectives

of separate governments would allow little scope for a central bank to

functions.... 2 '

During a debate in the Tanzanian National fissembly, Mbogo (M.P.) claimed that
Tanzania had been "turned by Kenya into {a) mere market for their manufactured goods.
Even with regards to the East African Common Services, our country is an underdog.
All head offices of the Organisation are in Nairobi. All important industrial and
commerclial establishments have their headguarters in Nairebi. Indeed, I can only
say that we are tired of exploitation. More so especially as accusations have been
" made against us by those who expleit us®, Mbogo called on the Government to reconsides

the country's position in the Common Services Urganisaticn. Commending the

Government's decision to introduce Tanzania's own currency, he expressed the vieuw
s

1« The Nationalist, June 14, 1965,

2. I.B.R.D., The Economic Development of Kenya, Baltimore, JohngHopkins Press,
1963, p.260.
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that “this was long overdue. Indeed, this should be the beginning of the adjustment
of many other anomalies which prevail in our country®, Ancther M.P., A. Faraji,
urged the various government departments and every Tanzanian to purchase goods made
in Tanzania. Richard Mambura? a junior minister in VYice President Kawawa's office,
said that Kenva was using the decision to establish separéte central banks as "a
scapegoat” to blame Tanzania. "For quite a long time", Wambura added, "“we have
saﬁrifiéég our development in favour of unity.... And nou Kenya wants to reverse
matters and blame us: perhaps because they think they can continue to fool Tanzania®,
Mhavile, another M.P., claimed that #Kenya took things for granted and thought they
could exist without us. Now that they have reslised they cannot, they level unfounded
accusations against uUs....” He proposed that those who imported from Kenya and Uganda
Japanese products that had been banned should have their firms closed down.
Ludanamia, M.P., alleged that some Kenya leaders had accused Tanzania because they
were "under the influence of external forces" which had EﬁéDU?Egéd them to do 3@;1

In mid=-June 1265, Tanzania imposed a total ban on all Japanese goods re=sxported
from Kenya and Uganda. Tanzania had already imposed import restrictions on certain
Japanese products, principally piece goods and synthetic fibres, which had amounted
to about 75% of Japan's exports to Tanzania in 1964. Tanzania's trade deficit with
Japan in 1964At0talled about 4,700,000 pounds sterling; and, Tanzania argued, the
" trading of Japanese products within the Common Market was very high, mainly because
of bulk purchasing in Kenya. Tanzanian Minister of Commerce and Co-operatives Babu
said that his country had decided teo do all it could to reduce its trades deficit
mith'Kaﬁyag Concerning the restrictions ;mpgsed.on Japanese products, Babu stated
that these had become necessary because of Japan's reluctance to negotiate trade
agreements with Tanzania. Although it was not Tanzania's policy to balance its trade
with every country on a po@nd=for-pound basis, the Tanzanian Minister continued, “uwe
must he>on the look-out for serigus balance of payments difficulties with ecertain
countries, particularly those which do not help us in our efforts to industrialise

2
our sconomy®,

1.;ﬁfﬁérﬂétignalist, June 15 and ﬂﬁ;”ﬁgéé;

2. Daily Nation (Nairobi}, June 16 and 17, 1965.
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sed

Two days after Babu's statement, Tanzania announced that it had imp

]
o3

rasbrictions on imports from Kenya,nganda and elseghere; such commodities as
biscuits, sweets, under~clothes, chillies and spices, ice~cream, scap, detergents,
insecticides, nails, wire and knitwear could only be imported into Tanzania with
Spécial license. A Tanzanian (Government spokesman said that his country was not

T

[l

banning Kenya and Uganda products, but that these products would be allowed only
they were "economically necessary®. A few days after the Tanzanian announcement, a
seminar of East African Students' Uniocns in Kampala called on the political leaders

of th

(3]

area to "submerge their personal ambitions® and work for East African unity.
The students said that they hoped that the decision to break up the East African

1
currency was not Tinal.

n Jﬁne 22, 1965, Kenya Finance Winister James Gichuru said tﬁat the "time has
come when we must méke sure that the other two partners in the Common Services
understand that we cannot be pushed arcund any longer; and I am afraid that if
thinge gmkon the way they are going now, it will mean (that) we will break=up
everything....? Gichuru claimed that if the Common Services were dismantled,

Tanzania and Uganda "will suffer a little more than we shall....” Ths Kenya Minister

added that "(we) are determined... that we are not going to be dictated to by Chou
2

En-lai or whomever the dictator may bev.

The level of tension rose to such a point that rumours circulated to the effect
that the East African Common Services Urganisation aﬁg Common Market were about to
be dissolved. Carly in July 1965, Presidents Kenyatta and Nyerere denied these
rumours,., In mid=3duly, the latter said that ths Yfailure of East Africa to fTederate
(uas) "a great shame". However, if Tanzania's partners preierred "a looser form of
co=operation®, Dr. Nyerere pleddged his country's #full co-operation. The Tanzanilan
leader said that he wanted "to dispel some of the Pubbish which is being allouwsd
to ciroulate in East Africa these days"., For years, Nyerere stated, Tanzania had
"argued patiently... that as long as we fail to federate, it is inevitable for the
East Afriﬁan States to have separate currencies and to make some adjustments in the

working of the Common Market. This provokes some silly pecple in East Africaé...

T+ Daily Nation (Nairobi), June 19 and 22, 1965.

2. Daily Nation (Nairobi), June 24, 1965,
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into agcusiﬁg Tanzania of taking orders from China and endangering East African
unity“;' Nyérere éaid that he had "often examined the list of accusers” and had
been "left with the stfong impression that it does not consist of people who are
0; have been particularly entfusiastic about East African uhityf. Continuing, Dr.
Nyerere claimed that the list consisted "mainly of {oreigners and opportunists who
will todey be for Tederation and tomorrow against it, depending on their personal
interests rather than the interests of East Africa as a whole". The Tanzanian

President said that blackmail was not a "healthy basis of co-operation” and called

on East Africans touoflearn to examine each of our present and future fields of
. E ‘ 1
co=operation on its own merits® and to "outgbow the habit of blackmail®,

In a speech before the East African Assembly on August 10 1965, Dr. Nyerere

said, éﬁ&gﬁ‘agia, that although there had been difference

[0}
Q

f opinion within the
Common Market, there was Yno reason at all to believe that East African Co=operation
is about to collapse'. Eccﬁomic co=-operation among the three East African countries
had never heen uiﬁhaut difficulties. Although the difficulties that were being
exﬁerieﬁced by the Common Market were not the first, they were occurring "in a
diFFerént political context than earlier ones". Formerly, there was an "ultimate
{political) authority" which could settle disputes émmng the partners and enforce
any decision arrived at. With independenée, this political authority had been
replaced by the East African Authority whose decisisns had to be made unanimously.
"As aach’gaugrhmEht Sf the area was Taced with the pressing needs of its particular
couhtry, "each membgr (of the Authority) can loock at the interests of East Africa

as a whole oply to the extent that these do not CUnFlict fundamentally with the
requirements of his oun nation's needsY., The differences that had resulted from
seﬁaraté colonial experiences, in part, meant that each country would have "different
p:iarities of action, and, to some extent, a different approach to the problem
before it". As a result, it was inevitable that there should be Ygenuine clashes

n

of interests, with ocne nation feeling a positive need to take steps which the others
cannot approve....® The common tariff arrangements and the free inter-state trade,

Dr. Nyerers said, had prevented Tanzania from purchasing goods in the cheapest market

1. 1he Nationalist, July 16, 1965,
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and prateﬁting'its own "infant iﬁdustries"'against campeﬁitian fram “long established
and large-scale firms in Kenya and -~ to some extent — Uganda'. uhile this situation
had not been brought about by the tYevil machinations" of Tanzania's partners, it had
meant that tﬁat country's development had been hindered. When it became clear that
immediate pclitiﬁal federation was not forthcoming, Tanzania had pressed for some
form of "East African action®, Unfortunately, the Tanzanian leader added, the
corrective action that had been agreed gpﬁn had not been ratified. Tanzania had
therefore imposed "temporary guotas" on the imports of certain Kenya products "with
the smlé aim of pfumoting their production lecally®, an action which was in
' 1

accordance with the agreement concluded at Kampala.r

Upon the initiative of Alli Kieseka (Uganda), the East African Assembly adopted
a resolution which, in.parts thanked Nyerere fTor his speech and called on the
Authority to appoint a committee to review the working of the Common Services and
anquire into otherAareas of East African co-operation. Shortly after the Assembly's
resolution, the three East African leaders met in Nairobi to discuss the Common
Services, After the meeting, an official of the Common Services said that the talks
had been held "in aﬁ'atmaspheré of frank, friendly cordiality", Upon his return
hama; Nyerere said that he .and his colleagues had reviewed, "not politely, but
éeriGUSly"; the decision to maintainithe Common Services and Common Market. At
anothér meeting in late August/%arly September 1965, the Authority decided to
appoint aiépécial Committee to review the working of the Common Services and Common
Market and prepare a draft agreement. A jﬁint cummUﬁiqué'issued after the talks
said that there had besn %a frank review of the current problems Tacing the Common
Market and the Common SBTUiE%E“.z

In mid=September 1965, the three East African countries agreed on the following
terms of reference for the Special Committses (1) How the Common flarket could be
maintained and strengthened and the principles on which iﬁ could bé controlled and
regulated; (2) the arrangements necessary for the operation of the Common farket

after the introduction of separate currenciess (3} how the Common Services could

be continued; (4) whether new services could be provided; (5) how the Common Services

1. The Nationalist, August 11, 1965,

[aW]

« [The Natiopalist, August 18, 21 and September 2, 1965.
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should be financed; (6) the extent to which the separate Services could be
headquartered in differant member countries; and (7) the legal, administrative and
constitutional arrangements that would be necessary to promote effective co-operation
1

among the three countries in view of the foresgoing peints. In November 1965, the
Authority selected Kjilh Phillips of Denmark to be the independent Chairman of the
Special Committes.

Meanwhile, in October/November 1965, the E.C.A. convened in Lusaka a meeting
of the countries of East Africa. Principally, the confervence called for the
progressive elimination of internal barriers to trade within ten years and the
formaticn of a customs unicns the establishment of a programme for sub-regional or
multi-national industriss which mére to have immediate free access to the sub=regional
or multi-national markets and some form of protection; and free access to sub-regiconal
or multi-national marketé of agricultural products. An Interim Coupcil of Finisters
was set up to draw up a treaty and handle other matters of co-operation, pending
the ratification and coming into force of the treaty. Those countries participabing

were Tanzania, Kenya, Madagascar, Burundi, Ethiopia, Mauritius, Rwanda, Zambia,

Somalia and Malawi. In addition to these ten states, Uganda, Botswanay Swsziland

2
and Lesotho were also eligible for participatinp.

Although the Economic Community of Eastern Africa, as envisaged by -the Lusaka
conferénce, has not yet been ?ormed,’Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania, in June 1967,
Asigﬁed a draft treaty prepared by the Phillips Committee, which provided for an
East African Cemmunity. In early December, President Nyegrere opened the headgquarters
of the Community in Arusha. The aim of the Community is to strEﬁgﬁﬁgn and regulate
the industrial, commercial and other relations of the three states so that Ythers
shall be accelerated, harmonious and balanced development and sustaimned expansion
of economic activities the benefits whereof shall he equitably shared”. To this end,
Kenya, lUganda and Tanzania agreed, in paris;to establish common customs and excéise
tariffs,abolish trade restrictions within the Community, set up, as a long=term

objective, a common agricultural policy, establish an East Africah Development Bank,

1. The Nationalist, September 17, 1966,

2. U.N.E.C.A.,. Economic Co~operation and Integr

. | ion in Africa: Three Case Studies,
ST/ECA/109. pp«10-11, S -
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harmonise their.maﬁatary policies, consult each other in the event of a disequil~
ibfium in their balance of péyments, continue operating the Common Ssrvices and
co=-ordinate economic planning.1

Under the terms of Articles 12 and 13 of the Treaty, each member state may.
impose QuantitatiVE restrictions or préhibitimns against the import of goods from
its partners in so far as may be necessary to comply with its contractual and other
agreements with third parties. Each country has the right to impose quaﬂ%itatiua
restrictions or prghibitiahs against the agricultural products of its partners,
which afa basic staple foods or major export crops. 1In addition, gquantitative
“pestrictions or prohibitions may be imposed in the event a member state encountered
balance of payments problems provided such action does not contravene its obligations
under GATT ﬁr the rules of the I.M;F., the restrictions imposed on foreign goods
are inadequate to solve the prablems, the restrictions do not cperate more unfavour—
ahly against member states, the Common Market Council is first consulted and any
action taken is k@ﬁt under review. The Tréaty also provides for a "transfer tax® to
promote new indgstrial development in those member states that are less developed.
A membef which has a deficit in its total trade in manufactured goods with its

partners may impose transfer taxes on such imports. Houever, a transfer tax may be
imposed on manuTactured goeds only if, at the time of the tax, similar goods are
being made in the state taking such action or "are reasonably expected" to be made
in that state within three months after tﬁe imposition of the tax. UMoreover, esvery
2,

transfer tax is to be revoked fifteen years after the coming into force of the Treaty.

The iﬁétitutigﬁs of the East African Community are the Authority, the Legislative
Assembly,'the Céﬁmmn Market Cauﬂgi;, the Common Market Trihuﬁal, tﬁa Communications
Council, the Finance Council, the Economic, Consultative and @Laﬁningvﬁauncil;
the Research and Social Council and the Secretariat. In July 1968, the Development
Bank, prouidad for in the Treaty, became operational, with headquarters in Kampala,
Two branches‘qf the Community's Common Services have been removed from Nairobi and
re=~located in Dar-es-Salaam and Rémpala: Harbouﬁs in Dar—es=5alaam and Posts and

Telecommunications in Kampala.

1. Article 2, The Treaty for East African Lo—operation, 1967,

2. Article 20.



- 171 =
Intra-fast African Comminity trade has increased from more than 25 million
pounds sterling in 1961 to about 33 million pounds in 1969, a not too inconsiderable
1
amount. While Kenya continues to enjoy a favourable balance of trade with its
partners, the "transfer tax® system, the re-location of Posts and Telecommunicationg

and Harbours, and the fact that the Comménity's Development Bank and Secretariat

are in Kampala and Arusha respectively have been helpful measures - su

<gg = which bhave reduced thgliavel of tension in the various fields of inter—
aptions involving the three countries, Thus, faced with tension produced by the
failure to federate and the trade, developmental and other imbalances within the
Common FMarket and Common Services, Kenya, Uganda and Tanzanié introduced measures
designed to maintain their subsystemc, In this connection, when a particula;
function is performed both at the system and subsystem levels, the units interacting

within the subsystem are more likely to make the requisite sacrifices for the intro-

duction ﬁ? supportive intakes and inputs, provided the benefits derived from continued
interaction within the subsystem are greater than those obtained at the system level.
Restated in terms of the East African Community, Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania were
prepared to make sacrifices to maintainihéixCDmmunity because it offers benefits
which are not available to them within the framework of the 0.A.U. (or any other sub-
regional grouping). Granted, the argument over the imbalances and the subsequent
compromise reached to correct these imbalances were not stated in these terﬁs. But
iIf the three countries had had a better alternative within the framework of the GiAiU;;
=
the need to maintain the Community would have been minimal, if not nil. This is,
however, not the same thing as saying that in the absenee of an alternative at the
system level, the units interacting within a partiéulsr subsystem will continue to
do so under any conditions. As we shall see presently in the case of the Central
African Customs and Economic Union, even in the absence of an alta%native at the
system level, a unit(s) is likely teo discontinue interacting within its subsystem
(or its system, for that matter) if it feels that its contribution towards the
maintenance of the particular subsysbem is more than the benefits it derives from it,
and that the situation is not likely télimprﬁvei The point here, houever, - is that,

other things being equal, when a systsm fails to perform an intended function, its

1. For data on the direction of trade*dgring this period see Appendix D..
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“units tend to reinforce old subsystems or form new ones to perform this function.

Central African Customs and Economic Union (U.D.E.A.C.0

Like the East African Community, the Central African Customs and Economic Union

’*ialsa has its roots in the colonial pericd. In June 1959, Chad, the Central African

Republic, Gabon and Congo-Brazzavills concluded a treaty establishing a customs

union (Union Douanidre Cquatoriale) so-as to continue the economic interaction that
had existed among them since the creation of French. Equatorial Africa forty-nine
Years earlier. Alsc in 1952, lt*Agence Transequatoriale des Communications (AeTeEJCy)
was formed to ensurd the proper management of ports in Congo=Brazzaville and the
Central African Républic, the Congo~0Ocean railuway and other navigable waterways.

in 1965, 8.T.E.C. was also given the responsibility of maintaining common land routes
like those between fhe Central African Republic and Chad, and Gabon and Congo-
Brazzaville.

In February 1984, the U.D.E. states and Cameroon concluded a preliminary
agreémént E@ establish a Central African Customs and Economic Union, Early in
Deeembéf 1964, the five states signed a Treaty setting up the U.D.E.A.C, to be
affective as of 3§nuary 1966. The Treaty called for "a balanced development and
diversification of the economies of.... Member States within a framework that will
allow for increase in fnter=state exchanges and amelioration of the conditions of {the)
populations (of the U.D.E.A.C.)}". In this connection, the member states agreed to
harmonise their various fiscal policies, establish am investment code so as to offer
similar conditions to investors, harmonise their development plans and transport

1 .

and to co-operate in industrial matters. Article 27 provides for ths free movement
of persons, goods, property, services and capital within the Union. Under the terms
of Article 33, goods imported inkto a member state for consumption and subssquently
transferred to another member state are exempted from all export dutiss and taxes

in the country of destina;ian. However,. in case of commercial tran;agtians durinag

a transitory period, which was not to exceed three years from the date the Treaty
camg into force, the country into which the gpads>mare imported was to repay to the

gountrey in which the goods were actually consumed the duties and taxes recorded.

¢

1. Articles 42=58, Treaty; ond
Union, Oecember 8, 1904.

Creating a Central African Customs and Economic
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A Solidarity Fand that was set up within the framework of Union Douaniire
Equatoriale (which consisted of Chad, Congo-Brazzaville, the Central Africag
Republic -and Gabon) has been continued by the U.,D.E.A.C. For the periocd 1960-1965,
Chad contributed an average of CFA252, 333,333 per annum, but recelved an average
of CFA712,000,000; the Central African Republic was next in line with about
CFA260,000,000 and CFA403,000,000 respectively. Congo-Brazzaville and Gabon suffered
net losses, contributing far more than they received. From 1966 to 1968, with
Cameroon pérticipating, Chad contributed an average of CFA300,000,000 annually, but
obtained abeut CFA1,181,000,080; the Central African Republic also contributed an
average of CFA300,000,000 but received asbout CFAG84,000,000 annually. Again
émngo-Brazzaville and Gabon along with Camerocon suffered net 108888.1

But the fact that Chad and the Central African Republic were receiving the

lidnts share of the Solidarity Fund did not prevent them from being dissatisfied with
the industrial and trade trends and financial arrangémgnts within the Union. OF tﬁe
approximately 300 processing Tactories in the U.D.E.A.C. in mid=1967, about 43% uwere
situated in Cameroon, Congo~Brazzaville had 22%, Gabon and the Central African
Republic had 13% each and Chad had only 3%. During a U.D.E.A.C. summit meeting in
December 1967, the Central African Republic President, Bokassa, referred to the
Solidarity Fund as "that which still does not function very well within the’%rame—
work of the {Union}®. Concerning the application of the provisions of the Union's
Treaty an indust?ial co=operation, General-ackassa sald that this was the"pxabl%mé

gpineux {thomny problem}tof the Customs and Economic Union and complained about the

in matters of light industry before proposing equitable distribution among member

‘states. Uhat BDokassa wanted therefore was that the location of heavy industry
should be decided by the Heads of State on the basis of unanimity.2

In a cmmmuniqug issued after the meeting, the Council of Heads of State indicated,
among other things, that in June 1868, their Ministers of Planning and Economic

-Affairs would meet in order to decide on a wmmon industrial programme fer the Union

based on an equitable distribution of industrial projects among member states.

Te U.N.E.CuAey Economic Co-operation and Ipﬁggraﬁgpniiﬁjﬂfﬁi;g;,?hfeg Case Studies,
S5T/ECA/109, p.95.

2. Afrigue Contemporaine, Mo, 35, January -~ February, 1968, p.l4d.
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This programme was to be submitted to the Council for approval in December 1968.
A spacial commission was appointed to study the possibilities of co-operation
between the Camercon on the éne hand and olher members of the Union on the other.
However, as we have seen, Chad, the Central African Republic and‘Cangcsﬁiﬂshasa
anrounced in February 1968 that they had formed a Union af C@ntral African States.
In April, the Charter of tﬁe Unioen was signed, and ﬁresidegt T@mbalbaye ahnauncgd
later that his country and the Central African Republic had withdrawn from the
UeDELALT, |

We have alresady sasen the gmntrovarsy ?Qllgming‘the withdrawal of the Central
African Republic and Chad from the U.D.E.A.C. What should be mentioned here is the
faét that Chad imported far more from other members of the U.D.E.A.C. than it
exported to them, . a fact due principally to the concentration of industries in
Cameroon, Congo-Brazzaville and, Lo some extent, Gabon and the Central African
Republic. 1In 1966, the first year of the Union's existence, Cameroon. exported abouﬁ
>£FA646,DDD,DDD worth of industrial goods to other members of the U.D.EQA;C.; Congo~-
Brazzaville exported industrial goods amaunting‘ta more- than CFA3400,060,000; the
Central African Republie's industrial export was about CFA 546,0@0,050; Gabon sxported
industrial products to the tume of about CFA 110,000,000; but Chad's industrial
eXport was only about CFA 12,000,000. The figures for 1967, including non=indusirial
goods were not much more encouraging to Chad. Congo=Brazzaville exported more than
' CFA 3,087,000,000 worth of goods to the Uniong Cameroon's export amounted to CFA
1,4914,965,0003 the Central African Répub;ic exported products to the tune of CFA
B877,298,000; Chad's export totalled CFA 769,413,000, principally non=industrial goods;
and Gabon exported CFA 196,537,000 worth of products, Of the CFA 1,?39,850,DQQ
worth of non=-Union goods ?e-eXertgd; Cameroon re-experted goods to the tune of
CFA '486,240,000; Congo—B8razzaville re—expbrted products amounting to B?A45?,QQD,DGD§
the Central African Republic re-exported CFA470,718,000 worth of goods; Chad re-
exported CFA 187,229,000; and Gabon re-exported CFA 462,212,000, For the same year
(1967), Cameroon imported CFA 890,446,000 worth of goods from its partners; Congo-
-Brazzaville received products amounting to CFA 561,984,000 the Central African

Republict's imports tetalled CFA1,163,466,000; Gabon's imports amounted to
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1
CFA 2,111,749,000; but Chad imported CFA 3,199,324,000 worth of goods. It was
2
clear to Chad that its "underdog® position in the U.D.E. would continue in the
UsDELALC,
A Towards the end of April 1968, PFresident Tombalbaye said that his country "noted

within the U.D.E.A.C. a tendency toward indirect colonisation entailing ecocnomic

stagnation. We proposed that the U.D.E;A.C; Charter be amended, but the proposal

was rejected; and so we decided to leave the organisation®. In January 1968, the
Chadian Finance Minister, Abdoulaye Lamana, claimed that the U.D,E.A.C. was "a failure®
and complained that his country's partners "did not deal ffankly with us. All
U.DJ.E.AJC. industries were concentrated in the coastal countries, and the Solidarity
Fund was a cause of disagreement", M. Lamana said that U.D.E.A.C., members always

argued over the Fund, and that payments from it were made late, tending to upset

budgetary arrangements,3
But in spite of the fact that Chad and the Central African Republic were dis=-
satisfied with the industrial and trade trends within the Union and the Solidarity
Fund, they did not choose to simply disassociate themselves from the U.D.E.A.C., but
sought instead, to form an alternative organisation with Congo=~Kinshasa. Restated
in terms of our model, believing that they could not significantly determine the
behaviour of their existing subsystem, these units wénted to establish another one
that would be more responsive to their demands. The fact that the Central African
Republic later renounced its membership of the Union of Central African States and
rejoined the U.D.E.A.C. was due to at least two factors., Firstly, there are strong
rgasons to believe that France exerted considerable pressure on Gensral Bokassa. UWe
have seen that after the two countries withdrew from the U.D.E.A.C., the French
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs in Charge of Co-operation, M. Bourges, visited
Bangui, and General Bokassa went to France at the invitation of General de Gaulle.,
Thereafter, relationé between the Central African Republic on the one hand and Congo-

Kinshasa and Chad on the other deteriorated. While there is no available evidence

to confirm Congolese Foreign Minister Bomboko's allegation that M. Bourges had told

1o U.DeE.AeC.s Tableaux des Bchanges INter—Etats de L'U.D.E«AsCey NOs1620/D1GTAT.

2. For an account of intra-U.D.E. trade, see Robson, op. cit,

3« A.F.P., Africa, April 30, 1968, p.36 and January 21, 1969, p.2.
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CHAPTER IX
ECONOMIC CO-OPERATION IN WEST AFRICA

Attempts to form a f?ee trade area or an economic community in UWest Africa
have nqﬁ been as successful as those in East and Central Africa., UWhile we will
consider possible reasons for this lack of appreciable success in West Africa, our
principal concern here is in continuing to demonstrate the fact that although the
search for econohic co-operation continues, the U.4.U., has been irrelevant in the
prammtianvgf such unity. In this chapter, we examine the proposed West African Free
Trade Area, the Urganisation of Riparian States of the Senegal River (0.E.R.S.) and
the proposed West African Regional Grouping. These three schemaes weré initiated
after the leénial period: of the three schemes, only the 0.,E.R.S5. is at present

functicning.

West African Free Trade Area

In August 1964, President Tubman convened a summit conference of Liberia,
Guinea, the Ivory Coast and Sierra Leone and proposed the formation of a free trade
area in West Africa, consisting of the four countries. Dr. Tubman indicated that

the free trade area he was proposing was not exactly the same as other free trade

lxl

schemes. This was so, he said, for two basic reasons. First, a similarity in the
gconomic structures of the four states made it highly unlikely that there would be an
immediate increase in trade within the proposad Freé trade area. Hence, limiting the
pregramme to the lifting of tariffs and other barriers to intra-regiocnal trade

‘would not provide the requisite elements for a rapid regional development. The
second reasocn was that thé different extermnal economic links ol each of the four
countries made it unrealistic to expect that they could form a customs union in the

£

immediate future, with mmmon external tarif
1
fisecal and mongtary policies.

s leading to an adoption of identical

What D+ Tubman called for, therefore, was the adoption of complementary
development policies and joint action in industrial development, agriculture, trads
expansion, transpoert and communications. In order to ensure the complementary —

1. Govt. of Liberia, Proposal by Liberia for Formation of a Free Trade Area
between Guinea, Sierra Leone, Ivory Coast and Liberia, p.4,
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rather than the pompetitive — development of the four countries, the Liberian leader
called for the co~ordindtiocn of industrial development laws, investment codes and
other legislation of these states in matteré concerning investment and business
practices. Although sach state would be fres to allocate whatever resources it
it wished to its oun development, this would be done after an account had been taken

of the sntirs market and the development plans of other members of the free trade

area., 1In addition, there would be periodic exchange of information and discussion
1
of monetary and fiscal atrangements that would affect co-operative development.

Joint industrial studies would be financed by the four countries to identify those
industries that would be suitable for their area; these studies would also determine
the most economical location for each industry, adequate measures being taken to
2
gnsure a balanced regional development. Concerning agricultural development, Dr.
Tubman proposed joint experimental farms, irrigation and supply and training of
technical personnel. To expand intra-area trade, the four countries would jointly
sponsor a study to identify official regulations and practices which were obstacles
to the development of ¢ommerce among them. After this study, agreement could be
3
reached for the removal of such chstacles. With regards to transpert and communi-
cations, President Tubman called for a joint study of the intra-regional highway
system that would best meet national and regional interests. In addition, steps
were to be taken to develop coastal shipping and establish direct telecommunication
4
links among the four countries. in a joint communigue issued after the mesting,
the four Heads of State and Government indicated that they would study the
feasibility of establishing a free trade areay consisting of their states. The area
5

was to be open to other African states wishing to join.

At the first Ministerial conference in flonrovia in February 1965, Sierra lLesone

and Guinea submitted proposals that were sessentially in agreement with President

Tubman's general proposal at the Heads of State and Government meeting in August 19643

1. 1bid., pe5.

2. Ibid.’ pch"E’o

3a J:Egjfgdagj pp¢5='7p
4'- Ibidi? pptg"‘g;

5. Joint Communigque” on the Establishment of a West African Free Trade Area, 1964.
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but the Ivory Coast fMinister of Fimance and Economic Affairs, M. Raphasl Saller,
took a contrary position. The documents submitted, the Minister said, were not
sufficient for the conference to decide "categorically" that there should be a free
“trade area; more preliminary studies were necessary, and he was not prepared "to
anticipate" their rasulta;1 It should be observed, in this connection, that, at
the Heads of State and Government meeting in August 1964, it was decided that the

Ivory Coast, Guinea and Sierra Leone would furnish Liberia, before 15 Cctober 1964,

L3

with all documents and information on the operation of the proposed free trade arga,
and that Liberia would distribute these documents and other information by Uctober 31.
However, the Ivory Coast and Guinea did not send the requisite documents and inform—
atlion before the deadline, When Sierra Leone sent a special delegation to both
countries for these documents, the Ivory Coast informed Sierra Leone that it was not
possible to receive the Sierra Leonean delegation in Abidjan because of Ycommitments®
2 "
of the Ivorian Pinistry of Finance and Economic Affairs. In contrast, Liberia

had taken the initietive in commissioning a special economic study of the economies

of the four countries, which was sent to the four Governments before the meeting in

. ] .
February 1965. To find a common ground to the opposing positions, Liberia proposed

a compromise. Instead of establishing a permanent organisation, involving the Heads
of State and Government, it was proposed that an interim organisation, limitedrto the
flinisterial level, be set up. This interim organisation would conduct the reguisite
studies in order to determine th&IFeasibility of establishing the proposed free trade
area. The Liberian compromise plan Qas accepted and, upen the proposal of Diakite
Moussa, Minister of Foreign Commerce and Banks of Guinea, Monrovia was selected as
4

the headquaﬁt@rs of the proposed interim organisation.

In May 1965, a conference of the Ministerial working Commission was convensd

in Freetown. Addressing the conference, the Sierra Leconean Prime Kinister, Sir

Albesrt Margai, said that the:

1+ FTC/19, Minutes of the Second Plenary Session — ﬁorning'of the Free Trads
Conference, Monrovia, February 1965, p.off. "

2. lbid.

3. Liberia commissioned the Economist Intelligence Unit, Limited, London,to
conduct the study.

4o FTC/19, peIffy FTC/23, p.iff.
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union for which we all strove is now bheing put to the test. The

barriers imposed on us Trom without during the past 200 years must

be swept aside. The selfish interests which were created as a

result of colonialism must be discarded, and the closest feasible

form of mconomic co-operation must be established throughout the

length and breadth of Africa. 1
After three days of discussions, the conference appointed Donald George of Sierra
Leone as Administrative Secretary of the Interim Organisation which censisted of
four speecisalised and technical committees: Trade and Customsi Transport and
Communicationsy Agriculture and Industrial Development; and Monetary, Fiscal and
Fayments Arrangements. However, the Interim Organisation failed to reach a "take—off
stage”; and the Guinea-Ivorian tension, following the overthrow of Or. Nkrumah, made
further discussions on ths creation of the préposed blest African Free Trade Area
virtually impossible, despite the efforts of Dr. Tubman to bring this about.

While one might be tempted to attribute the failure of the West African Free
Trade Area to the Guinsa~Ivorian tension, such tension in itself may not have been
s0 crucial., It is tiue that the success of a free trade area of this sort usually
requires the political and psychological compatibility of the leaders involved.
However, even before thls tension the Ivory Coast had not shown much enthusiasm Tor
a West African Free Trade Area. As we have seegn, the Ivory Coast Minister of
“Finance and Economic Affairs, Saller, had taken a contrary position at the Tirst
Ministerial conference, claiming that the documents submitted wers not sufficient
for the conference to decide that there should be a free trade area, and that he was
not prepared "to anticipate' the results of subsequent studies. Although one might
be hard put to establish a direct link between the Ivorian attitude and that of
France towards the proposed Free Trade Area, something that occurred in 1966 tends
to give more weight to this factor than to the Guinea-Ivoriam tension. In that
year, the Americans proposed that roads and railways on the African continent be
unified, that a central power station and modern telecommunications be set up, and

2
that a pan=African agronomic institute be established. The French immediately
became suspicious that the Americans were manoceuvring to displace them in the

francaphone countries. UWhile the French did not state their position in these terms -~

T Mééﬁrﬁfricéﬁmﬁféé Trade Area Confsrence, MWC/ST/1, Freetoun, Way 19655 PeZe

2. Afrigue Service, No,156, September 1966, ppe10=11.




- 1871 = | '
they could hardly be expected to do so = they claimed that there was no need for the
American proposal because, they argued, intra-African trade was of little importance,
the production of electricity would ¥for a long time® be limited to indiuidualk
countries or Ytwo or three" neighbouring ones, and the agricultural conditions of the
various regions fvary widely® to justify a pan=-African agronomic institute. Sinqe
France was opposed fﬂ the project, it was as good as dead in respect of the

1

francophong countries. It is, therefors, more likely that it waes the French
attitude towards the proposed West African Free Trade Area = including Liberia,
Sierra Leune and Guinea (countries in which French influence is vivtually nil) -
which was much more important in determining the Ivorian position vis—a=vis the
Free Trade ﬁrea; If we accept this assumption, and assuming further that France
mill continue to exercise such influence in most of its former territories, then we
may conclude that, in order for a free trade area or an ecocnomic union to succeed in
West Africa, either (1) France will have to feel that its interests are not threatened

s

or {2) the francophone countries involved adopt a much more independent policy.
2
Organisation of Riparian States of the Senegal River

. L

to Guinmea in March 1963, President Senghor proposed the formation
of a sub=regional grouping consistino of Guinea, Mauritania, Mali and Sgnegal;
Several weeks after the founding of the 0.A.U., Prasidenﬁs Kgita and Senghor, who

had infopmally settled the dispute thét had brought about the breaking up of the

Mali Fedefaticn, met at Kidira, Mali, for a formal settlement. President Senghor
stated that the meeting signified his country's desire to implement the Addis Ababa

decisions and called for the establishment of an Yentente", composed of Mali, Guinea,

Mauritania and Senegal, to exploit the Senegal River for communication, irrigation

and hydro-electric power. To this, Fresident Keita replied that Mali would co=
operate closely with Senegal. Upon returning heme, President Senghor further

clarified his proposal: he was not calling for the creation of a federation; rather,
'%

i

what he wanted was a %vehicle® for economic co~pperation. Following a meeting

of experts in Pakar in February 1964, a Ministerial conference in August decided

T. ibid.
2. This Uruanisation is also referred to as The Senggal River Basin States.

3. MWest Africa, June 29, 1983, p.723.
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on the procedure for estéblishiﬁg an Inter-S5tate Committee for the axplmitatioh
of the S5snegal River. The Committee was to have a Secretariat at Saint—Louis-du=-
Senegal. In February 1965, the Committee along with its Secretariat came into being.
In April 1965, the U.N. Special Fund allocated $5,000,000 for a study of agricultural
development of ths Senegal River basin and control of the river for hydro—electric
powe? and navigation.

Towards the end of May 1965, Péesidents Keita and Senghor agreed to initiate the
establishment of a West African sub-regional grouping, consisting of the English-—
and French-speaking states. 0On November 13, Mali,; Mauritenia, Senegal, and Guinea
decided, among other things, to fake the initiative in setting up a West African
sub=regional grouping, and President Ould Daddah was assigned the task of persuading
the other ten states. However, as we have seen, in mid=1966, strained relations
hetwesn Guinea and Sensgal had the negative Tesdback effect of making the Inter-
State Committee temporarily dysfunctional. But by November 1967, the two Pfesideﬁts,
Tourd and Senghor, had become sufficiently reconciled to meet with their colleaques
in Bamako for the second summit meeting of the Committee, after which it was
announced that President Ould Daddah hag‘ﬁﬁﬁsuppmrh of the Committee in his attempts
to have the fourteen countries of the suharegiéﬁ meet in Monrovia in April 1968 in
order to form a West African sub-regional grouping.1

In February 1968, the four countries cohcluded in Dakar an agreement establishing
an Organisation of Riparian States of the Senegal River. The new organisaticn,
which replaced the Inter-State Committee, has a Conference of Heads of Staie‘mhich
is supposed to meet once a yearjy a Council of Ministers, to meet twice a year: a
Consultative Cgmmissign.(which replaced the Inter-Parliamentary Commission in
February 1970); and a Sscretariat, with headquarters in Dakar. AL a mesting of the S
Council of Ministers in Augusf 1968 in Conakry, it was decided that a multilateral
compensation office be established, serving as a bank to make shortsﬁerm settlements
among member states; that statistical methods used in legislatimn and customs

documentation be harmonised; that inter—state trade fairs and exhibitions be organised;

that double customs posts be set up at the frontiers; and that a multilateral

Te ReFaP.y AFTiGE, JUNG 1, 1965, peb; November 16, 1965, ped: November 10, 1967 peds
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agreement on trade be concluded to replace existing bilateral ones., The Secretariat
was inétructed to make the resguisite arrangements for the “immediate implementation®
of thess decisions. Another Ministerial meeting in November 1968 proposed that an
inter—-state navigation‘campany be established, that a sub=regional postal and
telscommunications training centre be constructed in Senegal, and that direct
telecomimunications be established betwsen U.E.R.5. states hy Qanusry 1968. On
January 2,1969, direct telecomminications links were established within the G.E.R.5.3
and iﬁ Mid-1969, a team of experts under the auspices of the 0.L.R.S5. and the U.N.
Special Fund began conducting the requisite studies of the Senegal Riugr.1 By esarly
1970, the U.N, Development Fund had contributed $10 million to the 0.E.R.S. study

2
programme.

In June 1970, the 0.E.R.S5. members decided to establish a common inter-state
health code3 improve their present co-ppsration against contagious diseases; set up
a common pharmacology laboratory and an institute of pharmacopoela and titraditional
medicine® in ﬁéli; and establish a pharmacy in Senegal. 1In additioh, three industrigs
were distributed among the four members: Guinega got the paper industry; Mali and
Mauritania were allotted the steel industry; and Senegal the petrochemical industry.
The 0.E.R.S5. Secretariat was instructed to conduct the economic and technical studies
concerning these industries, to define their legal sﬁatus, to formulate means by
which these projects could be financed, and to indicate how member states could
participate in the scheme. The Secretariat was also told to conduct studies on hou
existing industries could be harmonised and to make a comparative study of the
existing development plans, with a view to hafmcﬁisatigﬁ.r

Without attempting to minimise the success of the U0.E£.R.5.s one can point to
at least two initial factors in its favour: (1) the scheme is centred on the joint
exploitation of the Senegal River; and (2) of the four countries involved, France

is influential in three = it is only in Guinega that French influence is virtually

nil. By concentrating on the joint development of the Senegal River, Guinea, fali,

1. lUest Africa, August 31,1968, p.1018.

2, Afrigue Nouvelle, 5=11 February, 1970.

3. Afrique Nouvelle, 18-24 Juns, 1970.
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Mauritania and Senggal initiated a project that hds developed adxhami§nxm? its
own, spreading co-operation to other spheres of interaction. 1In addifion, while
French influence exists only in Senegal, Mauritania and, to a lesser extent, in Mali,
it should be added that, in spite of periodic verbal assaults, Guinea has been

1

seeking to improve its relations with France. The D.E.R.5. is, therefore, hardly
in a position to threaten French interests in the area.

West African Regional Grouping

At the seventh session of the £.C.A. in 1965, the decision was taken to establish
in West Africa a sub=tvegional vinter—governmental machinery responsible for the
harmonisation of economic and secial development” in the area "taking into account

2
the experience of similar institutional arrangements inside and outside Africa®.
In‘Dcﬁober 1966, a West African sub-regional conference in Niamey confirmed the
EaC;A.‘s decision; and the E.C.A. requested its Executive Secrastary, Robert Eardinar,
to convene in West Africa a meeting of the sub~region so that Articles of Association
could be signed for the creation of a West African Interim Council of FMinisters.
In April/May 1967, a conference on economic co=operation in West Africa signed the
Articles of Association in Accra. The states represented at the Accra conference
wara-Dahomgyg Ghana, Liberia, Ivory Coast, Fali, Niger, Mauritania, Nigeria, Senegal,

3

Sierra lLeone, Togo and Upper Volta.

in the Articles of Association, these countries agreed to (a) promote the
co=ordination and "equitable development of their economies, (b) further the
"méximum possible interchange® of goods and services among themselves, (c) contribute
to the Yorderly expansion® of trade between themselves on the one hand and the rest
of the world on the other, and (d) contribute to the economic development of Africa.
‘To attain these objeectives, the participants undertook to conduct studiss so as to
determine the areas of joint economic development; negotiate the progressive

elimination of customs and other barriers teo the expansion of trade among themselves;

1. Le lionde,6 October, 1967; Philippe Decraene, "les relations Franco-Guineennes:
une entreprise difficile", Le flonde, 2 November, 19673 Afrigue Nouvelle,
16=-22 April, 21-=27 Fay, 28 May-3 June, 8-14 October, 12&18 November, 1270.

2. Conference of Heads of State of West Africa on Economic Integration
(April 17-24 1968}, Advisory FPaper_on [Measures Towards Greater CLconomic
Co=pperation in West Africa, p.t.

%. Gambia later signed the Articles of Association.
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take measures that umﬁld render their products competitive with those impartéd into
the sub-region and obtain more favourable conditions for their products on the.
world markets; adopt’common policies and conclude agreements designed to serve the

attainment of their aims; and ensure that the common policies adopted and agreements
1
concluded were implemented. Article 5 of the Articles of Association created an

Interim Council of Ministers which was assigned the task of drafting a treaty for

an Economic Community of West Africa. The Council was empouered to establish a

Provisional Secretariat, an Interim Economic Committee and other appropriate

subsidiary bodies. In addition, the Council was to determine the areas of joint
. 2
geconomic development and the manner and degree of such development.

At the Interim Council's first meeting in November 1867, in Dakar, President
Senghor admonished that:

if we wish to be realistic and at the same times display powers of creative
imagination, we shall have tu pegin with a sort of free-trade area and end.
up, in stages, with an integrated community. Indeed, the difficulties at
the outset should not be minimised. Some of our States are linked with
France through the West Afriecan Customs Union, others are linked with Great
Britain through the Commonwealth. On top of this, most of us are associated
with the European Economic Community.

Your Council would be wise to scrutinise the real facts benhind these special
links, upon which depends most of the trads ofiour States...The Council would
also be wise to set in train a procedurs which.... will gradually lsad to
the liberalisation of trade among the Community States and at the same time
... adhere strictly to any earlier agreements contracted with other partners,
especially with the Tormer metropolitan powers. 3

With these words from the Senegalese President, the Interim Council procseded
to consider the form of the proposed Community. The consensus of opinion was that
the participants should strive towards attaining a common market, rather tham a free
trade area or customs union. However, it was the wnanimous opinion é? the GGUﬂcil
that further study was necessavy in order to have #a more thorough appreciation of
all the concrete measures necessary to achieve the economic integration of West
Africae...." This said, tha Council made a general outlipe of the treaty. The
factors and mechanism for implementing a common agricultural policy in terms of

production, prices and marketing were to be defined; there was to be no discrimination

in intra—-community trade; joint policies on industrialisation were to be adopted;

1. CEI/HSWA/DOC.13, pedfFa
2. Ibid, p.5.

G. "Annex No. 1%, CEI/HSWA/Dpc.5, pp.d-5.
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sconomic policies were to be co~ordinated; economic co=operation was to be

gstablished within the Community *"without effects detrimental to other states'':

e

there was need for a mechanism to compensate for payments deficit in bilateral

srade; projects to be jointly undeitaken were to bedefined: there was need for

o

compensation for loss of revenue as a result of the treaty; development programmes
were Lo be co-ordinated; special measures were reguired to deal with problems dus
to the different stages of development of member states; a machinery was needed to
finance economic development, recognition being given the fact that the african
Development Bank and national development financing institutions already exist;
and account was to be taken of the different monetary policies of member states.
The Provisional Secretariat was instructed to prepare the first draft of the treaty,
using the Toregeing points, a preliminary draft prepared by the E.C.A. Secretariat
as well as other documents on thei: subject as guidelines., The Council's next

1
meeting was scheduled to be in Monrovia not later than November 1068,

In April 1968, when a summit conference of West African states was convened
in Monrovia to sign the draft Protocol creating the West African Regional Grouping,
the Ivory Coast, Niger, Togo and Dahomey were not represented. Inhis address to the
opening session of the preparatory Ministerial meeting, President Tubman observed
that whiles

in principle, we have all subscribed to the concept of sub~regional
economic co-operation, we have failed to translate that concept into
working tactics and action. Even if we give considerable merit to
the subtle existence of a historically different form of colonialism
in Africa today, the fallures we have encountered have been primarily
ours. :

I your deliberations, I sincerely urge you to strive for a new and
realistic beginning, using this meetino as the first step which will

take our people out of this state of economic retardation. 2

The Ministerial conference recommended that sach state diversify its gconomy

undertaken and harmonised so that countries of the sub-region could establish
efficient and viable industriss whose preducts could be sold within the sub-region,
develop agricultural production for the area and construct the requisite transport

facilities for the movement of these products, and conclude trading arrangements

1e  CEL/HSUA/DOC.S, pa2if..
2. "Annex A%, CEI/HSWA/Doc.11/Rev.l, p.d.



with sach other. In the area of industrialisation, specific projects were tgvbé
agreed‘upan and Teasibility studies conducted. On the basis of thess studies, the
countries of West Africa were to take joint action to develop the particular
industries. Accordingly, the Heads of .State and Government were requested to take
the raquisite steps su that studies could be undertaken with a view to the industri-
alisation of West Africa through.the integration of industrial projects and the
o ¢ !

stimulation of industrial tradse. To improve existing transport and communidations
links as well as develop new ones, the West African states were to sponsar studies
which would identify “missing links" to be filled. A study was also to be undertaken
to determine the possible gains from sub-regional co-operation in the area of
agriculture, and the exchange of technical information in this area was té be

: 2

encouraged. Concerning trade within the West African sub=region, the Interim

Coungil called for the submission of proposals Tor the sstablishment of a West

African common market "at the earliest possible date®. This was to be done on a
selective basis, mith trade barriers being removed so as to increase the flow of
_ 3

products that countries of -the sub=region could produce. Co=pperation in the sub-
region was to be extended to education, health and cultural activities. In the area
of education, there were to be a greater exchange of students and teachers and joint
programmes among the universities and other institutions of West Africa. Existing
cc—operétion among the countries of the sub-region in the control and eradication
of diseases was to be intensified, while measures were to be adopted to increase

. 4

cultural contacts. Finally, the Interim Council recommended that steps be taken

to harmonise the sub-region's fiscal and monetary policies and remove or mitigate

5

the obstacles to increased economic co-operation.
When the summit conference met on April 22, 1968, Dr. Tubman told his collsagues

that the meeting:
g

Te  CEL/MHSWA/D0G11/A8Y s PPedamiba
2. Ibide, ppe14—15.
3. 1bid., pp.15~16.
4. Ibid., ppe.lo=17.

5§ ’z“b.é;ciis p.‘i‘?‘
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comes at a time when we can appreciate the inherent shortcumings of
the past due to an adherence to the policy of ©igid nationalism. It
“comes at a time, when we have unsuccessfully tried the old approach
of giving mere verbal recognition to these (economic) problems. It
comes at a time, when the need for real and concrete results is
greater than ever before for the adoption of the concept of integrated
development and the final establishment of an economic community within
the West African sub-region. 1
After recalling the events that had led to the conference, the Liberian President
observed that the U.N. Development Dscade was Tast approaching an end, but that the
minimal geals set by that Urganisation had not been attained. Africa, he said, was
the least developed of the-developing areas. He therefore urged the summit confersnce
to "mobilise our search for effective and practicable co-operative measures which
can be taken together, not in some distant future, but in the months immediately
ahead...” Not underestimating the obstacles involved, Dr. Tubman enumerated a few
of them. Differences exist in monetary and fiscal policies and practices; some

members of the sub-region have no exchange control, while others have controls

ranging from mild to very strict: some states practice economic liberalism, while

ol

others svcialismi and there are differences in customs and trade policies. In
Z

addition, there are unresolved political and psycholdpical issues.
In spite of these obstacles, Dr. Tubman emphasised thats

in thes long run, political and psycholégical differences must not

be permitted to prevail over our will Tor regional. integration.

At this meeting, we must truly Tace the realities of the situation
and lay the nscessary political base for further work. This means
committing our naticns, at the highest level, to the path of economic
co-operation, thus giving our Minpisters and technicians a mandate to
proceed under our supervision to make this goal a realitye.

Even with such a political commitment, the achievement of full co-
operation may not readily be attained, but bhers are many practical
and meaningful steps that can be taken immediately. A degree of
sucecess in achieving useful and concrete, though limited results,
will now lay the basis {or broader achievements later. 3

There were several formg of economic co—operation, Tubman saidji but an analysis of

them showed two patterns. Firstly, some couniries wers

geking to free intra-

m

regional trade by vemoving tariffs and other restrictions in order to integrate
industrialised economies Tor greater efficiency. Secahdly, there were countriss

endeavouring to build up their economies by regional integration through a greater

1. TAnnex A, CEL/HSWA/DOCe13, peds
2. Ibide, peIff.

3; Ibﬁiidu 3 pp-ﬁ“’?-
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utilisation of resources, creation of larger markets and exploitation of all possible
geonomic opportunities available. For the West African suberegion, the sscond
approach was more appropriate because the factors of production in that sub-region
-‘l :
are insufficiently developed.
After calling on his colleagues to express themselves "fully and frankly® on

the issue of economic co—=cparation, President Tubman added:

We cannot delude ourselves into thinking that the solution to our

problems rests with outsiders or future gensrations. UWhile we expect

and welcome help from cutside, -the naturs of our problems imposes

upon us ahsolute responsibility for their satisfactory solution. Too

often we have sought short=term solutions which only serve as tranquilisers

instead of long=term solutions which would provide adequate remedies.

We have chosen the short—term advantages because we lack the courage

and fortitude to make the sacrifices which the long-term solutions

require. Ue can never achisve our ultimate goal by travelling along

the easy rvoad. Ue must put our shoulders to the wheel Tor a long and

hard pull. 2 ' '
The Liberian leader propossd that an administrative agency be created to identify
measures which could be undertaken at an early stage te stimulate co-operation.

Since the lack of persistence had led to the erosion of past attempts at co-operation

‘in the sub~region, Or.. Tubman called on the conference to make a firm commitment Lo

3

méet again within a year to review the work of the agency or agencies created.
The Preéidents of the 0.E.R.5., who had asked President Tubman to take the
initiatiue in convening the conference, strongly supported his proposals.  President
Senghor said thaﬁ he shared the Liberian President's faith in the West African
sub-regicﬁ,4 Nagritanian*Preaidant Bu;d Daddah stated that his country considered
sub=regional Qrguping to be ﬁhavmnly way- of really unifying the African continent
because it was the only inst@gmént through which efficient use could be made of

the mmplementary aspects of Africa. UWhile the establishment of a West African

n the

-

fegional Grouping would not provide an immediate solution to all the problems

area, President Culd Daddah said, it would show a real desire and determination on
. 5

the part of the participants to enter intoc "adequate economic commitments®.

1.

DD . 7*”8 .

2; QP.Q—TD;
3. Ibide, pp.10~11.
4, MAnnex B%, CEI/HSWA/Doc.13, pele

5. “Annex C", CEI/HSUA/DGC.13,pp.2=3.
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President Toure mantéd the conference to give "more tangible form to our new
awareness and to our determination to settle our‘often all~too-slight differences®,
He therefore called for the definition of a joint economic policy which would safe-
gua¥d and puarantee the achievement of the well-being of the West African peoples.
The_pacple of Guinea, President Tourd said, did not believe that Afric's acanémic
development and integration dsepended on "foreign commpassion®, The proof of this,
- the Guinean leader said, could be found, "on mature reflection?, in the results of
the U.N.C.T.A.D. decision that committed the wealthy states to allocate at least one
per cent of their national income to the development of the developing countries.
This decision had not only besame.“meaningless", but what had besen *"over-opiimis—
tically" referred to as the "United Nations Development PCecade® was actually the
peried in whiéh the terms of trade deteriorated “mest drastically". It was therefore
the duty of the conference tb draw the "inevitable conclusions® from this fact and
commit the West African sub-region to efforts designed to bring about * independent
development™. It was "astonishing" that five years after the founding of the U0.A.U.,
African states still maintaintheir economic and administrative iﬁétitutians within
narrow boundaries. If the conference did not take measures to bring about upity,
"we shall be accomplices of these who in the past were our masters dominating and
oppressing us in subjection; and accomplices of imperialism, a crime from which
neither our peoples not History will ever absolve us".1

Gambian Prime Minister Jawara said that the "disappointing results" of U.N.C.T.A.D
1I and the continued deterioration in the terms of trade made it Timperative and urgent
that action be taken to stop this adverse trend and consolidate the economiss of the
countries in West Africa into more viable units. The Gambian Premisr expressed the
hope that the conference would provide a "political settimg" for sub-regional
co-operation in the ecmnumiﬁ as well as other areas "which we may consider dssizab;e"%
The Vice=Chairman of the Nigerian Executive Council, Chief Awolowo, pleddad his
country's support for Many agreement" reached by the‘conference and the Protocol
establishing the West African Regional Brauping. Chief Awolowo urged that where

the ehoice was between "continued fragmentation leading toperpetual weakness and

1« WANnex E£4, CEI/HSWA/DOGC.15, Pedffae

2. "Annex DV, CEI/HSWA/Doc.13. p.de



- 191 -

economic underdevelopment on the one hand and co~operation leading to economic

progress and prosperity for our peoples on the other, we have no alternative but
: 1
to embrace the latter choice®. The Ghanaian Commissioner of Economic Affairs
?

Ee No Umaboe, said that his country "believes strongly' in economic co=operation in

=

West Africa because it was only through such co—operation that the welfare of the

2
peoples of the sub=region could be best promoted, ATter the speeches, the Protocel
establishing the West African Regional Grouping was signed. The supreme organ of the

new organisation is the Conference of Heads of State and Government which is supposed
to hold an ordinary session sach year; the Grouping also has a Council of Ministers
and an Executive Secretariat. Although the Ivory Coast, Dahomey, Togo and Niger wenre
not represented at the summit conference, the Protocol came into force at the
flonrovia conference when it was signed by a majority of the Uest African states, as
stipulated by Article 4 of the frotocol. A treaty, to be cancluded, will define
5 :

the Grouping more Tully.

To date, the Grouping has still not bsen launched. Again, iT our assumption
as to the proposed West African Free Trade Area is accepted, then we may conclude
that the present difficulties heing faced in the attempt to establish the Grouping
are, at least in part, due to the same factor(s) responsible for the lack of success
in efforts to set up the Free Trade Area, As was stated earlier, the Ivory Coast
and its Emtente partners, excluding Upper Volta, did not participate in the Fonrovia
conference in April 1968. The proposed Grouping will include Nigeria, Liberia,
Ghana, Sierra Leone, Bambia and Guinea, countries in which non~French interests are
dominantsy it is therefore unlikely that the French = gver suspicious that the "Anglo-
Saxons® (principally the Americans) are trying to d;splage them in their Tormer
territories -~ view the formation of the Grquiﬁg with enthusiasm. This does not mean
that the problem of transport and currency differences is not important, or that
the traditional Jousting between Dakar and Abidjan for economic (and political)
supremacy in francophone West Africa is unimportant. But it is more likely that,

over all these problems, a greater one is superimposed: French suspicion of being

1« WAnnex G#, CEL/HSWA/DOG.13, pedfi.
2. "Annex F", CEI/HSWA/Doc.13, p.1ff.

3. Article 6, Protocol Establishing the West African Regional Grouping, 1968.
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outmanoeuvred in the francophone countries.

We have emphasised in thisand the previous chapters three principal arcas of
co~operation including atteppts at reinforcing old subsystems and creating pew ones
to promote trade and economic co-operation in Africa; there have been other
experiments of a similar pature, which are also germane to our arguments they are

examined bri¢fly in the following chapter.



CHAFTER X
OTHER FORMS OF ECUNUMIC CO=OPERATION

As in the two previous chapters, our objective here is in continuing to
demonstrate that, in spite of the fact that the search for economic unity continues,
the 0.4.U. has not been instrumental in promoting such unity. In this chapter, we
shall treat the highly institutionalised ties that exist betwsen the Associated
African and Malagasy States and the European Ecéngmic Community as well as a number
of other forms of bilateral and multilateral economic co—operation on the African

continent. Although the various schemes mentioned may appear to be unconnected,
they all point to one fact -~ the irrelevancevof the 0.A.U. in the promotien of
economic unity in Africa., As we shall see in sach case, the African states have
gither bilaterally or multilaterally taken steps to attain an abjective set within
the Tramevork of thé Organisation = namely, the promotion of economic co=uperation =
but the Organisation itself has not been involved in these measures.

Ce

The Associabed African and Malagasy States and the E.E.

We have seen how U.A.M.C.E. took on a political form when it changed its name
£o 0.C.A.M: but its member states have tended still to emphasise their economic ties
with each other. Almost all of the 18 African states presently asscciated with the
Furopean Economic Community are membars of O.C.A.M. Under the terms of Articles 131,
132 and 133 of the 1957 Rome Treaty, whiéh created the E.E.C., the member states of
the European Common Market agreed to grant associate status to the then dependencies
of France, Belgium, Italy and The Netherlands. Flember states were to apply to these
assoclate memhers the séme rules applicable in commercial tfaﬁgastions among them=
selves, and each associate member was to apply to its commercial transactions with
other member states and associate members the same rules that were operative in
respect of commercial transactions with the European country with which it had
‘special relations. Members were to contribute to the development of assoclate
members. Tariffs on trade between the E.E.C. and the "18% were to be abolished
in accordance with the same timetable for the abolition of tariffs within the E.E.L.
The ©18" were, however, given the option of levying customs duties for development

or budgetary purposes; bubt they were to bs non—discriminatory. A&n Implementing
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Convention réléting to the assmciate‘staﬁus of the #18"% provided for a Development
Fund te promote the social and economic development of these areas; and the Fundt's
‘ 1
resources qgrewte be distributed "“on a rational geographical basis®,

For the period 1958 to 1963, the E+E.Cs distributed more than $580,000,000 to
the "overseas countries and territories’, Madagascar receiving the highest amount,
56,265,000, and the Territory of the AFar and Issa (then Erench Somaliland)

receiving the lowest, $1,199,000,

Article B8 of the Implementing Convention stipulated that sach associate member
would progressively extend the right of establishment to the nationals and firms
of member states other than those of the state with which it had special relations.
If an associate member imposed an import quota, the quota open to a country other
than that with which such associate member had special relations was to be converted
to a.glabal quota, épen‘to other members on a non=discriminatory basié, a yesar after
the entry into force of thé anueﬁtign; Un the sams date, all glebal guotas so
established were to ba‘eniargéd so0 as to attain an increase of at least 20§ of total
value as compared with the preceding year. Moreover, the global guota for each
product was also to be increased by not less than 10%. From then on, annual
increases were to bhe made in the same proportions. If the glubal guota for a non-
liberalised product represented less than 7% of the total import of an associate
member, a quota of at>least 7% of such import was to be established not later than
the first year after the Convention came into fofée, and was to be increased
-annually in accordance with the same rules used in increasing the global quotas
of other imports. However, these provisions were not %o be an obstacle to the
-prahibitign or restriction of imports or exports for public morality, order and
safety, and for the protection of industrial or commercial praoperty and national

“treasures of artistic, historical or other values. But the measures tgken were to be
non=ciiscriminatory in application.

In June 1964, the Yaoundé& Convention came into iforce, replacing the provisions

of the Rome Treaty and the Implementing Convention concerning the associate status

'1,7'Implement{ﬁg'CanuantiDn'Réiatinéitd the Association with the Community of the
Uverseas Countries and Territories, 1957,

2s For a country by country break-down, see Appendix E.



of the "18"., Under the terms of Article 2 of the Yaoundé Convention, imports
into the Europsan Community from the 18" were to enjoy the prograssive elimination

of customs duties and dues. Upon the entry into force of the Convention, houwever,

the E.E.C. was to abolish all customs duties and dues in respect of such products

from these associate members as pineapple, coconut (dried pulp), unrcasted and non-
decafeinated coffee, tea (not exceeding 3 kilograms net per package), “pippgr“

pepper, uncrushed or ungroupnd vanilla, uncrushed or unground cloves, uncrushed or
unground nutmeg and cocea beans. Simultaneously, the Community was to apply a

~common tariff in respect of these products From third countries. However, the tariffs
on these products were modified in respect of certain third countries for the imports
of green coffee into the Benelux countriss and bananas into West Germany.

Articles 3 and 4 stipulated that each associate state was to apply the same
tariff treatment to the products of all member states; those assc&iate members that
were not already applying this rule were to do so within six months after the entry
into force of the Convention. Simultaneocusly, the products of all members were to
éhjéy in the associate states the benefit of the progressive elimination of customs
duties and dues by at least 15% annualiy; this provision was, however, not applicable
to nop~discriminatory duties and duss that were recognised as being necessary Tor
industrial development or the increase of revenue. -Bubt iff such duties and dues
caused a "serious disturbance” in competition, the Caunciliof Association, provided
for by the Convention, was to take Yappropriate measures'.

All quantitative restrictions imposed by the 18" on imports from the Community

cr

were to be abolished not later than four years after the Convention came into force.
Again, this provision was to be modified if such restrictions were necessary for
development purposes, Balance of payments difficulties or, as regards agricultural
1

produce, Tor reasons of reguirements due to existing marksts.

The Development Fund was continued under the terms of Articles 15 and 16. The
E.E.C. allocated $730 million: 8666 million was to be given to the Fund, $620 million
of which was to be utilised as non-=repayable aid, and the remainder as specilal-=term

loans; and $64 million was to be used by the Curopean Investment Bank ss loans.

For the period 1%64 to 19269, the E.E.C, distributed about $623 million among the #18%,

1. Article 6.
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with Congo-Kinshasa receiving the highest amount, $74,389,000, and the Territory
1
of the Afar and Issa the lowest, §1,854,000,
The natiocnals and firms of all E.E.C. members were to enjoy the same rights
of establishment and provision of services not later than three years after the
Convention came intc force. However, the nationals and firms of a member state

to

0
[]

vere to benefit only to the extent that their stats granted similar advantace

&

the nationals and firms of the assuciate member in guestion. In the esvent an
associate member granted more favourable treatment to the citizens and firms of a
third country than it did to those of the Community, sueh treatment was to be extended

o

to the citizens and firms of the Community, "save when it is in accordance with

i
2
regional agreementst,
A Council of Association was formed to specify the spherss of Tinancial and
technical co~operation between the Community and the "18%. The Council, which is
assisted by a Committee of Association, consists of members Qf the E.E.C. Council
and Commission and a representative from each of the associate states. The Cmgﬁzii
meete at least once a year, and its deecisions, which are taken by common accord
betusen the Cammunity.members on the one hand and the 18" on the other, are binding.
in additiaﬁ, there isya Parliamentary Conference of the Association as uwell as a
Court of Arbitrétion. The Parliamentary Conference meets once a year and consists
of members of the Eurﬁpean Assémbly and the national assemblies of the "18Y" in egual
numbers. The-Conference receives an annual report from the Councll and adopts
resolutions on matters concerning the Association. Disputes as to th@.iﬁtérpfetétiﬂﬁ
of the Convention are settled by the Court of Arbitration, whose decisions are bindino
on the disputants.A Five judges make up the Court: a President appointed by the

Council and four independent judges:; two of the judges are appointed upon nomination

)

by the E.E.C. Council, and the other two upon nomination by the #1180,
Having given ithis rather sketchy framework within which Association between the

18" and the E.E.C. operates, let us now return to an sarlier assertion, namely,that

1. For a country-by-country breake~douwn, see Appendix F.
2, Articles 28 and 30.

3. Articles 40 to 44, 50 and 51.
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the 0.C.A.M. states have tendeditc lay considerable cmphasis on the economic function
of their organisation. In this connection, when the "18% bacame dissatisfied with
the implementation of the Yaound& Convention, the 0,C.A.M. members used their
organisation to articulate and channel the demands of the associlate states to the
£.E£.C., an action ﬁhat was not opposed by Mali, Mauritania or Somalia, the non=U0.C.A.M.
members of the #1189, In October 1966, the then 0.C.A.M. President, Nigerien
President Hamani-Digxi? in compliance with a mandate from that organisation, presented
the grievances of the associate ststes to the E.E.C. The asscciate members complained
that, from 1958 to 1964, the imports of the E,.E.C., Trom other developing countries
had increasedﬂby 44%, while the corresponding figure for them was 28%. Although
the Community pupchased about 50% of its.peanut,oil palm, logs, cocoa and vanilla
from the w18%, it obtained only ahout 25% of its bananas and coffee from the latter.
In 1965, theré was a further decrgase in the imports of oil and oil seeds, bananas
’Eﬁd pepper. The associate members estimated that the fall in ths prices of their
principal agricultural products were as follows: from 1955 to 1965, 10.5: for paim
kernel, 14.92% for palm ail, 24,37% for peanuts, 25.82% for cotton, 35.59% for coffee
and GB% fTor cocoa.1

What had. made the situation even more seriocus, the ¥18Y argued, maé the fact
that this fall in the prices of theif products had been accompanied by increased
prices for products Trom the industrialised countries. Moreover, while the associate
members were constrained to sell thelr products on the basis of the price on the
world market, they were, on the other hand, limited to buying the agricultural and

industrial products of the E,E.C. at higher prices than those obtained on the

world market because they did net have access to other foreign markets, and must
therefore buy from the commercial firms of the Community within their territories.
Furthermore, the "18" claimed, the notion of a "world market® was a "myth#, and the
‘world price was a "surplus price".z

Continuing their argument, the associate states said that a ton of Ivorian
coffee could have purchased twenty-four tons of cement in 1958, but only 17.95 tons

in 1965. For the same period, the purchasing power of a ton of Ivorian cocoa had

1. Afrigue Contemporaine, No;éé;rjﬁiy'aﬁugustgr193?§ p;15}

2. Ibid.
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been reduced from 19.83 tons of cement to 13.81 tons. 1In 1960, a ton of Camerconean
cocoa could have bought 2,700 meters of unbleached cloth, but only 800 meters in 1965.
While expressing their gratitude for the $730 million aid which the Community had
contributed to Qavex.a.fiug—year period, the #1897 estimated that this ald would not
Bmmpehéaté ?Dr the consecutive fall in the prices of their products. For example,

while the Ivory Coast was said to have lost an estimated $200 million on just three

¥
]

of its principal products from 1960 to 1965, it had received only about $60 million
in aid for the same period from #friendly countries'., UWhat the associate states
wanted therefore was that the share and value of their exports to the European
Community should not decrease, but should increase in proporticn te the increase
in consumption and the standard of living of the Community. Foreover, they expressed
the view that their exports to the E.E.C. could be increasedif they were not subject
1

to Maxtravagant taxes' in Yecertain Eurcpean countriesf®.

To sﬁﬁdy fhe orievances of the associate members and propose solutions, the

Council of Association appointed a committee of African and European experts. The

2]

position of the African experts on the commitiee was that the implementation of the

L

s N P s s '
Yaougde Convention had been satisfactory for the first few years, but that France

had remained, for the most part, the principle trading partner; they were therefore
of the opinion that the Convention was inadequate to allow the introduction and sale

of their products in the other E.E.C. countries. The Europeans expressed the vieu
that the measures to take consisted of finding means by which the #18% could
participate in European fairs and expositions and a procedure to finance such
narticipation, involving the Development Fund. While not disagreeing with this
proposal, the Africans said that, principally, something should be done about con-
sumption taxes (taxes a la copsumation) and the organisation of the markets, that

their preferential tariffs should be maintained, and that their preducts should be
2

wgruly integrated?® with the Community's common agriculture policy.
in June 1967, the E.E.C. agreed toc study the ppssibility of setting up within

the associate states a commercial organisation which would assist those states in

id
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tropical products in the Community, the E.E.C. also agreed Lo participate in a
financial scheme which would allow the "18%" to take part in European expositions.
Commencing July 14, 1967, the E,E.C. said, the Community would subsidise the sale
of oil products from the "18% on its markst. iﬁ addition, West Germany, which
traditionally impozts bananas from Latin Amsrica, undertook to buy about 51,000 tons
of hananas from the associate states in 1967. Tapioca Trom Madagascar ﬁDuld gnter
< ,
the Community, and chocolate from Cameroon could snter the French market without

1
protective tariffs. Early in July 1967, the E.E.C. Commission allocated $500,000

in financing a programme of participaticn by the "18% in certain fairs and

ct

to assis
trade exhibitions in the E.E.C. countries. Since 1968, these states have been
. 2
participating in this scheme.
— s L i x - N o - .
To conduct negotiations with the E.E.C. for a renewal of the Yaounde Convention,

the 0.C.A.M, members. of the "18" again selected the President of their organisation,
President Diori, to handle this matter; and agsin, the non-0.C.A.M. members of the -
grmﬁp - Mali, Mauritania and Somalia = acquiesced. The 0.C.A.M. states have set up a
common market for sugari and although iﬁ is not as functional as some members would
wish, it is a start. Attempts are alsc being made to establish a common market for
meat. In January 1968, the Council of 0.C.A.M, mandated President Diori to take
steps leading to the opening of a gialogue“ betueen member states and the various
foreign firms situated in 0.C.A.M. countries, with a visw to Africanisation.
Pr@sident fiori's efforts led to the convening, in April 1969, of a conference in
Abidjan at which 0.LC.A.IM. states, international organisations and private firms were
represented., This conference recommended, inter alia, that the U,C.A.F, Heads of
State should adopt a joint declaration, deﬁiﬁéhg éhg “yays and means" of bringing
about Africanisation and should periocdically convene a conference on this guestion.
In Januarny 1970, an 0.C.A.M. summit conference issued a joint declaration which
called for the periocdic meeting of a permanent committee on the guestion of African—

isation and the establishment. of two centres, one in Kinshasa and the other in Abidjan,

Te IDiCas Pei7s

2. L.E.C. First Ceneral Report on the Activities of the Communities, 1967, p.33063
Second General Report on the Activities of the Communities, 1968; pp.361-3062;
Troisieme Rapport General sur l'activive des Communautes, 19689, pp.3B2-383.
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1
to train Africans for the programme. Co-operation within 0.C.A.M. has also been

extended to the joint operation of an Inter-State School of Science and Veterinary
' 2
fledicine in Dakar.

Uther forms of Bilateral and jfultilateral Co—operation

| Throughout the African continent, in matters of trade and sconomic co-operation,
we observe that constant attempts are being made, either hilaterally or multilaterally
to reinforce old subsystems or create nsw ones iﬁ the ebsence of an alternative at
the system (0.A.U.) level. In addition to the assoclation between the "18" and the
E.E.C., thers are other forms of co-operation in Africa, a Tew of which would
suffice Por our purpsse. Early in March 1964, Ugénda and the Sudan signed an agree~
ment which allowed Uganda to export coffee, tea and sugar to the Sudan in exchange
for Sudaness sheep, dates and some industrial products. On FMarch 10, the U.A.R. and
Tunisia agreed to increase the level of their trade to about §$9 million. In April,
flauritanda and the U.A.H. concluded an agrsement under the terms of which the U.A.H.
was to export industrial products ﬁa fauritania in exchange for livestock, salted
Fish; hides and gum avabic from the latter. In May, Nigeria, Niger, Chad and
Cameroon agreed, amang other things, to treat the Lake Chad basin as an economic
unit. The four states undertotk not to initiate any projects that would interfere
with the normal flow of Lake Chad and its tributaries without consulting each other.
On May 30, Tunisia and Céngo-Kinshasa signed a trade aoreement which allowed Tunisia
to export fertilisers, food products, cars, lorries and bicyclés in exchange fTor
Congolese Gapﬁef, cobalt,; cocoa, coffee, cotton and palm oil, Also in 1964, the

four countiies of the Maghreb (Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria and Libya) established

(N

joint institutions (a Council of Ministers, a Consultative Committee and a Centre for
Industrial Studies) to co-ordinate their development plans. The headquarters of the
Consultative Committee are in Algiers, and the Centre for Industrial Studies is in

Tripoii. Although the objectives of the Maghreb states have not been attained thus

3
far, efforts in this direction are continuing.

1. Afrique Dontemporaihe, Nd.&ﬁ; flay~June 1969, pp.10=11 and No.48
fMarch =April 1870, p.11.

2. Afrigue Nouvelle, 23-29 3uly, 1970.

3. Afrlca Research Bulletin,Econ., Fin. and Tech. Series, March 1964, p.33, April
1964, p.50 and June 1864, p.89; West Africa, May 30, 1964, p.599; U.N.E.C.A,

E;Dnumlc Co~operation and lﬂtEﬂLatlDﬂ in Africa: three case studies,
bT{fCAX1093 1964, PP Z=3. P
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In February 1965, Algeria and the Ivory Coast concluded an agreement which
provided for a more balanced trade between the two countries. Under the terms of
this agreement, the Ivory Coast was to continue exporting to Algeria coffee, cocoa,
bananas, palm oil, dried fish, timber and pineapple in exchange for Algeriaan wine,
food pastes, dates, tobacca, Fe?tilisers, chemical products, tractors and textiles.
On June 8, 1966, Guinea and the U.A.R. signed a trade agresment which allouwed Bﬁinea
to export bauxite, palm o0il- and tinned products in exchange for Egyptian textiles,

unel

T

dry batteries and plastics. Also in June 1966, the Entente states set up a
for Mutual Aid and Loan as a supplement to foreign investments. The Ivory Coast
agreed to contribute CFA 500,000,000 per annum, Dahomey, Upper Volta and Niger
CFA 42,000,000 each, and Togo CFA 24,000,000, In addition to providing the lion's
share of the Fund, the Ivory Coast also undertook not to make withdrawals from the
Fund for the period of five years, so that its partners could complete their existing
deuelépmenﬁ programmes. Un August 29, Congo=Kinshasa and Burundi agreed to develop
1

trade between the two countries.

In farech 1967, Algeria and Camerocon signed an agrsement under the terms of which
Algeria was allowed to export tobacco, stesl, dates, cast irom, figs and crude oil
in exchange for Camerconean cocoa, bananas, tanned hides, pineapples and tin. Un
May 26, Ghama and Dahomey concluded an agreement, allowing Ghana to export cement,
clothes, alcoholic and non;alcoholic drinks, cocoa products, clgarettes and tobaccoe
leaves, electrical materials and pharmaceutical products in exchange For fruits,
cereals, vegetables, Fish productég copra, coconut oil, perfumes, cotton, radio sets
and motarcyclés from Dahomey,., In October, Nigeria and Tunisia signed an agreement
lorries and cars for Nigarian‘natural rubber, columbite, tropical timber and crude
petroleum. In December, Morocco and Senegal agreed to increase the level of theix
trades and Mauritania and Congo-Brazzaville concluded an agreement which stipulated
that Congo=-Brazzaville was to maintain its purchase'uf 4,000 tons of Mauritanian

dried Tish per annum until 1972, and Mauritania was to buy 6,000 tons of sugar

annually from Congo-Brazzaville for the same periodiz

Te ﬁ%ﬁiﬁéﬁégéearch,Epllsﬁiny Fcon., Fine. & Ta@h;7§étiasgLféﬁruéry:ﬁ5; Hércﬁ;15§19E5$
P.249, May 15 — June 14 1966, p.514; U.N.E.C.A. Foreign Trade Newsletter,
Nos. 18=19, (E£/CN.14/STC/FTN/18-19, December 1968), p.1if.

2, U.NLE.C.A.,Foreign Trade Nauglgﬁﬁgigmos,QBsﬂg (E/CN14/8TC/FTN/18=19, December 1968)
Pelffe i
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In May 1970, a summit conference of West African francophone countries uwas

o

held in Bamako, in the words of Malian Head of State Moussa Traore, “to forge an
instrument capable of ef?ectiuely-pramoting co~operation between the States (of West
Africa) with a view to the progressivs integration of. {(their) hational economies®.
Since 1959, when the former French colonies of West Africa (excluding Togo and Guinea)
signed a treaty in Paris, providing for a customs union, attempts to bring about

economic co-—operation involving all the francophone states of West Africa have besn

less than successful, principally because of divergent political visws, a fact that

o

was reflected in the Tormation of the now defunct Mali Federation and the establishment
of the Conseil de l'Entente in 19589. The present attempts are designed toc revive the
largely moribund Union Dounai®re des Etats d'Afrigue Occidentale (provided for by
treaties concluded in 1959 and 1966) in order to provide a larger market for existing
industries, create new industriss, increase inter-—state trade, improve the industrial
development of‘the'léss deuélaped states of the area, abolish all obstacles to inter—
gtate trade and encourage contacts at the political and other levels. The Falian
Minister of Fimance, M. Louis Negrs, who was elected President of the Ministerial
conference, is to submit a draft treaty to the other atates before June 30, 1271 so

2

tha

I3

it cah be signed by the Heads of State at a meeting scheduled for November 1,
1871. Until then, a Secretariat will conduct studies on the inter-state trade
situation, ways of establishing a fund to encourage industries and commerce,
industries to be submitted for inter-state agreement, a tax system applicable to
products that will benefit from inter-state agresments, and the harmonisation of
1

tarifis. Just before the Bamako meeting, the Entente Heads of State met in Abidjan
‘and agreed to establish an economic community for livestock and meat. The United
States has already granted the Entente states an $8 million loan to finance projects
: 2
in the area of animal husbandry.

Without further belabouring the point, we van safely conclude that, as old
subsystems are reinforced and new ones Tormed to solve trade and economic problems,
the 0.A.U. itself can hardly become -~ it never has heen - melevant in this area:;
and as the subsystems become more and more Functional in matters of trade and sconomic

T Afrigye,canteﬁﬁﬁraine, NéZZEB, July Féﬁguét; 1970, pp.ﬁ7918.

2. Afrigue Nouvelle, 21-27 May, 1870.
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co-operation, the higher the probabliility that other areas of co-opsration might

be transferred to them-at the expense of thes 0.4.U. Already, as we have seen,
conflicts within the Entente, 0.C.A.M, and the G.E.R.5. have tended to be resolved
principally within the frameworks of these subsystems, thus rendering the B;A;D,

less relevant in certain agpects of the political sphere of interaction as Tar as
co~opsration within these subsystems is concerned. UOne could argue that the problem
of transport, among others, makes a sub=regional approach to economic co=operation
much more realistic. But this would be a weak argument in view of the present co-
operation miﬁhin U.CuA.Mey uhose membership extends from Sensgal in West Africa to
Mauritania in the Indian Ocean. In addition, as we have seen, bilateral trade agree-
ments have been concluded between countries of different sub=regions. Therefore,
continental economic co=-opsration within the framework of the 0.A.U. is not only a
desirable proposition to stem the present trend towards sub-regional and bilateral
co=operation at the sxpense of the U.A.U., but is also feasible, even if within
limits. For example, a free trade arsa could bhe established for industrial and non=
industrial products. Although transport would make it impracitcable for all D.A,.U.
members to take advantage of this scheme, those states that are in the position to do

PO

so could at least begin to move in that direction, while the U.A.U. took measures
(obtaining foreign capital, for example) to develop and improve transport in Africa
so that all of its members could pariicipate in the scheme. With this as a start,

co-operation could be extended to include such matters as. joint industrial ventures

and the harmonisation of development plans,

If the U.ALU. continues to be non-functiovnal in the sconomic sphers of interaction

the present trend towards bilateral and limited multilateral economic co=operation
will undoubtedly continue, the Organisation being more and more eclipsed by the
various sub-regional grouplngs. And given tﬁe fact that its member states have
developing sconomies, the successes of these sub=regional groupings will tend to
create a situation in which G.A.U. members will bs much more responsive to decisions
taken withih the framesworks of their sub-regional groupings thantuthﬁSEUfthe[hA.U.,
because the obligations of membership in these groupings will be compensated by
gconomic advantages. In this connection, let ws cenclude by citing the words of tuwo

African leaders on the O.A.U, In July 1866, Dr. Nyerere said that ¥the new tendsncy
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{(is)} to treat the U.A.U. and all talk of pan—-Africanism as matters of foom = motions
, LS i

which have to be gone through, while the werious business of building states is
1
continued®., A little over two years later, the Malagasy President, Tsiranana,

said that he regretted “that political (matters) have taken the place of economic
{ones) within the 0.A.U.". The Malagasy President expressed the visw thats

regionalism = not separatist regionalism = can solve the difficultb
economic problems that face Africa. ' ‘

It is nolt necessary that hours be spent on discussing political
issues to adopt a resolution that will never be implemented. Uwhat
(the 0.A.U.) should be concerned with is studying projects like

the connection of roads, railways, aviation (and) post which will
help to accelerate the realisation of African unity.

Certainly, the 0.A.U. has helped to defuse certain conflictS....
But i¥ our organisation wishes to last, it must reflsct the realism
of U.C.A.M. 2

1. The Nationalist, July 13, 1966.

2. Le Monde, 21 September, 1968.
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CONCLUSIONS

Has the O.A.U. been instrumental in the promotion of unity iﬁ Africa? To

suggest that the Organisation has served nao useful purpose would be erroneous.

The fact that leaders of the various African states have a common forum in which

to exchange views on the preséing issues of the continent is iﬁ itself an
acc@mpliéhmant because these leaders are kept in contact with each other. [oreover,
the DQA‘UQ has been‘fUﬁBtimnal in certain aspects of the politiecal sphere of inter=
action. As ue hava'seen, the Drgénisatian'has helped to defuse conflicts such as
those between Algeria and Morocco, Somalidand Ethiopia, Somaliaénd Kenya, and Ruwanda
and Burundi. These statss were allbwed to accept more gracefully what they would
have accepted less so in the absenceiof the 0.A.U. or a similar organisation. Issues
that might have been the exclusive concern of a few African states, or allowed by
default to die away, are being kept alive at the system level, thus distributing
participation among the various members. The Organisation's commitment to the fight
against colonialism and gggftbeid in Africa is a case in point. While some African
states, left to themselves, would have actively supported the tiberation movements
in Africa, it is very doubtful whether others would have done so, even passively.

In addition, the 0.A.U. has been used as a framework to articulate and channel
certain demands of the African states to othér international bodies and non=0,A,U.
states. Again, the fight against colanialism and apartheid comaes to mind.

Portugal, South Africa and external powers in close relationship with them are ooy
sub ject at least ta‘criticism and varying degrees of pressure. Clearly, the
Urganisation has served some useful - if limited -~ purpose.

But having said this, let us look at the other side of the coin. As stated in
Chapter I, when the 0.A.U., was founded in 1963, its objectives - and it is useful
to re-state them here — wsre "to promote the unity and solidarity of the African
states; to co-ordinate and intensify their co-operation and‘efforts to achieva a
better 1life for the psoples of A%rica; to défénd their sovereignty, their territorial
integrity and independence; to eradicate all forms of colonialism from Africa; and
to promote international co-operation, having due regard to the Charter of the

United Nations and the Unwersal Declaration of Human -Rights". To these ends, the
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0.A.U. states agreed to "co=ordinate and harmonise" their policies with a visw
to "political and diplomatic co=operation; economic co—dparation, including
transport, and communications; educational and cultural co-operation; health
sanitation, and nutritional co-operation; scientific afid technical co-operation;
~ and co~operation for defence and security".

As we have seen, however, the Brganisatian is becoming less and less instrumental
in pursuit of these set objectives (with the possible exception of keeping alive the
issue of colonialism, apartheid and the resolution of some inter-state conflicts);
and this is due to several factors. Firstly, the desire of certain units to rein-
force their subsystem so as to exercise more influence in determining the system's
behaviour, and the tendency to transfer other functions to a successful subsystem,
have created a situation in which subsystems are eclipsing thse overall system of
the U.AsU, itself. As we saw in Chapter III, the 0O.A.U. Council of finisters = at
its August 1963 meeting in Dakar = recommended that regional and sub=-regional
groupings on the African continent be limited to economie, social and cultural
éctiuitiés common to ﬁhe states concerned. Howsver, in their desire to exercise
more influence within the 0.A.U., the Entente states pressed to have the Union of
African and Malagasy Economic Co=-operation politicissd = so that it could handle
political as well as economic matters - in order to give the francophone states,
as a bloc, much more influence within the O.A.U. and more cohesion inter se. The
result has been that 0.C.A.M. (the new name chosen for the U.A.M.C.E.) has not only
become much more relsvant to its members than the 0.A.U. in promotion of trade and
economic co=operation, but conflicts within this subsystem have tended to be
resolved principally at the subsystem level; Hence 0.C.A.M, is eclipsing the 0.A.U.,
and this is true even in certain aspects of their political relatiéns. The
activities of 0.C.A.M. are, howsver, only ons example of how the 0.A.U. is being
diminished in proporation to the rdise in impmrtaﬂca_éf its component units. U.C.A.0,
has been singled out in this section because of the direct and dramatic challenge
that it posed to the 0.A.U. in the political sphere of interaction. Other subsystems
that are tending to have the same effect because of their success in their economic

relations will be considered later.



- 207 =
Secondly, the types of outputs produced by the system in pursuit of its
objective to eradicate colonialism and racial discrimination from‘Africa have been
such that, while there is unity of agreement aé to ths objsctive, a unity of action

to reach the objective is unlikely under present conditions. The 0.A.U. lacks the

gconomic and military power to give it the requisite cohesion in its present

majority of its members are committed to this fight. We have seen, for axample,
that in 1963 the 0.A.U. called on its members to impose sanctions against South
Africa and Portugal and that, in 1965, it recommended that the African states sever
diplomatic relations with Britain. Howsver, the O.A.Q. was unable to take measurses
to balanee the economic and technical losses that some of its members were bound

to suffer had such decisions been implemented. Yet given the fact that 0.A.U.
members have under-developed economiss, it is unlikely that the majority of them
would implement such decisions without due regard to the heavy penalties that might
be incurred. Nor have the responses of other international organisations and non—
0.A.U. states been positive enough to bring about the desired results. The South
African Government has continued to enforce its apartheid policy, Portuguese |
colonialism canﬁinues, and Rhodesia is still ruled Ey a minority regime. Uhile

the 0.A.U, states have beén successful therefore in obtaining majority votes in
various international bodies - a trend that had begun to emerge even before the
inception of the 0.A.U. = the resultant decisions have not brought about the
eradication of colonialism and apartheid from Africa, a reminder that there is a
sharp distinction between obtaining a majority and being in the position to have
decisions implemented-between rhetoric and‘realityi The Urganisation's lack of
military power means that it is wholly unable to use force to implement these
decisions. As was stated in Chapter IV, of the forty odd 0.A.U. membsré, only the
U.A.R., Algeria, Morocco and Ethiopia have the combined air power seriously to
challenge South Africa, Portugal and the Smith regime.. .. And each of these fDQr
has other priorities: the U.A.R. is precccupied with Israelj Algeria and Morocco
have an unsettled frontier disputse, and are unlikely to undertake commitments that

would involve a substantial diversion of forees which could be needed in the event
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of another border warj and Ethiopia has aﬁ unsettled border dispute with Somalia,
in addition to being faced with the guerrilla activitises of Eritrean nationalists.
The U.A.U. therefore lacks the leadership of a state or group of states with

the economic and military power to introduce the requisite supportive intakss in

the fight against colonialism and apartheid. Given this situation, a change of
tactic is clearly necessary. As was argued in Chapter V, the Western Powers have
contended that military and sconomic sanctions are not appropriate means to bring
about the eradication of colonialism and gpartheid from Africa. And since it is
arguable at least that these Powers have the military and economic leverage to
affect the regimes in Pretoria, Lisbon and Salisbury - and certainly a greater
leverage than the African states - the 0.A.U. should perhaﬁs concentrate its efforts
to exert pressure on the western pouwers through international bodies like the U.N.
to say what they think the appropriate method is of handling the problem. Having
insisted that military and economic sanctions are not appropriate, they ars after
all under some obligation to suggest alternative means, if only to avoid a situation
of having to admit that racial discrimination and cal@niélism must be talératéd—~
an unlikely adéissian by a bloc that claims to repressnt the'free world!) In addition
to possibly easing the present strain on the cohesion of the 0.A.U., this method
might break the "resoclution cycle® in which one resoclution is followed by another,
without any major degree of implementation.

In effect, houever, the 0.A.U. has continued to rely on majority votes both
within its own framework, and those of other international bodies, in spite of the
fact‘that the approach has been not only unsuccessful but counter=productive = the
obtaining of majority votes having become a substitute for actual accomplishments.
In the language of cur model, a system that continually attempts to attain its
objective by a method that has proven to be unsuccessful is likely to create a
situation in which certain units will be dissatisfied with the means employed and
will form subsystems to explore other means of attaining the same objective, thus.
bringing about competition between aparticular subsystem and its parent. Hence, the
fact that the U.A.U.'s present tactiec has not resultediin any change in Southern

Africa has led member states like the Ivory Coast, Gabon, Ghana, Uganda, the Central
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African Repuﬁlic,Aﬂadagascar and Mauritius to join with Malawi, Botswana, Swaziland
and Lesotho in calling for a “dialogue" with South Africa. UWhile this ad hoc
- subsystem has not yet mustered the requisite support within the Organisation to
have its approach adopted at continental level, the number of states involved in
the call for a "dialogue" eclearly suggests that, even in pufsqit of the objective
Qf eradicating colonialism and apartheid from Africa — a function that has hitherte
been performed principally within the framework of the 0.A.U. = a voecal ad hogc
subsystem has emerged to challenge the Drgénisatimn‘s present appreach ﬁa the
preblem. And as long as this subsystem maintains, or increases its numerical
strength, the U.A.U. can hardly be expected to have the same degree of cohesion in
pressing the fight against cocleonialism and ;asiai discrimination in Africa.

Thirdly, as was discussed in Chapter VI, the bilateral and multilateral
political interactions among the various units have subjected the system to a state
~of great flux. This is attested to by the'casas of Algeria and lorocco, Somalia
and Ethiopia, Somalia and Kenya, Ruanda‘ahdiaurundi, Niger and Dahomey, the Congolese

and Nigerianm civil wars, the dispute between the two Congos over the exscution of

Pierre Muléle, the dispute concerning the overthrow of Nkrumah and that involving
Chad, Congo-Kinshasa and the Central African Republic over the Farmatioh of the
Union of Central African States. A system in which interactions are characterised

by such vioclent changes must have the requisite regulative mechanism to resolve

thgge conflicts that threaten its soeial or task functions. And this brings us to

another poipt: the 0.A.U.'s approach to the resolution of conflict.

The Organisation's approach to the resclution of conflict has made iﬁ very
difficult fqr it to cope with the constant change to which it is being subjected,
In Chapter VII, we saw that the 0.A.U. has been moderately successful in resolving
certain inter-state conflicts either by "encapsulation® or "pacification®, But
apart from the decision to have Nigerian troops replace British soldiers in
Tanzania after the army mutiny in that country early in 1964, the Organisaticn has
been singularly unsucecessful in reselving or even helping to resolve intra-state
conflicts like the Congolese and Nigerian civil wars, on the contrary, such conflicts

have resulted in strained relations betwsen certain member states and the severance
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of diplomatic relations between others. Because one of the G.A.U.ié objectives is
the maintenance of the territorial integrity and independence of its members, it
has tended to use this aim as a basis for resolving intra-state conflicts by
"pacification® to the exclusion of "encapsulation"; but, as we have seen in the
Nigerian civil war, Biafra and four (,A.U. member states (Tanzania, Gabon, the
Ivory Coast and Zambia) were not prepared to accept the territorial integrity of
Nigeria as it stcad; hence the Organisation's mediatory role was largely rejected
by Biafra; Another aspect to the resolution of ihtra—étate conflicts on the continent
has been the fact that the particular governments involved generally rely principally
on extra-African aid (including arms) in their attempts at "pacifying" internal
conflicts. Here, a further point needs to be emphasised, The special relationship
that exists between a number of G0.A.U., members and non-0,A.U. states, as well as the
military (and economic) weakness of these members, allow for the introduction of
inputs that tend toc relegate the system to a marginal position in the resclution of
domestic conflicts. As we saw in Chapters VI and VII, the army mutiny in East
Africa in early 1964 was put down by British treops. UWhen the Gabonese Army over-—
threw President Lsone M'ba in 1964, the Frsnﬁh sent in paratraupézs to re-~install
him. With American suppaft and white mercenaries, Tshombe largely ignored the 0.A.U.
Special Commission on the Congo, and continued his fight against the Gbenye regime
until the latter's defeat., The French presently have treoops in Chad helping to put
down a revolt against President Franguis Tombalbaye's Government. Federal Nigeria
used British and Russian arms in defeating Biafra. It is these facts which lend
emphasis to the argument that the 0.A.U. lacks the leadership of a state, or gr@up
of states, with the military (and economic) power to prevent extra~African inter~
ventien. on the é@ﬁtiﬂéﬂt; It is faced therefore with the praélem of being unable
© to prevent or neutralise those ipputs which inescapably make it much less
instrumental in the resolution of interﬁal confliects in Africa.

If the 0.8.U. is ever to reach a positien from which it can mediate in conflicts
of this nature, at least two variables are required: firstly, the regulative
mechénism of the Organisation would have to be made more flexible by a modification

of the principles not only of non-interference in the internal affairs
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of mémber states but of their territorial integrity. In this respect, an intra-state
conflict would remain an "internal affair® only as long as it ddd: not result in
dysfunctional tension withinm the D.A.U.; once such tension was produced, the
particular conflict would no longer be regarded as simply "internal" to ome member,
but "intra-0.A,U.", allowing the Urganisation to use such means as it has to deal
with the problem either by Yencapsulation" or "pagification". Secondly, non=C.A.U.
gtates would have to be mgré resganéib@ to 0.A.U. decisions in respect of all
conflicts on the African continent, whether inter= or intra-state. The prospect
of such changes being made is at best poor, Ihe member governments are determined
to sh@m that it is they wheo exercise effective control at home and, given their
ability to obtain military aid from non-GC.A.U. members, few changes in the direction
of greaster participation by the 0O.A.U, are unlikely to be made. The Urganisation
will eccntinue therefore to be largely irrelevamt in the resclution of domestic
conflicts, including those that threaten the 0.A.U.'s own particular functions.

Fipally, the system's failure to become functional im the more crucial sphere
of economic interaction has resulted in its increasing eclipse by its regional and
sub~regional graupinés. As we argued in Part III of this study, the feedback effect
.is that, as these groupings have become more and more successful, there has been
a tendency to resolve such conflicts as arise within their own frameworks, thus
rendering the O.A.U. itself less and less relevant in certain transactions within
these groupings. In addition, the fact that membsr states rely principally on
gxtra-African aid and trade forp development has implications for the Conversion

rocess of the system as well as in its effect on the responses of member states to

certain oputputs. That is to say, the dependence of 0.A.U. members on non-members
for trade and economic aid affscts the types of deecisions taken within the 0,A.U.
itself as well a% the implementation of those decisions by member states. UWe have
seen that most member states failed to sever diplomatic relations with 8ritain

in 1965, and that the majority of those African statss which had trade ties with
Portugal and South Africa, at the time of the 1963 decision to boyeott trade with
these countries, have continued to maintain these ties. Nor is it likely that an

0.A.U. decision to boycott trade with France for supplying arms to South Africa
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would be supported or implemented by a majority of the francophone states, for very
obvious reasons.

As the present groupings continue to be successful in their economic relations
igggg_gg, and others are established along similar lines, we can expect the
objectives set within the framework of the 0.A.U. - other perhaps than the fight
against colopialism and racial disériminatimn, and possibly the ameliocration of
some inter-state conflicts = to be pursued exclusively by them. Given the fact
that 0.A.U. members have 'developing economies', there will be a tendency for these
states to be much more respcnsive to the outputs of their regional or sub=-regional
groupings than to those of the 0.A.U., since the cobligations ihposed by action
within thesé subsystems will tend to be balanced by sconomic advantages not obtainable
within the wider system of the 0.A.U. itself. Again, if this trend were sver to be
reversed, the 0.A.U. would have to become more effective im the economic sphers
by the establishment of some form of economic union within the Frams@agk of the
“Organisation. If that were possible, then it is arguable that the demands made by
the 0.A.U. would be gffséﬁfby the benefits it bestowed, thus enabling member states
to be more responsibvécto resolutions in conmection with other (political) objectives,
like the eradication of colonialism and racial discrimination from Africa, and the
promotion of unity among the African states. Until the requisite supportive inputs
and intakes are introduced , howsver, to make the system functional in matters of
trade and economic co=-operation, the trend towards greater co~operation at the
subsystem level (with the help of extra-African aid) will continue, and the 0.A.U.

itself will continue to be eclipsed.
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APPENDIX A
Rhodesiat's FPrincipal Trading Partners in Africa for Period

1965-1967 (Gross Total converted to Nearest 000 U.S.$):

Valus in Mil. U.5. %

Country __Year .

9868 1866 1967

Congo=KiNeseseesseasse 1.671 7.452 2.456
KEMYBeroosesersseeonnse 14432 0 .

MalawWliesoesosessosesese 24,670 19.452 16.974
Tanzania (Tanganyikal. 1.036 .022 .
Ugand@eseecsacesnccsnss 972 <025 .

Zambia ecessssccsvsasas 114.822 71.814 47.880

Source: U.N. Yearbook of Intarnatignai Tradsg Statistigs,




- 214 =-

APPENDIX B

South Africa's Principal Trading Partners in

Africa¥* for Period 1963-19567

- (Gross Total Converted #o Nearest 000 U.S. $):

Value in mil. U.5. §

Countzoy _ Year -

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967
Central African Rep. .. .182 348 .336 <304 +466
Chad veesesevenensssces 049 .037 020 041 523
Congo=BrazzavillB ceess 1167 1.669 1531 1430 1730
CONGO=KiNe sevesasnssas 2,169 4,432 5.289 264392  11.712
IVOry COBSt csesensccns 3.321 . . . .
KENY@ sessncsssecsssons 5.839 .058 0 .003 .
Madanascar ceesessssese « 569 669 »631 . .
MAaUritius sesseassaness 672 . 726 974 .601 .
NigBTi8 veevenvenosvene 050 .059 154 067 .029
Senegal cessvessesscons 1.308 1,300  1.620  1.657  1.106
SUDEN sesnessssssssence «321 009 0 s .
Tanzania (Tanganyika) . 2,050 .020 . 1] .
TOQO drenascascssosnacs «113 .173 .0004 .038 0
Tunisia ,eienenveesnnae .768 . . . .
Uganda ,.eceneessesanes 3.968 011 ] 0 0
United-Arab Repe...ee.. .368 .023 0 0 .054
MalaWiseyesssnesssonnns . 4.015 4,634 ' 7.134 6,768
ZaMbid sevseesssasenses . 82.790  93.789 122.292 100,137
MOTOGCO ,vvvaenneessens é.zzz . . +9489 +949

* Figures are not available for South Africa's trade with Botswana,
Lesothe and Swaziland; but these states are members of a Customs
Ugion with South Africa.

Sources: U,N. Yearbook of International Trads Statisticsg Mauritius

Chamber of Commerce & Industry, Annual Report, 1970.
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APPENDIX C

Africa for Period 1963-1967

(Gross Total Converted #o Nearest 000 U.5. $):

Value in mil. U.5. 8

Country Year
1963 1964 1965 1966 1967

P19 N aT=3 o - R 6.708 14479 a Q G
CamerooN seeeesessss 2413 016 .004 344 0
Central African Rep. 365 312 113 \ 344 .332
CRAA vreeeoeccansses .186 .085 077 077 «110
Congo-Brazzaville ,, 393 461 417 0 162
CONGO=Kife o veunonone .320 793 .826 2.1 2,048
GADON veeevvesonones 284 .028 0 o 053
NLiQETIi8 seeesacccses 5,933 5,090 13.440 5,984  16.523
58NBYAL ceeeessceces +«B47 g 1.078 5,723 2.800
CTUICE: s R .525 +970 1.490 .149 .003
TUNLS18 .aresconenssa 1.575 . . N .
United Arab RepPss... 1.518 .161 0 230 .063
Malawi sssssssresnsa . + 333 « 248 174 .
Zambia sesassssscces . 969 1,599 2,296 2,562
MOrogCOsssesssesssscs 5.245 75945 7925 9.842

7.984 -

Source: U,.N, Yearbook of Internaticnal Trade Statistics.
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APPENDIX D
The Value of Kenya's Export to Tanzania and lganda

For Pericd 1961=1969 in £000:

To Ta
Year Tanzania* _Uganda
1961 wrernererens 8,901 7,047
1962 caevnsrannns 10,017 | 7,303
1863 seceesecncse 10,365 : 9,425
1964 sevsecnreees 13,289 12,581
1865 sacasnencasns 14,087 15,339
1966 sesssorsansns 13,282 15,618
1967 eevevescenes 11,382 14,796
1968 sesassccacee 13,&&9 13,265
1969 veveeseseees 12,848 15,949

* Execluding Zanzibar: prior to 1968.

Sources: East African Statistical Dept., Economic and

Statistical Review. No.20 (September 1966);
No.25 (December 1967); The Standard Bank,
_Annual Econumic Revisw: Kenya (July 1970).
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APPENDIX D
The Value of Tanzénia's Export* to Kenya and lUganda

for Period 1961-1969 in £000;

To To
Year Kenya Uganda
1967 eesvecnsanes 1,844 390
1962 .......;.... 1,954 437
1963 seseesasanee 2,915 508
1964 cvevsesnnese 445110 1,021
1965 eesssccnsnne 4,569 1,346
1966 vssesansasns 3,806 842
1967 eesnsesasens 3,288 700
1968 veveveeneens 3,692 800
1969 sesvensnnecs 4,018 A 1,200

* [Execluding Zanzibar prior to 1968.

Sources: East African Statistical Dept., Ecenemic and
Statistical Review, No,20 (September 1966);
No.25 {December 1967); Lloyds Bank, Economic
Report: Tanzania (December 1969).
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APPENDIX D
The Value of Uganda's Export to Kenya and Tanzania

For Period 1961=19689 in £000:

To To
Year Kenya Tanzania¥
19671 coosevunsssns 1,704 5,162
1962 cseevceensse 1,669 5,386
1963 sevsensrsnse 1,993 64248
1964 eeesnnssneee 2,442 74344
1965 sesnossonnne 2,592 ’ ?,135
1966 tcenseencsese 3,120 74317
1967 sseanssssacs 10,200 2,400
1568 sesssncscase 8,600 2,000
1969 cseessaensee 7,800 ‘ 1,700

% Excluding Zanzibar prior to 1568.

Sources: East African Statistical Dept., Economic_and
Statistical Revisw, No.20 (September 1966);
Noe25 (December 1967); The Standard Bank,
Annual Economic Reviews Uganda (July 1970).




ARPENDIX E

African Countries that were Beneficiaries of

European Development Fund for Period

1958=-1963:

Country k

Total Amount

in mil;,,,u,.,ﬁ;.”i —

AlOBTi8 eassssenssesersases
BUTUNDL ceesconsosasccsance
CAMEIDON eeesssesascassssee
Central African RepubliC...
Chad sescsssscscsssnssanss
Congo=Brazzaville ..eceeses
Dahomey ssssssosssessrasssnse
Territory of Afar & Issa ..
Gabon ceesvovecerrscccanses
Ivory Coast seveesscsacncas
MadagaSCar sseesssaseesccss
Mall soseevncssssscassacasnsns
PaUritania cesecesseanseaes
NLIQBE seesctscessvaccnanans
Ruanda@ sessscsisssassssrcsss
S5enegal scssscecescsccrnnsa
Snmalia eesssrecrsasarecnes

Togo L S I R O B N B B BE AR B B BE B B BB N

Upper U‘Olta seecscesccrssens 4

25.320
4,926
52.798
18.196
27.713
25,036
19.593
20.778
114199
17,761
39.644
564265
42,023
15,377
31.291

4,942

Source: The Europa Yearbook (1970).
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APPENDIX F

European Development Fund for Period

1964=-1969:

Country

Total Amount
in mil. UeS. &

BUTUNDL eesvsscsssssssscnnes
CamBrOOMN esesescsscesssensosns
Central African RepubliCa...
Chad essessccsssesesasesssns
Congo~Brazzaville cessssees
ConQo=KiNsssssscsssssanasss
GahoOm ecesvssessssnnssncras
Ivory £oast cseeseconcessss
MadagasCar ssssesescsssssss
Mall ecevesvsccssscascscanne
MauTitania seevecresscracne
NiQBT ssesssssssrcscsssnans

RWandad seeeecsssncssscscssse

Sénagal ssvesssesReRERERsE

Somalia sessssesnsEsaranna
TQQO [EEEENEEENERE RN NEEN NN NE]
UPPBS Volta eneessssscasas

Territory of Afar & Issa ..

18,973

653,166

20,686
74,389
22,769
20,364
574173
70,226
33.089
18,306
30.136
184449
60,400
27.023
19,330
29,782

1.854

Sourceg: The Europa Yearbook (1970).
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APPENDIX G

CHARTER OF THE ORGANISATION OF AFRICAN UNITY

We, the Heads of African States and Gavernments assembled in the City of
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia;

CONVINCED that it is the imalienable right of all people to control their
own destiny;

CONSCIOUS of the fact that freedom, equality, justice and dignity are
essential objectives for the achievement of the legitimate aspirations of the
African peoples;

CONSCICUS of our responsibility to harness the natural and human resources
of our continent for the total advancement of our peoples in spheres of human
endeavour; '

INSPIRED by a common determination to promote understanding among our
peoples and co-opsration among our States in response to the aspirations of our
peoples for brotherhood and solidarity, in & larger unity transcending ethnic
and national differences; :

CONVINCED that, in order to translate this determination into a dynamic
force in the cause of human progress, conditions for peace and security must be
established and maintained;

DETERMINED to safeguard and consolidate the hard=-won independence as wsll
as the sovereignty and territorial integrity of our States, and to fight against
neo=colonialism in all its forms;
* DEDICATED to the gensral progress of Africa;
PERSUADED that the Charter of the United Nations and the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights, to the principles of which we reaffirm our adherence, provide a
oli

solid foundation for peaceful and positive co-operatiocn among States;

DESIROUS that all African States should henceforth unite so that the welfars
and well=being of their peoples can be assured;

RESOLVED to reinforce the links between our states by establishing and
strengthening common institutions;

HAVE agreed to the present Charter.
ESTABLISHMENT
Apticle I

Te The High Contracting Parties do by the present Charter establish an Organisation
to be knowm as the UORGANISATION OF AFRICAN UNITY.

2. The Organisation shall include the Continental African States, Madagascar
and other Islands surrounding Africa.

PURPOSES

Article I1
1. The Organisation shall have the following purposes:
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= to promote the unity and solidarity of the African States;

b. to co~ordinate and intensify their co<operation and efforts to achisve
a better life for the psoples of Africag

Ce to defend their soversignty, their territorial integrity and
independencs;

de = to eradicate all forms of colonialism from Afriea; and

. to promote international co~operation, having due regard to the Charter

of the United Nations and the Universal Dsclaration of Human Rights.

) these snds, the Member States shall co-ordinate and harmonise their general
policies, especially imn the following fields:

2.

-}
]

a. political and diplomatic co-operation;

b, gconomic co~operation, including trapsport and communications;
Ce sducational and cultural co-operation;

de health, sanitation, and nutritional ;o-nperat;an,

= scientific and technical co-operation; and

fe co~operation for defence and security.

PRINCIPLES
Article III

The flember States, in pursuit of the purposes stated in Article II, saleﬁnly
affirm and declare their adherence to the foblowing principles:

1e the sovereign equality of all Member States;

2. non=interference in the internal affairs of States;

3. respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of sach State and
for its inalienable right to indspendent existence;

4. peaceful settlement of disputes by negotiation, ﬁedlatlon, conciliation
or arbitration;

5. unresarved condemnation, in all its forms, of political assassination

as mall as of subversive activities on the part of neighbouring States

Ge absaluta ded;;ag;an to the total emancipation of the African territories
which are still dependentj
Te affirmation of a policy of non-alignment with regard to all blocs.
MEMBERSHIP
Abticle IV

Each indepsndent sovereign Afrlcan S5tate shall be entitled to become a
flember of the Organisation.

RIGHTS AND DUTIES OF MEMBER STATES
Article V
All Member States shall enjoy equal rights and have squal duties.
Article VI |

The Member States pledge themselves to observe scrupulously the principles
enumerated in Article III of the present Charter.

INSTITUTIONS
Article VII

The Organisation shall accomplish its purposes through the following
principal institutionss
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1 the Assembly of Heads of State and Government;

2, the Council of Ministers;

3. the General Secretariats :

4. the Commission of Mediation, Coneiliation and Arbitration.

THE ASSEMBLY OF HEADS OF STATE AND GOVERNMENT
Article VIII

The Assembly of Heads of State and Governemtn shall be the supreme organ of
the Organisation. It shall, subject to the provisioms of this Charter, discuss
matters of common concerm to Africa with a view to co=ordinatinmg and harmonising
the general policy of the Urganisation. It may in addition review the structure,
functions and acts of all the organs and any specialised agencies which may be
created in accordance with the present Charter.

Article IX
The Assesmbly shall be composed of the Heads of State and Govermment or their
duly accredited representatives and it shall meet at least once a year. At the

requast of any Member State and on approval by a twe~thirds majerity of the Member
States, the Assembly shall meet in exiraordipary session.

Article X

1. Each Member State shall have one vote,

2e All resolutions shall be determined by a two=thirds majority of the
Members of the Organisation.

3. Questions of procedure shall require a simple majority. Whether or

not a question is ope of procedure shall be determined by a simple
4. . Two-thirds of the total ﬁéﬁéérship of the Urganisation shall form
a quorum at any meeting of the Assembly.

Article XI
The Assembly shall have the pouwer to determine its own rules of prodedure.
THE COUNCIL OF MINISTERS
Article XII

Te The Council of Ministers shall consist of Foreign Ministers or such other
Ministers as are designated by the Governments of Mesmber States.

2 The Council of Ministers shall meet at least twice a year. When requested

' by any Member State and approved by two=thirds of all Member States, it
shall meet in extraordipary session.

Article XIII

1. The Council of Ministers shall be responsible to the Assembly of Heads of
" State and Government., It shall be entrusted with the responsibility of
preparing conferences of the Assambly.

2. It shall take cognisance of any matter referred to it by the Assembly. It
shall be entrusted with the implementation of the decision of the Assembly af
Heads of State, and Government. It shall co~ordinate inter-African co-operation
in accordance with the instructions of the Assembly and in conformity with
Article II (2) of the present Charter.

Article XIV

1. Each Mamber State shall have one vote.
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2. © All resolutions shall be determined by a simple majority of the
. members of the Council of Ministers.
Je Two=thirds of the total membership of the Council of PMinisters

shall form a guorum for any meeting of the Council,
Article XV
The Council shall have the power to determine its own rules of procedure.
GENERAL SECRETARIAT
Article XVI

There shall be an Administrative Secretary-General of the Urganisation, who
shall be appointed by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government. The
Administrative Secretary-~General shall direct the affairs of the Secretariat.

Article XVII

There shall be cne or more Assistant Secretaries-Gensral of the Organisation,
who shall be appointed by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government.

Article XVIII

The functions and conditions of services of the Secretary-General, of the
Assistant Secretaries—General and other employees of the Secretariat shall be
governed by the provisidns of this Charter and the regulations approved by the
Assembly of Heads of State and Government. .

Te In the performance of their duties the Administrative Secretary-Gemeral
and the staff shall not seek or .receive instructions from any government
or from any other authority external to the Urganisation. They shall
refrain from any acticn which might reflect on their position as inter=
national officials responsible only to the Organisation.

2. Each member of the Organisation undertakes to respect the exclusive
character of the responsibilities of the Administrative Secretary~
General and the staff and not to seek to influence them in the
discharge of their responsibilities.

COMMISSION OF MEDIATION, CONCILIATION AND ARBITRATICN
Article XIX |
Member States pledge to ssttle all disputes among themselves by peaceful
means and, to this end decide to establish a Commission of Mediation, Conciliation
and Arbitration, the composition of which and conditions of service shall be defined
by a separate Protocol to:bg approved.by the Assembly of Heads of State and
Government. Gaid Protocol shall be regarded as forming an integral part of the
present Charter.
SPECIALISED COMMISSIONS
Article XX

The Assembly shall establish such Specialised Commissions as it may desm
necessary, including the following:

T Economic and Social Commission;

2.  Educational and Cultyral Commission;

3. Health, Sanitation and Nutrition Commission;
4, Defence Commission;

5. Scientific, Technical and Research Commission.
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Article XXI

fach Specialised Commission referred to in Article XX shall be composed of
the Ministers concerned or other Ministers or Plenipotentiaries designated by
the Governments of the Member States.

Tha functions of the Specialised Commissions shall be carried out in
accordance with the provisions of the present Charter and of the regulations
approved by the Council of Ministers. :

THE BUDGET
Article XXIII

The budget of the Urganisation prepared by the Administrative Secretary~General
shall be approved by the Council of Ministers. The budget shall be provided by
contributions from Member States in accordance with the scale of assessment of the
United Nations; provided, howsver, that no Member State shall be assgssed an
amount exceeding tuwenty percent of the yearly regular budget of the Organisation.
The Member States agree to pay their respsctive contributions regularly.

SIGNATURE AND RATIFICATION OF CHARTER
Article XXIV

1e This Charter shall be open for sigmature to all imdependent sovereign African
States and shall be ratified by the signatory States in accordance with thalr
respective constitutional processes.

2. The original instrument, done, if possible in African lapguages, in English
and French, all texts baing equally authentic, shall be deposited with the
Government of Ethiopia which shall transmit certified copies thereof to all
independent sovereign African States.

3. Instruments of ratification shall be deposited with the Government of Ethlcp;a,
which shall notify all slgnatorles of eaeh such deposit.

ENTRY INTO FORCE
Article XXV
This Charter shall enter into force immediately upon receipt by the Government .
of Ethiopia of the instruménts of ratification from twe thirds of the signatory
States.
REGISTRATION OF THE CHARTER
Article XXVI
This Charter shall, after due ratification, be registered with the Secretariat
of the United Nations through the Government of Ethiopia in conformity with
Article 102 of the Charter of the United Naticns.
INTERPRETATION OF THE CHARTER
Article XXVII
Any question which may arise concerning the interpretation of this Charter

shall be decided by a vote of two~thirds of the Assembly of Heads of State and
Government of the Organisation.
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ADHESION AND ACCESSION
Article XXVIII

1. Any independent sovereign Afriecan Stats way at apy time notify the
Administrative Secretary~Gensral of its intention to adhere or acceds
to this Charter. ‘

2. The Administrative Secretary-General,shall, on receipt of such notification,
communicate a copy of it to all the lember States. Admission shall be
decided by a simple majority of the Member States. -The decision of sach
flember State shall be transmitted to the Administrative Secretary-={General,
who shall, upon receipt of the required number of votes, communicate the
decision to the State concerned.

MISCELLANEQUS
Artiele XXIX

The morking languabes of the Urganisation and all its institutions shell be,
if possible African languages, Emglish and French.

Article XXX

The Administrative Secrstary~General may accept on behalf of the OUrganisation
gifts, bequestis and other domations made to the Organisation, provided that this
is approved by the Council of Ministers.

Artiglé AXXI

The Council of Ministers shall decide on the privileges and immunities to
be accorded to the personnel of the Secretariat in the respective territories
of the Member States.

CESSATION OF MEMBERSHIPR
Article XXXII

. Any state which desires to renounce its membership shall forward a written
notification to the Administrative Secretary-General. At the end of one year from
the date of such notification, if not withdrawn, the Charter shall cease to apply
with respect to the renocuncing State, which shall thereby cease to belong to the
Urganisation.

AM;NDMENT OF THE CHARTER:
Article XXXIII

This Charter may be amended or revised if any Membsr State makes a written
reguest to the Administrative Secretary-General to that effect; provided, housver,
that the proposed amendment is not submitted to the Assembly for consideration until
all the Member States have been duly motified of it and & period of one ysar has
elapsed. Such an amendment shall not be effective unless approved by at least
two~thirds of all the Member States.

IN FAITH WHEREOF, We, the Heads of African State and Government have signed
this Charter.

Qone in the City of Addis Ababa, Ethiopia this 25th day of May, 1963.
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