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contained by Khartoum through the establishment of a unified political 

command with Egypt and Syria in February and a mutual defence arrangement 

with Egypt and Saudi Arabia in July, followed in May by the expulsion of 90 

Soviet military advisers. Sadeq al-Mahdi and his men were invited back to 

Sudan by Numeiry and reinstated in government as a means of appeasement. 

Indeed, the ironies in the Horn remain inexhaustible. While telling the Soviets 

"hands off Africa", and that the continent needed tractors and not guns, 

Numeiry looked towards the United States, where in December he successfully 

struck a deal for the supply of a squadron of F -5s. 

Fearing a Somali thrust southward for the liberation of the Kenyan 

Northern Frontier District (NFD) (a scenario given credence by Somalia's 

sudden push into the Ogaden in July 1977), Kenya went into alliance with 

Ethiopia, offering her use of Mombassa for import purposes. 

Iran, although not a familiar political actor in the African scene, was 

also involved in the Horn under the Shah. After years of casual relations with 

Ethiopia, Iran changed sides and moved into the Somali camp, especially when 

the latter sent the Soviets out of their territory. Teheran could only supply 

medical assistance and home-made light arms to the Somali military since she 

was constrained by agreements not to pass US-supplied weapons on to third 

parties. 

Iraq, a long time supporter of the Eritrean secessionists, also supplied 

Somalia with light arms, and automatically fell into the same camp with Saudi 

Arabia, Egypt, Sudan, and Iran (before the outbreak of hostility between the 

two countries). 

Commenting on the Soviet dilemma over her reconciliation efforts 

between Somalia and Ethiopia (both of Marxist leaning) in their conflict, and 

the overriding strategic consideration in her mediation programme, an 

observer of the international scene remarks on the Soviet strategy: 
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'while reluctant to give up her investment and strategic advantage 
in Somalia, the Soviet Union was likewise both to allow a Socialist 
regime in Ethiopia (with a "correct progressive stand" already 
blessed by the Kremlin and governing a population ten times the 
size of Somalia's) to be condemned to a fate of national 
disintegration'. 23 

More importantly, 

'a firm foothold in the Abyssinian Highlands seemed to her (the 
USSR) better than a toehold on the Indian Ocean as a position from 
which to influence future events in the area -in Sudan, Kenya, 
Egypt, the two Yemens, Saudi Arabia1.24 

Analysing the 'cost-gain' calculation of the Soviets in finally deciding 

which side to support, it was further observed that: 

'Somalia gave the Soviet Union three useful maritime capabilities: 
a base for fleet units at Berbera; an airbase at Uanle Uen, near 
Mogadishu, and communications base at Kismayu for the control of 
Soviet submarines in the Indian Ocean. Berbera, it seems, would 
not be a critical loss provided a port can be found elsewhere which 
is equally well-placed to cover the Bab el-Mandeb Straits at the 
southern end of the Red Sea. Aden would certainly be suitable (the 
Soviet Union has moved personnel and equipment, including 
floating docks, there since Berbera was closed to her), as would 
Assab or Massawa or a base in the Dahlak islands, just opposite 
Massawa'. 25 

'Clearly', it was argued, 

'since the security of the last three depends upon the stability of 
Ethiopia, Aden would seem the most obvious choice, at least for 
the time being, since it not only has a stable regime sympathetic to 
the Soviet Union but a very good airfield at Khormaksar as well. 
The loss of Kismayu would seem to matter very little in view of 
the probability that Soviet fleets are increasingly being controlled 
from the Soviet Union itself. Arguably, the loss of Uanle Uen is 
the most serious of the three, because it will probably leave a gap 
in Soviet air cover over the Indian Ocean and make maritime 
reconnaissance rather more difficult. Flying from Aden, which is 
some 700 miles further north, is bound to make coverage of the 
East African coastline and contiguous seas from the Horn to 
Mozambique rather fragmentary, and even if cover can be 
provided, transit times will be substantially increased•.26 

But to interprete Moscow's losses in Somalia (following her withdrawal 

there) only in a single strategic sense, will leave unmentioned other 
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considerations - no matter how peripheral. For instance, it would have been to 

Moscows economic advantage to establish a strong military presence in the 

Red Sea and the Indian Ocean by ensuring problem-free access to these area of 

her commercial shipping fleet. Her loss of bases in Kismayu and Uanle Uen in 

the Indian Ocean, and Berbera in the Gulf of Aden may, therefore, have 

reduced her chances along that direction. A strong Soviet naval presence in 

the Red Sea has not been made any easier either, because of the continued 

fighting between Ethiopia and Eritrean insurgents - leaving Asaab and 

Massawa as vulnerable territories for any contemplated Soviet entry. 

It is also believed that there may have been some set-backs on the 

'Gorshkov element' - better known as the Soviet 'blue water' navy, developed 

by Admiral Gorshkov, and essentially about the restructuring of Soviet fleet 

and naval doctrines to prevent a repetition of the humiliation suffered during 

the Cuban missile crisis. A strong Soviet presence in Somalia, as was the case 

before the change of alliances, would have left her navy with a rapid 

deployment advantage in parts of Africa and the Middle-East. In particular, 

Moscow would have been in an advantageous position in coping with the West's 

naval presence in the Indian Ocean, its establishment of the Diego Garcia base 

and the possible deployment of US nuclear-armed submarines. 

Luckham and Bekele share the view that: 

'Strategic interests do not ( •.. ) explain the most momentous Soviet 
decisions of all, to arm Ethiopia and participate in the Ogaden and 
Eritrean wars. The military facilities obtained in Ethiopia are (to 
say the least) no improvement on those lost in Somalia. Ethiopia is 
a larger country and perhaps a more influential ally in Africa. The 
decision to help it preserve its territorial integrity from secession 
and outside attack could be defended at the DAU. It may have 
even won the Soviet Union some diplomatic credit.127 

The strategic factor, however, cannot be completely ignored because while it 

may seem plausible to submit that the Soviets may have taken a calculated 

risk in going into an alliance with Ethiopia with the hope that they would 
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eventually 'bring into being the confederal alliance among states of Socialist 

orientation promoted by Fidel Castro in 1977 - without provoking Somalia with 

an open breach1,28 it could equally be argued that had the Soviet Union 

succeeded in her 'shuttle diplomacy' between Somalia and Ethiopia, her 

strategic position would even have been better enhanced. 

As in Somalia, Moscow's entry into Ethiopia was marked with the 

provision of facilities (even if these never ranked highest on Moscow's priority) 

in exchange for support. It must be mentioned here that the US was far ahead 

of the Soviet Union in the numbers of quality of facilities acquired in the same 

region. 

The United States arrived in the Horn in the late 1950s (a decade before 

the Soviet Union) and was Addis Ababa's major external supporter and arms 

supplier. Washington viewed her involvement in Ethiopia in the cold war 

context, and as a result wasted no time in achieving its immediate aims. The 

formerly {-i.alian controlled Kagnew communications base near Asmara in 

Eritrea was acquired. According to Ayoob: 

'For two decades this base remained an important link in the 
worldwide net-work of US military communications stretching 
from the Philippines through Ethiopia and Morocco to Arlington, 
Virginia. The US acquired the Kagnew facility as part of a deal 
with Ethiopia under which Washington extended support at the UN 
to the Ethiopian annexation of Eritrea and also provided military 
aid to Addis Ababa.129 

The Kagnew base was leased to the United States in 1953 for 25 years, 

but before the expiration of the lease, the US transferred the functions of the 

base to its newly established facility in Diego Garcia. 

On the whole, the United States' assistance to Ethiopia had not as much 

to do with Africa as with the Middle East (to create a near-by base to support 

Israel in the event of any such request from Tel-Aviv in the Arab-Israeli 

conflict) and to halt the spread of communism. One report has it that: 
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'the US supplied Ethiopia with £350 million in economic aid and 
$278.6 million in military assistance until 1976.•30 

Another report - US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) 

estimates revealed: 

'from 1966 to 1975 Ethiopia received $151 million of arms of which 
$120 million came from the United States.•31 

THE REFUGEE PROBLEM 

The nationalist onslaughts in the Horn of Africa are not without their 

impact on the innocent civilian population, mostly made up of the aged, 

children and women. Commenting on the situation, a Somali diplomat had 

identified the main sufferings of the civilian population in the region as an 

essentially Ethiopian making, as well as the outcome of the military excesses 

of the Dergue. He put things thus: 

'The terrible instruments of modern warfare including such horrors 
as gunships, napalm, Stalin-organs, and cluster-bombs have 
relentlessly been used against herdsmen and their families and even 
against their livestock. Wells have been poisoned. And refugees in 
their hundreds and thousands have poured, particularly, but not 
only, into my country from the colonised and oppressed areas of 
the Ethiopian empire ••• In Somalia today, one in five of our 
population is a refugee. Our brothers and sisters in the Republic of 
Djibouti and in the Sudan have similarly been overwhelmed by 
great numbers of helpless refugees fleeing from ( ••• ) campaigns 
conducted by the Ethiopian army ••. Refugees from Ethiopia are 
also to be found in Kenya, Egypt and throughout the Arab world. 
Significant communities of refugees from the Horn of Africa now 
live in the countries of Western Europe and in Canada and the 
United States. They are to be found even in West Africa•.32 

Lewis observes: 'nearly 1 million refugees from Ethiopia are living in 

camps near the (Somali) borders and the urban population iS swollen by the 

presence of those refugees who are staying with relations and friends•.33 His 

report further disclosed that there could be an annual net arrival of 200,000 

migrants in Somalia. In Sudan, 'President Numeiry was worried by the 
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continual strain imposed on the Sudanese economy by the presence of more 

than 250,000 Eritrean refugees, especially at a time of food shortages and 

labour unrest1.34 

THE POSITION AT THE HORN IN 1988 

There were signs of reduced tension in the crisis-ridden Horn, following 

the peace initiatives in 1986, championed respectively by Ethiopia, Sudan and 

Somalia. For once, the centuries old disputes in the region seemed to be close 

to a solution, as the various parties to the conflict came to favour 

rapprochement to smouldering antagonism, in which victory, at best had 

always been short-lived. 

Efforts toward conciliation, however, began after the ousting of the 

Numeiry administration in Sudan on 6 April 1985, and attempts by the 

incombents to foster relations with Col Maummer Gadaffi in Tripoli and 

Mengistu Haile Mariam in Addis Ababa. Following the diplomatic move by the 

new Sudanese leadership, it was understood shortly afterwards that Libya and 

Ethiopia indicated that they would cease aiding the insurgent Sudan People's 

Liberation Army (SPLA), a move to be reciprocated from Sudan by her 

withdrawal of support for the Eritrean insurgents in northern Ethiopia. 

Somalia too stepped forward as part of the peace process in the region, with 

the meeting in Djibouti between President Said Barre and Mengistu - the first 

of its kind between the two leaders in a decade. 

According to reports, an agreement was reached between Ethiopia and 

Sudan for the establishment of a joint security committee to be made up of 

nominees from their respective Defence and Interior Ministries and military 

intelligence. Their main function was to determine the dangers threatening 

the common border between Ethiopia and Sudan. Some major problems were, 
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however, identified. These include: 'Ethiopian support for the SPLA and 

Sudanese backing to Eritrean insurgents of the Eritrean Peoples Liberation 

Front (EPLF) and the smaller Eritrean Liberation Front - United Organisation 

(ELF-UO) which continue to pose major challenges to their respective central 

governments•.35 It was further stated that in January 1986, General Muhamed 

Tawfiq Khalil, Chief of Staff of the Sudanese armed forces announced the 

termination of his government's support for the Eritreans, adding that the 

Sudanese Government considered Eritrea as an integral par t of Ethiopia. 

The Khartoum administration, however, alleged continued Ethiopian 

support for SPLA forces. In a public statement by defence Minister, Major 

General Uthman Abdullah, on 31 January, it was disclosed that the SPLA had 

12 battalions inside Sudan, and a similar number of fighters under training 

inside Ethiopia1.36 The movement was alleged to be in use of transport 

helicopters being flown by Ethiopian pilots and in possession of long-range 

160mm motars. 

Prompted by the advent of the new Sudanese leadership, Tripoli broke

off all support for the SPLA, resulting in smoothened relations between Libya 

and Sudan, especially in the area of military training. Issues bordering on the 

possibility of strengthening security cooperation between both countries were 

discussed when the Sudanese Interior Minister, General Abbas Madani visited 

Tripoli on 1 February. 

With the present Khartoum Government rather maintaining a non-aligned 

posture, as opposed to Numeiry's close ties with the U.S. (including his 

granting of facilities for US military strategy in the region) Moscow may want 

to play a mediatory role in the overall peace process. 

In the mean time, President Said Barre's pro-Western posture, and in 

particular his close ties with the US, has earned him the wrath of the insurgent 

forces of the Democratic Front for the Salvation of Somalia (DFSS) and the 
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Somali National Movement (SNM), as well as tension at the point of the 

Somali-Ethiopian border. 

Initially, it seemed the overtures and 'fence-mending' between Barre and 

Mengistu might result to a downturn in the politico-military gains of the 

insurgents in Somalia and Ethiopia. But contrary to expectation, it has 

brought about a new and positive development amongst insurgent groups. One 

source claimed: 

'the moves have alarmed Somalia's two insurgent groups. A 
communique issued by the DFSS called for "the immediate merger" 
of the DFSS and the SNM, and urged cooperation between the two 
fronts, which already operate a jointly-controlled radio station 
transmitting under the name Radio Halgan, to cooperate in 11the 
military, information and political fields11

•
137 

A similar pattern has developed in Ethiopia. According to 

Basil Davidson: 

'The insurgent nationalists are beginning to get their act together. 
Eritrean commando attacks on lines of communication between 
Assab and Addis Ababa are known to have been carried out 
together with guerrillas of the Afar Liberation Front - up to now a 
somewhat confused and elusive ~rouping which has generally stood 
aside from Eritrean nationalism.' 8 

'The big successes in Tigre were similarly the product of joint 
operations by the Eritrean and Tigrean guerrilla forces; regional 
differences and suspicions have given way to common action 
against a common enemy. And, as many examples have shown, this 
kind of mass military participation tends to solder political 
unity.•39 

The same trend (apart from the coercion) has continued in Sudan. 

According to one report: 

'In the last two years the SPLA has managed, largely by coercion 
to forge a series of tribal alliances which include all nine majo; 
southern tribal groupings. A year ago, also by force the SPLA 
persuaded the majority of the government-armed Anyanya 2 
guerrillas to change sides and join the rebels. The Anyanya 2 are 
from yet another southern tribe and their recruitment was a 
significant political breakthrough for the SPLA leader, Colonel 
John Garang.140 
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In Sudan, even more than Ethiopia, the rebels, not the government, are 

the ones with the power to dictate the terms of a deal. 'The insurgencies in all 

three countries in the region are linked, and the three countries' geopolitical 

ties are also part of the complex story•,41 according to V. Brittain. Ethiopia, 

with the help of substantial Soviet military support, has aided Somali rebels 

and is still the mainstay of the Southern Sudanese Sudan People's Liberation 

Army (SPLA). The SPLA is dependent on Addis Ababa for heavy military 

equipment and for training, though discreet Israeli aid has also been reported 

by defecting Ethiopian officials. 

Sudan, traditionally close to Egypt and major Western countries, but 

increasingly recently to Libya too, provides the main logistics base for both 

the Eritrean People's Liberation Front (EPLF) and the Tigre People's 

Liberation Front (TPLF). 

Like Said Barre in January 1986, Sadiq el-Mahdi, immediately after 

succeeding Nimeiri in 1985, proposed a peace deal with Ethiopia in which he 

pledged cutting off access to the EPLF and the smaller TPLF, in return for a 

halt to Ethiopian support for his own rebels. Then, the balance of forces would 

have allowed such a deal, but today it is too late for el-Mahdi to seek such as 

face-saving way out. 

All in all, the governments in Ethiopia, Sudan, Somalia, and to a lesser 

extent, Libya and Kenya, may have meaningful dialogue amongst themselves, 

but any such effort to the exclusion of the insurgent groups from the various 

countries will render 'null and void' all arrangements reached. 

In fact, given the spate of military successes of the insurgents 

(especially since their spontaneous and independent decision to sink their 

differences and fight on a common front) it will be prudent for the various 

national governments in the region to either personally initiate settlement 

talks or solicit the assistance of the United Nations in achieving the same 
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goal. The intrasigence of the various national governments in the disputes has 

only brought about unnecessary deaths, unwanton destructions and human 

suffering, economic chaos and political instability in the protracted wars they 

have so far failed to win and may never win. If anything, the insurgent groups 

are improving both in numerical strength and combat efficiency. 

The overall imperial amibition (whether overt or covert) of the various 

states in conflict, aside, there are still deep-seated problems that pivot around 

economic forces, unresolved ethnic and tribal differences, ill-defined and 

porous borders, sectarian interests, and now, perhaps to a lesser extent since 

'glasnost' - the East-West competition, that are likely to make conflicts in the 

Horn of Africa of a peculiarly different kind. With the increasing rebel 

victories and external sympathies they receive, the various national 

governments in the conflicts must now come to terms with the fact that the 

answer does not lie in a military solution. It is only through dialogue that a 

lasting solution to the disputes could be brought about. Prime Minister Saddiq 

el-Mahdi has already led the way with his March 1989 peace offer - this time 

not to Ethiopia to cut-off rebel strength, but directly to the real leaders in 

southern Sudan. For now, signs of peace in the region can only be but a mirage 

... so near and yet so far. Mean time, 'La Luta Continua'. 
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CHAPTER VII 

WESTERN SAHARA 

The Maghreb constitutes 'a unique community of destiny, which 

accommodates the logic of the present, the needs of progress and the potential 

for the future' - President Chadli Benjedid of Algeria. 

INTRODUCTION 

While the intervention of external military powers in the Western Sahara 

could be said to be similar in several ways to the already considered cases of 

Chad, Angola and the Horn of Africa, it could equally be maintained that all 

four studies also have very dissimilar aspects. 

For one, while Chad, Angola and the Horn of Africa reflect, in part, 

efforts by some of the external Western participants to thwart Communism, 

the 'Soviet Union element' is largely missing in the Maghreb case. Instead, of 

paramount consideration to the major actors in the region are their historical 

connections to and economic interests in the territory under dispute. Some 

observers of the international scene may want to aduce a Soviet connection 

from the use being made by the Polisario Forces of Soviet-made heavy mortars 

and SAM-7 missiles mounted on Land Rovers. The arguments in this area, 

however, do not support this theory, more so because neither a physical 

military presence nor the supply of logistics nor even the pursuit of strategic 

goals in the disputed territory could be cited as clear proof of Soviet 

involvement. 

Although Spain and France were the main extra-continental actors in the 

Saharan War before 1974, Britain, Belgium, Israel, Saudi Arabia and the United 
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States were also linked with the dispute, even if as back-stage actors. South 

African armoured personnel carriers have also been found with captured 

Moroccans, while on the Polisario side, small arms are said to have been 

supplied from North Korea and Yugoslavia. Mauritania (until August 1979), 

Morocco, Algeria and Libya (until August 1984) may be identified as the intra

continental actors in the conflict. 

The conflict began in 1975 when Spain abruptly handed its Saharan 

colony to Morocco and Mauritania in a secret deal pre-empting a UN mission's 

report favouring independence for the Saharaouis. The decision was then 

challenged by POLISARIO (The Popular Front for the Liberation of the Saguia 

el-Hamra and Rio de Oro). For details, see sub-section under "The Conflict". 

THE SAHARAN DISPUTE AND INTERNAL MILITARY INTERVENTION 

Although Internal Military Intervention may stand out distinct, it cannot 

always be successfully separated from External Military Interventions as 

already indicated in Chapter One. The 10 July 1978 overthrow of President 

Mokhtar Ould Daddah of Mauritania is an example of an Internal Military 

Intervention with external connexion. 

Although not the classic military coup with all the characteristics of 

external patronage, or overt military presence, the coup in Mauritania, to 

some degree, was influenced by external factors, like, domestic resentment at 

the deployment of Moroccan forces in the country. Also, although Daddah's 

successor, Colonel Mustapha Ould Salek maintained a non-aligned position, the 

French immediately moved in closer, to influence decisions on the Saharan 

question. 
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THE AREA UNDER DISPUTE 

What is today referred to as the Western Sahara is 109,000 square miles 

of desert land in north-west Africa, colonised by Spain in 1885 and held until 

1975 when she relinquished control of the territory. El Aaiun is the capital. 

According to one report, there were only 65,000 inhabitants in the 

territory at the time of the last Spanish census. However, the Moroccans held 

a new one in 1982 claiming a much higher population of 181,000. The province 

of El Aaiun (within the well-protected "useful triangle") alone had 115,000 

people. Many believe that the 80,000 Moroccan troops in the territory were 

included in the census. The Polisario Front claims that if a census were held 

the Moroccans could control the triangle, at least for a single day and force a 

favourable vote at gun point.! 

Low rainfall, sand storms and other hostile elements make the territory 

almost uninhabitable. In the words of Taleb Ahmed Mahmoud, a veteran of 

many Polisario attacks against Moroccan targets and Director of the El Ouali 

Military Academy, 'if it wasn't for our national pride and self-respect we 

would leave nature to drive the Moroccans out - even for Saharaouis this is a 

difficult place'. 2 

Even so, it has great economic potential: 

'The Saharan Arab Democratic Republic (SADR) would, if not two
thirds occupied, be one of Africa's most economically viable states. 
The population of less than a million would control the world's 
second biggest phosphate industry (Morocco has the biggest), and a 
fishing potential of two million tons a year. Iron ore, tungsten, 
platinum, gold, manganese, garnets, tourmalines, and zircons have 
all been found. Off-shore oil exploration was started in the 1960s, 
but appears to have been halted by the war. 13 
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THE CONFLICT 

Spain was the colonial power in the territory under dispute until 1975 

when she abruptly relinquished control - leaving no structure for political 

authority. Under a trilateral agreement reached in Madrid on 14 November 

1975 she handed the territory over to Morocco and Mauritania, who undertook 

to administer it jointly. In April 1976, however, they agreed to divide it 

between them - Morocco taking the larger northern sector, including the Bu 

Craa phosphate mines, and Mauritania having the southern sector, Tiris-el

Gharbia, plus 10% of the Bu Craa revenues. In reaching this arrangement, no 

attempt was made to take account of local separatist feeling or of Algeria's 

interest in the region. The division was therefore challenged by the Polisario 

Front - Algerian-backed and formed in 1973 to seek independent statehood for 

Western Sahara. 4 In the same year as the division was made, Polisario 

declared independence of Saharan Arab Democratic Republic. 

RECOGNITION 

In November 1979, a resolution establishing the legitimacy of Polisario's 

struggle for independence was passed by the UN Gen_eral Assembly, and a year 

later the world body called for Morocco to end its 'occupation' of the Western 

Sahara. 

At the time of the SADR's fifth anniversay of the declaration of the 

Republic (February 1981), she had been recognised by 45 governments. In fact, 

a 1986 report went on to state that, 'today, the SADR is recognised as a State 

by 63 countries, including non-aligned heavyweights such as India and 

Yugoslavia. It is a full member of the OAU'.5 Mauritania's recognition of the 

same came in February 1984. 
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Another report mentioned that, 'the Dominican Republic has established 

diplomatic relations with the SADR, becoming the 18th Latin-American State 

to recognise the independence of the Western Sahara ••. '. According to the 

statement, 'the other countries which have accorded recognition in this area 

are Mexico, Costa Rica, Nicaragua, Guyana, Surinam, Cuba, Grenada, 

Jamaica, Dominica, St Lucia, Equador, Peru, Colombia and Guatemala'.6 

Nigeria was the 30th DAU member to recognize the SADR. 'Nigeria's political 

and economic weight, combined with its habitual caution on foreign issues, 

made this recognition a spectacular victory for Sahrawi diplomacy and pointed 

the way to the SADR's triumph at the (12 November 1984) Addis Ababa 

summit.117 Nigeria's recognition of the SADR came on 11 November - the eve 

of the DAU Summit. 

PARTIES TO THE CONFLICT 

INTRA-CONTINENT AL ACTORS: 

Morocco 

Three main factors have been identified as explaining Morocco's interest 

in the Western Sahara in the 1970s. 

'The first was its mineral wealth, particularly in phosphates. 
Morocco was the world's third largest exporter of phosphates, but 
the Western Sahara contained reserves which were twice as large, 
nearer the surface and purer. Ownership of the Bu Craa mines 
would therefore give Morocco control of a large part of world 
phosphate production and supply and, with it, the possibility of 
manipulating world phosphate prices. Before 1975 she had had 
some success in forcing up world prices, and the ill-effects on her 
economy of their subsequent slump had highlighted the potential 
advantage for Morocco of a more controlled market for this raw 
material.18 

The second factor explaining Morocco's interest in the territory was 

given as fear of encirclement. 
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'Morocco and Algeria had fought a border war in 1972, and, though 
a temporary (and still unratified) agreement on their frontiers was 
reached, their rivalry continued. Polisario was armed and trained 
by Algeria and operated from Algerian bases. And in February 
1976 when Polisario, from Algeria, proclaimed the Western Sahara 
to be the Saharan Arab Democratic Republic (SADR), Algeria was 
the first to recognize the new state. Apart from viewing this 
development with a monarchy's natural aversion to a revolutionary 
socialist state, Morocco tended to see it as a confirmation of her 
long-held suspicion that Algeria was aspiring to hegemony in the 
region.•9 

The third factor was identified as 'a genuine, deep and widespread 

nationalist belief in Greater Morocco, which King Hassan had deliberately 

fostered in the past in order to bind opposition parties to his regime•.10 

According to this view point, 'when he acceded to the throne in 1961, 

opposition groups had made determined efforts to reduce the power of the 

monarch. Laying claim to the Western Sahara had not only earned him great 

popularity with the people, but had also generated wide-spread support for him 

among all political groups, including the opposition•.11 But as impressive as 

Hassan's political gambles may appear to be, his isolated military gains, at 

best, are of a pyrrhic nature. Determined to maintain his influence in the 

broad politics of Morocco, the Monarch sees the war as a necessary means of 

achieving his political objectives. The impracticalities of the war on both 

ideological and economic grounds appear to mean very little to Hassan in his 

resolve to liberate the Western Sahara. 

Polisario's main method of attack has been hit-and-run harassment, with 

which on 16-17 January 1979 they carried out one of their most successful 

raids against the town of Tan-Tan - inside Morocco's own borders. Despite the 

new National Defence Council, set up by King Hassan after the raid in March, 

and the adoption by the council of the enemy's mobile attack tactics, the 

Polisario were believed to control some 75 per cent of the Western Sahara in 

early 1980. Morocco's lack-lustre war efforts could be explained principally 
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from the point of view of the low morale of her army - itself an off-shoot of 

'the very nature of the war, the lack of leave, and an inhibiting command 

structure which required every military decision to be referred to the King as 

Commander-in-Chief', 12 

With Mauritania's exit from the disputed territory on 5 August 1979, 

Morocco moved into the Tires-el-Gharbia barely one week after the 

withdrawal. On 19 August, Hassan addressed a Press Conference in Fez at 

which he promised to release two or three ports in the Western Sahara to 

Polisario on 99-year leases, if, according to him, all the nationalist fighters 

wanted was access to the Atlantic. But hopes of compromise were shattered 

when on 24 August Polisario marched on and briefly controlled the Lebouirate 

desert garrison, 60 kilometres inside Morocco. An all-out 7,000 man strong 

Moroccan counter-offensive on 4 November, aimed at overcoming areas of 

Polisario resistance, proved successful and enhanced Rabat's control of the 

population centres of Western Sahara. 

Mauritania 

The trilateral agreement of 14 November 1975 named Mauritania as one 

of two allotees of the disputed Saharan territory. Morocco was the other 

country to earn from the division. Initially, though, both countries were to 

administer the territory jointly, but in April 1976, they agreed to divide it 

between them. But Mauritania found that an estimated 30 per cent of her 

national budget went into defence spending in her efforts to control her 

portion of the divided territory. 

It is interesting to note that between 1975 and 1977 the strength of 

Mauritania's armed forces increased from 1,200 to about 7,500 men, and this 

figure even had a further dramatic rise in 1978 to some 12,500 men - defence, 

then accounting for 65 per cent of her national budget. The strains brought 
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about by high military spending on Mauritania's economy even became more 

pronounced with the country's iron ore production running 25 per cent below 

profit margin. The already stretched economy was left taut as a result of 

Nouakchott's territorial claims. Added to growing resentment about the state 

of the economy in Mauritania, was the presence of Moroccan troops stationed 

there. The Moroccan military presence in Mauritania was seen in certain 

quarters inside the country as undermining the sovereignty of Mauritania. It 

was this situation that led to the 10 July 1978 coup, which overthrew President 

Mokhtar Ould Daddah - a close ally of Morocco, and brought into power Army 

Chief-of-Staff, Mustapha Ould Salek. 

Mauritania finally withdrew from the war in August 1979, renouncing its 

territorial amibitions in a peace treaty with Polisario. Some reports in 1981, 

however, held that Polisario, originally based in Algeria, had set up bases in 

Mauritania. An attempted coup in March against the Mustapha Salek 

administration was blamed on Morocco. Under Colonel Gaddafi's influence, 

however, Mauritania and the Western Sahara united and issued a joint 
1nApr:l., 

condemnation of Morocco's 'occupation' of the Sahara'; territor>i Mauritania, 

as an intra-continental actor, only had a brief claim to the territory under 

dispute. 

Algeria 

Since Polisario's formation in 1973, Algeria has served as its base. 

Successive Algerian government have all demonstrated their opposition to 

Morocco's claim to Western Sahara. The Algiers government advocates the 

founding of an independent Saharan State after decolonization. Denying any 

self-interest in respect of their involvement in the Western Sahara, the Algiers 

government, in May 1975, called for genuine self-determination for the 

Saharans at the International Court of Justice. Some observers of the 
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-f-1.,Q. creq.fi'on Of ct() ind~ndent ,Sqhciran s+ci-1-e. 
international political scene, however, believe that Algeria would want to us';q 

both to her economic and political advantages~ · 

Economically, it is believed that Algeria is interested in the Bu 

Craa phosphates, while politically, the creation of an independent Sahara state 

is seen as giving Algeria a greater hegemonic influence in the region. 

Algeria's resolve to support the Polisario Front was established beyond 

doubts after the 14 November 1975 tripatHe agreement when President 

Boumedienne issued threats of direct military intervention in the region. In 

fact, in January and February 1976, there were skirmishes between units of 

Algerian and Moroccan forces in the Sahara, well beyond the Algerian border. 

Algeria's recognition of the Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic came in 

March, and later led to the severance of diplomatic relations between Morocco 

and Mauritania on the one side, and Algeria, on the other. 

In December 1979, Algeria strongly condemned France for the three air 

raids on Polisario columns, shortly after the release in Algeria of six French 

captives from the Zouerate mines, in Mauritania. France, however, 

maintained that her action was aimed at protecting her nationals, and that it 

was at the request of Mauritania. 

After a summit meeting in late February 1983 between President Chadli 

of Algeria and King Hassan of Morocco, the re-opening of the borders to 

nationals of both countries was effected - the reason being that success in 

their persuasive economic drives in the region appeared achievable only 

through rapprochement. 

Apart from serving as the SADR headquarters, and supplying military 

hardware to Polisario Forces €ne tenth the size of Morocco'~ Algeria has 

assisted the Polisario struggle in other ways. One of such is the taking-in of 

displaced people in the war affected areas. According to one report, 'in 

Southern Algeria there are refugee encampments holding about 165,000 
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Saharaoui who fled from the disputed territory in Western Sahara when the 

Moroccans invaded in 1975-761.13 The report observes that, 'the careful 

preservation of the traditional and Islamic culture is a priority in the 

camps•.14 

A treaty of "concord and fraternity" was signed in 1983 by Algeria, 

Mauritania and Tunisia. It was seen by observers as Algeria's grand design for 

the formation of a regionai Maghreb union with open membership for Arab

A frica. Libyan slackening support for the Sahraoui cause may not have been 

unconnected - even if partially - with its formation. 

Libya's foreign policy is essentially the politics of one man - Colonel 

Muammar Gaddafi. So much is known about Gaddafi, and yet so little is 

understood of him. The real search for an understanding of the man's politics 

is obfuscated by the highly unreliable, if not unpredictable nature of the 

Colonel. He is ambitious, and has demonstrated a strong passion for the 

Islamization of Africa. These attributes notwithstanding, Gaddafi could be 

said to be possessing some modest qualities as well - perhaps, 

paradoxically so. For one, unlike most African military leaders that delight in 

rapid self-promotion on assumption of power, Gaddafi has remained a Colonel 

since coming into power in 1969. 

There are also no known allegations of fraudulently accumulated wealth 

against the Colonel. Although misunderstood both in the United States and the 

Soviet Union, the Libyan leader forges ahead undaunted with his Islamic 

Jamahirya revolution. Indeed, he has become something of an enigma. 

One report has it that, 'Colonel Gadafy, the Polisario's first backer with 

Algeria, is one of the Saharaouis' favourite subjects of discussion•.15 

- In what most observers of the international scene 
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considered to be a surprise move, Colonel Gaddafi made an alliance with 

Morocco, after years of unreserved and hitch-free support for Polisario. The 

alliance was made in 1984 when a 'unanimous approval by the Libyan General 

People's Congress and a 99.97 per cent "yes" vote in Morocco's August 31 

referendum sealed the union of Colonel Gaddafi's Jamahirya and King Hassan's 

Kingdom - the "Arab African Federation" - agreed earlier in the month at 

Oujda, on Morocco's frontier with Algeria.16 

Commenting on the development, the President of the SADR and 

Secretary-General of the Polisario, Mohammed Abdelaziz said : 'that Ouida 

Accord was one of the most serious set-backs of this 10-year period ••• 

However, looking back on it, it has not been so very negative; King Hassan has 

not got the results he hoped for. Gadafy has not done the complete policy 

volte-face that Sekou Toure (of Guinea) did under Moroccan guidance .•. •.17 

The Treaty of Oujda, signed by the two leaders in August, actually came 

into effect on 1 September. It was Libya's seventh union since Gaddafi took 

power 19 years ago, and King Hassan's third treaty in his 29 years reign. 

The treaty provides for the formation of an Arab-African Union between 

Libya and Morocco. The treaty clauses were vaguely spelt out in part • 

'the Oujda union is to have a 'defence council' and any attack on 
either country will be 'considered an aggression against the other', 
which implies mutual defence (although this is not stipulated). 
Leadership of the union will be exercised jointly by the two heads 
of state. They alone have executive power, although special 
consultative commissions are to be set up. Representation of the 
two countries will no longer be by ambassador but through a 
minister or 'Secretary'. Both countries undertake not to interfere 
in the other's internal affairs. The first practical measures under 
the union were the reduction in exchange tariffs, the suppression of 
visas obtained in advance for visitors from the other country, and 
preferential treatment for Moroccans in Libya's employment 
policy'.18 
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Whatever may have prompted Gaddafi's sudden alliance with Morocco, it 

clear that certain areas of cooperation, especially at the time the 

union was made between the two countries, appeared urgent. The basis for 

such a union was to be of reciprocal interest to both governments. We may 

begin by considering the fact that with the alliance of Algeria, Mauritania and 

Tunisia through the Maghreb Fraternity and Co-operation Treaty, and 

Mauritania's recognition of the SADR in February 1984, Morocco found herself 

isolated in the region. So, by effecting a treaty partnership with Libya, Rabat 

earned a friend in the Maghreb. Morocco also used the alliance to ensure 

minimum Libyan support for Polisario. 

On the Libyan side, it is worth considering that it 'could help absorb 

some of Morocco's labour surplus to counteract its own shortage, and could 

help Morocco with energy supplies•.19 

The Libya-Morocco alliance was of particular interest to France, as 

made evident by the two visits of French President, Francois Miterrand, to 

Morocco in August. 'Observers speculated that the visit(s) really concerned 

Chad. Mitterand, they suggested, was urging Hassan to act as a "moderating 

influence11 on his new friend and persuade him to withdraw his troops from 

Chad.120 Indeed, as far as the Western Sahara is concerned, Libya remains 

partly active and partly aloof, so as to enable her a greater chance of 

involvement in the broader African politics. On the whole, the ambiguous and 

somewhat unpredictable nature of Libya's policy may be interpreted in Tripoli 

to mean "caution" and 11wisdom11 in the international political arena. 

EXTRA-CONTINENT AL ACTORS: 

Spain 

Spanish rule over the Western Sahara began in 1885. After 91 years of 

colonialism in the region - with the final Spanish withdrawal having been made 
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in 1976, it is only natural that Spain got involved in the 'war-torn' politics of 

the region, given her one-time commitment there, and the very nature of her 

abrupt pull-out from the territory. But even so, Spain's continued interest in 

the territory has its most profound explanation in economic considerations. 

With the 15 October 1975 UN investigative mission's report, that most 

Saharans favoured independence, and the ruling the next day by the World 

Court in favour of self-determination, King Hassan of Morocco on 6 November 

ordered so-called 'Green March' by 350,000 unarmed civilians to beseige the 

Western Sahara. The long march was halted by the Spanish authorities after 

the Moroccans had made some head-way into the disputed territory. The 

Moroccan Monarch, however, called off the march on 9 November, claiming 

that it has achieved its aim, and on 14 November, a trilateral agreement was 

reached in Madrid, by which Spain accepted withdrawing from the territory in 

1976 and rest all administrative responsibilities on a joint Morocco

Mauritanian trust. It was at this point Algeria intensified its support for 

Polisario - apparently displeased about Spain's decision, which had not taken 

the feelings of Saharaouis into consideration. By her action, Spain had also 

contravened the ruling of the World Court which called for self-determination 

for the Saharaouis. 

Observes one writer: 

'Spain's main concern in the area was to try and defuse the tension. 
She was caught between two conflicting incentives: she did not 
wish to antagonize Algeria because she depended heavily on 
Algerian oil and gas and because Algeria had been backing a 
Canary Island liberation movement; yet she was also subject to 
pressure from Morocco because of the disputed status of the 
Spanish-occupied enclaves of Ceuta and Melilla and because she 
was negotiating with Morocco over fishing rights in the north-west 
African waters•.21 

In 1978 and 1979, the Spanish authorities made frantic efforts at being 

less conspicuous, if not totally absent from the scene of the dispute. At the 
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same time, however, pressure also came to bear on them from the Spanish left 

for government recognition of Polisario, though the authorities favoured a 

neutral position, which proved rather difficult to implement. It did not come 

as a surprise, therefore, when the head of foreign-policy of the ruling 

Democratic Centre Party (UDC), Javier Ruperez, attended Polisario's fourth 

congress, in September 1978, which itself, led to the UDC's recognition of 

Polisario the following month, as the sole legitimate representative of the 

Sahrawi people. Full Spanish Government recognition of Polisario (not the 

SADR) came in December 1980, following harassment of Spanish fishing 

vessels by Polisario. 

determination. 

Madrid then stated its support for Saharan self-

The United States 

As already remarked in the early section of our study, it may be ar gued 

that U.S. foreign policy towards developing countries tends to rely more on 

capital and military power (which only produce short-term gains) in the 

furtherance of policy. This approach was adopted in the Saharan conflict. 

Morocco, nevertheless, was a willing ally. One analyst observes: 

'Morocco, afterall, was regarded as 'pro-Western' and had 
repeatedly supported Western, and particularly U.S., policies: by 
sending Moroccan troops to fight the Angola-sponsored incursion 
into Zaire in 1978, by taking a relatively liberal attitude to 
President Sadat's peace policies in the Arab-Israeli conflict, and by 
offering the Shah of Iran a haven after he was overthrown•.22 

The United States, like Spain and France, was caught in the dilemma of 

wanting to support one of the parties to the conflict, eithe r militarily or 

otherwise, only to realise the diploma tic, strategic, and economic 

disadvantages in such a political gamble. Morocco's intransigence on 

settlement questions in the mid and late 1970s had at the time led to her 

increased unpopularity and diplomatic isolation. With Polisario forces 
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embarking on incessant opportunistic strikes against Moroccan targets, the 

Rabat Government faced the war with most of its resources, stretching taut 

an already shaky economy through war-commitment. 

Although overt U.S. military support for Morocco was likely to evoke 

concern from other African quarters, especially from Algeria, with whom the 

Carter Administration was trying to cement relations, Washington's arms sale 

to Morocco rose dramatically from a mere $4.1 million in 1974 to $99.8 million 

in 1978, with plans for even higher support in subsequent years. 

Algeria, having rid itself of Soviet patronage, maintained a non-alligned 

posture and soon became Washington's leading trading partner, with U.S. 

imports amounting to 'over half of Algeria's crude oil production (which 

represented 10 per cent of Americas imports) - moreover, in the early 1970s 

American firms had won contracts in Algeria worth $6 billion•.23 

It should be noted that while faced with the difficult policy decisions of 

the late 1970s in respect of Morocco and the broader Saharan question, the 

U.S. government expressed concern over Morocco's non-observance of a 1960 

military agreement which denied her use of U.S. supplied arms outside her 

legal borders. Concern over Moroccan use of U.S. supplied arms beyond her 

immediate jurisdictional limits had prompted the abandonment in March 1978 

of plans to sell her 24 AH-1 helicopter gunships, a $200-million surveillance 

system and 24 OV-10 reconnaissance aircraft. The gap created by US absence 

from the arms supplies scene was temporarily filled by France. It was not 

long, however, before the U.S. once again continued its military assistance to 

Hassan. 

In February 1979, 

'the sale of 6 CH-47 'Chinook' heavy-lift helicopters for 'defensive' 
purposes was approved, and the Administration called for a 100 per 
cen~ increase in arms sales. to Moroc~o in_ its Fiscal 1980 Security 
Assistance Programme, deliberately ignoring Moroccan use in the 
Western Sahara of American-supplied F -SA fighters and C-130 
transport aircraft in contravention of the purchase agreement•.24 
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Opinion on continued U.S. arms supply to Morocco remained divided 

within the various agents of U.S. fore ign policy. The contentious issue was 

over the United States' supply of helicopter gunships and reconnaissance 

aircraft to the Rabat Administration. 

'The CIA reportedly felt that new weapons would do Hassan little 
good, since the basic problem lay in an inflexible command 
structure, and the State Department agreed, arguing also that the 
sales would endanger relations with Algeria and undermine those 
with the rest of Africa. The other view, held most strongly by 
Security Adviser Brzezinski, was that a show of support for a long
term ally should be made in order to measure other allies 
(particularly Saudi Arabia) in the aftermath of developments in 
Iran, the Yemens and Nicaragua•.25 

However, the sale of OV-10 reconnaissance aircraft was finally approved 

by the U.S. administration on 22 October, but with some pressure on the 

Moroccan Monarch at the same time, to negotiate with Polisario. 

Shortly after the approval, Deputy Secretary of State, Warren 

Christopher visited Morocco to promote dialogue between King Hassan and 

Polisario on the Saharan question. Brzezinski had at the same time left for 

Algeria to reassure President Chadli as well as clarify America's policy and 

position. 'In January 1980 the Administration announced plans to sell Morocco 

F-5 fighters, helicopter gunships and reconnaissance aircraft worth £232.5 

million, but was also reported to be about to begin low-level talks with 

Polisario with a view to promoting a compromise solution.•26 

Commenting on the 11-year war, Polisario's Secretary-general, 

Mohammed Abdelaziz blamed the Reagan Administration for propping up the 

military strength of Morocco throughout 1981-83, which he said re-kindled 

hopes of a Moroccan military solution, 'Just when we believed a political 

solution was possible'. 27 The Polisario leader further disclosed that, 

'Mauritania signed a peace treaty with us and then, in a meeting with the 

Moroccans in Bamako we felt they, too, were ready to make peace', regretting 

that, 'the increased U.S. aid put off that chance of peace'.28 
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France 

The French involvement in the conflict was only for a short period. 

After the 1975 Madrid accord, France increased arms supplies to Morocco - a 

situation viewed with great concern in Algeria. In May 1977, Polisario held 

eight French hostages until December, when they were released. After their 

release, France continued military support for Mauritania (and thus indirectly 

for Morocco) by using her Senegal-based reconnaissance planes and jaguars 

against Polisario columns. 

Following US congressional limitation on arms sales to Morocco in July 

1978, France undertook a $200-million contract for the supply of 50 Mirage F

l fighter bombers to the Rabat Administration. However, influenced by 

Algeria's oil and the cultural ties with this former colony, France's position 

began to shift. The decision seemed to have been made that Algeria and 

Africa generally were more important than continued open support for 

Morocco. Consequently, France played an important role in the negotiations 

leading to Mauritania's withdrawal from the Western Sahara. A communique 

calling for the independence and sovereignty of Mauritania to be respected 

was issued by France after the withdrawal, and the offer was also made to 

help in the development of the country. When Mauritania finally pulled out of 

the conflict in 1979, support for her no longer meant support for Morocco 

which had very little or no support from the French left and the army. 

THE ORGANISATION OF AFRICAN UNITY AND THE SAHARAN CONFLICT 

At the annual summit meeting of the Organization of Africa Unity 

(OAU) in July 1980, a majority of 26 out of 50 countries favoured SADR 

membership. The outcome of the vote was contested by Morocco which 

argued that a two-thirds majority was needed before the vote could be carried. 
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The Rabat Government then threatened to renounce membership of the 

Organization if the Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic was admitted, Further 

deliberation on this matter was shelved, but later entrusted, once again, to the 

Committee of 'wise men', who in September recommended that a cease-fire be 

observed in December, to be followed by a jointly supervised DAU-UN 

referendum. 

Remarkably, King Hassan, for the first time agreed to a referendum at 

the June 1981 summit conference, to be held according to recommendations 

from the African regional body. There were, however, still some problems 

concerning the exact mode of the referendum. With claims from Morocco that 

Polisario members were Algerian mercenaries, the Rabat government urged 

that the proposed referendum be based on the Spanish census of 1974 which 

gave as its final figure 74,000 inhabitants. 

Polisario's contention has been that for the poll to be organized properly, 

Morocco will have to pull out its troops and administration into its original 

borders; that an interim international administration be set up; and finally, for 

refugees living in Alger ia to return and take part in the referendum. 

In August, the DAU implementation committee forwarded proposals to 

enable the electorate to choose between self-rule or integration with Morocco. 

Only anOAU-UN peace- keeping force and administration were to supervise the 

referendum. The 300,000 refugees sojourning in Algeria and registered with 

the UNHCR were to be allowed participation in the exercise. The manner in 

which the referendum was actually to be conducted still left the parties 

concerned poles apart on how best to set about things. 

Miguel Orozco argues that the DAU has done its best in trying to bring 

about a negotiated settlement. He disclosed: 

'in June and August 1981, and again in February 1982, it passed in 
Nairobi a series of resolutions (known as Nairobi I, II and III) which 
established the necessity of holding a referendum. Then, in June 
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1983, a new resolution was approved in Addis Ababa which 
exhorted the two contenders - Morocco and the Polisario Front - to 
immediately start direct negotiations. A committee was also 
created to follow up the implementation of the resolutions. 
Composed of representatives of Mali, Tanzania, Sierra Leone, 
Guinea, Kenya, Sudan and Nigeria, the Committee has found it 
impossible to make the two parties sit at the same table1.29 

After the June 1983 Addis Ababa resolution, Ethiopian Foreign Minister 

Goshu Walde and OAU Secretary General, Peter Onu convened a meeting on 

behalf of the Committee in Addis in September. The SADR leader, Abdelaziz 

and Moroccan Crown Prince, Sidi Mohammed, were both in attendance, 

although the Prince refused his seat in protest at the presence of Saharawi 

representatives. 

King Hassan only recognises Nairobi I, II and III as binding, since 

according to him, they establish the need for a referendum. 'For him, the 

Addis resolution merely requested the parties to hold negotiations, without 

establishing an actual obligation. The explanation for such a peculiar 

interpretation is that Morocco would only accept a referendum held without 

outside control and, obviously, without Polisario participation1.3D 

The Moroccan Monarch, however, reiterates his position now and again 

on the question of the sovereignty over the Western Sahara. He maintains that 

with or without referendum, the Sahara will always be under Morocco's 

jurisdiction. 

THE MAGHREB IN 1988 

Algeria and Morocco re-established diplomatic relations in May 1988 

after 12 years of strained relations over the Western Sahara. The move at 

rapprochement was initiated by President Chadli Bendjedid of Algeria. 
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After the diplomatic break-through between the two countries, there 

were signs of easing tension in the Maghreb as a whole. For instance, Colonel 

Muammar Gadaffi, the Libyan leader, for his part, re-opened the frontiers of 

his country to Tunisian workers, allowed his countrymen to go north and 

offered to finance a number of joint transport and industrial projects. This 

development further fulfilled the strong sense of shared history in the entire 

region. 

The re-establishing of diplomatic relations between Algeria and 

Morocco, however, did not mean an end to the Saharan war. The Polisario, for 

example, continued its struggle for self-determination against Moroccan 

expansionism. 

In the meantime, a U.N. peace plan presented in late August 1988 to 

Morocco and the Polisario Front which called a referendum on the territory's 

future and a cease-fire arrangement, was welcomed by both contestants. 

Mr Bachir Mustapha Sayed, the Polisario Front's number two said the 'spirit of 

the plan' was acceptable but that the details still required discussion. King 

Hassan II of Morocco did not comment directly on the proposal but said his 

government 'will give the appropriate response'. He, however, made it clear 

that Rabat could respect the outcome of the vote. 

The plan called for Morocco to keep 25,000 of its 150,000 troops in the 

former Spanish colony who would then be confined to base and supervised by a 

UN peace keeping force. Voting would follow later. 

Meanwhile, the executive committee of the Polisario Front announced a 

new eight-man government amongst whom were Mr Mahfoud Ali Beiba - a 

member of the Polisario executive committee who now became Prime Minister 

and minister of the interior and of justice. Mr Bachir Mustapha - also a 

member of the executive, was designated to head the Polisario external 

relations. 
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The easing of tensions in the Maghreb may partially be connected to the 

new politics of openness between the East and the West that tends to favour a 

greater degree of dialogue and a somewhat more realistic approach to 

contemporary international questions. This development may have reduced 

long standing fears and perceptions in the region by the major powers. The US 

is the main external source of support for Morocco, while the USSR, was for a 

while, Algeria's main external ally, although not in connection with the 

Saharan conflict, but as a superpower with considerable ideological influence 

and commitment in the region. The heavy financial burden and high casualties 

faced by Morocco in the war may also explain the current restraints in the 

region. One thing, however, remains clear: morale is low on the Moroccan 

side, resulting in the incessant defection of the soldiers to join Polisario. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

SHABA I AND SHABA II 

The interventions in the former Belgian Congo (now Zaire), popularly 

referred to as Shaba I and Shaba II, took place in 1977 and 1978 respectively. 

On both occasions, the Shaba province was infiltrated by an exiled 

Zairian group known as Front National pour La Liberation de Congo (FNLC), 

and the country's leader, President Mobutu had to request external help to 

ward-off the attacks. 

Morocco was the intra-continental actor in Shaba I, while France moved 

in as the extra-continental power. Shaba II, however, attracted more external 

powers than Shaba I. The powers were France, Belgium and the United States. 

The majority of francophone African States (but excluding Benin and Burkina 

Faso) participated in Shaba II under the Inter-African Force (IAF) 

arrangement. 

Both the mineral resources and the strategic importance of Zaire 

account mainly for the external interventions, while the intra-continental 

actors saw their involvement as a demonstration of support for their main 

external allies. 

A brief study of the physical and social geography of Zaire, as well as its 

political development, will be wor thwhile. This will bring about a better 

understanding as we study the main incidents tha t took place in the country's 

Shaba province. 

PHYSICAL FEATURES 

Zaire has an area of 2,344,855 sq. km. (905,365 sq. miles), which leaves it 

as the second largest country in Africa - South of the Sahara. Its landscape is 
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in the form of horizontal terraces. The country lies across the Equator, which 

also speaks for the type of climate there. 

The country's main exports derive from the exploitation of its mineral 

resources, amongst which are copper, uranium, tin, silver, tungsten, cobalt and 

manganese - all from upper Shaba. Columbite, tin, etc. are mined in the 

eastern part of the country, near Maniema, while diamonds are excavated in 

Kasari. Bauxite and iron are but some of the minerals yet to be exploited in 

the country. In the 1978-81 period, mineral resources alone (of which copper 

made-up the largest portion) constituted 85% of Zaire's total foreign currency 

earning. 

SOCIAL GEOGRAPHY 

Both ethnically and linguistically considered, Zaire is a heterogenous 

society. The spill-over effect of the scramble and subsequent partition of 

Africa by the European powers in Berlin in 1884/5 also left its mark on the 

country. This is most evident on the continent today in the dual nationality 

which some Africans claim for having their relatives in parts of neighbouring 

countries that share the same language and customs, but are separated by 

national boundaries. This situation also explains the many border disputes on 

the continent. 

In the case of Zaire, its Bemba people are also found in Zambia. Other 

ethnic groups in Zaire with this type of transnational linkage are the Alur, also 

found in Uganda; the Kongo - divided between Zaire, the People's Republic of 

the Congo and metropolitan Angola and its Cabinda enclave; the Zande _ found 

in Sudan; and the Chokwe in Angola. So far, only inter-ethnic relationships 

between groups in Zaire and their immediate neighbours have been identified. 

But within Zaire itself, the socio-cultural diversities that exists amongst 
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various groups are quite evident. The most numerous people are the Kongo; 

the people of Kwangu-Kwilu, who are related to them; the Mongo with their 

many subdivisions, who live in the great forest; the Luba, with their close 

cousins, the Lulua and Songe; the Zande and the Bwaka. Most of the groups 

speak Bantu languages, which themselves are of diverse nature. Linguistically, 

the north of Zaire shares a lot in common with Sudan. However, the question 

might be asked: Will the diverse ethnic and linguistic differences in Zaire not 

hinder communication amongst the various groups? Remarkably, the ability of 

the people to speak and understand languages other than theirs has made 

communication quite easy, as it is in several parts of Africa. There is also the 

existence of 'intermediary' languages - a Kongo dialect, a Luba dialect, 

Lingala and Swahili, as well as the use of French. 

Zaire's estimated population stood at 30.lm in 1981, and of which 80 per 

cent constituted rural dwellers. 

PRE- AND POST-INDEPENDENCE ZAIRE 

Belgian colonization of the Congo took place in 1885, and it was not until 

30 June 1960 that that African territory became independent. The centre

piece of the Belgian colonial policy focused on the education and feedi_ng of 

the Africans. Political enlightenment and or activism in the colonial setting 

was considered as completely irrelevant for both Africans and Europeans. 

Fulfilment of the objectives of colonization was, therefore, seen by the 

Belgian colonialists simply as educating and feeding their African subjects. 
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ORIGINS OF BELGIAN EDUCATION POLICY AND REASONS FOR IT 

The Belgian educational system in the Congo was strongly influenced by 

the Christian missions which were mainly concerned with the recruitment of 

converts to their respective beliefs. The missions considered schools as 

institutions through which this goal could be achieved. Consequently, they 

showed no interest in extending the school system beyond primary education. 

Self rule for the Africans, therefore, remained inconceivable in the minds of 

the Belgian colonial authorities. It was, moreover, not until the mid-1950's 

that the turning point came in such traditionalist approach to colonialism, with 

the publication of the 'Thirty Year's Plan for the Emancipation of the Belgian 

Congo' by Professor Van Bilsen. The publication came under a strong attack 

within Belgian conservative circles, whilst the same proposals were warmly 

received by the evolues - a small African elite developed by the Belgian 

colonial powers. The nationalist struggles in the Congo brought to the fore the 

intellectual and technical skills of the evolues who challenged the colonial 

order. According to Kannyo: 

'The situation of the Zairian colonial elite illustrates the inherent 
contradictions of colonial rule that led to its eventual demise 
everywhere. Acceptance of the colonial system also involved 
acceptance of the material and ideological beliefs and aspirations 
of the metropolitan society, a version of which was reproduced in 
the colonized country in the white part of the colonial society•.l 

But realising that 

'they could not achieve full material and cultural advancement 
within the framework of the colonial system, they (the evolues) 
began to challenge the colonial order; to do this effectively, they 
mobilized the "masses". This mobilization was relatively easy 
because both the elite of the African population and the peasants 
and workers suffered from low pay, racial discrimination, lack of 
control over their own political life, and generalized subordination 
within the colonial systern•,2 
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The Van Bilsen plan and its timing were accepted by the evolues who set 

out to publish their own manifesto in a periodical entitled 'Conscience 

Africaine'. However, just about the same time, a more radical cultural 

association in Leopoldville, the Alliance des Ba-Kongo (ABAKO), with Joseph 

l<asavuba as its Chairman, issued its own memorandum, rejecting not only the 

30 years transition plan as being too long, but also the entire notion of a 

progressive assimilation of the Africans into European culture and creation. 

On 5 January 1959, the ABAKO carried out their first unauthorized 

demonstration which left 50 Africans dead and 300 wounded. Within a year of 

the ABAKO unrest, the famous Table Ronde (Round Table) conference was 

held - only months away from independence. 

Tribal rivalry which was well pronounced in the young state led to 

political groupings centred on ethnic element. The two main indigenous actors 

in the domestic politics of postcolonial Zaire were classified under 

"conservatives" and "radicals". Patrice Lumumba was the most important 

representative of the "radicals" who advocated for a strong centralized state, 

while the conservatives were divided between the advocates of a unitary state 

and those who preferred a federal arrangement or even secession, as in the 

case of Moise Tshombe. 

THE FIRST REPUBLIC 

On 5 July, 1960 - merely days after the Belgian Congo became 

independent under the leadership of prime minister Patrice Lumumba and 

President Joseph Kasavubu, the country's Force Publique made their presence 

felt in the socio-political scene through a mutiny that was to serve as an epoch 

for the military in politics. Indeed, it was after that rebellion that thirty 

years old Sergeant Joseph-Desire Mobutu, who had been one of Lumumba's 
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supporters since the formation of the prime minister's Mouvement National 

Congolais/Lumumba (MNC/L), 'was appointed Chief of Staff as part of the 

effort to A fricanize the officer corps and mollify the mutineers ... From the 

time of the 1960 army mutiny, the political role of the military grew. This 

slide toward "praetorianism" was accentuated by the increasing use of force to 

keep power and the use of the military to put down the military rebellions of 

the 1960-66 period (Verhaegen, 1966, 1969)1.3 It is, however, ironic to note 

that by September 1960, Mobutu had become the prime minister's most 

powerful enemy. 

The military-civilian conflict barely one week after independence in the 

Congo had prompted the military intervention of Belgian forces in the country. 

The Belgian troops had said they intervened to protect their nationals. The 

presence of Belgian troops in independent Congo on security grounds (without 

a formal request from the target state) did not in any way constitute the only 

dramatic incident in the experience of the young state. Katanga (now Shaba) 

also decided to secede and South Kasai followed suit. 

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF KAT ANGA IN THE CRISIS AND THE BID FOR 
SECESSION 

Before considering the significance of Katanga in the crisis, it will be 

worthwhile examining why the Congo itself was in the centre of much 

international controversy. Most of Africa's recent wars are to a large extent 

over regions with either great economic potentials or strategic importance or 

even both. The crisis in the Congo was influenced by both factors with 

considerable external connection. 

Nkrumah's account has it that: 

'Geographically, strategically and politically, the Congo is the most 
vital region of Africa. Military control of the Congo by any 
foreign power would give it easy access to most of the continent 
South of Sahara. 14 
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Geographically, Zaire owes its importance not only to its central 

position, but to its vast area and tremendous resources. Although these 

resources had hardly been tapped at the time of independence, they had 

already enriched foreign interests to a degree which made them adamant to 

continue with the exploitation of the country's wealth, and had equally aroused 

the cupidity of others to share in the exploitation. 

The strategic importance of Zaire derives from its geographical 

features. According to Nkrumah, foreign powers which concern themselves 

with what they call 'the defence of Africa', by which they mean the defence, 

on the African continent, of interests which are mainly contrary to those of 

the African people, regard Zaire as the key to the military control of Africa. 

This is the significance of the aid which Belgium received from her allies to 

build great military bases at Kitona in the West and Kamina in the South of 

Zaire. This also explains why in the early years of independence, there were 

eight international airports, thirty principal and over a hundred secondary and 

local airports in the country. Nkrumah described Zaire as the 'strategic space' 

to Western military and civilian experts when considering the likelihood of a 

war with their enemies from bases in Africa. 

The political importance of Zaire is related to its strategic and economic 

importance. Importantly, it serves as the buffer state between independent 

Africa in the North, and the territories of colonialism and white supremacy in 

the South. The economic importance of the country could be found in the 

mineral potentials of the Shaba province. 

THE SHABA PROVINCE 

The former province of Katanga (now Shaba) in the southern part of 

Zaire is rich in mineral resources. Its position as the world's largest producer 
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of uranium and one of the world's biggest producers of cobalt in the years that 

immediately preceeded independence aside, the region also has rich copper 

deposits, estimated at about 115 million tons at the time of the crisis. 

Issues bordering on secession had hardly been raised before the formation 

of Tshombe's Party, Conakat (Confederation des Associations du Katanga) in 

July 1959. All along, Tshombe maintained a federalist policy and advocated 

close ties with Belgium both before and shortly after independence -apparently 

waiting for the right moment to execute his plan. His opportunity came with 

the mutiny of the Force Publique and the breakdown of law and order. 

The source of Tshombe's strength and the main concerns behind 

Katangan secession were Belgian support and the interests of multi-nationals. 

The Elisabethville correspondent of the (London) Daily Telegraph summed up 

the position in his report of 27 July: 

M. Tshombe, the self-styled President, is today far more under 
the domination of Belgian officials than he was as an obscure 
politician before Congo independence. His regime depends 
entirely on Belgian arms, men and money. Without this, his 
government would in all probability, be quickly pulled down 
from within and without. The outline of Belgium's emergency 
policy for Katanga is now discernible. It is to protect the great 
Belgian financial stake here and hold a political bridgehead in 
the hof e of a Congolese union amenable to Belgium and the 
West. 

ORIGINS OF UNITED NATIONS INVOLVEMENT 

On 12 July 1960, the Congolese Government made their historic appeal 

for UN military assistance against Belgian aggression: 

The Government of the Republic of the Congo requests urgent 
dispatch by the United Nations of military assistance. This request 
is justified by the dispatch to Congo of metropolitan Belgian troops 
in violation of the treaty of friendship signed between Belgium and 
the Republic of the Congo on 29 June 1960. Under the terms of 
that treaty, Belgian troops may only intervene on the express 
request of the Congolese Government. No such request was ever 
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made by the Government of the Republic of the Congo, and we 
therefore regard the unsolicited Belgian action as an act of 
aggression against our country. 

The real cause of most of the disturbances can be found in 
colonialist machinations. We accuse the Belgian Government of 
having carefully prepared the secession of Katanga with a view to 
maintaining a hold of our country ...• the essential purpose of the 
requested military aid is to protect the national territory of the 
Congo against the present external aggression which is a threat to 
international peace. We strongly stress the extremely urgent need 
for the dispatch of United Nations troops to the Congo.6 

The next day, the Congolese Government warned that if assistance was 

not sent without delay they would have to ask the Bandung Treaty powers for 

help. 

At the 873rd meeting of the Security Council held on 13/14 July, Mr. 

Slim, representing Tunisia, submitted a draft resolution calling on the Belgian 

Government to withdraw its troops from the Congo and authorising the 

Secretary-General to provide as quickly as possible the military aid requested 

of the United Nations. After amendments suggested by the Soviet 

representative, Mr Sobolev, condemning 'the armed aggression by Belgium' and 

calling on the Belgians to withdraw their troops from the Congo had been 

rejected, the Tunisian draft resolution was put to the vote. In favour of the 

vote were Argentina, Ceylon, Ecuador, Italy, Poland, Tunisia, USSR and USA. 

None stood against the vote, though China, France, United Kingdom and 

Northern Ireland abstained. The British delegate explained his abstention by 

saying his government objected to the first paragraph of the draft resolution 

which called on Belgium to withdraw its troops.7 

A request from the Congolese government for Ghanaian military 

assistance was accepted by the Accra Government, and on 13 July, the 

Ghanaian leader Nkrumah, telephoned Mr Hammarskjold, Secretary-General of 
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the United Nations, informing him of his country's willingness to aid 

Lumumba's government. 'It was the same evening that the Security Council 

met and passed the resolution providing for the sending of UN forces to the 

Congo. Mr Hammarskjold decided to make it a predominantly African 

operation although Sweden and Ireland, both unquestionably neutral, were 

asked to send troops. The Great Powers, excluded from the UN military force, 

provided air transport and on 15 July the first Tunisian soldiers, closely 

followed by Ghanaian troops, landed in the Congo. By then more Belgian 

soldiers had arrived in the Congo and on 14 July Lumumba and Kasabuvu broke 

off diplomatic relations with Belgium and both signed an appeal to Russia.18 

On 17 July 1960, the Provincial Assembly, made up of only Conakat 

members, approved the Declaration of Independence, and came to be known as 

the National Assembly under the Constitution of the State of Katanga drafted 

by Professor Clemens of the University of Liege. After Katanga declared 

independence, Tshombe was given financial assurance by Union Miniere which 

sought to achieve this by transferring all taxes legally payable to the 

Congolese Government to the Katanga Government. 

Moise Kapenda Tshombe was born at Musamba in Katanga in November 

1919 and was related to the royal house of the Lunda tribe. He was a member 

of the Katangan Provincial Council between 1951 and 1953 before moving on 

to found Conakat in July 1959. 

Patrice Lumumba, considered in the West as a communist and on whose 

invitation the UN forces arrived in the Congo, appeared to be on the receiving 

end in his administrative tussle with rival opponents - perhaps due mainly to 

the tacit compliance and poor handling of affairs by the UN forces. 

Within two months, however, a serious disagreement between President 

Joseph Kasavubu and Prime Minister Patrice Lumumba had developed into a 
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political crisis. Taking advantage of an article in the 'Loi fondamentale', 

empowering him to dismiss the ministers, the Head of State removed 

Lumumba from office. Lumumba refused to accept the decision, and instead, 

asked parliament to relieve the Head of State of his duties. The imbrioglo was 

settled with the arrival on the scene of Col. Mobutu, who on 14 September (the 

day of his intervention) announced the suspension of all political institutions 

until 31 December 1960. 

But Mobutu's problems were far from being solved as he still had to face 

the dissension from the north-eastern part of the country that had refused to 

be integrated with the rest of the country. Patrice Lumumba who had been 

under the protection of UN troops in Leopoldville between 10 October and 27 

November 1960 was arrested by the authorities as he tried to escape to 

Stanleyville (now Kisangani) and handed over to his enemies in Katanga. His 

assasination took place on the day he arrived in the secessionist province. 

Gizenga and Tshombe were defeated by the Congolese army and the UN 

forces in January 1962 and January 1963 respectively. By early 1963, the 

country had been divided into 21 provinces. This was followed by the 

promulgation of a new constitution on 1 August 1964, establishing a 

presidential system incorporating a federalist structure. The internal 

restructuring in the Congo was also followed by a change in the country's name 

to the Democratic Republic of the Congo. 

The first sign of unrest was the January 1964 Mulele rebellion in Kwilu 

followed by another in April in the eastern region of the Republic. 

The Second Republic came into being with the re-entry of the military in 

to the political life of the Congo on 24 November 1965. 

The country was re-named Zaire in October 1971, and 'Mobutsime' 

became the official state doctrine. 
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Mobutu is immune from possible accusations of deviationism by the 

political bureau of the MPR. He thus completely controls the bureau, whose 

task it is to present the only cfmdidate for the presidency. 

Kannyo recognises that: 

'The ideological assertions of the Mobutu regime have been termed 
nationalism, authentic Zairian nationalism, authenticity, and 
Mobutism at various period. Whatever the terminological 
variations, the core of the ideology is essentially conservative 
anticolonial nationalism. The aims of this orientation involve the 
"indigenization" of the political and socioeconomic structures of 
Zaire without altering them to provide for a more egalitarian and 
democratic socioeconomic system. A striking example of the 
practical application of this ideology was the Zairianization 
Measures of 1973, which were exploited by the politico
administrative class to increase their economic resources 
(Schatzberg, 1977; Kannyo, 1979)1.9 

Despite Zaire's monolithic state structure, a well orchestrated public 

opposition and expressions of dissent were easily noticeable under Mobutu. 

For instance, 'the years 1970-1977 were marked by several plots, the first of 

which was discovered in 1971. Alleged 'subversive' networks, with links in 

foreign countries and composed of 'amnestied rebels', were dismantled, their 

members eliminated and the occasion used as a pretext to arrest Bomboko, 

Nendaka and Gen. Alphonse-Devos Bangala, formerly governor of Kinshasa. 

Finally, in 1975, the so-called CIA plot came to light. Although it was 

announced in ·the press and confirmed by President Mobutu, the US State 

department dismissed the report as nonsensical. Whether or not it involved 

the CIA, the plot was essentially military in origin, including no less than three 

generals, two majors and some civilians, among whom were Albert Ndele, a 

former governor of the National Bank and Minister of Finance, and Tshomba 

Somwa Kimbayo, commissioner for posts and telecommunications. Finally 41 

persons were brought to trial in August 1975 and three generals, one Colonel, 

one major and one lieutenant were sentenced to death•.10 
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According to Kannyo: 'the most serious challenge to the Mobutu regime 

since its inception, however, has been posed by the exiled opponents who are 

generally, but misleadingly, termed the ex-Katanga gendarmes'. Citing press 

reports, the view was expressed that: 'a large number of the soldiers of Front 

de Liberation National du Congo (FNLC) were too young to have been part of 

the original Katanga Gendarmarie, which was the "army" of the Katanga 

Secessionist regime of 1960-63]. They crossed over from Angola in 1977 and 

1978 only to be driven back by French and Moroccan troops•.ll 

THE SHABA EPISODE 

Expediency alone dictates that the Shaba province could serve as a soft

target for any insurgent group against the Kinshasa administration. The 

double infiltration (in 1977 and 1978) could, therefore, not have come as a 

surprise to observers of the international political scene. Interestingly, 

though, the Mobutu Administration was taken by surprise. A multiplicity of 

factors may have led to the external military interventions in the region, out 

of which three stand out as the most salient. 

First, 'memories of the bitter civil war and the controversial action of 

the United Nations (UN) peace-keeping force in preventing the secession of 

Shaba are still alive•.12 The external military interventions in the region in 

1977 and 1978 could, therefore, be seen as an off-shoot of the 1963 Shaba 

secessionist bid. Indeed, the abortive attempts were a carry-over of the 

grudge over a region rich in mineral resources, and which had long sought to 

exist as an autonomous entity. It must be made clear, however, that the 

FLNC maintains that its objective in the region has nothing to do with 

secession. Instead, it claims that its military actions there are aimed at 

ousting President Mobutu. But according to Peter Mangold: 
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'while it was not the same force which fought for Katangan 
independence in the early 1960's, the FLNC does originate in the 
Katangan Gendarmerie of that period. Moreover, its ethnic base is 
predominantly Lunda, a tribe which straddles the borders between 
Angola, Zambia and Shaba. These facts help account for the ease 
with which the FLNC was able to infiltrate, and subsequently, 
withdraw from Shaba in both 1977 and 1978, as well as for the 
support they enjoyed there•.13 

A second reason why a military intervention (and in this particular case, 

an external military intervention) was inevitable in the region owes to the fact 

that at the time, the country's economy was going through a sordid state, 

resulting in political discontent amongst most Zairians. 

Kannyol4 traces the beginning of the political crisis of the Mobutu 

regime to 1974. He identifies the first undermining factor of the nation's 

economy as the fall in the price of copper. According to his revelation: 

'beginning in 1974, the price of copper on the international market dropped 

from BFllB,025 (appr_oximately $3,370) per metric ton in April 1974 to 

BF47,402 (approximately ($1,350) in December 1974 to BF45,482 

(approximately $1,280) in December 1975))5 Furthermore, since Zaire's 

economy is almost totally dependent on those of the capitalist economies, the 

inflationary trends in the latter, invariably showed their mark on Zaire's 

economy in 1974. For instance, 'the rate of growth of the commercialized 

gross domestic product dropped from 7.6 percent in _ 1973 to 5.4 per cent in 

1974 (Banque du Zaire, 1975). Taking 1970 as the base (1970=100), the 

wholesale price index rose from 126. 7 points in 1973 to 165.2 in 1974, an 

increase of 30.4 percent as against an increase of 9.3 percent in 1973 (Banque 

du Zaire, 1975, p38)1.l6 

Side by side with Zaire's poor economic showing was her ill-prepared 

Zairianization measures she had introduced only to the fur ther de triment of 

her national economy - leaving both the agricultural and commercial sectors 

worse hit. The intervention in the Shaba province may have been significantly 
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precipitated by the poor economic climate in Zaire, which in turn may have 

fostered the mood of the people, especially the Lunda, towards a military 

action. The FLNC onslaught may not have been calculated towards salvaging 

Zaire's falling economy at the time, as it was directed towards achieving a 

military victory over President Mobutu at a time the country proved most 

vulnerable. 

Thirdly, an external military action against the Mobutu regime could not 

be ruled out in the second-ha! f of the 1970s because of the sanctuary the 

Zairian President had granted rival MPLA groups from Angola since 1960. In 

fact, two years before the first Shaba incident, the factional rivalry in Angola 

had led to the closure of the Benguela rail road, and with that, the cutting off 

of the important mining and industrial region of Shaba. 

Apart from President Mobutu's unequivocal support for the Frente 

Nacional de Libertacao de Angola (FNLA) and its loosely allied Uniaco 

Nacional para Independencia Total de Angola (UNIT A), the Zairian leader had 

also deployed his troops in combat on account of the Angolan rebel groups he 

had accommodated and supported against the Movimento Popular de 

Libertacao de Angola (MPLA). Mobutu's support was also extended to FLEC -

the Cabinda separatist movement. 

With the MPLA victory over Portugal, however, President Mobutu 

initiated settlement proposals with his Angolan opposite bracket - Augustina 

Neto. What had at first appeared like a successful outcome of the talk, with 

promises between the two leaders, of non-interference in the affairs of each 

other, was only to develop later into hostility. It is against this background 

that any serious assessmewnt on why Shaba I and Shaba II occurred, must be 

made. 

And finally, as most US and West-European military interventions on the 

African continent have often cited as one of their strongest reasons for 
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intervening, the need to contain, if not thwart, communist expansionism on the 

continent (being the "defenders" of the "free world", and "champions" of the 

oppressed), it must be pointed out here that there was no such threat from the 

Eastern bloc in the particular case of Zaire. The popular notion in some 

Western nations, though, was that the 1977 and 1978 violation of Zaire's 

borders by the FNLC had the blessings of the communists. These insinuations, 

partially based on Mobutu's rhetorics and on FLNC's connection with marxist

Angola, may have been taken seriously because of the traditional Western 

concern about communist global adventurism and expansionism.17 

True, we may say 'that the Cubans equipped, reorganized and fought 

alongside the FLNC, who had been in Angola since the mid-196O's, during the 

latter stages of the civil war•l8, but 'according to Castro, Cuba's association 

with the FLNC ended with the victory of the Movimento Popular para a 

Libertacao de Angola (MPLA)•.19 

Given Cuba's worries about Angola's own security in the delicate mid-

1970's experience in the history of the country, a joint MPLA-FLNC attack 

against the Kinshasa government was not a viable option at that point in time. 

Two reasons best explain this submission. First, was the fact that since the 

MPLA was engaged in a protracted war in the South of Angola against the 

Uniao Nacional para a Independencia Total de Angola (UNIT A), it was feared 

that if they assisted the FLNC to execute their Shaba programme, this might 

create further tension along Angola's northern border. Secondly, the Havana 

government was concerned that a greater involvement in the programme of 

the FLNC might divert attention from the real issues in the Southern quarter 

of Africa, viz; the emancipation of Black Africans in former Rhodesia, now 

Zimbabwe, and other Southern African states under their oligarchic systems. 

East Germany also has its share of the accusation bordering on 

subversive external activities ca lculated to undermine, and possibly oust, the 
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Mobutu administration. The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) of America had 

compiled these charges. But, 'once again, however, the evidence is 

inconclusive, and US Defense Secretary Harold Brown was quoted as saying 

that it was less clear than that of Cuban involvement•.20 

SHABA I 

The almost effortless incursion by the 1,500-2,000 strong FLNC into 

Zaire's Shaba province in early March 1977, owed its initial success to the 

neglect by Zaire's regular forces of certain vital elements in defence. At the 

time of Shaba I, for instance, poor training, irregular pay and repeated purges 

had left the military seriously demoralised, and consequently ineffectual, at a 

time their services were most needed. Also, road communications in the 

country (especially in the Shaba province) were poor, thus slowing down the 

pace of the mobilization and deployment of forces to the scene of action. The 

communications problem was further compounded with the grounding of much 

of the air force due to lack of spare parts and fuel, 'and perhaps most 

ominously, because of reported mutiny and desertion among units ordered to 

Shaba. The army in fact showed no disposition to fight1.21 

With the Zairian military unable to halt the FLNC advance, President 

Mobutu then solicited external help. His apprehensions about either the 

United Nations intervention or the Organization of African Unity involvement, 

had made him side-track world and regional bodies to meet those countries he 

thought would be 'most sensitive to the implications of what he had insisted 

was a Cuban-backed invasion•.22 Mobutu's strategy paid off in the sense that 

'he received an immediate response from Morocco, which provided troops, and 

from France, which airlifted them in with the supposed assistance of Kuwaiti 

a viation fuel•.23 
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Zaire's traditional friends - the United States of America and Belgium, 

were somewhat cautious in their response to Mobutu's 'distress' call. For one, 

under the Carter Administration, rather than see the issue as East-West 

rivalry as had been the case with many previous governments, US policy 

makers sought a realistic assessment of what their stakes were in Africa at 

that point in time, and apparently chose not to be fully committed in Zaire on 

the basis of cost-effectiveness. Unlike the US, Belgium's indifference to 

Mobutu's appeal for help lies in historical explanation, as the type of linkage 

that have always existed between that country and her former colony has only 

been direct consumerism and commercialism. It is, however, interesting to 

note that 'Mobutu did receive assurances of US support, plus deliveries of 

existing orders for "non-lethal" equipment, but they were sent by chartered 

civilian, rather than military transport, and requests for arms were refused. 

On the diplomatic front, the US endorsed the efforts of others -initially 

Nigerian mediation attempts, later the French airlift of Moroccan troops1.24 

Mangold's explanation for American and Belgian reluctance to give full 

support to Mobutu in his time of need, was somewhat simplistic. He claims: 

'both governments had reservations about Mobutu's policies and his remaining 

in power', without pointing out that the Zairianization policy on the one hand, 

and Mobutusme in general, on the other, were the real issues that proved 

inimical to the interest of both governments. By these policies, Zaire 

demonstrated some amount of autonomy without the approval from, and 

consequently, to the embarrassment of, the patrons of the bloc it was allied 

to. Mangold's other explanation for their 'non-response' was: 'they were also 

sensitive to public opposition to intervention'. But were this to be taken 

seriously, then America's protracted involvement in several parts of the world, 

including Vietnam, Angola, Chad, South America and the Middle East would 

have been non-events, since public opinion would have prevented either their 

• 
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deployment of forces to the troubled-spots, or even barred the voting in of 

funds, lethal and non-lethal items to the groups they support in these 

countries. Interestingly, the role of public opinion notwithstanding, France 

even has the highest record of intervention in Africa. Their colonial policy, 

which ties their former colonies to Paris, explains it all. As far as the French 

government is concerned, it is their duty to intervene in any of their former 

colonies. While Zaire does not fall into this category of ex-French colonies, 

the same reasoning may be aduced from France's aggressive defiance of 

African land borders. In fact, with respect to Zaire, Belgium has been much 

concerned in recent times over France's demonstrated interest in that country. 

The submission that US and Belgian non-involvement in Shaba I was as a 

result of a natural restraint, born out of the sensitivity of both governments to 

public opinion, leaves much to be desired • . The US and Belgium could as well 

have moved in if their "vital interests" in the Shaba province were seen to be 

at stake. In fact, US policy makers under the Carter Administration had 

passed off Central Africa as a non-strategic zone for American politico

economic and military pursuits. Invariably, their perceived real interest in 

Zaire was either at a very low level or even nil - notwithstanding the Central 

Intelligence Agency (CIA) reports that the Cubans, East Germans and Soviets 

were actively involved in a destabilizing role in Zaire.25 

EXTRA-CONTINENTAL INTERVENTION: FRANCE 

Two types of relationship could be said to be in existence between 

France and her former colonies in Africa. One is instrumental linkage, and the 

other, affective linkage.26 

Instrumental linkage is the type of relationship that sees to the exchange 

of goods and services between the ex-coloniser and the ex-colonised, while 
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affective linkage is achieved through co-existence from a common culture, 

etc. 

Side by side with this special relationship which France has established 

with her former African colonies, are three main arguments she has often put 

forward to explain her interventionary behaviour on the continent. These are 

the demonstration, domino, and power vacuum arguments. (For a more 

detailed discussion on the three arguments, see Chapter on Chad.) Since Zaire 

is not a former French colony, the question may be asked: why did the French 

identify with Shaba I? 

The answer lies in the economic realm, above all other considerations. 

In fact, as earlier cited within the text, French interest in Zaire had even 

before Shaba I, left Belgium - the colonial power, wondering about their 

intentions, since the former considered Zaire as her traditional area of 

influence. The French President, Giscard d'Estaing had himself assured his 

people during a news conference that Africa was quite 'close' to France. He 

said: 

'Africa is a continent from where, traditionally, a certain number 
of our resources as well as a certain number of raw materials 
come, and with which we have very close links, and Africa, even if 
remote for many Frenchmen, is the continent neighbouring ours. 
So that a change in the political situation in Africa, a general 
situat ion of insecurity, subversion in Africa, would have 
consequences for France and Europe•.27 

While economic interest may have significantly influenced the French 

intervention during Shaba I, the demonstration argument i.e. that should 

France fail to demonstrate her resolve and total commitment to defend the 

territorial integrity of her African allies, Paris might lose credibility, and 

the reby make her African friends look elsewhere for help, also holds for 

France, especially in her Shaba involvement. Incidenta lly, the French 

calculation on Sha ba I had co-incided with the Franco-African summit at 
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Daker, attended not only by Francophone countries, but several former 

Portuguese and Belgian colonies, including Zaire. 

As far as the French government were concerned, the issue was neither 

Soviet nor Cuban aggression. Nor did they see it as a general insurrection • 

Shaba I was considered by the French as an organised infiltration, to be 

matched in turn by a well groomed force - not necessarily large in size. Their 

response was thus swift and precise. 

They had delivered arms, sent in advisers including 20 members of the 

overseas Secret Service (SDECE) for the defence of Kolwezi and the control of 

communications facilities, and most importantly, airlifted Moroccan forces 

with their military transport, who were subsequently deployed to the scene of 

action. Thus, France was the main extra-continental actor in Shaba I. 

INTRA-CONTINENT AL INTERVENTION: MOROCCO 

Apart from Zairian forces, who, naturally had to be there, Morocco was 

the only African country that was actually involved in the fighting during 

Shaba I. 

Different reasons have been given by different writers and political 

analysts as to why Rabat readily availed of her assistance to President 

Mobutu. Mangold puts his views across thus: 'Rabat's decision to send troops 

appears to have been largely motivated by the desire for greater support -

African, Arab and Western - for its position in the Western Sahara, as well as 

by a general concern over Communist intervention in A frica•.28 With this 

view point, Mangold may have come close to establishing the truth, although 

the exact position of things remained alluded in his submission. King Hassan 

may have embarked on his Shaba I mission with the aim of pleasing the US 

Administration as a close ally of the West. But since America's 'cost-gain' 
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calculation on Shaba I did not itself favour an involvement - whether overt or 

covert, the argument, or even the suggestion, that Hassan's involvement was 

possibly aimed at earning Rabat Western support (of whom the US is her 

closest and most trusted ally) for its position in the Western Sahara conflict, 

seem not to hold for lack of substantiation. Possible financial support from 

the United States may have influenced Hassan, but that alone cannot win the 

war in the Western Sahara. What would ultimately prove decisive for victory 

in the Western Sahara are, first, internal support from Moroccans for a 

continuation of the war; secondly, an African majority support via the 

Organization of African Unity (OAU); and thirdly, UN recognition and support. 

Mangold had also suggested African and Arab support as part of the 

Moroccan calculation in Shaba I. It will be worthwhile, however, to point out 

here that, given the sensitivity of a majority of African countries to 

intervention, especially as collectively resented and discouraged in the OAU, 

whose charter, in part, clearly stipulates non-interference in the territorial 

integrity and sovereignty of member states, King Hassan's intervention in 

Shaba, could not possibly have been calculated to earn support from the very 

Africans who collectively condemn interventionary acts. Mangold's suggestion 

here again leaves much to be desired. In fact, if anything, Morocco is the only 

African country today that has opted out of the OAU as a result of its 

'frustrations' with African countries over its policies and stance in the Western 

Sahara. How then, could intervention in an African country have been 

Morocco's most viable channel of securing African support? 

Or, could support from Arab countries have been it? This again is far

fetched within the context and present day reality of African politics -

Morocco being an African country itself. Today, Arab-Africa constitutes one 

of the major problems faced by the OAU, as countries that belong to this zone 

tend to identify more with problems in the Arab world than the real problems 
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that face the African continent. Within the OAU, these states show divided 

attention, in sharp contrast to the undivided loyalty they give to the Arab 

League. Clearly, the Maghreb states respond poorly to issues outside of Arab 

affairs in the continent. To be found even less credible, therefore, is the 

possibility of a collective Arab response, on behalf of an Afro-Arab country 

(Morocco) in what may be termed as a real African problem, as experienced in 

Shaba I. If Afro-Arab countries have always distanced themselves from the 

real problems facing Africa, especially South of the Sahara, how much could 

then be expected from Arab nations outside of the African continent on 

problems facing Africa or an African country? Arab states do not have any 

real stakes in Zaire, and would therefore not see Morocco's role there in any 

significant sense before supporting them in the Maghreb. Arab support could 

naturally be lent, quite independently, via Arab brotherhood. Moreover, 

Algeria is also an unofficial contestant in the Saharan dispute. The question of 

Arab support for one of its members against another over an issue with no 

apparent religious, military, cultural or diplomatic significance, therefore, 

leaves much to be desired. 

And finally, Mangold had suggested that Morocco's action may have been 

influenced by her general concern over communist intervention in Africa. 

Perhaps, if Morocco had demonstrated the same concern over communist 

advance in Angola and the Horn of Africa, as she did in Zaire, Mangold's 

proposition would have remained valid. 

The question remains: why did Morocco intervene in the 1977 Shaba 

crisis? One explanation that appears credible is: although the US had 

dismissed Zaire as of no strategic importance to America, Washington still felt 

obliged to come to the rescue of the Mobutu Administration (Zaire being a 

strong pro-Western country) without making a strong visible presence. 

Morocco was thus used as a proxy to achieve this aim. 
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Moroccan troops were actually deployed to the Shaba region after the 

fall of Mutshatsha, with the fear that Kolwezi - an important mining centre, 

might follow next. Indeed, the arrival of the 1,500-strong Moroccan troops in 

early April greatly improved the morale of the Zairian army, and by the end of 

May, the joint Morocco-Zaire forces had succeeded in liberating all Shaba. 

With the FLNC driven back to their point of take-off, the Moroccans 

disengaged within a few months. As a result of government reprisals after 

Shaba I, about 50-70,000 refugees fled to Angola. 

It is important to note that the FLNC was only driven back to their base 

in Angola, and not completely defeated. That they later re-grouped and 

carried out a second attack (Shaba II) was, therefore, not surprising. Secondly, 

'neither Mobutu nor his backers followed up the military success with the far

reaching reforms required to ensure long-term stability•.29 Although a 

presidential poll and a legislative election were conducted (as well as a partial 

election of the political bureau in direct contravention of the constitution), 

personal financial resources and or connections with the regime proved a 

decisive factor in the electoral contest.30 

Mobutu himself was triumphantly re-elected for a new seven-year term. 

In July 1977, the President appointed a first state commissioner (equivalent to 

a prime minister). It must be mentioned here that in the place of genuine 

reforms, Mobutu substituted retrenchments and executions. For example, in 

August the commissioner for foreign affairs, Nguza Karl-I-Bong, was dismissed 

and sentenced to death for alleged treason; the sentence was later commuted 

to life imprisonment, and in March 1979 Nguza was reinstated to his former 

post. The military establishment was purged in 1978, when a plot was 

discovered involving 74 persons, both military and civilian. Of these, 13 were 

sentenced to death and executed and 41 were sentenced to varying prison 
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terms. In Shaba, the areas through which the invaders of March 1977 had 

come were also 'cleansed' by the army and repression fell heavily on the Lunda 

group which had not shown sufficient hostility towards the invaders. 

Resentment against the Kinshasa regime, therefore, did not decrease in the 

region and this too can easily explain how the Second Shaba War was made 

possible and even successful.31 

SHABA II 

Popularly referred to as Shaba II, the re-invasion of the Shaba province 

on 11 May, 1978, by the Front National pour la Liberation de conga (FNLC), 

led by a former officer in Tshombe's army, Gen. Nathaniel Mbumba, was 

better planned and executed than their first infiltration (Shaba I), exactly 14 

months before. According to one report: 'judged by its sheer strategy and 

magnitude, the renewed fighting in Shaba appeared to be better organised and 

the insurgents well armed and trained. For example, they seized the strategic 

town of Kolwezi with ease, an achievement that eluded them last year•.32 

Another report had it thus: 

'fielding a larger and better equipped force, it infiltrated the 
province from a strip of Lunda territory in Zambia. Despite 
previous warnings and the presence of at least 8,000 troops in 
Shaba, Kolwezi was only lightly defended, and fell at the beginning 
of the offensive. But by striking at what a spokesman described as 
the 'Lungs' of the Zairian economy and endangering the lives of the 
European population, the FLNC precipitated a very different 
international response to that of 19771.33 

As was the case during Shaba I, Zaire's armed forces were caught by 

surprise in the second FLNC infiltration into the Shaba province. For 

instance, the ill-prepared and demoralised state of the troops aside, Zaire's 

'Italian-made fighter bombers lay immobilised and charred on the airfield at 

Kolwezi1.34 In the face of the mounting tension and confusion that had existed 
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in Kinshasa as a result of the FLNC re-entry, President Mobutu made an 

urgent appeal for assistance from Western countries, especially Belgium and 

France, referring to the Shaba crisis as 'communist invasion and Soviet 

imperialism'. 

Mobutu's tactics for help again yielded dividends as 'President Valery 

Giscard d'Estiang quickly responded, immediately despatching 1,200 men from 

the Second Parachute Regiment of the French Foreign Legion - ostensibly to 

create a corridor from Kolwezi to the airport for the safe evacuation of 

Europeans who, it was alleged, had become the target of the insurgents. A 

Belgian force of 1,700 men was also airlifted to the enbattled province to 

evacuate Belgian nationals working in the area•.35 Logistics support for both 

French and Belgian troops in Shaba II came from the US Air Force.36 

Notably, the decision by the United States to be a party to the 1978 

Shaba episode had raised much concern in the international scene. This was 

because as against their low profile during Shaba I, based on the lack of 

evidence on communist involvement, and what the Carter Administration had 

referred to as the non-strategic importance of Africa in the overall foreign 

policy concerns of the US, Washington had made a sudden decision that placed 

them on the side of both the French and Belgian troops (the main extra

continental interventionist forces), leaving the United States as a "turn coat" 

in the Shaba II incident. 

This time, the Carter Administration's allegation on Cuban involvement 

aside, Washington had also sought 'to signal to Africa and the Middle East 

(notably Egypt and Saudi Arabia) her willingness to support friends and oppose 

Communist intervention. Shaba II was for Washington what Shaba I had been 

for Paris: an opportunity to demonstrate resolve at limited cost1.37 

Belgian troops were less concerned about an active combat engagement 

with the FLNC than were the French, and had initially planned to pull out 
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within 72 hours. One of their main concerns, nevertheless, was not to be seen 

as taking sides with President Mobutu. Despite their initial plan for an early 

pull out, it was not until July when the FLNC's threat to Kolwezi and other 

towns with European settlement had been considerably minimized, that the 

Belgian interventionist forces pulled out. While the French actively engaged 

the FLNC for the re-capture of Kolwezi, followed with a mopping-up 

operation, Zairian forces battled to take-over the airport from its 'rebel' 

captors. 

THE FLNC A TT ACK AND THE 'MULTI-NATIONAL' RESISTANCE 

When Mobutu sought urgent help from his allies, 'neither France nor 

Belgium were well equipped to mount this kind of long-range operation at 

short notice; both had to rely on the provision of American C-141 heavy 

transports, and the Belgians appear to have had some difficulty with overflight 

rights. France did have the advantage of the experience gained during Shaba I, 

as well as having done some planning for this kind of rescue operation•.38 

Gen. Mbumba's troops 'had first launched a two-pronged thrust on 

Kolwazi, while a second column headed for Mutshatsa, the strategically placed 

settlement 60 miles further west of Kolwezi on the railway line to Angola. 

Kolwezi and Mutshatsa are both within 80 miles of the point at which the 

border of Zaire, Angola and Zambia meet1.39 

The insurgents had mostly used rockets and mortars in their march on 

Kolwezi, where they encountered some resistance from local units of the 

Zairean army before taking over a hospital, military installations and the 

airfield. 

The FLNC hold on Kolwezi was short lived, as the more sophisticated 

miHtary presence of the French became established there. But even in their 
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retreat, the insurgents succeeded in immobilising key installations and 

equipment at the mines, as well as taking with them an unconfirmed number of 

hostages. The main blow in the recapture of Kolwezi, mostly championed by 

French paratroopers, was borne by the civilian population, of whom an 

estimated 400 lost their lives as non-combatants. On the European side, over 

130 were reported dead. The European death toll had rapidly increased to this 

figure once news of the planned French assault became known to the 

insurgents as well as to some of the locals, whom, allegedly, had personally 

executed some Europeans, mostly French and Belgians,40 Moroccan and 

French nationals were especially singled out for their countries' support to 

Mobutu during Shaba I. Indeed, the resentment of the Lunda tribe to the type 

of external military involvement in the Shaba province may to some extent 

demonstrate the level of rejection given to intervention by the majority of 

DAU Africa. 

Let us now look at some African reactions. According to the Zambian 

Daily Mail, the: 'almost casual ease with which European powers can fly into 

an African country and airlift its nationals or occupy whole towns is making 

the very concept of African independence meaningless'. 41 Mangold had 

stated: 'though France and Belgium gave diplomatic explanations, their action 

was attacked as gunboat diplomacy and neo-colonialism by several important 

African leaders, including President Nyerere and the Nigerian leader General 

Obasanjo'. 42 Reportedly, 'criticism also came from the Soviet press, and some 

from within France and Belgium'. 43 

ATTEMPTS AT PEACE KEEPING 

After discussions on African security at the 1977 Dakar and 1978 Paris 

Franco-African Summits, it was decided that an 'Inter-African Force' (IAF) be 
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set up, "whose immediate task was to disarm mutinous elements of the Zairean 

army and provide security for those Europeans still living in the copper belt 

between Lubumbashi and Kolwezi. This arrangement appears to have drawn on 

the precedent set the previous year by Morocco ... 144 

Remarkably, the idea to set up such a force was nurtured and executed 

by the French-speaking African countries. Usually, 'innovations' of this kind 

affecting the future of France's ex-African colonies are implanted by France -

a situation which no longer holds as a secret due to the open 'affective' 

relationship that exists between the ex-coloniser and the ex-colonised. 

While seen as a credible exponent of the IAF (considering her role in 

Shaba I), 'Morocco, concerned over Mobutu's failure to heed earlier advice for 

reform and anxious lest she found herself with sole responsibility for Shaba's 

long-term security, insisted on other countries participating, and her 

contingent of 1,500 was joined by 600 Senegalese as well as smaller forces 

from Togo, Gabon and the Ivory Coast. The troops were flown in by some US, 

French, and Belgian military aircraft. France provided standardized 

equipment and, together with the US and Saudi Arabia, was reported to be 

financing the force'. 45 

Some authors have even referred to this security arrangement as an 

innovation. But this may be so only in a narrow sense since its organisers 

failed to consult with and inform the Organization of African Unity - the one 

regional body with the ultimate responsibility of deciding on what is best for 

the continent - its own internal problems notwithstanding. The IAF 

composition does not even qualify for a sub-regional status. Instead, the 

arrangement reflects a quasi-regional grouping of francophone surrogates in 

Africa. The totality of their national survivial appears to be predicated on 

their subordinate role as executioners of Western policies and ideological 

inclinations for Africa - a view-point Jent credence by the 'affective' 
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relationship (and historically, the policy of assimilation) that exists between 

France and her former African colonies. It is interesting to note that Benin 

and Burkinofaso steered a different path from the rest of Francophone Africa: 

a path the two governments consider revolutionary, though which may actually 

be seen as radical. The paradox of the defunct defence arrangement was in 

the siting of its headquarters outside the continent. 

ATTEMPTS AT SOLVING INTERNAL PROBLEMS 

For Zaire to qualify for economic aid, the West had insisted that she 

carr!f · out some reforms, amongst which were an advisory role for an 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) team on the nation's economy, and 

settlement with Angola. In return, Angola was expected to disarm the FLNC, 

return refugees, and reopen the Benguela railway. 

To ensure a capable as well as credible security force, Belgium and 

France assisted Zaire's army, while the Chinese trained the Navy, and West 

Germany agreed to sell telecommunications facilities that would assist 

reporting in cases of border violations. 

Zaire's unhealthy socio-political and economic situation had featured 

extensively in two specially-convened conferences. The first was held in · 

Brussels on 13-14 June, 1978 by Zaire's creditor nations, the IMF, World Bank 

and the European Economic Community with the sole aim of discussing debt, 

The second conference was called by France in Paris on 5 June, and had 

attracted Britain, Belgium, West Germany and the United States in an abortive 

attempt at burden sharing on account of France's African policy. 

Some of the proposals made by France were, 'the creation of a special $1 

billion fund for economic development and a special 4-5,000-man African 

security force, equipped and logistically supported by the West, to forestall 



-

0 

282 

external intervention in future crisis on the continent•.46 Interestingly, the 

consensus reached over Zaire did not cover other African countries. In fact, 

the countries that had converged in Paris went there from different cultural 

and ideological background and persuasion, hence the differences in priorities 

and perspectives, both towards Africa and on the issue of military 

intervention. The fact that most of the French proposals were geared towards 

the interest of Francophone Africa, had itself, constituted one of the 

difficulties. 

THE SECURITY QUESTION IN AFRICA 

In response to the Shaba incidents by both intra- and extra-continental 

actors, two groups clearly emerged. One group was made-up of countries 

mostly in Francophone Africa and the Middle East who called for Western 

support against what they had described as Soviet expansionism by proxy. The 

other group consisted of non-aligned nations who feared the possibility of 

superpower rivalry on the continent in the pattern of Western counter

intervention during Shaba II. 

Describing the difference between the two groups as a 'rough balancing 

act', Mangold argues that, while it 

'was as much the result of an interplay of different perspectives 
and interests as of deliberate coordination, the general Western 
reaction to the Shaba crisis was circumspect ••• "African solutions 
to African problems" may have been a deceptively simple formula, 
but it was symptomatic of a general disposition to limit the West's 
role in solving security problems in a region where the risks were 
high but where

7 
in most judgements, no "vital" Western interests 

were at stake'.4 
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AFTERMATH 

Since the Shaba province is not a separate state of its own, events in the 

region cannot be discussed in isolation of existing structural forces in the 

broader Zairian society. In other words, the interplay of socio-political and 

economic elements in any one part of Zaire, may directly or indirectly 

influence the shape of events in other parts of the country: the Shaba province 

not excluded. So, to discuss the status quo in the Shaba province and draw up 

a conclusion on the incidents that took place there, we will have to make 

references to the social, political and economic forces that have already 

influenced events there, and are still influencing, or are very likely to do so 

within the broader Zairian society. One question that appears urgent at this 

point is: What significant political changes have been effected by the country's 

incumbent leader to forestall, if not completely discourage, future dissent and 

infiltration after Shaba II? 

According to one report, 48 speculation in 1979 about possible changes in 

the attitude of President Mobutu to potential dissenters and to the privileged 

status of the MPR soon came to naught. What became the case instead, was 'a 

definite and growing reinforcement of the grip held by the Marechal (as he has 

. been styled since the third congress of the MPR at the end of 1982) over State 

organs and policy'. 49 In fact, Mobutu had made a complete 'U-turn' on the 

little 'democratization' he had effected after Shaba I. For example, partial 

elections to the political bureau ceased, and MPR's control of all elections 

became further established and with more powers. The President had also 

dismissed the possibility of establishing a second political party: a situation he 

had positively touched on earlier to raise hopes amongst some thirteen 

parliamentarians, most of whom hailed from Kasai. They had set up an 

opposition party - Union pour La Oemocratie et Le Progres Social (UDPS). 
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The thirteen parliamentarians were sentenced by a military court in July 1982 

to 15 years imprisonment, but later released to live in exile. 

The main reform carried out in Zaire was the creation of two new state 

organs: the central committee, composed of about 120 members, and the 

executive committee, made up of six members. The central committee has 

now assumed the powers of the political bureau, leaving the latter to function 

only in a nominal capacity as controller of the other organs. With this setting, 

the President thus becomes the exclusive custodian of state-power, and 

appoints all members of the central committee, political bureau, executive 

committee and executive council. The Legislative Council is now the only 

elective body, although its powers remain quite limited. 

President Mobutu's power-base by mid-1984 still remained as solid as it 

was in 1965, and was even further strengthened by the return from exile of 

some of his political opponents amongst whom were Mungul Diaka (a former 

government minister), Mbeka Makosso (a former ambassador), and Jean 

Tshombe (son of Moise Tshombe).· They returned home after Mobutu's May 

1983 amnesty. However, in January 1984, a Soviet Aeroflot commercial plane 

caught fire under strange circumstances at Ndjili airport. This incident was 

followed in March by three bomb explosions in Kinshasa in which two people 

lost their lives. Although Zairian security forces said the explosions had a 

Libyan connection, responsibility for the blasts was claimed by at least two 

Belgian-based opposition movements. Mobutu's reign, however, was not 

shaken by these incidents. 

At the social level, . the endemic problem of heterogeneity and 

its attendant anomalies, as experienced by most African countries, is still well 

pronounced in Zaire. Mobutu has not done much either to propagate a national 

philosophy that will hinge on 'one nation, one people and one destiny'. For 

instance, in early 1978, disturbances were reported in Bundundu province, only 
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to be followed a year later by official concern over the situation in Kivu, 

Lower Zaire, and Kinshasa. 

With Shabas I and II already come and gone, prospective investors in the 

mineral-rich Shaba province are likely to view with circumspect in any serious 

investment plans they might have for the province, given the possibility of 

another major FLNC strike at one or more of the country's economic nerve

centres. Expatriate workers are not taking this matter lightly either. The 

departure of the Inter-African Force after the relative restoration of peace in 

1978 has not helped either. 

It is known that after Shaba II, a sizeable number of FLNC supporters 

remained at large in Angola, Zambia and possibly in Zaire itself. And this 

being the case, any future FLNC infiltration into Zaire is likely to receive the 

amount of support it may need to make an impact - with the experiences of 

two previous abortive attempts fully utilized. 

In the economic sector, the IMF assistance proved ineffective, 

considering high rates of unemployment and inflation, and the severe food 

shortage together with other essential commodities. According to one report: 

'more than one-half of the registered jobs in 1977 were in non-productive 

sectors (administration and services), compared with less than one-fifth before 

independence ••• It is also necessary to bear in mind that the country's 

population almost doubled, and the urban population quadrupled, over the same 

period1.50 It was further revealed: 'in the capital, Kinshasa, the population 

increased from about 400,000 in 1960 to 3m in 1983, and an estimated figure 

for unemployment among males aged over 18 is upwards of 40%. Some mining 

towns, such as Lubumbashi or Kolwezi, are less badly hit by unemployment 

because of the mining activity and the fact that the surrounding regions are 

thinly populated, but in other large towns the situation is worse than in 

Kinshasa, with unemployment of the order of 70% or 80%1.51 
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Zaire's economic salvation is even far from being realised through her 

external economic relations. With a subsistence economy that already lacks 

prudence in planning, the state of the country's modern economy is also not 

too encouraging. The economy 'is almost wholly geared to the export of 

agricultural and mineral commodities, the total tonnage in the early 1980s 

being slightly lower than the 1960 level, and the total value reaching 

ZlO,000m. in 1982 (4,600m. for copper, 900m. for cobalt and 600m. for 

coffee•.52 

In the area of balance of trade and payments, the following has been 

observed about Zaire: 

'Traditionally, the volume, diversity and strength of Zaire's exports 
were such that the country ran a steady surplus on its trade 
balance, a remarkable feat for a developing country ... (but) 
Nowadays the picture is very different: independent Zaire has 
entered a period of chronic external payment crisis•,53 

Indeed, the delicate state of the nation's economy, with respect to trade, 

'is illustrated by the trend of the ratio of the three principal export 
commodities to total exports, which was 52% in 1961 and 91 % in 
1976-78.Pri vate capital inflows (investment) dried up following 
independence, recovered between 1970 and 1974, and have since 
plummeted again. In fact, the balance of payments is almost 
always in deficit'. 

External indebtedness is huge: at the end of 1981 the external debt 

· incurred (or guaranteed) by the State was more than $5,000m. This virtually 

unrepayable debt (it exceeds the country's annual GDP), which carries heavy 

charges for interest and amortization (equal to one-third of export earnings 

for the period 1981-83), and the growing dependence of the productive sector 

on imported inputs exacerbate Zaire's vulnerability to the state of the markets 

for its commodity exports. Among Zaire's creditors are more than 120 

Western banks, some of which are already resigned to writing off their loans to 

Zaire•.54 
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How does the state of the country's economy tell on the average Zairian? 

Clearly, the situation in the country is one of so much money chasing 

inadequate supply of goods, especially food and other essential commodities. 

Consequently, prices of commodities have sky-rocketed. 

'··· Wages have not kept pace and by 1983, a wage earner's 
purchasing power was less than 5% of its 1960 value ••• In terms, 
therefore, wages have fallen well below the breadline. They no 
longer 'provide a living', with all which that implies for workers' 
motivation and efficiency. To maintain even minimum living 
standards, people therefore supplement the pay packet with a 
whole range of 'alternative' sources of income and non-commercial 
supply: small-scale trading or crafts, women's and children's casual 
jobs and trading, family allotments, contributions from the 
extended family remaining in the countryside, family solidarity in 
the towns (both a partial cause of, and a response to, corruption 
among the privileged classes), theft, petty corruption and 
prostitution.•55 

It will, be worthwhile to conclude on the state of Zaire's economy vis-a

vis its effects on the people by taking a look at ordinary expenditure in the 

country. Vanderlinden's report will suffice 

'The principal items of government expenditure are debt-serving, 
education, defence and the presidential departments (this spending 
is given high priority but is more or less impossible to define). 
Spending on health (3%), transport and agriculture (1.4%) continues 
at a very low level. All in all, there is a deplorable lack of 
responsibility and of any coherent procedure for taking budget 
options and it is regrettable that the anti-cyclical policy, which 
existed before 1960, has been completely abandoned. In these 
circumstances, it is not surprising that an excessive proportion of 
expenditure goes on ideology, that is on keeping those in authority 
firmly in power. From 1963 to 1979 expenditure increased 75-fold 
at current prices, i.e. it doubled in real terms. One of the main 
reasons for this rise in public spending was the expanding 
government payroll. Civil Service salaries are not particularly 
high, but there are far too many people on the payroll and controls 
are slack•.56 

So far considered are the political, social and economic forces operating 

within Zaire which could influence events there along either a positive or 

negative line. The assessment made so far points to one end, which is that 

future disturbances either from within or without are a clear possibility, at 
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least if the old cliche that he who fights and runs away, lives to fight another 

day, still holds. According to one report, 'Zaire's history of uprisings does not 

look like ending in the forseeable future•.57 

Another had remarked, '··· if Shabas I and II were in many ways relatively 

easy to handle, the crisis in Zaire is far from solved•.58 

Politically considered, Mobutu has not only concentrated ultimate state

power in his hands, but seeks to defy and immortalise his reign. Suffice it to 

say that in a heterogeneous setting such as Zaire, the President is not likely to 

get things his way all the time. Grievances abound, and in the midst of it all, 

not much has been realised by way of reforms, thus leaving a bleak and 

ominous future ahead. Also, by discouraging the formation of opposition 

parties in a country where the seeds of democracy had once been sown, the 

President might only achieve his goals in short term, before either the partial 

or collective will of the people of Zaire comes to express itself. 

At the social political level, however, some vital questions may have to 

be asked, First, how much of popular support does President Mobutu and his 

foreign collaborators enjoy, as they fight against the will of FLNC? The fact 

remains that a large opposition group exists in neighbouring African countries 

and a few in European capitals. And as long as these groups exist, trouble will 

always be fermented from outside and infiltration attempts carried out. 

Inside Zaire, had Mobutu a widespread support at the time of the two 

Shabas, the insurgents would not have had an easy incursion. But the situation 

was one of a hitch-free entry for them, perhaps also due to the fact that the 

.Shaba province, of which the Lunda make up the main group, is the traditional 

home of the FLNC. Discontent in Zaire is by no means synonymous with 

Shaba. There were reported disturbances in early 1978 in Bundundu province, 

and a year later in lower Zaire, Kivu and Kinshasa. So clearly, Mobutu's strong 

personality and external backings may explain his continued reign, but if this 
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reign must emerge as the classic 'Mobutu dream' of life Presidency, then he 

must work a lot harder at granting amnesty to his exiled opponents, working 

out reform possibilities, and seeking a 'round- table' dialogue with the FLNC 

with an aim to finding lasting peace in the region. Any measures short of 

these would leave Zaire in constant threat from within and without. 

An additional question is - how sincere are the intentions of Mobutu's 

foreign backers? To this question, it could be asserted that whatever their 

function in Zaire, their performance will always take into consideration the 

overall interest of their home countries. To this end, it could be said that 

President Mobutu has been supported not so much for his record as a survivor 

and skilful political manipulator as for the rather more negative reason that 

with his regime in power, the foreign policy goals of the Western capitalist 

nations are fulfilled. Here, two examples (France and the US) will do. 

With respect to France, although they 'said that their action in flying 

paratroops to Shaba had been necessitated by the safety of their nationals -and 

so did other Western powers - it appeared that France's intervention had been 

prompted by more than concern for the 400 Frenchmen in Kolwezi. The 

French who have in recent years pursued an interventionist policy in Africa 

appear anxious to endear themselves to Mobutu's regime for a share of Zaire's 

extensive but ill-managed mineral resources•.59 As for the US, the attraction 

of Zaire's mineral resources aside, her involvement in that country could also 

be linked with her attempt to contain communism in that region, especially 

with the incessant rhetoric of President Mobutu on communist advance in the 

region. In fact, US concern for the region was recently expressed through a 

proposal to rebuild a rundown airbase in Zaire, suspected in some quarters to 

be the Reagan Administration's plan to provide covert U.S. assistance to anti

government rebels in neighbouring Angola1.60 
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According to reports: 'the Defence Department's plans to turn the 

Kamina air base, located in the Southern Zairean province of Shaba, into a 

major U.S. facility have been opposed by the State Department1.6l However, 

quoting Reagan Administration sources, the report further clarified that, 'the 

State Department is "not necessarily" opposed to using Kamina for that 

purpose but does not want to raise the profile of U.S. military relations with 

Zaire•.62 

Although an initial investment of $2 million is to be made, 'international 

finance officials said renovation of the whole base including the hospital, could 

cost as much as $100 million1.63 

The Belgian- built Kamina air base was used by the US military in 1964 to 

drop Belgian paratroopers fighting insurgent groups who had taken hostage 

Western missionaries in Stanleyville, now called Kisangani. The United States 

forces had also operated from the same base during Shaba I and Shaba II in 

support of Belgian, French and Zairian forces to recapture Kolwezi. In the 

main, foreign interventions in Africa may ostensibly reflect concern by the 

interventionists about peace on the continent, but in reality only serves the 

calculated national interest of the powers, which if unfolded, could even prove 

inimical to African interest. 

Finally, the economic scene in Zaire is itself fraught with much decline 

and uncertainty. For one, the IMF assistance proved ineffective, considering 

the high rates of unemployment and inflation, and the severe food shortage 

and other essential commodities. 

Indeed, there have been no significant structural changes in the political, 

social and economic sectors of the Zairian life since Shaba II, and this being 

the case, the type of extra-continental military intervention (though with the 

participation of some African States) witnessed during Shabas I and II are 

likely to occur again, and this time, perhaps with a more severe impact. 
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Disturbances from within as a result of general discontent with living 

standards, are also predicted. 
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CHAPTER IX 

CASE STUDY: THE NIGERIAN CIVIL WAR 

INTRODUCTION 

Nigeria is an heterogeneous polity, with an estimated 250 ethnic groups, 

which makes it by far Africa's most populous nation (current population 

estimate stands at 100 million people). The incidence of a civil war there will, 

therefore, not have come as a surprise to social science practitioners, 

especially those concerned with the study of war and peace. The country's 

multi-ethnicity, hence pluricultural nature, explains much of the reason why 

the war was fought within the first seven years of independence: a delicate 

period in which nationhood was yet to avail of itself fully. 

The first shot in the war was fired from the Federal side on 6 July 1967. 

However, by January 1970, the fatricidal conflict was over, but not without 

many deaths, of which the Ibos claimed the most casualties of the estimated 2 

million victims, mostly of starvation. 

The Nigerian civil war had attracted both intra- and extra-continental 

actors. The non-interventionist policies of some big-time politico-military 

actors in the international arena will be looked at in this study. 

Suffice it to say that in a war in which the ultimate arbiter emerged to 

be the Federal Government of Nigeria, a precedent was, perhaps, set, which 

could now challenge the proprietal role of the militarily more superior nations 

and their 'supposed' inalienable rights to intervene in civil wars in developing 

countries, with the aim of solving for those nations the problems their leaders 

had failed to either tackle or salvage successfully. The antithesis of this 

submission is: in the case of the Nigerian civil war, both sides had made use of 

outside help. The question now is, must the external military support for the 
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Federal Government, demonstrated in the form of active combat involvement 

by the various parties concerned, enjoy legitimacy over the same kind of 

support given to the Secessionists? Indeed, there may not be any moral 

justification for arriving at any such conclusion in the affirmative, except the 

usual de juris recognition given to governments in control of the capital city in 

times of conflict. 

This brings us to yet another related question: since the Federal 

Government too had employed the services of mercenaries, could we still 

safely assert that it hadn't any external assistance, and could therefore serve 

as a "role model" for intra- as well as extra-continental military powers 

randomly engaged in local conflicts? [For the legal argument on the rightness 

or wrongness of intervention, see Chapter X, where the position of 

International Law on intervention has been discussed.] 

The precedent the Federal Government may have set could, however, be 

taken as its total resolve towards rapprochement without the involvement of 

say, the Soviet Union (from whom the Lagos administration had acquired 80 

per cent of its arms) in both actual fighting and the conciliation process -

perhaps a great feat, measured in terms of African experience. Also, there 

were neither pre-conditions nor ideological strings attached to the offer of 

arms and . military hardware from the Soviet quarters. Nor did any of the 

military powers like France or any European country for that matter, 

intervene on behalf of their nationals in the manner they did during Shaba I 

and Shaba II in Zaire, and the French in Chad and in the Western Sahara. 

The Nigerian experience of effectively marshalling and containing its 

own internal crisis is not to be learnt from only by the extra-continental 

powers often involved in the domestic wars of developing States, but African 

States as well, who meddle in the affairs of other African nations. Much is 

also to be learnt by desperate African leaders who are usually quick at inviting 
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foreign powers to manage their affairs, whereas they could solve their 

problems themselves as Nigeria did. The uniqueness of the Nigerian war lies in 

the immediate rapprochement initiated by the Federal Government and 

subsequent involvement of secessionist elements into the main stream of 

Nigerian life, in a war the Federal Government had declared "no victor, no 

vanquished", despite a surrender note handed in by 'Biafra's' Chief of Staff, 

Major-General Philip Effiong. 

Although the United Nations had observed a peace-keeping role alongside 

efforts made by other outside bodies during the Nigerian war, the final 

settlement between the warring factions was partially an African effort, and 

in the main, the resolve of the Federal Government of Nigeria. 

Before examining the trend of the war and the role of external actors in 

it, a brief mention of the geographical, social, political and economic setting 

in the country will suffice. 

PHYSICAL AND SOCIAL GEOGRAPHY 

The Federal Republic of Nigeria is a coastal state on the shores of the 

Gulf of Guinea, and lies almost at the eastern end of the broad sweep of the 

West African coastline, demarcated by latitudes 4° and 14° N. parallel and 

longitudes 3° and 15° E. meridian. 

'The country is bounded on the west, north and east by the French
speaking republics of Benin, Niger and Cameroon respectively and 
on the south by the Atlantic Ocean. It has an area of 356,669 sq. 
miles (923,768 sq. km.) which, although almost four times the area 
of the United Kingdom, puts it fourteenth among African 
countries•) 

Despite its comparatively small area, Nigeria is the most populous 

country on the continent, with a population of about 100 million. It should be 

noted, however, that census malpractices have made difficult any reliable 
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population figures to reckon with, as approximations have always dwelt 

between 70 and 100 million people. Worse still, no. recent head count has 

taken place in the country.2 

The climate in the south of Nigeria is tropical, with an average annual 

temperature of 32°C (90°F) and high humidity. In contrast, the north is drier 

and semi-tropical. Although rainfall may be as low as 625mm (25 in) in part of 

the south-east, the average annual recording is more than 3,800mm (150 in) in 

the same region. English is the official language. The main religion in the 

north and parts of the west in Islam, while Christianity is the dominant 

religion in the South - constituting about one-third the population. Animists 

exist too, although in the minority. Lagos is the capital, although upon 

completion of the new capital city in Abuja before the turn of the decade, the 

former will only serve as the commerical headquarters of the country, while 

the new capital will assume most of the administrative functions. Some of the 

major ministries have already moved to Abuja in line with earlier arrangement 

on relocation currently being effected in phases. The expected date Of. 

completion of work in the new Federal capital is 1989. 

RECENT HISTORY: THE SOCIO-POLITICAL SCENE 

The geographical location within which contemporary Nigeria fits in 

(except the former German-controlled Cameroons, which had once formed a 

part of Nigeria) was conquered by the United Kingdom in several stages, 

during the second half of the 19th century and the first decade of the 20th 

century. 

Nigeria 'came into being on January 1, 1900, having been given its name 

by Lady Shaw, wife of Lord Lugard, the first Governor-General of the new 

country') The people of present-day Nigeria had existed in separate entities 
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with distinct culture peculiar to the various groups and sub-groups even before 

the advent of the British. On arrival at the scene, therefore, the British had 

initially ensured effective control of the territory by creating the Northern 

and Southern dependencies, and it was not until 1914 that the colonial 

administration effected a merger that moulded the former dependencies into a 

single territory. The first legislative council, with a token African 

representation, was created in 1922. 

In order to reconcile the regional and religious differences in such a 

heterogeneous setting, the colonial administration accommodated the interests 

of the estimated 250 ethnic groups, (of whom the Ibo (in the east), the Yoruba 

(in the west), and the Ha\,..1sa and Fulani (in the north) form the largest groups, 

and the Kanuri, Edo, lbibio, Efik and Ijaw equally remain significant in the 

line-up) by introducing a new Nigerian constitution of a Federal character, 

with responsibility over three main regions: Northern, Western and Eastern. 

Ministerial government came into being in 1951, and by 1954, the 

federation had become self-governing. Alhaji Abubakar Tafawa Balewa was 

appointed the country's first Prime Minister in August 1957. 

Nigeria achieved independence on 1 October 1960. In August 1963, the 

House of Representatives approved legislation creating a fourth region - the 

Mid-West (known today as the Bendel State). The country's third independence 

anniversary also witnessed a revised constitution in which it was renamed the 

Federal Republic of Nigeria, and on which occasion Dr Nnamdi Azikiwe, 

hitherto the Governor-General, assumed office as Nigeria's first President 

(then a non-executive post). 

A wide range of opinions exists amongst political observers on the exact 

origins and causes of the war. Some trace these to the massacre of !bas in the 

North, while others indentify the creation of States (which in practice, 

excluded the oil-rich Rivers State as a non-Ibo entity) as explaining the 
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hostility between forces of secessionist Biafra · and those of the Federal 

Government of Nigeria. Some views even blamed the main causes of the war 

on the personal ambitions of secessionist leader, Chukwuemeka Odumegwu 

Ojukwu, while external interference in the body politic of Nigeria has been 

forwarded in other quarters as the root cause of the war. Most outside 

interpretations of the war and the events that led to it were even more 

misleading. Some saw it as a spontaneous outbreak of violence, and others 

understood it as a religious war - a 'jihad' initiated from the Moslem north 

against the Christian south in which the southerners were the more 

disadvantaged militarily and otherwise. It is personally believed, however, 

that it was the voting malpractices at the first ever post-independence 

elections in December 1964, and the subsequent break down of law and order 

that finally unveiled the realities of the country's attempt at nationhood. The 

war was not caused by the 1964 elections, but related events that followed the 

elections ultimately led to the war. The development of events in the country 

from a crisis configuration to a real war situation cannot be overlooked. 

Several incidents and stages identified by analysts, although put across as 

single reasons for causation and origin of the war, appear to be valid and of 

some utility here, since it was a situation of one event leading to another that 

finally resulted in the war. We can thus safely say that election malpractices 

gave rise to political discontent/instability, which in turn marked the advent 

of the military for the first time ever in the Nigerian socio-political scene. 

But it was not long before the military themselves were seen by their own 

members as being tribalists. This brought about a new element in the military 

hierarchy: the staging of counter-coups as a means of compromising perceived 

ineffectual leadership; hence, the ousting of the country's first military leader 

Aguiyi-Ironsi (an Ibo), on 29 July, 1966, and the entry of Lt. Col. (later Gen.) 

Yakubu Gowon (a Christian northerner) as Head of State and Supreme 
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Commander of the Armed Forces, under whom a twelve states structure came 

into being in the country. 

Ojukwu's call for a separate state and subsequent rebellion against the 

Federal Military Government was strongly motivated by economic 

considerations (but by no means the only explanation for secession), with roots 

in the wealth of the oil-rich Rivers State. However, the oil factor does not in 

anyway diminish the harrowing experience of indiscriminate killing suffered by 

the Ibos in the North. It was a most traumatic experience as expressed by the 

Ibos as well as other concerned non-Ibo elements of the land and foreigners. 

[More will be discussed about the oil factor in the section dealing with the 

economics of the civil war.] 

Partly prompted by the Northern killings and strongly encouraged by the 

oil reserves in the former Eastern region, Ojukwu seceeded, a situation which 

resulted in a protracted fractricidal war that lasted 920 days, 

One account has traced the high point of the crisis which eventually 

resulted in the civil war thus: 

'In early 1967 there was a rapid deterioration in relations between 
the Federal Government and the Military ·Governor of the Eastern 
Region, Lt. Col. Chukwuemeka Odumegwu-Ojukwu. Major 
discoveries of petroleum had been made in the east, and there was 
a dispute between the federal and regional authorities concerning 
the distribution of revenues from the petroleum industry. The 
dispute culminated in the announcement by . Gen. Gowen, on 27 
May, of a proposal to abolish Nigeria's regions and replace them by 
12 states. On 30 May Col. Ojukwu announced the secession of the 
Eastern Region and proclaimed its independence as the Republic of 
Biafra. The Federal Government denounced the secession as 
illegal, but the self-proclaimed state was recognized by a few 
other African countries. Civil war between Biafra and the Federal 
Government began in July 1967. In the early stages of the conflict 
the secessionist forces, supplied with weapons by France and 
Portugal, achieved some success, advancing into the Western and 
Mid-West regions. However, the superior strength of the federal 
forces eventually overcame the rebellion, and resistance collapsed 
in December 1969. The war ended in January 1970, when, after 
Ojukwu's departure to the Ivory Coast, Biafra surrendered. 14 
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France and Portugal have already been identified as arms suppliers to 

the Biafrans during the war. A more comprehensive list, however, would 

include other extra- and intra-continental actors. It is known that external 

relations of states are always influenced by domestic decisions, which take 

national interest into consideration. The question may thus be asked: What 

may have influenced the various external actors in their choice of support in 

the Nigeria-Biafra war? 

To all intent and purposes, the oil factor stands out foremost, amongst 

other competing considerations, as the strongest influence on the degree and 

style of intervention and 'non-intervention' in the Nigerian civil war. 

However, before discussing the role of foreign armies in the war and the kind 

of response the war had commanded from certain external powers, a look at 

the economy in which consideration for oil had significantly influenced the 

decision of not only the warring sides, but the external parties to the conflict 

as well, will be worthwhile. In doing so, . ·. only the pre- and post 

war period economies, but excluding the most recent economic situation in the 

country, will be examined. 

THE NIGERIAN ECONOMY AND THE ECONOMICS OF THE CIVIL WAR 

Nigeria is the dominant economic power in Africa - South of the Sahara. 

It contributed 25% of the total gross domestic product (GDP) of the continent 

(excluding South Africa) in 1980, and remains the strongest and most 

represented member of the Economic Community of West African States 

(ECOWAS), established in May 1975 by the Treaty of Lagos, with signatories 

from the host country and 14 other West African states. 

The Nigerian economy had in the 1960s depended solely on agricultural 

output, with palm oil, groundnuts and cocoa (from the eastern, northern and 
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western parts of the country respectively) constituting the principal export 

commodities. But with the discovery of oil deposits in the south-eastern part 

of the country, agriculture almost became a thing of the past as an export 

earner. According to one report, 'Nigeria's first petroleum discovery was 

made in the Niger delta region in 1956, and exports began in 1958. The 

development of the petroleum industry in the late 1960s and the 1970s 

transformed economic conditions. In 1971 Nigeria joined the Organization of 

the Petroleum Exporting Countries, and in late 1973 it became Africa's leading 

petroleum-producing country, a position that it has maintained almost 

continuously since then.•5 

Europe and the USA are the main importers of Nigeria's petroleum, rated 

as high-quality, with a low sulphur content.6 The petroleum sector alone 

provides about 80% of federal government revenue. 7 

Indeed, the overwhelming importance of oil in Nigeria's economic and 

political history, from the time petroleum deposits were first discovered to 

the post-war period, cannot be overemphasised. The discovery had not only 

proved crucial and consequential in the economic and political experience of 

the country, but in those of other oil-dependent economies, who had either 

traded with Nigeria even before the outbreak of hostility between the Federal 

and secessionist-Biafra, or had the intensions of doing so. 

Interested parties in Nigeria's oil, from within and outside the continent 

were, therefore, faced with some hard political decisions in the period 

immediately preceeding the war, as well as during the war itself. 

Consequently, the choices made by these states on the question of military 

support (whether through neutrality, overt or covert action) and on recognition 

(whether through neutrality, de facto or de juris) in the war inadvertently 

produced a spiral of national political blunders that arose from a faulty 

perception of events which led to the war, and a poor prediction on the final 

outcome of the crisis in the main. 
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Though based on the national interest calculations of these states, the 

pre- and actual war-time policies pursued by them, with respect to the 

Nigerian conflict were only of short-term value, thus the sudden shift by the 

affected states when the trend of events began falling short of their 

calculated foreign policy expectations. 

On the Biafran side, the urgent proclamation of a republic, and the will 

to withstand the test of sovereignty could be explained from the point of view 

of economics. 

To begin with, an attempt at secession would not have even been 

contemplated by the Ibo leadership if there was no strong economic base in the 

former Eastern Region. But the creation of States by the Gowan 

Administration had at the time of the secession left what otherwise would 

have been an all-Biafra property rather fragmented. Oil, mostly found in the 

Rivers State, and which, even now, is Nigeria's main foreign exchange earner, 

was therefore, very much in the eyes of the Ibo leadership who had wanted the 

Rivers and the Cross River States to join in with the secession. One account 

asserted and further established that, 'an Ibo State would have been 

economically unviable. Accordingly, it was necessary to take the non-Ibo 

areas along (even against their wishes) to provide the economic resources for 

the new State of Biafra1.B According to the source, 

'captured rebel documents9 show that the secessionists had designs 
not only on the minority areas in the former East but also on the 
Midwest State (the invasion and occupation of the Midwest in 
August 1967 proves the point) and if possible the Western State and 
other areas South of the Niger and the Benue rivers. In any case, if 
they could help only Biafra, i.e., the whole of the former Eastern 
Region of Nigeria, Biafra would have been eminently economically 
viable. The major element in the viability of Biafra was the 
petroleum resources of the former Eastern Region1,lD 

Rivers State indigenes, who had long resisted Ibo hegemony, were 

unequivocal about their reluctance to leave the Federation. Their fears, 
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supposedly borne out of the near utter neglect of the riverine areas under the 

majority Ibo administration in the pre-war era when all four (now five) states 

were simply grouped as the Eastern Region, was further exacerbated by 

worries that with a complete break-away from the Federal structure, the 

trickles that had been allocated to them in the past by way of revenue, might 

further suffer. And with that, there might be no suitable channel to forward 

their requests and grievances through. It must, however, be pointed out that 

the fact that the Rivers people never had their fair share of the national 

revenue/regional allocation, never meant the Ibos enjoyed much more of the 

nation's resources than they did. Excluding oil, the East as an agro-industrial 

base, presented a poor economic prospect. It contributed the least in terms of 

foreign exchange earnings before oil was discovered in 1958. In fact, the 

financial disposition of the East was such that its 1955-1960 development 

programme had experienced a delayed start, and aspects of its compulsory and 

universal free primary education were cancelled to ensure the survival of the 

region, unlike the West, which had carried out its full programme. 

Given the financial and economic non-viability of the region, the Eastern 

Nigerian Government then favoured the principle of need, which tilted towards 

national unity, while remaining a strong opponent of the principle of derivation 

in the revenue allocation formulae for the Federation.11 But as soon as oil 

was discovered in the East, the position of its leadership on the question of 

allocation cum derivation changed. The position of the then Eastern 

Government, especially after the appointment in 1964 of the Binns Fiscal 

Commission, substantiates the above claim. With that appointment, the 

Eastern Government came out strongly in support of the principle of 

derivation which they had once stood against, all because of their anticipated 

returns from oil tax revenues. 
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Before the outbreak of hostilities in 1966, Nigeria exported 146,635,195 

net barrels or 19,890,150 long tons of crude petroleum priced at £91,950,489. 

Contributions from the East accounted for 62.9 per cent, while input from the 

Midwest yielded 37.l per cent of the total. The petroleum industry's net 

contribution to Nigeria's balance of payment in 1966 stood at £43.4 million, 

i.e. after service payments and net inflow of capital for more development. 

Oil production and export increased from £1 million in 1958 to £92 million in 

1966. 

It is interesting to note that the Rivers State accounted for 57.1 per cent 

of Nigeria's oil production before the war, and as early as 1962, an Ibo 

secession bid was already underway.12 The discovery of oil in the former 

Eastern Region as earlier submitted, had prompted the urgency in having a 

break-away State. Suffice it to say that economic interests and considerations 

in the Nigerian civil war were not exclusive to the warring parties; there were 

both intra- and extra-continental actors on the scene, with an equal amount of 

interest in and consideration for the overall outcome of the struggle, the most 

significant of whom were Britain and France. Let us now take a look at the 

strategies of these States with respect to economics and the broader concern 

of national interest. 

The oil companies operating in Nigeria by the time of the war were by 

law required to pay their taxes to the federal government which remained the 

recognized government for the country. The secessionists had, however, hoped 

that these taxes would be paid into their treasury from which they had hoped 

to secure enough foreign exchange to purchase arms. 

One company most affected by the dilemma of tax allegiance between 

the warring parties was Shell-BP. Both parties had expected payment to be 

affected through their respective treasuries, and Shell-BP had to respond to 

the demands of each claimant, as on the one hand, the federal government still 
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controlled production of oil in the Midwest in which Shell-BP enjoyed a near 

monopoly of production, while on the other, the Biafrans enjoyed control over 

the oil installations in the Eastern Region in the early parts of the war. Shell

BP, however, resolved to effect only a token payment to the Biafrans. 

Explaining the delicate political shift that Britain, of necessity, had to 

initiate in the Nigerian civil war, Victor Diejomaoh observes: 

'the dilemma in which Shell-BP found itself was largely responsible 
for the ambivalent attitude of the British government at the 
beginning of the Nigerian conflict. The British government not 
only owned interests in the British Petroleum Company (BP) but 
also the Royal Dutch Shell Company. Both companies were 
collaborating as Shell-BP in the Eastern Region. The investment of 
Shell-BP in the East exceeded £100 million.13 British investments 
outside the rebel zone were also quite substantial. The danger of 
losing British investments either in Eastern Nigeria or the rest of 
Nigeria, if she took sides, was largely responsible for Britain's 
initial decision to remain neutral in the Nigerian conflict and to 
refuse to sell arms to federal Nigeria as she had before the 
conflict. The British neutral posture changed, of course, when 
Nigeria's military forces quickly captured the oil terminal at Bonn4 in July 1969 and blocked all oil exports from the Eastern Region.•l 

With the capture of Bonny by federal forces, the economic difficulties of 

Biafra became more acute. By April 1968, Biafra's foreign currency obtained 

after the sale of Nigerian currency overseas had run out, leading, only a month 

after, in May 1968, to the fall of Port-Harcout and several other towns in 

quick succession, except Umuahia. It was at this stage when the morale of the 

secessionists was at its lowest as a result of the lack of means to execute a 

successful war against a better equipped opponent that the French, late in July 

1968, appeared on the scene to support Ojukwu's army. 

Many factors explain the French intervention in the Nigerian civil way -

some, having to do with economics, and others completely unrelated. 

According to Diejomaoh, 

'the French saw in the Nigerian conflict a chance to edge out the 
large British oil interests in Nigeria. The French oil company, 
SAFRAP, which was operating in the former Eastern Region was 
responsible for only a very small proportion of total oil production 
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there. If the Biafrans won their independence struggle, they would 
have thrown out the British who, after hesitations, decided to back 
Nigeria fully. This would have left the field open to the French. 
There are authenticated reports that · Ojukwu and his government 
mortgaged all of Biafra's mineral resources for a ten-year period to 
the French Bank of Rothschild in exchange for a grant of £6 
million*.115 

Concluding this section, it may be maintained that oil has been of 

central consideration in the fra"tricidal struggle, and that without oil in the 
;.J 

Rivers State, Biafra's claim to that geographical entity may not have arisen in 

the first place, and without which there may not have been any secession. A 

case of secession as was experienced in Nigeria, but without the oil factor, 

would have attracted less international attention with the least controversy, 

and recorded a minimum duration of hostility. 
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EXTERNAL PARTIES TO THE NIGERIAN CONFLICT 

'All nations are sensitive to foreign criticism and interference, and 
the new nations, because of their very newness, are hypersensitive. 
While it may seem inconceivable to many Europeans that sensitive 
feelings can prejudice the intelligent appraisal of priorities which 
affect human life, that is the case in the developing world.' 

- John Oyinbo, 'Nigeria: Crisis And Beyond'; 1971. 

Zdenek Cervenka1sl6 taxonomy on the Nigeria-Biafra war recognises five 

stages of hostility in the fractricidal conflict. The first phase (July 1967 to 

August 1967) was identified as the period that witnessed federal "police 

action" against Biafra and the invasion of the Mid-West Region by Biafran 

forces. The second phase (August 1967 to October 1968) was when full-scale 

military operations against Biafra were launched. It also witnessed the fall of 

Enugu, Onitsha, Calabar and Port-Harcourt. The third phase (October 1968 to 

April 1969) recorded the Biafran counter-offensive in October 1968. It was 

also a period that marked the escalation of air raids by the Nigerian Air Force. 

The fourth phase (April 1969 to November 1969) was identified with the fall of 

Umuahia and the surprising recovery of the Biafran forces in recapturing 

Owerri. The private war of Count Von Rosen also remains a significant aspect 

of this phase. And finally, the fifth phase (November 1969 to January 1970) 

was the period that witnessed the collapse of Biafra. It was the turning point 

in the protracted battle, as the Federal forces mounted their final assault on 

12 January, 1970 - leading to the capitulation of Biafra under its spent forces 

and battle-weary leadership. It must be said of the Biafrans that they 

exhibited an overwhelming courage and incredible instinct for survival in the 

face of a numerically and militarily more superior side. But for the Federal 

blockade and the change of the Nigerian currency which had had an adverse 

affect on the secessionists, victory could have gone either way. 
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Cervenka was of the opinion that the military operations in the Nigerian 

civil war 'were carried out at the African tempo and must be judged by 

African standards•.17 While respecting this personal view point, perhaps much 

is left to be desired from such a thesis, especially in the absence of a 

definition as to what constitutes an 'African tempo' and an 'African standard'. 

It must also be pointed out that most of Africa's wars are not without external 

linkages, thus making it difficult to arrive at a concise definition that would 

present such wars as essentially and exclusively African. Further still, 

international politics is yet to quantify and standardise the variables that 

constitute 'tempo' and 'standard' in the national life of states. The fact that 

wars could escalate from low level to high level, and with that the technique 

and instruments of destruction as well, cannot be ignored. There may be such 

a thing as Military Balance in international political studies which project the 

numbers of military hardware that are possessed by states, but in no way can 

the figures given in such projections be relied on, as well as decide the actual 

strength of the states under comparison. Were we to rely solely on such 

projections as the actual interpretation of strength, and therefore, implied 

victory, then the American defeat, for instance, at the hands of the 

Vietnamese might only have remained an inconceivable and unattainable 

possibility. War is war, no matter where it is fought. The belligerents 

experience feelings that are common at the opposite ends of the camps ••• 

feelings that evolve around fear, hope, pain, joy, etc. The beseiged also 

display very similar characteristics all over the world. To describe or imply 

that any post-1945 war was primitive, either because of the limited nature of 

the war or the initial instruments of war in deployment, must be 

underestimating the very nature of war as well as the modern era of conflict. 

Cervenka, however, was not alone along the line he had conceived of the 

Nigerian war. Submitting that it was impossible to apply European criteria to 
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the conduct of war, Cervenka cited the report written on December 13, 1969, 

by Colonel R.E. Scott, Defence Adviser to the British High Commission in 

Lagos, entitled "The Appreciation of the Nigerian Conflict", 18 He said Col. 

Scott had described the Nigerian Conflict as a completely unorthodox war. 

Cervenka had quoted Scott as: "the majority of the soldiers are scarcely 

literate, and while the lingua francs is English, they barely understand and 

have a queer interpretation of the spoken word, and the written word of the 

majority of officers needs to be seen to be believed. It is highly colourful and 

often misleading" .19 

Apart from the irrelevance of both written and spoken English in a real 

war situation in Africa where the barrel of the gun did the speaking and both 

officers and men communicated effectively amongst themselves in Nigerian 

languages, Col. Scott perhaps forgot that the leaders at both ends of the 

fighting had each enjoyed British education: Gowon at the prestigious 

Sandhurst Military Academy and Ojukwu at the envy of British educational 

institutions, Oxford University. Indeed, as regards victory in war or what it 

takes to wage a successful war, the role of lexicon and literacy, as opposed to 

will, morale, goal, tactics and fire-power are yet to be fully comprehended, 

especially as espoused and articulated by Colonel Scott. Also, if Nigeria had 

only enjoyed barely over half a decade of independence _at the time Scott made 

his report, then such criticism must have been harsh and did fail to take into 

consideration the prevalent social and historical realities of the time. Col. 

Scott was e xpelled from Nigeria after his report in the Sunday Telegraph of 

January 11, 1970, and the newspaper's editor and two other persons were 

charged under the Official Secrets Act, but were later acquitted after a 

prolonged trial. 

Still on the "unorthodoxy" of the Nigerian civil war, 'some foreign 

correspondents went so far as to comment that it was a war in which the side 
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who made the most noise won!'20 According to John Oyinbo, 'neither side 

used, or even possessed, a tank. Those reported in action were armoured scout 

cars, light mobile guns, obsolete tracked personnel carriers or commercial 

vehicles such as trucks and bulldozers steel-covered by the ingenious Ibo 

technicians. Artillery played little part until the arrival of heavier Russian 

guns which helped in the final offensive. At the outbreak of war the only guns 

were twenty-five pounders used on ceremonial occasions to fire salutes. There 

were no anti-aircraft guns except on naval ships, and when supplies arrived 

nobody in the Federal army knew how to assemble them. It did not much 

matter because there was never an air war worthy of the name.•21 

Interestingly, in direct contrast to the views of the authors already 

considered on the nature of the Nigerian war, John de St. Jorre remarks: 

'Occasionally, I have compared certain aspects of the war, 
particularly the military side, with the experience of medieval 
Europe. This is meant neither to be patronising nor a cheap trick 
in the quest of 'colour'. Such imagery is, I believe, accurate enough 
in its proper place but it would be very wrong to assume that the 
Nigerian war was a primitive medieval joust. Modern weapons, 
modern communications and modern international power politics 
made this irrefutably a mid-twentieth-century conflict. And it was 
no more brutal, mindless or less meaningful than most other 
modern wars. Indeed, in some respects, despite the terrible loss of 
life through starvation, it was fought and concluded on more 
humane lines than several recent European conflicts of which the 
Spanish civil war, with its 100,000 cold-blooded political killings, is 
the most shocking example•.22 

The Nigerian war, as seen through the eyes of its many observers, is 

bound to be subjected to a legion of interpretations. Indeed, as was once 

remarked by a famous historian: 'all history is the history of thought'. And if 

this were so, then the historian can only relate to his audience what he had 

perceived as the truth, even if what he thought he had perceived as the truth 

was not the actual truth itself. As historians, writers etc., we are not without 

the limiting factor of personal biases. If follows, therefore, that we cannot 

deal in absolute truth, and or exactitude in historical narrations - the Nigeria-
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Biafra conflict not being an exception. All we could establish in each case 

under study is verisimilitude as a result of divergent view points and personal 

biases, even when we choose to be as neutral as possible in our approach. But 

this handicap should be seen as a natural happening. As regards the Nigerian 

civil war, however, a plethora of literature exist - most of them, contributions 

by non-Nigerian authors. It will be worthwhile to examine the role of external 

powers in the conflict, beginning with intra-continental actors. 

INTRA-CONTINENT AL ACTORS 

The Nigerian civil war was unique in the sense that it did not only 

witness 'Big Power' intervention, but also that of 'small powers', the 'unrated' 

or 1nth powers', proxies and mercenaries. All had their interests - directly or 

indirectly. In his account of the civil war, General Olusegun Obasanjo, 

Commander of the 3 Marine Commando Division of the Nigerian army during 

the war, and later Head of State of the Federation noted: 'if Nigeria had been 

left alone by other countries and their nationals, especially the developed 

countries, the Nigerian crisis might not have developed into a civil war. 

Without the promise and assurance of moral and material support and open 

recognition, Ojukwu might not have taken the final plunge of declaring the 

Eastern Region an independent State of Biafra1.23 But perhaps realising the 

intricacies of intervention and the very complex nature of the contemporary 

world and its state actors, the General was quick in adding that, • ... this may 

be carrying speculation too far1.24 And, perhaps, just appropriately, John de 

St. Jorre1s account denies this submission: 'the outsiders did not cause the war 

but the interaction of their own interests in Nigeria, the rivalry of others with 

similar interests and the activating agent of the combatants' needs, drew them 

into it. Civil wars have a peculiar and deadly whirlpool effect of their own 
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and with Nigeria's riches at stake - a poorer country like the Sudan, also at 

war with itself, never attracted such attention - it was perhaps inevitable that 

foreign powers became involved. And, as in the Spanish civil war, once in the 

vortex, they became the ultimate arbiters of victory; similarly, non-

intervention was as important as intervention'. 25 Both submissions, 

respectively forwarded by General Obasanjo and John de St. Jorre hold 

sufficient logic, reliable enough to explain causation, but suffice it to say that 

for a proper explanation of the war and the foreign powers it had attracted, 

we must accept the fact that the war was not externally created, but was 

externally actualised; and this is precisely the merging point of the two earlier 

submissions. Secession plans, though successfully hatched from within (and 
-their 

while still at ,., - formative stages) got the life-sustenance link externally that 

incubated what had initially been faced as 'police action' into a full grown war. 

In other words, without external involvement there would still have been a 

secession, but it could have been one that would not have successfully taken 

its first breath. It was the external help received, especially on the rebel side 

that served as the life-line that prolonged the war in which many Biafrans died 

from malnutrition and starvation than from actual gun wounds. Although 

casualties were recorded in the non-Ibo minority areas of Rivers and the Cross 

River States in the former Eastern Region qr)d o-n the Federal side, none 

of these Q.ci,ucdled -the Ibcs~ 
~ 

While it is true that for the extra-continental powers, economic) wef'l a 

strong compelling factor in their choice of 'support' or 'non-support' for the 

warring sides, the role of propaganda, more successfully employed by the 

Biafrans and which had greatly influenced public opinion and governmental 

decisions in both African and non-African countries does deserve some 

mention. 
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Commenting on Ojukwu's successful propaganda campaign, one account 

'His team was strong. Many of the top calibre information and 
broadcasting men in the Federation had been Ibos. They returned 
home with experience and enviable reputations such as that 
enjoyed by Cyprian Ekwensi. Among them were not only tacticians 
and script writers but also the technicians to keep the radio 
transmitters operating at full power, the printing presses turning 
and the cables of foreign journalists moving. An efficient public 
relations consultant, Markpress, handled the overseas end of the 
business from Geneva. The world's press was fed with daily 
releases from Biafra; leaders of public opinion were deluged with 
statements of the Biafran case; prominent and respected scholars, 
churchmen, politicians and journalists from all corners of the world 
were taken into Biafra to see for themselves. The impact was 
forceful. The Western world listens with respect to professors, 
bishops, former cabinet ministers and television commentators. 
Biafra made more than a story, it provided a cause and began to 
rival Vietnam as the rouser of the world's conscience. It was a 
cause with special appeal to the young, a generation which feels a 
personal commitment to a philosophy of peace and love. Espoused 
by idols such as John Lennon, the cause gained the support of 
thousands who would have found it difficult to find Biafra on the 
map•.26 

Still on Biafran propaganda, a personal account of the Nigerian civil war 

by Ntieyong Akpan had reminded that: 

'one should not ••• forget the Biafran propaganda, which earned 
world fame. It had been influential before the outbreak of 
hostilities, but that influence considerably increased during the 
war. The best literary talents and intellect were found in the 
propaganda directorate and the Ministry of Information. They 
were drawn from the universities, the professions and the civil 
service. They were among the harde.st workers, were very 
dedicated and derived much satisfaction from their work. They 
had about fifty specialist groups all concerned with different fields 
and aspects of propaganda1.27 

John de St. Jorre's report sums up the Biafran propaganda effort which 

strongly influenced world opinion as well as the decision by some states to 

recognise the new 'Republic'. According to the report, 

'the recognitions crowned a long and arduous diplomatic campaign 
by the Biafrans which had begun well before secession. The quality 
and breadth of talent among the emmisaries played a crucial part 
and it is arguable that if the tireless, constantly moving 
delegations had not contained so many 'stars', the results would 
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have been much less satisfying. Most of the principal emissaries 
were already known to, and respected by, the leaders they were 
lobbying and had made a name for themselves not only in Africa 
but outside the continent, too. The fact that the plea for 
recognition came from academics, lawyers, churchmen and 
diplomats as well as politicians and soldiers significantly increased 
its impact. Men like Sir Francis Ibiam, a former president of the 
World Council of Churches and governor of the Eastern Region, the 
gentle and scholarly Sir Louis Mbanefo, a member of the World 
Court in the Hague, two distinguished former vice-chancellors 
(Kenneth Dike and Eni Njoku), and the ex-premier of the East, 
Michael Okpara, were all deeply involved in the "recognise Biafra" 
operation. But the man who decisively swung the key states of 
Tanzania and the Ivory Coast round was the former president of 
Nigeria, Nnamdi Azikiwe. 'Zik's' impact cannot be over-stressed. 
The 'father' of Nigerian nationalism and an international figure of 
many years standing, he had been one of Nyerere's and Kaunda's 
early heroes. That he, the leading architect of Nigeria's unity, 
should now be advocating its demolition, was an argument of 
considerable force. It is significant that 1Zik' made a long tour 
around Africa, including the Ivory Coast, Tanzania and Zambia, 
just before the recognitions and, unlike the other Biafran 
emissaries who had to creep in by the side door, was treated in the 
"red carpet" style of the president he used to be1.28 

The public relations of the Biafrans was indeed effective, especially as 

seen through the united front presented by the lbos at the nadir of their 

struggle against the federal forces. They also attracted much international 

attention in a war the rest of the world was made to believe was being fought 

by the strong (federal side) against the weak and suppressed (Biafrans), 

eventually leading to pockets of recognition on the continent. On 13 April 

1968, .Tanzania recognised Biafra, followed by Gabon on 8 May; and Jess than a 

week later the Ivory Coast declared it had recognised the 'new State', and on 

20 May Zambia's recognition brought the total to four. France was directly 

behind the recognition moves initiated by Franco-phone African states for the 

new 'Republic' while President Julius Nyerere of Tanzania tested his long

standing friendship with the Zambian leader, President Kenneth Kaunda by 

giving him reasons to recognise Biafra. While the final decision on the 

question of recognition rested on Kaunda, President Nyerere had had to carry 

out much persuasion on his friend. Commenting on Nyerere's recognition 
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drive, an observer of the African political scene had remarked: 'he did the 

wrong thing for the right reasons•.29 

Explaining the position of the two African leaders on the recognition 

issue, John de St. Jorre remarks: 

'Both presidents clearly made a distinction between Biafran 
security and Biafran sovereignty and did not necessarily accept - as 
Ojukwu did - that either the two were inextricably linked or that 
sovereignty was the only way of ensuring security. Significantly, 
the two countries never appointed ambassadors to Biafra, never 
went through the other ritualistic but reassuring niceties that 
usually follow recognition and - unlike the Ivory Coast and Gabon -
gave Biafra very little material support. (Tanzania helped the 
Biafrans marginally in purchasing von Rosen's 'Minicon' fighter 
planes and Zambia gave Ojukwu two DC-3 transport aircraft.) This 
attitude cannot simply be explained by the distance of Tanzania 
and Zambia from Biafra. The overall aim of the two presidents 
was not to continue the war until Biafra won but to end it with as 
many Biafrans alive as possible. To do this, it was essential to get 
Nigeria to the talks table. But since Nigeria was in a commanding 
military, political and economic position, there was little reason 
why it should go anywhere except deeper into Biafran territory•,30 

Although Nyerere played an important role in the Biafran attempt at 

secession, the man whose influence was most saught by the Biafrans was Felix 

Houphouet-Boigny, President of the Ivory Coast. Kenneth Dike, the ex-vice

chancellor of Ibadan University and one of Ojukwu's top emissaries, had 

frequented the Ivory Coast where he established a warm friendship with the 

Ivorian President. During his visits to France and Switzerland, Biafran 

lobbyists ensured that the President was exposed, as much as possible, to the 

ugly side of their experience, with the ultimate goal of earning Ivorian 

recognition, 

Opinions differ as regards who influenced who to recognise Biafra 

between France and the Ivory Coast, 'The easy explanation for Houphouet's 

conversion to the Biafran cause is that President de Gaulle, the dictatorial 

father-figure of francophone Africa, told him to do it. I believe that the truth 

is, if anything, the other way round - though when talking of any dealing with 
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de Gaulle "persuasion" is perhaps a better word•.31 General Obasanjo's 

account on the above question was neither at variance with the submission 

made, nor free from the conflict of presenting one side as the main influence 

over the other in one minute, and in another, reversing it. According to one of 

his reports, 'the French appeared to accept the Nigerian situation as inevitable 

until President Houphouet-Boigny of the Ivory Coast threw his whole weight 

behind secession and persuaded the French Government to stage a come

back• .32 Here, the Ivory Coast was shown as the exponent of the 'recognise-

Biafra course'. But in another report by the General, the following 

observsation was made: 'The recognition of 'Biafra' by the Ivory Coast and 

Gabon and the duplicity of some other francophone African countries were 

largely due to French influence and pressure•.33 Here, it was France that was 

identified as the initiator of the recognition campaign. Whatever may have 

been the case, both countries are known to have supported Biafra. 

Apart from the historically explained 'matrix' between France and her 

ex-colonies, and as witnessed during the Nigerian war, intra- and extra

continental collaboration was manifested in other ways. For example, 'neutral 

Switzerland was even more forthcoming to the rebels by making direct gifts of 

arms through Tanzania to 11Biafra111.34 Nyerere's and Kaunda's reasons for 

supporting Biafra have already been discussed. Let us now see the reasons 

behind Houphouet's recognition. 

explanations. 

John de St. Jorre forwards three 

'Firstly, emotionally and instinctively, he is anti-Muslim and anti
communist. A catholic, like Nyerere and Ojukwu, he shares the 
traditional coastal West African's fear of the Muslim hinterland: 
the Ivory Coast, in common with the other states in that Region, 
has its own 'Muslim North'. Soviet support of Lagos in the war 
merely confirmed his worst fears and he often spoke of an 'unholy 
alliance' between Moscow and the Arabs. (He kicked the Russian 
mission out of Abidjan the following year for allegedly fomenting 
student riots.) Secondly, without any secessionist problems of his 
own - at least at that time - Houphouet harboured an intense 
dislike for federations. When his own country became independent 
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he had played a dominant role in breaking up the old French West 
African Federation. (Significantly, Gabon had performed the same 
role in the destruction of the French Equatorial Federation and 
also recognised Biafra.) At that time Houphouet had been accused 
by other nationalists of destroying African unity, a charge which he 
resented and wished to disprove by demonstrating that federations 
never worked. His final major motive was a genuine and strongly 
felt humanitarianism. He was deeply affected by the suffering of 
the Biafrans - he was in Europe for most of the Spring in 1968 when 
coverage of the war began to assume massive proportions. 
Houphouet has a remarkable record of humanitarianisro in his own 
country which he has ruled as a benevolent dictator since 
independence in 19601.35 

On the Ivorian position, General Obasanjo was, however, of the opinion that, 

'President Houphouet-Boigny has a pathological fear of Nigeria and Nigerian 

influence on the West African sub-region. For this reason he devised the 

thesis of the inviability of large Federations. Ivory Coast, like Gabon, 

provided staging posts for incoming and outgoing traffic for "Biafra", 

especially for military hardware•.38 Both countries had also extended military 

and administrative training facilities to the Biafrans as well as offered refuge 

to fleeing Ibos. 

The politics of recognition as carried out by Gabon - one of the smallest, 

former French African territories rich in uranium and manganese deposits, was 

described by one observer of the international scene as presenting 'a more 

curious - and dubious - case•.36 It was further noted that, 'no one was more 

surprised than the Biafrans themselves when President Albert Bongo 

announced his recognition. They had not even bothered to lobby him. It seems 

likely that Houphouet-Boigny and the French had been to work on him, the 

French having special pride of place in the hearts of the Gabonese leadership 

ever since they intervened with paratroops to save Bongo's predecessor from a 

coup d'etat in 19641.37 

What were relations like between the warring sides and Arab Africa? 

Here, the choice of support was mainly tilted in Nigeria's favour, and the 
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reason is not far fetched; there had been (and still is) a strong religious and 

cultural influence on Northern Nigeria from the Arab world. The Sarduana of 

Sokoto had repeatedly maintained that the North did not recognise Israel 

despite the presence of an Israeli Mission in the Federal capital. In fact, the 

more radical African-Arab states at the time, like Egypt and Algeria, had 

come out in open support for Lagos based on their committed drive for African 

unity. They had established their Nigerian commitment right from the start of 

hostility between Nigeria and the break-away East. Support from African

Arab States was such that the secessionist leader, Ojukwu, was said to have 

referred to the OAU as the 'Organisation of Arab Unity!'. The only Arab State 

that failed to identify with the Federal course was Tunisia - and her decision is 

thought to have been strongly influenced by France. But even with her non

support, Tunisia's posture was not conspicuous on the Biafran side either. 

While Libya and Sudan - traditional customers of British Military hardware, 

sold some of the weapons to Nigeria which had earlier been denied the later by 

the British, Egypt supplied pilots and technicians for the air force. 

Most other African countries with a delicate political setting as with 

Nigeria at the time, naturally gave support to the Federal course. Niger was 

particularly active in this respect, and had even acquired arms and ammunition 

from countries that would otherwise have refused to do business with Nigeria, 

and sold them to the Lagos Government. Angered by this development, France 

tried to dismember Niger. Cameroon also toed the Federal line and gave her 

unflinching support. 

Apart from Mauritania, which also has a strong French influence, all the 

Maghreb states had rallied behind the Federal course, with Algeria supplying 

both the medical personnel needs and material requirements, during the war. 

Unlike the African countries - north of the Sahara - most states to the south 

maintained an ill-defined posture on the question of recognition. For instance, 
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'Ethiopia, Kenya and Uganda were decidely against secession even if they were 

not openly on the Federal side. So, surprisingly, was Senegal. Zaire, then 

Congo (Kinshasa), having gone through a similar experience, was actively on 

the Federal Government's side•.38 President Mobutu had given both moral and 

financial support to the Lagos Administration, and had also deployed a 

detachment of his air force to Nigeria when hostility ceased, for both relief 

and rehabilitation purposes. The other African countries 'were either firmly 

on the Federal side or neutral except, ironically, Ghana and Sierra-Leone 

towards the end of the war •.• Ten days before the war ended Brigadier Afrifa 

with a delegation visited Lagos secretly to discuss reasons why if Nigeria 

failed to declare a cease-fire, Ghana would be obliged to recognize 'Biafra'. 

Meanwhile Mr Nwokedi was busy in Sierra-Leone on behalf of 'Biafra'. He was 

close to the Prime Minister, Siaka Stevens•.39 

EXTRA-CONTINENTAL ACTORS IN THE NIGERIAN CIVIL WAR 

'There is no gratitude between Nations, and in international 
relations - there are no permanent friends but permanent 
interests.' 

- General Olusegun Obasanjo 

The role of national interest, based on economic · goals, and identified as 

overriding all other considerations in the decision by States (especially the 'Big 

Powers'), to recognise either side or none, of the warring parties in the 

Nigerian crisis has already had some mention under the Section on 'The 

Nigerian Economy and The Economics of the Civil War', as well as in the 

paragraphs immediately preceding this Section. However, describing the 

diplomacy of Western nations (including Britain, morally obliged to ensure 

stability in Nigeria) in not wanting to be too involved on one side in the 
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Nigerian conflict, lest victory went the other way - and they lose their 

economic interests in the country, John de St. Jorre observes that, 'to them 

Nigeria resembled nothing so much as hot but delectable potato. While it still 

sizzled from the cinders it was advisable to pass it on, but prudence dictated 

remaining in the friendly circle around the fire ready and poised to take a bite 

once it had cooled•.40 But their 'pragmatism' was soon tested: 

'Pressed by both sides to sell them arms, they had to take a 
position. Britain, while maintaining it was 'neutral', continued its 
"traditional" (small arms, armoured cars, etc.) and "purely 
defensive" (anti-aircraft guns) supplies to Nigeria but resisted 
Federal pressure to sell aircraft, bombs, tanks and heavy field 
guns. The United States government, with far less at stake, 
preoccupied with Vietnam and its own internal problems and 
confident that Britain would hold the Western line against 
Communist infiltration, declared a formal arms embargo against 
both sides'. 41 

The full recognition and assistance denied Nigeria by Britain and the USA at 

the onset of the crisis, and at a time Nigeria most needed them, forced the 

Lagos administration to look toward the Soviet Union (even if reluctantly) for 

assistance. Their apprehensions about walking the 'unknown' communist roads' 

were soon dispelled, as the USSR quickly moved in to fill the 'Big Power' gap 

created partly by the outright refusal by some Western countries to support 

the Nigerian cause, and the "pussy-footing" tactics of other Western nations. 
ee.rta'in ~ 

The Soviet entry may have been opportunistic, butAwithout any ideological pre-

conditions. Let us examine the intervention and 'non-intervention' of the 'Big 

Powers' in the Nigerian conflict, beginning with Br itain • 

BRITAIN 

Nigeria, although a former British territory, does not have much to show 

by way of legacies, of having been ruled by one of the oldest, and at a time, 

most powerful colonial powers - Britain. In a country where the bridges and 
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roads are built by Italian and West German firms, and higher institutions of 

learning throng with American curricula; where the American style federal 

democratic system has been tried, and where the armed forces secure both 

military hardware and training from West Germany, the USA and other 

countries (although including Britain), there is indeed little to show for a long 

British presence. At the ordinary level, even architecturalfctm both 

in the rural and urban quarters do not reflect any British patterns. Indeed, the 

memory of Britain is faint •.• very faint in the minds of Nigerians, perhaps 

except for the occasional mention of the colonial era by retired civil servants 

who saw the last days of British rule in the country. Infrastructure at the time 

of independence was next to nil, except important installations that serviced 

the vital needs of the British colonialists. Perhaps, there are the odd polo 

grounds, golf courses and horse-racing fields - but as earlier submitted, they 

only served the interest of the British in the country at the time. Clubs where 

polo and other sports already identified are played today, attract only the 

cream of the Nigerian elite, and exist in a small number. Apart from football, 

a sport like cricket is not popular, and rugby not known at all. But all these 

typify British life-style and have survived the years in Britain and some other 

parts of the world in which the British manifested their presence, even if the 

origin of some of these games lie in distant lands. 

The Anglo-Nigerian connection as seen by one observer was put thus: 

'Britain's traditional interest in Nigeria had nothing to do with the 
good of the people of that country, and in that respect nothing has 
changed. The interest that did exist was borne by a small caucus 
of British politicians, civil servants and businessmen, and it was 
purely imperialistic. The policy was aimed at the maintenance of ·· 
law and order, the raising of taxes to pay for the administration of 
the colony, the stimulation of the production of raw materials for 
British industry and the establishment of a consumer market to 
purchase manufactured goods from British industry. With 
independence the first two functions were handed over to selected 
and suitably friendly indigenes, while the latter two remained as 
before in the hands of the British. For those inside Britain who 
concerned themselves in any way with Nigeria, that country 
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represented, like the others, not a land with a population of real 
people, but a market. Any tendencies inside Nigeria that might be 
viewed as harmful to the market were to be discouraged, and 
Biafra's desire for partition from the rest of the country fell 
squarely into that category1.42 

In his evaluation of the British Government policy on the Nigeria-Biafra 

war, Forsyth identifies two schools of thought: 

'One claims that the policy was in fact the absence of a policy, the 
hopeless outcome of a mish-mash of stupidity, apathy, 
indifference, callousness and ignorance in high places; the other 
maintains there was a policy from the start, that it was one of 
total support not for the Nigerian people but for the regime 
presently in power in Lagos, that it was carefully masked from 
public view for as long as possible, and that the stupidity of the 
politicians and the ignorance and apathy of the general public and 
the men controlling the mass-communication media were used 
either in the furtherance or the dissimulation of that policy1,43 

Whatever may have been the case, British policy on the Nigeria-Biafra war 

was characterised by intrigues and controversy that have left many guessing to 

date on government intentions and the exact nature of affairs. However, one 

thing remains clear; and it is that, 

'by the time of the January (1966) coup, British interests were 
deeply entrenched; investment totalled over £400 million -£250 
million of it in oil; there were 15,000 British nationals living in the 
Federation; the British High Commission in Lagos with its Regional 
offices was the United Kingdom's fourth largest diplomatic mission 
in the world; and Britain was Nigeria's biggest single trading 
partner. With such a profound historical and economic involvement 
in the country, it seemed inconceivable that Britain could passively 
stand aside and play no role in the cr isis. But participation became 
a certainty when the belligerents themselves took the initiative 
and appealed for assistance. In common with other foreign powers, 
Britain was drawn reluctantly into the crisis, became increasingly 
enmeshed in its toils and played a crucial part in its outcome•.44 

Britain had even before the outbreak of hostility between Nigeria and 

the former Eastern Region, used its envoys in the Nigerian Mission to 

intercede in various national crisis. Prominent among these were Sir Francis 

Cumming-Bruce, who was British High Commissioner to Nigeria; Malcolm 

MacDonald, Britain's roving envoy in Africa; and Sir David Hunt, successor to 
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Cumming-Bruce. It must, however, be made clear that Britain's role at this 

stage was only proprietorial, and tailored to fit her national interest. But as 

carefully formulated as these policies may have been, there were still some 

discrepancies in their articulation both within the administration and in the 

outside world. For instance, while Hunt and the British Deputy High 

Commissioner in Enugu, James Parker, had between February and March 1967, 

respectively advised Ojukwu against secession, the two envoys sharply 

disagreed on issues outside of offical proceedings. While Hunt maintained a 

consistent and candid view that Britain's national interest lay with whole

hearted support of the Federal Side, Parker tended to show more sympathy for 

the Biafra cause, a situation probably influenced by his stay in the former 

Eastern Region. According to General Obasanjo, 'many foreigners tend to be 

partial to whatever part of the country they have been attached•.45 When 

secession was finally announced by Ojukwu, British policy was left in a 

dilemma. John de St. Jorre's account tells us that, 

'British assets and nationals were on both sides of the Niger, the 
preponderance being on the Federal side. Overt support for either 
belligerent thus involved serious risks, so the British government 
adopted a cautious 'wait-and-see' attitude, a policy neither so 
pusillanimous nor so haphazard as it seemed to many at the time. 
But it did not J?lease the Nigerians or the Biafrans and it could not 
last for long'. 46 

The British position on the Nigerian conflict, as implied from 

communiques issued, was to help stop the war to ensure a united country. She 

had, therefore, claimed to be neutral as far as the war was concerned. An 

official parliamentary statement by Lord Shepherd in January 1968 further 

encounces this position: 'we are neutral to both sides ••• We certainly are not 

helping one side or the other'. 47 But four days after this claim, Lord Shepherd 

admitted: 'we have been supplying Nigeria with pretty well all its military 

equipment1. 48 
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It was not until August 1967, when the Nigerian government asked for 

British permission to purchase heavy artillery and fighter planes that Britain's 

hitherto ambiguous position became clear. According to one observer, 

'the formula of "traditional" supplied - small arms, armoured cars, 
ammunition, vehicles - was adopted and rigidly adhered to in kind 
but not in quantity for the duration of the war. This made 
nonsense of any claim to be "neutral" and it would have been more 
honest - as well as ultimately better for its image - if the British 
government had admitted its pro-Federal bias (and its involvement 
in a foreign war) from the outset. As it was, it found itself in the 
awkward position of continually playing down the amount of 
weaponry it was supplying in order to mollify its critics at home, 
while simultaneously stressing their quantity and value in Nigeria 
to please the Nigerians. This helps to explain the apparent 
contradiction of statements in parliament that Britain was only 
supplying the Federal government with "fifteen per cent" of its 
arms, with those in Nigeria by Hunt that "the bulk of the weapons 
in the hands of the Federal forces have come from Britain111

• 49 

Clearly, Britain was an extra-continental interventionist in the Nigerian civil 

war, and if the reasons raised for her involvement hinged on the need to avoid 

a 'domino situation', which might possibly have led to other regions seceding as 

well, it was for the overall economic calculation of the British government of 

the day. And arms remained the essence of British support for the Federalists 

as well as the symbol of her involvement in the conflict. According to one 

source, 

'their value was much more than just part of the Federal armoury -
an essential part since British arms undoubtedly helped the 
Nigerians to defeat the Biafrans on the battlefield - for their 
existence implied moral, political and diplomatic backing as well. 
And a cessation of those supplies would have been seen throughout 
the world as a withdrawal of the other forms of support, whether it 
was intended by Britain or not•.50 

It is worth noting that Britain's claim to be only supplying fifteen per-cent of 

total arms purchases by the federal side was presented in terms of value not 

quantity. 

'Thus Britain could supply Nigeria with the 'bulk' of its small arms 
armoured cars, ammunition, etc., and yet still remain withi~ 
fifteen per cent -or thereabouts - of the total value when the 
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Nigerians' enormously costly MiGs, Oelphines, Ilyushins and heavy 
Russian artillery were also chalked up on the same slate. It was 
also sometimes forgotten that throughout the war many other 
countries - Germany, Switzerland,51 and particularly Spain - were 
selling large quantities of arms to the Nigerians.•52 

As has already been mentioned, with particular reference to the Nigerian 

civil war, economic consideration was foremost in Britain's foreign policy 

drive, as is often the case with nations. The fact that the greater of her 

investments remained on the Federal side, and the closure of the Suez Canal in 

June 1967 had increased the importance of Nigerian oil which contributed ten 

per cent of Britain's needs, support for the Federal government became 

imperative. Of course, too, after the illegal breakaway of former Rhodesia 

(now Zimbabwe), Britain needed to reassure the rest of Africa on her policies 

by keeping in line with the OAU's choice of support -which clearly was for the 

Federal Government. However, alongside these economic and political 

considerations (and no matter how insignificant Nigeria may have been outside 

of her economic resources to successive British administrations from the 

colonial period to the time ~elf-determination was achieved), was Britain's 

'affective' claims that touch on morality and sentiment. The Secretary of 

State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, Mr Michael Stewart's submission 

in the House of Commons debate on Nigeria, perhaps, best sums up this claim. 

Said he: 

'We must remember not only what the effect would be of a 
successful secession on Nigeria, but also its effect ••• on other 
African countries ... What I am saying now I say out of deep 
conviction formed over many years as to what is one of the most 
important pivotal points in world politics today. That important 
pivotal point is that the peoples of Africa, who have for so many 
centuries been bullied, enslaved, kicked about by more powerful 
and sophisticated peoples, should now be able to take their proper 
place in the world. I do not believe that they will be able to do 
that unless they have a structure of efficient viable States. I 
believe that, if the existence of those States is threatened by tribal 
secession, we shall find ourselves living in a world in which Africa 
is forever dragging behind other continents. This, I believe, would 
be profoundly wrong. This, surely, is one of the essentials of the 
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problem •.• This is very much the African view of the problem. It 
is in the light of this that Her Majesty's Government took from the 
start, and still take the view that this attempt by the Ibos, 
whatever their grievances, at rebellion and secession to remedy 
their grievances, was a tragic and disastrous error and that 
therefore the Nigerian Government were right to resist it. But 
with that right there goes a duty•.53 

Mr Stewart was also of the opinion that, 'there are circumstances in 

which it is entirely right for a country to say we must push our economic 

interests aside because there are overwhelming moral considerations ••• •.54 

Indeed, Nigeria may have been 'the show-piece of enlightened and 

civilised decolonisation, strong enough to whip-up British sentiments, but 

'Sentimental and nostalgic attachment to the Federal concept were never the 

decisive force behind British policy after the war had begun•.55 It is, however, 

interesting to note that, '··· Nigeria received more attention in parliament 

during the two and a half years of its civil war than it had done in its sixty of 

colonial rule•.56 This observation weakens the claim of British sentimental 

and nostalgic attachments to Nigeria. 

The economic and cultural elements that helped shape Britain's policy 

have already been considered. Another strong influence on the government's 

policy was the Soviet involvement. It was the characteristic Western concern 

over Communist take-over that was expressed in Britain. One British 

newspaper had commented: ' ••• a British arms cut-off now might sharpen 

rather than moderate the conflict. It could induce the Russians to take over 

Britain's role and extend not only their arms supply but also their influence on 

the conduct of the war ••• •.57 But how did the Soviet Union - a distant 

superpower without any previously known contacts with Nigeria - come into 

the war scene in the Nigeria-Biafra conflict? According to General Obasanjo's 

account, 'where the British disappointed Nigeria very badly was in their refusal 

to sell combat aircraft to the Nigerian Government in spite of the menace of 
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the secessionists' B26 and the hijacked and armed Fokker 27 aircraft belonging 

to Nigeria Airways ••• It was this British refusal that led in late 1967 to Mr 

Edwin Ogbu's (then Permanent Secretary in the Ministry of External Affairs) 

visit to Moscow in order to negotiate the supply of MiG 15 and 17 and Ilyushin 

IL28 jet fighter/bombers to the Nigerian Air Force ..• To prevent the 

domination of the Air Force by the Soviet Union, the British later offered a 

few jet Provosts to Nigeria when she needed them least•.50 Another observer 

of the international scene had put his views across thus: ' ... British support for 

Nigeria had been at its weakest in the early part of the war when Nigeria 

needed it most and at its firmest when Lagos needed it least in the latter 

stages of the conflict' .59 

To off-set the highly successful Biafran propaganda, the Nigerian 

Government had employed the PR services of a British firm, Galitzine, Chant 

and Russell, in March 1968, although it was not able to make any meaningful 

impact on world opinion. An American PR group was also employed, but later 

pulled out on the grounds that it was not getting the desired results. However, 

summing up Britain's role in the Nigerian war, John de St. Jorre was of the 

opinion that, 

'the real criticism ••• was not that it was wrong or wilful - there 
was no practicable alternative - but that it was too often a 
confused, guilt-ridden and deceptive policy. Attempts to try and 
make it apper that Britain was 'neutral', that peace rather than 
Nigerian unity was the principal aim, conflicting and foggy 
information on the arms supplies, and the impression that the 
government was often about to change tack (Stewart's famous 'we 
will consider, more than reconsider' the arms policy if the Federal 
Government showed signs of committing genocide) when, in fact, it 
wasn't - all these strategems robbed both the government and the 
policy of its proper credibility•.60 

The blame for the two million dead at the end of the war - most of them 

on the Biafran side - could not simply be placed on the British Government 

alone. Both the intra- and extra-continental actors in the war, including the 



0 

0 

331 

Nigerian Government, and the resolute Biafran leadership that was bent on 

continuing the war, even at its most futile point, have their respective portion 

of it. One was as guilty as the other. Even so, blame is usually difficult to 

aportion in situations like the Nigerian civil war. 

FRANCE 

While French diplomacy and intervention in the Nigerian civil war was of 

a completely different kind compared with that of the British, it could be 

safely asserted that both shared one thing in common: obfuscation. 

Submitting that 'the motives and actions of the French government 

constitute one of the great enigmas of the Nigerian civil war', one observer 

and querried: 'why did France support Biafra? Why did it choose the nadir of 

Biafra's fortunes as the moment to intervene? And, having intervened, why 

did it not go the whole hog and recognise?1.6l Another claim had it that, 'of 

all the international ramifications of the Nigerian war, there was none that 

was more shrouded in obscurity than the question of French attitudes and 

policy1,62 In yet another account, it was claimed that 'France played her 

typical diplomatic double game in the war. While her Foreign Ministry 

proclaimed neutrality, at least initially, in the civil war, her Intelligence 

Service was very actively engaged on the 'Biafran' side•,63 Clearly, the 

various accounts point to one thing: the undefined, if not ambiguous nature, of 

French policy in the Nigerian war. Let us see how this worked. 

While showing some interest in the humanitarian aspect of the war, the 

real interest of the French dwelt in the political side of it, on which they 

stressed the right to secession and the right to independence. The French 

media had clearly conveyed this aspect of the country's position as far as the 

Nigerian civil war was concerned, although it had taken a much longer period 
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for the government to officially articulate the same idea. In fact, the first 

official pronouncement by the French Government on the war was made 

almost a year after the fighting had started. 

On the question of recognition, the French were said to have embarked 

on a 'creeping' recognition,64 an impression lent further credence by a 

statement from President de Gaulle himself on 9 September, 1968. He said 

France had aided Biafra within possible limits, but that steps had not been 

taken to accomplish the final deci~\1'2 act - the recognition of the Biafran State 

- because [France] considered that t he matter was above all the affairs of 

Africans. The President did not however, exclude recognition in the future.65 

The recognition by African states of the Republic of Biafra (already discussed 

under intra-continental actors), nevertheless, enabled France to act more 

generously as she increased indirect aid to the secessionists through the Ivory 

Coast and Gabon. One source even added Libreville and Sao Tome to the list 

of proxies through which France channelled her aid to Biafra.66 

Concern in Lagos and London increased, over a possible direct French 

military intervention after M. Joel de Theule, the French Information 

Minister's statement of 31 June, 1968. Said he: 

'Independently of its concern for participating to the best of its 
ability in the humanitarian effort under way, the Government notes 
that the bloodshed and the suffering that the population of Biafra 
has endured for more than a year show its will to affirm itself as a 
people. Faithful to its principles, the French Government feels 
that , consequently, the present conflict should be resolved on the 
basis of the right of peoples to self-determination and should entail 
the implementation of appropriate international procedures'. 

In Britain, the inferences made from the Minister's communique had led 

to speculations in the Daily Express of 2 August, 1968, tha t the French might 

send a jungle-warfare force, based in Gabon and known as "les paras" to 

support Ojukwu's fo rces. The paper's foreign editor quoted diplomatic sources 

as saying that the troops were in a state of military readiness and set to be 
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deployed by air. The rumours were, however, denied in official French 

quarters, although that did not stop protests from the Lagos Administration 

over what it described as "an unfortunate and deplorable intrusion in Nigerian 

internal affairs". While being cautious in the official and non-official sectors 

so as not to provoke over-reaction, in their communications with the French 

Government, the Nigerian Morning Post in a front-page comment assured Paris 

that it was still not 'too late for General de Gaulle, conscious of his stature in 

Europe, to reconsider his government's stand in the Nigerian crisis1.67 

When President de Gaule was next heard on the Nigerian civil war on 9 

September, 1968, the main thrust of his speech clearly focused on Biafran 

sovereignty, which he argued, was urgent because of the colonial aggregation 

of peoples, who otherwise would have loved to exist separately. His 

announcement was followed by mass demonstrations in Lagos. The Federal 

Government still showed much restraint in the face of what appeared to be 

France's uncompromising stand. 

Amidst the rising public outcry against French attitude in the war and 

the call by demonstrators for the severance of diplomatic relations with Paris, 

a New Nigerian editorial of 16 September, 1968, reassured its readers that the 

French Government had not actually recognized Biafra, adding that: 'so long as 

the French Government does not recognise the rebel regime, in exile or 

otherwise, there is no point in closing the embassies. There may be more bark 

than bite in the Gaullist puppy•.68 

Since Nigeria does not fall within France's traditional area of influence, 

the latter's involvement in the war did give way to broad speculations and 

interpretation. General Obasanjo identifies both economic and political 

reasons for the French interest in the civil war. He submits in his account 

that, 'they had always been, and are still worried about Nigeria's influence in 

the so-called "francophone African countries". It was, therefore, in their 
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interest to cut Nigeria to size by dismembering her and reducing her influence 

in francophone Africa where France maintains a special, political, economic 

and military interest. With the uncertainty of North African oil supplies, 

France was ready to seize what appeared to her as the British monopoly over 

Nigerian oil. It would give greater diversification and security of supply•.69 

The General further claimed that, 'in August, De Gaulle stated that the 

Nigerian crisis could not be resolved militarily. Clearly, it was very much in 

keeping with character and vision of France to use this crisis and his support 

for 'Biafra' to pay Nigeria back for daring to break diplomatic relations when 

France exploded her nuclear device in the Sahara Desert in 1962. In fact De 

Gaulle publicly mentioned the possibility of France's recognition of 'Biafra' at 

a future date in a press conference in September 19681.70 His account also 

mentioned how the secessionist leader, Ojukwu, pledged 'Biafra's' oil resources 

to some French companies, among which was the French parent company of 

SAFRAP, for purposes of foreign exchange and the purchase of military 

hardware before the outbreak of hostility. He had also revealed how seriously 

affected France was, as a result of Nigeria's non-production during the 1967 

Arab/Israeli war. 

Identifying almost the same reasons as explaining France's interest in the 

Nigerian war, W. Schwarz comments: 

'At the purely political level, de Gaulle must have felt that the 
British were making a fatal mist.ake in supporting Lagos with arms 
in what looked like a war which could not be won, and seen in this 
an opportunity for France to embarrass Britain and at the same 
time to gain political and economic advantage. Nigeria's 
inordinate size and potential wealth, especially after the discovery 
of oil, also posed a geopolitical threat to the tiny countries in the 
French orbit'. 71 

John de St. Jorre holds the view that: 'De Gaulle rarely missed an opportunity 

to "have a go" at the British and Americans, and Biafra, with Britain 

particularly bogged down in the Federal camp, provided an excellent and not 
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too risky opportunity•.72 One Nigerian newspaper editorial identified two 

reasons as explaining France's interference in the war. The first was, 'to 

recover the huge sums of money from French interests that had been 

squandered on Ojukwu. Secondly, it is also quite possible that France is 

wading into our crisis merely because Britain and America had made 

statements declaring their support for the policies of the Federal Military 

Government'. 73 

In some quarters, however, French policy, with respect to the Nigeria

Biafra war, was believed to have been strongly influenced by economic 

considerations. 

'The basis of these allegations was two transactions attributed to 
French entrepreneural efforts in Biafra. The first concerned the 
activities of the state-owned French oil company SAFRAP, a 
subsidiary of ERAP. It was reported that the French Government 
had authorized the state-owned Regie Autonome des Petroles to 
participate in the deal by which SAFRAP allegedly obtained for the 
amount of $15 million the oil rights in an area capable of producing 
two million tons of petroleum a year•.74 

According to Cervenka, 'the second transaction', 

'was believed to have been concluded between Biafra and the 
French branch of the House of Rothschild. For the sume of £6 
million, the Rothschild Bank was granted "the exclusive rights of 
exploitation and extraction of all deposits of the columbite ore, 
uranium, coal, tin concentrates, natural oil and gold ore for the 
duration of 10 years". The allegation was based on a document 
reported to have been captured by the Federal forces .•• '. 75 

The Biafran announcement O.f secession on 30 May 1967, had prompted 

an initial blockade (but excluding the right of passage for the oil tankers) by 

the Federal Military Government, but with the revelation on 3 July 1967 by 

Shell-BP that an agreement had been concluded with Ojukwu for $700,000 

payment to Biafra, the Nigerian Government extended the blockade to oil. 

However, to reassure the Federal Government of its full commitment, as well 

as to make up for the past, a $42-million programme to build pipelines and 
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terminal storage facilities within Federal territory was announced. A new 

agreement was also to be signed with the Federal Military Government. Shell

BP's oil output in Nigeria (constituting about 85 per cent of the market) made 

up about 9.5 per cent of total British crude imports in 1967. On the contrary, 

France was buying only 3 per cent of its total oil purchases from Nigeria in 

1966, and the SAFRAP's refineries under federal control mainly in the Mid

west, almost doubled the size of those in the rebel-held territories. Clearly 

then, oil may not have constituted one of the strong influences on French 

policy as far as the Nigerian war was concerned. Instead, Cervenka identifies 

'President de Gaulle's apprehension of the role which a united Nigeria might 

play _ within the Common Market, in particular, vis-a-vis the French-speaking 

West African countries1,76 as the main economic concern explaining French 

attitude in the civil war. He further substantiates this view point with the 

fact that 'President de Gaulle's support of Biafra was consistent with his policy 

of balkanization in French-speaking Africa, which had forced the break-up of 

the old French West African Federation in 1958'. 77 With over 50 million 

people and a relatively well-balanced economy' he argues, 'Nigeria would 

certainly be likely to dominate the small francophone states surrounding it'. 78 

Cervenka identifies a second reason as 

'the strong pressure France .had been facing from its Common 
Market partners in particular the Netherlands and West Germany, 
on the question of Nigeria's status with the Common Market. 
Although an agreement on Nigeria's association with the Common 
Market was drawn up as early as 1966, France refused to ratify it, 
owing to considerable differences with Nigeria's sponsors on trade 
policy. France. as reluctant to concede to Nigeria the same tariff 
preferences as were enjoyed by France's former colonies, which 
were now associated with the Common Market'. 79 

With the effective defeat of President Charles de Gaulle in the 

referendum of 27 April 1969, and his subsequent resignation, hopes were raised 

in both Nigeria and Britain about a possible change in French policy from his 
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successor. But contrary to expectation, the new President, M. Pompidou, had 

pledged continuity in the foot-steps of his predecessor. His pledge was 

demonstrated in action by the re-appointment of M. Foccart - a key figure in 

France's Nigeria-Biafra policy under President de Gaulle, and described in one 

report as 'a man in his mid-fifties with the impassivity and parsimonious smile 

of a successful Chinese war-lord... the president's right-hand man in the 

arcane cloak-and-dagger upper reaches of French politics and the trusted 

confidant of a dozen African presidents, many of whom owed more to him than 

they did to their electorates•.80 

Although with an initial cautious start in their support for Biafra, once 

French policy became clear on the Nigerian civil war, Paris sustained her 

declared support for the secessionists right up to the point that Biafra 

surrendered on 10 January 1970. With the Biafran defeat, President Pompidou 

had sent a message to the United Nation's Secretary General, U Thant, urging 

him, 'in the name of the principle of humanitarian solidarity ... to undertake 

the necessary actions so that the existence and the future of the Ibo 

population may be safeguarded1,8l 

THE SOVIET UNION 

Soviet involvement in the Nigerian civil war was consequent on the poor 

response from Britain and the United States (hitherto, the main allies of the 

Nigerian Government) to federal requests for arms sales. As opportunistic as 

the Soviet entry might seem to be, her involvement in the conflict was highly 

decisive on which way victory went and in maintaining a united country. 

Remarkably, the Soviet entry was one without the physical involvement of her 

military personnel in actual fighting. Neither were there any ideological pre

conditions to the sale of arms. But Nigeria, by orientation and in the actual 
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conduct of international affairs, w_as strictly 'western'. What then must have 

encouraged Moscow to assist the federalists? 

According to Cervenka, 

'the decision to support the Federal Military Government was based 
on a realistic assessment of the situation, namely, on the 
assumption (which proved to be correct) that the DAU would 
uphold Nigeria against Biafra and that Africa would resolutely 
oppose intervention by the United Nations in what to Africa was an 
internal affair of sovereign state (a view which the Soviet Union 
fully endorsed). From the political point of view, the Soviet 
engagement on the side of the Federal Government involved no risk 
at all. Even if the Biafran secession were successful, the 
Government would still continue to exist in Lagos. It should also 
be pointed out that the Soviet press never called for a military 
solution of the conflict. The Soviet emphasis had always been on 
the principle of a unified state and against secession. The Soviet 
Union resolutely opposed suggestions that it was seeking influence 
in Nigeria•.82 

A further denial from Moscow on Western claims on Soviet expansionism 

in Nigeria was made on 25 January 1969 in a "Radio Peace and Progress' 

broadcast, which had specifically referred to an interview given to Jeune 

A frigue by Colin Legum, a British Journalist. According to the commentary: 

"In the first place the British journalist is mistaken when he places 
the Soviet Union on the same level as the western powers ••• 
Britain, the United States and France are responsible for the 
Nigerian civil war ••• It is impossible to talk of the Nigerian crisis 
without making a clear and precise distinction between the stand 
of the Soviet Union and that of Western powers •.. The relations 
between the Soviet Union and Nigeria are based on strictly equal 
and mutually favourable terms'. 

The Soviet decision to support the Federal Military Government in July 

1967 was a sequel to the preceding month's visit to Moscow by the Federal 

Commissioner for Labour and Information, Chief Anthony Enahoro. An 

agreement believed to have been signed between Chief Enahoro and Soviet 

representatives in August 1967 was rumoured to have led to the closure in 

mid-August 1967 of the Kano Airport to civilian traffic in order to ensure the 

safe and smooth delivery of combat planes and spare parts brought in by Soviet 
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Antanov 12 transport aircraft. General Gowon's statement shortly after the 

deliveries were made had confirmed rather positively earlier speculations on 

the deli very. He told the bespectacled reporter: "Going to the Soviet Union, I 

assure you, was just a way of dealing with Ojukwu's threat. After all, Ojukwu 

started the air war. Even Abraham Lincoln went to Russia for help to win his 

own civil war11.83 

An article entitled "Test of Africa's Maturity", published in Izvestia on 

11 October 1968, had outlined Soviet policy on the Nigerian civil war thus: 

"The principle of the right to self-determination for nationalists to 
the point of secession is not an absolute one, and it is wrong to 
believe that it should be applied to all conditions. No, it is 
subordinated to the tasks of class struggle and social liberation .•• 
if one approaches the present situation in Nigeria from the only 
correct standpoint, then one must say in all certainty that Biafra's 
secession is advantageous only to the imperialists ••• The interest 
of consolidating Nigeria's independence .•• and this can be achieved 
only by taking an anti-imperialist position .•• demands the 
prese.r-vcr+ion of the country's unity ••• A United Nigeria, within 
which the principles of equality would be strictly observed for all 
nationalists ••• will more successfully resist the imperialists' 
pressure than a Nigeria fragmented and rent by tribalism ••• In 
determining its position on the Nigerian crisis, the Soviet Union 
proceeds from the tasks of the anti-imperialist struggle of African 
peoples both for consolidation of the independence and for the 
complete liberation of the continent from the remnants of 
colonialism". 

In an article published in International A ff airs (Moscow), A. Tryasunov 

had argued against the balkanization of Africa, which he said, was what the 

imperialists wanted. His argument was, 

"The Balkanization of Nigeria, as of all Africa, plays into the hands 
of the imperialists, who are interested in weakening the African 
states. Consolidation of African unity, both in individual countries 
and on the continent as a whole, is a conterbalance to the policy of 
breaking up and dismembering African states. Nigeria needs 
Biafra, just as Biafra needs Nigeria, for genuine independence and 
prosperity". 

To further establish Moscow's support for the Federal CQ1.1se which 

centered on a united Nigeria, Soviet warships set sail on 6 March 1969 in a 
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squadron consisting of two destroyers, a submarine, and an oil-tanker on their 

first official visit to Lagos, Nigeria. 'Although the head of the Nigerian Navy, 

Rear-Admiral Wey, described the visit as "routine", Radio Nigeria on 7 March 

noted that the visit was designed "to demonstrate the Russian support for one 

Nigeria". Radio Nigeria broadcast a talk on who were the real friends of 

Nigeria on 10 March. The speaker maintained that when the war began, 

Nigeria had turned in vain to certain countries that had always professed to be 

its friends for arms purchase, but "to her pleasant surprise, it was a country 

with which she had hitherto had very little economic or political ties that 

proved willing to satisfy her urgent needs". The speaker forecast that the role 

played by each foreign country at the time of the war would determine its 

economic relations with Nigeria after the war•.84 

On the other side, a Radio Moscow commentary on 15 January 1970 said: 

'Another important lesson to be learned from the Nigerian crisis •.• was that 

the peoples of young national states who were defending their sovereignty and 

independence could always rely upon aid from the socialist countries•.85 

THE UNITED ST A TES 

The United States foreign policy posture was a confused, ill-defined and 

poorly articulated one as far as the Nigeria-Biafra war was concerned, as with 

the earlier considered cases of Britain and France. 

As a result of the secessionists' highly effective public relations 

strategy, 'the CIA, with the possibility of 'Biafra' winning the war in mind, had 

recommended caution to the American Government. By contrast the 

American Embassy in Lagos was unequivocal in warning Ojukwu against 

secession and advising him not to count on American Government support. But 

as it turned out, neither the Federal Government nor the secessionists 

received official American Government support in their struggle1.86 
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Remarkably, even before the outbreak of hostilities, the US Embassy in 

Lagos had in April 1967, prohibited all American citizens from travelling to 

the former Eastern Region of Nigeria - an action which prompted charges of 

discrimination and partiality from the secessionist leader against the 

American Government. At the time secession was announced by the Ibos and 

the Republic of Biafra proclaimed (on 30 May 1967), the United States had 

pledged recognition only to the Federal Military Government. However, 

'four days after the outbreak of hostilities in July 1967, the US 
announced that it would not sell or otherwise supply arms to either 
side. The Nigerian Government was even refused export permits 
allowing the purchase of arms on a commercial basis from the US 
manufacturers, on the grounds that "the United States were 
basically opposed to interference in the internal affairs of another 
state•.87 

Interestingly, 'only four days later, President Johnson felt it necessary to 

send to another African country, the Congo, three C-130 Hercules transport 

planes with 150 personnel and 45 paratroopers to assist General Mobutu's 

government in its fight against the rebels1.BB 

Another reason . given by the US for pursuing a "non-interference" policy 

in the Nigerian war was conveyed in the words of the Secretary of State, Dean 

Rusk, who explained that the United States regarded Nigeria as part of 

'Britain's sphere of influence•.89 But General Obasanjo points out that 'apart 

from regarding Nigeria as within the British sphere of influence, America was 

preoccupied with her war in Vietnam and was not prepared to repeat her 

experience of unsuccessful involvement in the Congo (now Zaire)•.90 John de 

St. Jorre was of the same conviction, and maintains that, 'the United States 

government, with far less at stake, preoccupied with Vietnam and its own 

internal problems and confident that Britain would hold the Western line 

against Communist infiltration, declared a formal arms embargo against both 

sides•.91 
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At the forefront of American humanitarian lobby was Senator Edward 

Kennedy who criticised the government for not doing enough through the 

United Nations to end the war, and also expressed concern over famine in the 

break-away region. In one of his statement, he remarks: 

"If one of the parties to the dispute were under a communist 
power, I am sure we would have sprung into action with whatever 
diplomatic and military intervention was necessary. If the 
outcome of this war affected or threatened to disturb the balance 
of power, we would be working endlessly in the United Nations for 
a cease-fire, sending envoys to the capitals of the world, looking 
for aid from other nations who were our friends. We have taken 
these steps many times in the past. But the death of people in 
Nigeria-Biafra does not deserve such measures, because this area, 
we are told, is not part of our 'vital interest'. And so we hesitate. 
Perhaps the starvation of people in Nigeria-Biafra is not in our 
vital interest. But it is in our conscience".92 

With an effective pro-Biafra lobby, however, the US came to adopt a 

"low-profile" posture which on the one hand saw this support for the Federal 

Government on a "one Nigeria" concept (while their arms embargo lasted), and 

on the other, a full US relief programme for Biafra. By so doing, the 

government hoped to emerge in the post-war peace with American interests 

safe on both sides. 

United States investment in Nigeria in the periods immediately 

preceding independence and shortly before the war were considerable. 

According to one source, 'In 1957 the Rockefeller Brothers Fund (RBF) opened 

a Lagos office to prepare feasibility studies for American investors. In 1959, 

American companies had investments amounting to only an estimated $16 

million in Nigeria, some $10 million being accounted for by the distribution 

facilities of the Mobil oil company, a well-known Rockefeller interest. The 

groundwork done by the RBF helped the Chase International Investment 

Company to become the dominant American financial institution on the 

Nigerian scene. In 1962 the consulting services for the American investors 

were placed in the hands of the Cambridge (Massachusetts) firm of Arthur D. 
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Little, Inc., which had obtained a $5 million American Development Agency 

(AID) contract to advise the Nigerian Government on investment policy. In 

1965 the US investment in Nigeria totalled almost $162 million, representing 

15 per cent of the total foreign investment in Nigeria, which meant a twofold 

increase in four years•.93 

The American policy of humanitarian interventionism in the war was still 

pursued with the entry in January 1969 of the President Nixon administration. 

By December 1969, the US had contributed about 60% of total world relief 

contribution from the $25 million donation it made in cash and the supply of 

food commodities. President Nixon had offered another $10 million for the 

purchase of food and medicine at the end of the war on 12 January, 1970 - thus 

amounting to $80 million total US aid to Nigeria and Biafra. 

Concern over the plight of starving Biafra continued under the Nixon 

administration, and in February 1969, a special fact-finding mission led by 

Representative Charles C. Diggs visited Biafra. : · At. the same time 

another delegation, led by the Republican Senator for New York, Charles 

Goodell, also visited Nigeria and Biafra. 'Each group tried to distinguish 

between American concern for the famine victims and US diplomatic backing 

for Nigeria'.94 

With the growing . suspicion and disillusionment by the Nigerian 

Government of US intentions and approach to business, the State Department 

spokesman, Robert McCloskey stepped in to explain: ' •.• I wish to make it very 

clear that the US continues to recognise the Federal Military Government. We 

do not recognise Biafra ..• •.95 
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PERIPHERAL ACTORS IN THE WAR 

The Arabs had come in support of the Federal Military Government 

because of their strong religious and cultural links with Northern Nigeria. 

Apart from Tunisia (with her strong French influence) all Arab-Africa 

was behind the Federal Military Government. 'Egypt supplied pilots and 

technicians for the air force and Sudan and Libya, traditional users of British 

weaponry, sold Nigeria some of the equipment Britain refused to provide1
•
96 

Algeria was also fully behind the Nigerian Government. 'In Israel, public 

opinion, greatly influenced by the parallel between the !bas' plight and the 

Jews' own tragic history, was solidly behind Biafra•.97 There were r umours in 

Lagos about Chinese involvement on the Biafran side, but according to one 

report, 'despite many stories about Chinese aid, 'instructors', and arms flooding 

into Biafra from Dar-es-Salaam, there was never any evidence to show that 

Peking's backing went beyond a torrent of jargon over the air waves•.98 

Another account has it that, 'other than the fact that the Chinese would 

always be in the opposite camp to the Soviet Union and the Chinese claim of 

support for so-called self-determination, there was no conclusive evidence of 

Chinese involvement in the civil war•.99 

MERCENARIES 

Defined in the context of war, a mercenary is a 'soldier hired for pay to 

serve in a foreign army•.100 However, given the complex nature of the 

Nigeria-Biafra war in which cert ain individuals as inde pendent international 

actors fought without asking for reward, it becomes difficult to safely classify 

such persons under the broad heading of mercenaries. And not that alone; with 

respect to the Nigerian civil war , certain 'inde pendent international actors' 
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were not as independent as they claimed, as some were known to have been 

sponsored by certain states with tacit governmental approval. 

Describing the role of mercenaries in the Nigerian war, one account 

holds that, 

'mercenaries were an elusive, intriguing but, with one notable 
exception, an ultimately inconclusive element in the war. The 
Nigerians and the Biafrans were equally reluctant to use them -
senior officers in each army had fought against them in the Congo 
under the United Nations flag and knew their failings and 
limitations - but they needed their technical skills, especially as 
pilots, and so, often against their own better judgement, employed 
them. However, neither admitted their existence although this did 
not inhibit each accusing the other of using them by the Legion. 
The roles the mercenaries played differed according to the needs 
of their employers. On the Federal side, they were mainly pilots 
while in Biafra both airmen and soldiers were signed on. The relief 
pilots, hired by the humanitarian organisations to fly supplies into 
Biafra, formed a third group ... •,101 · 

Mercenaries the world over, tend to exist in brotherhood, with their own 

special code of conduct. Without much pressure from their employers, 

mercenaries can choose to prolong any conflict in which they get involved, 

realising that the more protracted the conflict becomes, the more pay packets 

they are likely to get. There are even reports of · effective communication 

along agreed lines between mercenaries in two opposite camps. For instance, 

in the Nigerian war, an English mercenary on the Federal side, Colonel John 

Peters, was said to have telephoned his fellow countryman Alistair Wicks 

(employed by the secessionists) to warn him: 'Don't recruit for Biafra. I don't 

want my boys fighting yours1.102 But this principle did not hold in all cases, 

especially where the mercenaries in the different camps come from countries 

that are traditionally not the best of friends. For instance, there wasn't any 

special understanding between French and British mercenaries: the French for 

the secessionists, and the British for the Federal Military Government. The 

same reason explains the shooting down of a Swedish Red Cross aircraft by a 

federal MiG: both pilots were mercenaries, but from different countries. 
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Although the federal side, like the Biafrans, had a few pilots of their own 

to man the cock-pits, the need for more planes and, therefore, more men 

which had been necessitated by the war, did force both sides to use external 

help. 'In July 1967, John Peters, a tough, ruthless English mercenary and 'Mad' 

Mike Hoare's successor in the Congo, had arrived in Lagos and signed a 

lucrative contract with the Federal government to recruit pilots to fly 

converted DC-3s on bombing raids over Biafra1.103 There was, however, no 

hard proof to this claim. 'The pilots, a motley crew, were put on to converted 

DC-3s and DC-4s and later flew British jet Provosts, For the time being, 

however, they were kept strictly off the Russian and Czech aircraft1,l04 

Most of the federal mercenary pilots were based in Benin City - capital 

of the former Mid-West Region (now Bendel State). The mercenaries faced a 

double dilemma at the Biafran strong-hold of Uli and its strategic airstrip: 

'if they knocked it out, the war would quickly come to an end and 
they would all be out of a most lucrative job; and then, to close the 
airport and keep it closed they would have had to shoot down a 
number of the relief and arms planes thus killing their mercenary 
comrades on the other side. Since they wished to do neither of 
these things, they decided, not unnaturally, that Uli should not 
close - at least not through their own efforts1)05 

This arrangement was confirmed by the Swedish mercenary, Count Carl Gustaf 

van Rosen (who had flown relief supplies into Biafra for the churches before 

launching his air force) in an interview with John de St. Jorre. He said: 'They 

(the bomber pilots) told us on the radio once that they were bombing Uli for 

the money and they wouldn't shoot up another mercenary in the air1,l06 

Another reason why Uli proved difficult to close was 'world pressure behind 

the Biafran relief operation and Gowon's own fears of shooting down relief 

instead of arms planes (the Biafrans mixed the two up as much as 

possible) ... 1• 107 
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The mercenaries were more involved emotionally and otherwise in Biafra 

than in Nigeria. On the Biafran side, for instance, they were used in ground 

operations both in combat and as instructors, whereas on the Nigerian side, 

they were only involved in the air wars. 

Hank Wharton, a German-American air-line operator, was the first

mercenary signed on by Ojukwu. Strangely, he never fought. 'He contracted 

to run guns to Biafra (then the Eastern Region) almost a year before secession, 

but his first trip ended in disaster. He had picked up a large load of rifles and 

ammunition supplied by the French arms dealer, Paul Favier, at Zestienhoven 

airport in Rotterdam using a DC-4 wh ich had immediately aroused the 

suspicions of the Dutch authorities ••• and since his papers were in order they 

had no alternative but to let him go1.l□B After a few problems at various 

national airports, Wharton's three thousand pounds overweight plane crashed 

near Garoua in Cameroon where he and his crew, after several months of trial 

in Cameroonian courts, were finally sentenced to a month's imprisonment. 

Wharton carried out several arms shipment to Biafra after his release but was 

later sacked by Ojukwu for asking so much but producing so little. 

Alistair Wicks, described as 'an elegant old-Harrovian', who emigrated to 

Rhodesia (now Zimbabwe) after the war and had served under Hoare in the 

Congo, was another mercenary employed by Ojukwu. He had agreed to airlift 

arms and supplies in a small independent Rhodesian airline operated by another 

Rhodesian ex-mercenary, Jack Mulloch, known to other pilots as 'Minnesota 

Fats' or 'Twiggy'. But like Wharton, their first shipment ended on a sad note 

after they had landed in Togo to refuel, but were arrested by suspicious 

Togolese officials who discovered some arms consignments on board, together 

with £7 million in old Nigerian currency shortly after the sudden change of 

currency on the federal side. The money was returned to the Federal 

Government while Wicks and the others were imprisoned for four months. But 
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Mulloch appeared on the scene again shortly after his release, and once again, 

was beset by further ill luck. This time, 'his chief pilot, a Canadian, 

disappeared one night after returning from Uli with the pilots' pay packets and 

the airline's expenses. In his pocket were $250,000. Neither he nor the money 

was seen again•.109 

Biafra's first air raid against several Nigerian towns was carried out in 

the famous 8-26, piloted by a Czech known as 'Kamikaze' Braun, with World 

War II experience as a RAF pilot against the Luftwaffe. Roger Faulques, 

another French man and former Foreign Legion Officer with many mercenary 

activities to his credit, was perhaps the most respected of the mercenary 

leaders. With the promise of providing 100 men for a period of six months, the 

secessionists paid him £100,000 through a bank in Paris. Only forty-nine of the 

promised number did finally arrive in Biafra in late 1967. 

One report has it that, 'all the mercenaries in Biafra were treated as 

officers - Steiner became a colonel - and while not rendered the demi-god 

adoration they had received in the Congo, nevertheless held a privileged 

position. They were paid $1,000 a month on the average - in dollar bills1.llD 

The Biafrans had employed the services of many mercenaries, but the 

most notorious as well as outstanding amongst the lot include men like 'Mad' 

Mike Hoare, Roger Faulques, John Peters, Bob Denard, 'Boozy Bonzo Bond', 

Rolf Steiner (a German), 'Taffy' Williams (a South African of Welsh origin), 

Maurice Lucien-Brun (alias Paul Leroy - a former French calvary officer), 

Johnny Korea (a West Indian of mixed racial origin) and Commandant 

Kockanowsky (a Pole). He refused any pay but was actively involved in battle 

- apparently . for idealistic reasons. He left unannounced three months after, 

almost in the manner he had arrived. There were others like Johnny Erasmus 

(a Rhodesian explosive expert), Armand (the 'Brave') Iaranelli, a Corsican, 

'Paddy' (an Irish), Abbie Nathan (an Israeli pilot who arrived in Biafra to 
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persuade Ojukwu towards settlement) and Martin Lang, Gunner Haglund and 

Count Carl Gustaf van Rosen - all three from Sweden. 

'From the historical viewpoint van Rosen's role was unique. 
Neither Nigerian, nor Biafran, nor even a mercenary, he came near 
to altering the course of the war in a truly spectacular manner. 
That he failed was probably less his own fault than the strength and 
determination of the Nigerians combined with the mistakes of the 
Biafrans. Morally, however, his intervention in the Nigerian war is 
as indefensible as that of any outsider1.lll 

The relief pilots too were mercenaries. The only difference between 

them and the combatants was that they were not armed, However, because of 

the very risky nature of their job, they earned about thrice the pay of the 

combatants, which left them with about eight to ten thousand dollars a month. 

About twenty five of them were killed during the conflict. 

One last attempt by the mercenaries to make an impact against the 

federal side was the November 1968 abortive assault on Onitsha in which Marc 

Goosens (a popular mercenary from Belgium) lost his life. The Biafrans were 

heavily defeated in this assault, whic.h qls,o broui,t 

mercenary activities in the secessionist territory ·to -fhQj, ictsf- <lci::JS • 

CONCLUSION 

'The gathering of shields has started. The secession of the Nigerian 
provinces is nothing more than past history, because the 'Biafran 
Republic' which was begotten by Western imperialism in order to 
balkanise Africa has ceased to exist. A great many holy and not so 
holy designs are now destroyed ... The victory of Nigeria must be 
considered rightly as a victory of Africa and of the Africans over 
the backward occult forces which have been unable to rise above 
the idea of a certain Africa made to be exploited and enslaved1.112 

- Morocco: L'Opinion 

The submission that Nigeria's victory serves as a crystalising symbol of 

an overall victory for Africa was further reiterated in the introductory pages 
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of Zdenek Cervenka's account on the war, where he said: 

'For if it has achieved nothing else, the war has decided that 60 
million Nigerians will continue to live in one unitary state, a 
concept which the Ibos challenged but failed to change. Whereas 
the African countries regarded the Biafran secession also as a 
challenge to the present shape of the continent, from their point of 
view, not only Nigeria but also Africa has won victory. The 
acceptance of this argument was manifested by the reconciliation 
between Nigeria and the four countries which had recognized 
Biafra - Tanzania, Ivory Coast, Gabon and Zambia - at the summit 
conference of the Organization of African Unity in Addis-Ababa in 
September 1970 - the same year the war ended1.ll3 

Whether achieved through design or by fault, there were certainly a 

great many virtues to be seen and learnt from the manner in which the 

Nigerian war was conducted. One observer of the international scene had 

remarked: 

'Although the Nigerian war will go down in history as a war of 
exceptional atrocity, most of its victims did not fall to the bullets 
and bombs but were wiped out by the famine. Its exceptional 
nature also lay in the fact that it was the first war in which one 
side, the victorious one, voluntarily agreed to allow an independent 
group of international observers to supervise the conduct of its 
troops, a gesture which, in view of the accusation of genocide, has 
still been insufficiently appreciated1.114 

Indeed, if it were sufficient to romanticize about wars, then the Nigerian 

civil war was an archetype - given the peculiarities of the war considered by 

many who witnessed it to be very accommodating, but of a bizarre and 

somewhat capricious nature. It was a struggle that was slow in tempo and 

temperament as seen displayed by the various internal and external actors in 

the war. 

One Nigerian journalist had described the frontline as a number of small 

huts like the corrugated iron polling booths used in the 1964 federal elections 

... 'Near the booths are the soldiers' trenches in which they enter to shoot and 

to avoid being shot. In them very often is a woman1.115 'It was a war in which 

"traders hawked handkerchiefs, singlets, cigarettes, glasses and other items 
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usually associated with small traders doing business with soldiers manning the 

trenches". It was a war in which key members of the Nigerian high command 

could be found at a polo tournament hundreds of miles from the front, even 

during an offensive, and in which a Biafran officer could order his troops to 

advance while he returned to headquarters to get more ammunition. It was a 

war in which troops opposing each other on either bank of the Cross River took 

turns to bathe unmolested, and in which a foreign correspondent found the 

rival armies sunning themselves on either side of Onitsha golf course. 

Frontline troops often came to terms with one another to keep things quiet 

locally, Federal soldiers trading beer for transistor radio sets and the Biafran 

'Castro' style cap which, with its rising sun badge, became the most prized 

souvenir of the war. Ojukwu was obliged to condemn this trading in a 

broadcast in which he complained of troops going to the front "to trade and 

not to fight11.•ll6 However, when the war ended, private soldiers were able to 

embrace one another and at the officer level, a quick reconciliation of 

professionals was easily noticed. 

The concept of neutrality often claimed by nations in the domestic wars 

of other states was strongly brought to question in the Nigerian civil war. 

Britain, America and in the early stages of the war - France - had all claimed 

'neutrality' as far as the Nigeria-Biafra war was concerned, but as events 

began unfolding, the claims of these states came to light. Paramount in their 

foreign policy consideration as far as the . war was concerned, was 

their investments and future prospects of economic activities in that 

geographical entity. It wasn't, however, clear at one point which way victory 

would go, so a "wait and see" policy was adopted by the respective states while 

they bide time. 

Remarkably, even in this "wait and see" posture, these states had carried 

out clandestine activities on both sides while their claims to neutrality lasted. 
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It must be mentioned, nevertheless, that side by side with the economic 

interests of the extra-continental powers in the Nigerian war, were some 

humanitarian considerations, especially after the federal blockade on Biafra. 

Of utmost concern was the starvation in the secessionist zone which claimed 

many lives. 

The initial slow response of Western nations to requests by the Federal 

Military Government for the sale of arms had opened the door to the Nigerians 

who looked elsewhere and found a ready Soviet response. Perhaps, it was 

opportunistic for Moscow, but significantly, it was a response without any 

ideological pre-conditions. 

The intra-continental actors had been involved for reasons ranging from 

their being used as surrogates; lack of understanding of the real issues at stake 

and humanitarianism pepped up by successful Biafran propaganda, to 

traditional rivalry and fear of Nigeria's regional hegemonic influence. For the 

mercenaries, it was a field day like all other wars, although they failed to 

exploit to their maximum limits the "riches of the sport". 

The total experience of the 920-day-long war was perhaps best put 

together by Joseph Okpaku, according to whom, 

'Just when it needed to rely on the assurances of established 
international relationships, Nigeria found itself confronted with a 
realignment of hitherto supposedly unflinching alliances and 
commitments. Caught in a civil, military, and diplomatic crisis 
with no time to spare for weighing the pros and cons of the various 
options, Nigeria had to run away painfully from turned backs of 
former suitors, the empty stares of former friends, and the 
indifference of former eager ears, to face the equally harsh options 
of new overtures that were bound to have a profound permanent 
influence on the future of the country. But somehow, considered 
miraculous by many, Nigeria, the nation ... whose almost naive 
belief in the fundamental goodwill of nations was bound ultimately 
to teach it some profoundly painful political lessons, rose up to 
face the onerous demands of the situation and performed to the 
end with remarkable bravery and strength. This was due partly to 
the awakening patriotism of its people, partly to the great survival 
instinct of an injured and misused nation, and partly to the 
resilience of a fundamentally solid and healthy culture and society. 
This bravery was true of all parties to the conflict - Biafrans, 
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federalists, the nonchalants, and the large proportion of those in 
the middle who neither understood nor cared for the going on, but 
had to make the sacrifices all the same. 

'When 1969 finally drew to a close, ••• Nigeria had fought an 
expensive civil war in the face of the formidable diplomatic and 
military forces of some powerful nations without owing one penny 
to any body for the purchase of ammunition ..• 

'The end of the civil war brought with it an event of historical 
importance, the first completely negotiated surrender and end of 
hostilities in the history of modern warfare that was without 
punitive reprisals against, or psychological humiliation of, the 
militarily defeated parties. It was a humane end to a war bitterly 
fought by equally proud peoples. It was humane, that is, to the 
extent that one can use the word when talking about wars. The 
Nigerian people on both sides of the conflict set an example of 
common sense and judgement, seriously ignored in the West, that 
placed in favourable perspective the endless bickerings and absurd 
egocentric and ethnocentric silliness of the Vietnam peace talks 
and the resultant ... unnecessary loss of lives at a time when there 
(was) no longer a point to be made or a principle to fight for. 

'While Americans continued to fight a useless war in Vietnam, 
Nigeria effectively brought to a close a bitter moral war. It could 
be said, without much risk of error, that both the Biafrans and the 
federalists had a genuine reason for going to war. In other words, 
the war was essentially inevitable after the moral position of both 
sides had been established. · 

'The end of the war in 1970 brought with it a new sense of relief, 
and a new hope. A new hope. A new dream. And what happens to 
that hope and that dream will determine whether or not the war 
was worth the sacrifices, and whether or not the new leaders have 
carried out the obligation of their legacy•.117 

Nineteen years after the war, however, much is left to be seen in a 

stable and united Nigeria. Indeed, the search for nationhood, further distanced 

by a worsening economy, continues. While reconciliation on the immediate 

causes of the war may have successfully taken place, some post-war issues and 

previously latent ethno-cultural and religious differences are now coming to 

the surface. These include: (1) The 'Jihad' ("holy war") mounted by the 

Maitatsine - a fundamentalist Islamic group named after its founder-leader, 

which left thousands dead between 1980 and 1985 (2) The question of Sharia 

(Islamic Law) as a recognised legal system in Nigeria (3) The admission of 
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Nigeria into the Organisation of Islamic Conference (OIC) on an 'observer 

status' (4) The suggestion in certain quarters about turning Nigeria into a 

confederation (5) The running of a quota-system even in specialised sectors, 

which may not be without its dangers (6) The issue of pre-war abandoned 

properties (7) Complaints by minority ethnic groups of the hegemonic influence 

of the larger tribes on issues like the Lingua franca for Nigeria and the 

presidency of the country, etc. Although described and perhaps understood as 

new developments in the post-war experience of the country, most of the 

issues identified have long existed, but are coming to light only recently. 

Nigeria's present problems could partly be explained from the point of 

view of the absence of a strong and effective leadership, which in fact, has 

characterised the political scene since independence. Much in evidence is the 

self-seeking interests, tribal affiliations and the lack of vision by the leaders. 

It may be argued that only a few regimes have come close to serving the 

people. Its mistakes aside, the Gowan regime, for instance, made its marks on 

the successful termination of the civil war and immediate reconciliation with 

the intra- and extra-continental actors on the Biafran side. The most 

progressive regimes were the Murtala Mohammed/Obasanjo administration and 

the Buhari/Idiagbon regime, outside of which no leadership has performed 

satisfactorily. The situation has been made worse by the constant ousting of 

progressive governments by military means. Mean time, while external powers 

watch the political developments in the country, Western nations tend to 

welcome governments that lean towards the centre-right, evidenced in the 

strong US support for the Shagari administration before its fall. 

Whatever the future may hold for Nigeria, it may be argued that the 

pluri-cultural nature of the country may in the long run be a blessing to the 

people because of the democratic processes this may encourage, though this 

will itself depend on having a disciplined leadership that will discourage the 
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wide inequality amongst its people, ultra-right religious activities and other 

elements that tend to divide rather than unite the country in the quest 'for 

peace, stability and a leadership role in Africa. On the other hand, if the 

country succumbs to the sectional machinations of religious and tribal 

interests as presently being pursued in the Sudan, then the ultimate choice for 

Nigerians will be the partitioning of the country - an event likely to serve the 

interest of a section of the society but at the same time render futile all that 

was fought for in the war, and thus reduce Nigeria's present rating and 

influence on the world stage. 
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CHAPTER X 

THE POSITION OF INTERNATIONAL LAW ON INTERVENTION 

"It is a process of inductive reasoning" (Re Piracy Jure Gentium -
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council per Viscount Sankey L.C., 
1934).l 

Some authors have approached the subject of intervention from the point 

of view of the "rights" and "wrongs" of the act, with little or no legal 

arguments and or explanations on it. 

This Chapter will, therefore, attempt to look at intervention vis-a-vis 

the 'Law of Nations'. But even before doing so, a brief mention on the system 

we have chosen as our ultimate reference will be worthwhile - the reason 

being that part of the neglect of international legal perspective on the subject 

has been prompted by the notion of the non-enforceable nature of 

International Law. Thus, the question is often asked by writers whether 

International Law is Law. This query leads us to yet another question: What is 

law? 

Oppenheim defines law as 'a body of rules for human conduct within a 

community which by common consent of this community shall be enforced by 

external power•.2 There are three essential conditions for the existence of 

Law. These are: 'There must, first, be a community. There must, secondly, be · 

a body of rules for human conduct within that community. And there must, 

thirdly, be a common consent of that community that these rules shall be 

enforced by external power•.3 

International Law, on the other hand, has been defined by different 

authors in very similar terms. Again, Oppenheim's definition will be a useful 

starting point: 'Law of Nations or International Law (Droit des gens, 

Volkerrecht) is the name for the body of customary and treaty rules which are 
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considered legally binding by States in their intercourse with each other'.4 

Similarly, Georg Schwarzenberger has defined International Law as 'the body 

of legal rules which apply between sovereign States and such other entities as 

have been granted international personality•.5 He further stated that: 'The 

term international Jaw was coined by Bentham and is synonimous with the 

term law of nations and its French and German equivalents (droit des gens -

Volkerrecht)•.6 Whiteman's definition tends to merge both above definitions 

all-embracingly. He defines International Law as 'those rules for international 

conduct which meet general acceptance among the community of nations. It 

reflects and records those accommodations which, over centuries, states have 

found it in their interest to make. It rests upon the common consent of 

civilised communities'. 7 

Therefore, to form a view whether International Law or the Law of 

Nations is or is not Law, we have to inquire whether the three essential 

conditions of the existence of law are to be found in the Law of Nations. 

The multifarious transnational linkages in the contemporary world, side 

by side with the existence of governmental and non-governmental 

international organizations, meets the first condition. Clearly, there is an 

international community for which the law has been made, and which in its day 

to day existence, equally taps from the law to achieve the aims of policy while 

keeping the world system running. The existence of customary rules, 

international agreements and general conventions often referred to as law

making or legislative treaties, satisfies the second condition. It is also true, 

with respect to the third condition, that there exists a common consent of the 

community of States that the rules of international conduct be enforced by 

external power. It is universally acknowledged that International Law shall, if 

necessary, be enforced by external power, in contradistinction to rules of 

international morality and courtesy, which are left to the consideration and 
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conscience of States. But 'In the absence of a central authority for the 

enforcement of the rules of the Law of Nations, States have on occasions 

taken the law into their own hands1,8 and here lies the weakness of 

International Law. But even so '··· a weak law is nevertheless still law •.. In 

practice International Law is constantly recognised as Law•.9 According to 

Oppenheim: 

'Violations of International Law are constantly frequent, especially 
during war. But the offenders always try to prove that their acts 
do not constitute a violation, and that they have a right to act as 
they do according to the Law of Nations, or at least that no rule of 
the Law of Nations is against their acts. The fact is that States, in 
breaking the Law of Nations, never deny its existence, but 
recognise its existence through the endeavour to interpret the Law 
of Nations as justifying their conduct. While the frequency of 
violations of International Law may strain its legal force to 
breaking point, the formal, though often crnical, affirmation of its 
binding nature is not without significance'. D 

ORIGINS 

Several systems of international law, in various stages of arrested 

developm~nt, existed in antiquity and, simultaneously or subsequently, in other 

parts of the world, as was the case in the fourteenth century B.C., when 

Pharaoh Rameses II of Egypt concluded a Treaty of Peace, Alliance and 

Extradition with the King of Cheta, and Suppiluliuma, King of the Hittites, 

entered into an alliance with Nigmad, King of Egarit. Contemporary 

international law, however, has its roots in Medieval Europe.ll 'It is in its 

origin essentially a product of Christian civilisation, and began gradually to 

grow from the second half of the Middle Ages. But it owes its existence as a 

systematised body of rules owing largely to the Dutch jurist Hugo Grotius, 

whose work, De Jure Belli ac Pacis, Libri iii., appeared in 1625, and became 

the foundation of all later development•.12 
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DISTINCTIONS 

Since terminologies abound that could easily be confused with 

International Law, it would be worthwhile to distinguish the latter from the 

rest. According to Oppenheim, 'only the so-called public International Law, 

which is identical with the Law of Nations, is International Law, whereas the 

so-called Private International Law is not, at any rate not as a rule•.13 

Schwarzenberger has made a laborious distinction between International 

Law and the other aspects of law: 'International law may be contrasted with 

municipal law. While international law applies only between entities which 

can claim international personality, municipal law is the internal law of States 

which regulates the conduct of individuals and other legal entities within their 

jurisdiction' ,14 

'It is also helpful to distinguish international law from quasi-international 

law, that is to say, the law governing relations on a footing of relative equality 

and, therefore, akin in substance to those under international law, but outside 

the realm of international law because one at least of the parties is not a 

subject of international law. This type of legal relations is illustrated by a 

loan contract between an international banking consortium and a sovereign 

state. Ultimately, such relations are governed by municipal law1.15 

Furthermore, the distinction must be made between International Law 

and comparative law. Here, the difference is that the latter is not a separate 

branch of Law. It is specifically aimed at the comparative study and 

evaluation of the rules, principles and techniques applied in different legal 

systems. 

'It is more difficult to differentiate accurately between international 

customary law and international morality, international comity and 

international usage. A possible test is whether, at any specific moment, the 
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subjects of international law who are supposed to be bound by a particular rule 

of international law, consider the rule in question legally binding or as one 

which they are prepared to accept merely as a moral duty (international 

morality), as an act of courtesy (international comity) or as a habit 

(international usage). At one time, a particular rule may fall into one, and at 

another time, into another category1,l6 

And finally, the distinction was made between International law and 

private international law or the conflict of laws: 'These are synonymous terms 

to describe the body of rules of municipal law which regulate legal relations 

with a foreign element such as, for instance, contracts of sale or service 

between persons in different countries. Rules of conflict of laws are only 

exceptionally rules of international law. Unless postulated by rules of 

international customary law, treaties or general principles of law recognised 

by civilised nations, they are rules of municipal law1.l 7 

INTERNATIONAL LAW AND INTERVENTION 

Over two centuries have passed since intervention first featured under 

International Law. An appropriate starting point in Vattel's Law of Nations, 

published in 1758: 'If a prince, by violating the fundamental laws, gives his 

subjects a lawful cause for resisting him; if, by his insupportable tyranny, he 

brings on a national revolt against him, any foreign power may rightfully give 

assistance to an oppressed people who ask for its aid ... 

To give help to a brave people who are defending their liberties against 

an oppressor by force of arms is only the part of justice and generosity. 

Hence, whenever such dissension reaches the state of civil war, foreign 

Nations may assist that one of the two parties which seems to have justice on 

its side. But to assist a detestable tyrant, or to come out in favour of an 

unjust and rebellious people, would certainly be a violation of duty1
•
18 
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But Vattel's rules are no longer applicable in the modern international 

system as they remain a far cry from the tenets of contemporary international 

law. Of course, that is not to say that modern States like the US, Israel and 

the Republic of South Africa do not unilaterally pursue such policies. Vattel, 

however, wrote at a period when it was lawful to wage wars as long as the 

initiator could point to a just cause. 

According to Lloyd Cutler: 'Self-defense was not the only just cause. 

Recovering lost territory, preserving the balance of power, assisting royal 

relatives on other thrones, converting the heathen, defending the established 

church, avenging a slight to national honour - all were just causes. So was 

helping an oppressed people to overthrow a tyrannical regime. It was in 

Vattel's era that France, a superpower of that time, could claim just cause for 

sending the forces that helped the American insurgents win the decisive battle 

at Yorktown against France's main rival, Great Britain1.l9 

The just war theory was drastically trimmed down after World War I. 

The Covenant of the League of Nations, endorsed by the major powers of the 

day and ratified by all except the United States, then became the new hope for 

regulating the behaviour of States. War was outlawed except in self-defence. 

The League did not last long partly due to the fact that it could not command 

. a binding decision on its major programmes. Its demise, however, was only a 

transient experience as its basic ideas became renewed in the United Nations 

Charter. In the Corfu Channel case, for instance, 'the International Court of 

Justice (I.C.J.) denounced any pretended right to intervention in international 

law: whatever the defects in the organisation of international society, respect 

for the principle of territorial sovereignty was seen as one of the essential 

bases of international relations.20 The principle has been equally forcefully 

stated in a G.A. Declaration on Non-Intervention in 1965 and in the latter's 

Declaration on the Principles of Friendly Relations Among States in 197□.21 
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Indeed it is stated in remarkably absolute terms, that no State has any right 

whatsoever to intervene in anyway whatsoever in the affairs of other States. 

Yet it remains a well-known fact that interventions are a persistent feature of 

international relations. How is the jurist to react to this phenomenon?•22, 

enquires Anthony Carty. 

According to Rosalyn Higgins, 'The starting-point for any international 

lawyer must (here) of necessity be the two articles of the Charter - Article 2, 

paragraph 4, and Article 511.23 Article 2 (4) states that: 'All members shall 

refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against 

the territorial integrity or political independence of any other state, or in any 

other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations'. 

The above stipulation prohibits UN member-nations fro:-n violating, in 

any manner incompatible with International Law, the territorial sovereignty 

and integrity of other States belonging to the Community of Nations. It is 

somewhat paradoxical that this otherwise lofty stipulation has remained an 

ideal, with the introduction of a limiting clause found in Article 51, that 

states: 'nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of 

individual or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a 

member of the United Nations'. 

The article further provides that the Security CouncH shall act to take 

measures to maintain international peace and security. Indeed, one could see 

here that while Article 2 (4) recognises the sovereignty and independence of 

States in absolute terms, Article 51, which identifies self-defence, exempts 

any action taken 'in individual or collective self defence if an armed attack 

occurs against a Member of the United Nations ... ' This exception, however, is 

allowed only 'until the Security Council has taken measures necessary to 

maintain international peace and security'. 
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Notably, 'Over the four decades since these charters were adopted, there 

have been innumerable armed insurgencies. In most of them, third States have 

provided arms, training, transport or armed forces to the government or the 

insurgents. A short list would include Afghanistan, Angola, Bangladesh, 

Bolivia, Burma, Central African Republic, Chad, China, Cyprus, Dominican 

Republic, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Greece, Hungary, Kampuchea, Lebanon, 

Malaysia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Oman, Somalia, Sudan, Uganda, 

Vietnam, Yemen and Zaire•,24 

Remarkably, all the external parties to the above conflicts - including all 

five permanent members of the UN Security Council - exonerated their 

actions, claiming that their military involvement in these countries in no way 

contravened the UN charter-stipulations. Equally noteworthy is the existence 

of 'veto power', which significantly reduces the effectiveness of the security 

council on major procedural issues. The overall effect in the balancing of 

Article 2 (4) with Article 51, is the plea of innocence often forwarded by 

intervening States based on the narrow, though clear interpretation of Article 

2 (4), and the excuse of acting in self-defence under Article 51. So clearly, 

while Article 2 (4) asserts the territorial sovereignty and integrity of States, 

Article 51 reduces the absoluteness in the interpretation and exercise of the 

former. It is therefore a contradiction that both Articles exist in the same 

Charter, and does not, in any case, bring the concept of non-intervention any 

closer to reality. Following the April 1986 American air raid on Libya, for 

instance, the communique from Whitehouse justified the action under Article 

51. The new American interpretation of this Article was what Higgins 

described as 'anticipatory self-defence•.25 Indeed, even long before the US 

raid on Tripoli, Washington had revealed what the government described as 

'Ghadaffi's plans to assassinate President Reagan', and for which the Libyan 

Head was to be punished, Amongst several others, an allegation was also made 
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that connected the Libyan leader with the discotheque bombing in West 

Germany in which an American Serviceman, Sergeant Kenneth Terrance, lost 

his life. Both US charges against Libya lacked concrete proof. But that is not 

to exculpate Libya's notoriety as a global actor. However, Washington's first 

response was to carry out naval manoeuvres around Libya's territorial waters 

to provoke a response. Libya's so called 'line of death' was crossed, and with 

that, claims and counter claims of military casualty on both sides.26 The US 

plan for Libya was concluded with a pre-emptive strike on Tripoli in which 

mainly civilian lives and some military targets were claimed.27 Official US 

sources quoted Article 51 to justify their action. But most observers of the 

international scene were of the opinion that there was no armed attack in the 

sense of an external invasion, directed against the United States from Libya, 

and that the American attacks on Libya were calculated military actions to 

achieve political victories for a government, whose external image had 

previously been in disrepute, and as a result, urgently needed some credibility 

in the domestic sector. Libya served as the 'scapegoat' to appease American 

public opinion. But this is the extent to which Article 51 could be interpeted. 

The Libyan example has been used because it was one recent incident where 

the external power actually used Article 51 to justify its actions. 

The simple and direct interpretation of Article 2 (4) does not include 

civil wars, nor does it mention non-lethal means of intervention, which could 

equally prove decisive in influencing the outcome of interventions as lethal 

instruments. However, these issues were specifically addressed by both the 

UN General Assembly and an authoritative international legal body in 

resolutions adopted by both. 

The Declaration of Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly 

Relations and Cooperation Among States,28 adopted by the UN General 

Assembly in 1970 (with a general consensus from all five Permanent Members 

of the Organization), states: 

• 
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No State or groups of States has the right to intervene, directly or 

indirectly, for any reason whatever, in the internal or external affairs of any 

other State. Consequently, armed intervention and all other forms of 

interference or attempted threats against the personality of the State or 
• 

aga'nst its political, economic and cultural elements, are in violation of 
I\ 

international law •.• 

No State shall organize, assist, foment, finance, incite or tolerate 

subversive, terrorist or armed activities directed towards the violent 

overthrow of the regime of another State, or interfere in civil strife in another 

State. 

In practice, very few countries honour the contents of the resolution, 

despite the many years of legal negotiations that went into it. 'Those from 

one political corner read in an implicit exception as regards another State, 

when these armed activities are those of "national liberation movements" 

overthrowing colonial or alien government. And certainly many States regard 

it in practice as entirely acceptable to bring various pressures to bear, to 

influence the internal or external events of other States. One thus has 

constantly the problem of identifying the reality, and measuring it against the 

rhetoric1.29 

The controversial nature of both the Law of Nations and the global State 

actors for whom the law is made, has not in any way discouraged further 

assessments, modifications and formulation of laws to help guide the behaviour 

of States. This explains the adoption in 1975 of a resolution on 'The Principle 

of Non-Intervention in Civil War' by the Institut de Oroit International. The 

institute is the 'college of cardinals' of International Law scholars, with some 

60 members, including judges of the World Court. The college defined a civil 

war as: 'any armed conflict, not of an international character, which breaks 

out in the territory of a State and in which there is opposition between .. . the 



(t 

373 

established government and one or more insurgent movements whose aim is to 

overthrow the government or the political, economic or social order of the 

State•.30 

The following acts were condemned by the resolution: 

Sending armed forces or military volunteers, instructors or technicians 

to any party to a civil war, or allowing them to be sent or to set out; 

drawing up or training regular or irregular forces with a view to 

supporting any party to a civil war, or allowing them to be drawn up or 

trained; 

supplying weapons or other war material to any party to a civil war, or 

allowing them to be supplied; 

giving any party to a civil wary any financial or economic aid likely to 

influence the outcome of that war. 

It is worth noting, however, that international legal scholars, relying on 

State practice, have some reservation about certain aspects of the rule of 

nonintervention. According to Cutler:31 

Most scholars agree that when an insurgency has produced internal chaos 

and a breakdown of public order in a State, other States may forcibly 

enter its territory to bring in food and medical supplies or rescue 

diplomats and nationals (as in the Congo in 1964 and, in somewhat more 

dubious circumstances, the Dominican Republic in 1965). 

Some scholars believe that a State may always supply armed forces or 

other military aid at the request of a government fighting an insurgency. 

The theory is that aid to the government in power cannot be directed 

against 'the territorial integrity or political independence' of the State 

whose government is being assisted. This theory would cover aid to the 

Duarte government in El-Salvador or to the (deposed) Marc'os 

government in the Philippines. 
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A Majority of Scholars, including the longtime general counsel of the 

United Nations and Columbia Law School professor, Oscar Schachter, 

believe that once any State assists either the government side or the 

insurgent side in a civil war, this is a violation of the charter that 

entitles any other State to assist the opposite side. 

As Schachter puts it: 'Despite the danger [of internationalizing a local 

co'nflict], the law does not proscribe such counterintervention. It is not that 

two wrongs make a right but that the grave violation of one right allows a 

defensive response•.32 

The above position is not in complete disagreement with the stand point 

of the Institut de Droit International, as long as its implementation is 'only in 

compliance with the Charter and any other relevant rule of international law, 

subject to any such measures as are prescribed, authorized or recommended by 

the United Nations'. 

Overall, one could say that the position of International Law vis-a-vis 

that of soverign states and international legal scholars are at broad variance 

on the question of nonintervention. For, 'There appears to be some authority 

for banning military assistance to either side of a civil war, some for allowing 

military aid to the government side but not to the insurgent side, and some for 

allowing such aid to either side if another State is already giving military 

assistance to the opposite side•.33 

Amidst the divergent approach to questions bordering on intervention by 

both international legal scholars and international relations practitioners, it is 

worth noting that contemporary International Law does not even mention 

Vattel's standards of oppression and justice. The law, as it is now, treats both 

the democratic or dictatorial nature of the government in power as irrelevant. 

Hence, military support to a democratic government, or to insurgents trying to 
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oust a dictatorship in favour of a democratic government, is considered in the 

same light as support to a dictatorial government, or to rebels trying to oust a 

democratic government in favour of a dictatorship. Vattel's rules were drawn 

up on the principle of the just war, but the United Nations Charter now allows 

only a partial application of this principle or other uses of armed force to 

individual or collective self-defence against an armed attack on a member 

state. 

While the indifference toward 'democratic' principles has left many 

Western political leaders and legal scholars uncomfortable, others see it as a 

means of achieving 'minimum public order' among States that sharply disagree 

not only about the values of personal freedom and democracy but the meaning 

of these terms. Minimum public order is a principle recently formulated by 

international legal scholars, based on the need to maintain the stability of the 

international system and to avoid a general nuclear exchange,34 The principle 

requires that each State, whatever its character, be protected from the 

intervention of other states in its internal affairs. 

The fact remains, however, that some legal scholars still believe that 

Vattel's principles could be accommodated within the framework of modern 

international law. One of such proponents is Yale University Professor, 

Michael Reisman, who finds the accommodation in two of the 'Purposes' of the 

United Nations as contained in Article 1 of the charter. These are 'equal 

rights and self-determination of peoples' and 'respect for human rights and for 

fundamental freedoms for aIJ•.35 The above Article received an even broader 

interpretation in a 1966 General Assembly resolution. Under the International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 'AIJ peoples have the right of self

determination. By virtue of the right they freely determine their political 

status'. The importance of free elections (through which 'human rights' and 

'fundamental freedoms' could be encouraged) can, therefore, not be over 
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emphasised. Article 21 of the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

states: 'The will of the people shall be the basis of the authority of 

government; this will shall be expressed in periodic and genuine elections 

which shall be by universal and equal suffrage and shall be held by secret vote 

or by equivalent free voting procedures'. 

But the failure of one state to observe both human rights and the rule of 

law does not in any way give jurisdictional rights to another to forcibly correct 

the defaulting State. Article 2 (4) has succinctly made this clear, except in 

self-defence against an armed attack. Other than this circumstance, force 

can only be threatened or used by collective action of the United Nations or a 

regional peacekeeping group. 

Reisman, however, points out that the United Nations, as an organization 

responsible for the promotion and encouragement of human rights and self

determination may not always (and scarcely does) carry out collective 

measures against anti-democratic regimes. He therefore contends that in such 

cases, Article 2 (4) should not be read to prohibit independent actions against 

repressive regimes that themselves contravene the charter stipulations.36 

Not all the scholars accept Reisman's views. One of those in strong 

opposition is Oscar Schachter, who argues that: 'It is difficult to extend 

[Reisman's] argument to justify an armed invasion to topple a repressive 

regime ... The idea that wars waged in a good cause such as democracy and 

human rights would not involve a violation of territor ial integrity or political 

independence demands an Orwellian construction of those terms ... It would 

introduce a new normative basis for recourse to war that would give powerful 

States an almost unlimited right to overthrow governments alleged to be 

unresponsive to the popular will or to the goal of self-determination ... That 

invasions may at times serve democratic values must be weighed against the 

dangerous consequences of legitimizing armed attacks against peaceful 

governments•.37 
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Cutler, however, accepts the views of both Reisman and Schachter as 

partially valid, in their own rights, and came out with a final recommendation 

that stood between the two schools of thought: 

'I agree with Reisman that Article 2 (4) must be reconciled with 
the stated purposes of the United Nations to promote self
determination and free elections, and also with his point that the 
UN machinery has not been able to take effective measures against 
governments which repress these rights. But I agree with 
Schachter that, despite Reisman's points, Article 2 (4) cannot be 
read to give other States an unlimited right to topple a repressive 
regime by force•.38 

Article 2 (4) was therefore interpreted by Cutler 'as permitting a third 

State to intervene only when two conditions exist: first, an indigenous pro

democratic insurgency is engaged in a civil war with the repressive regime; 

and, second, some other third State has been giving military assistance to the 

repressive regime' .39 

So far considered is the position of International Law on interventions in 

civil war situations. It will be worthwhile to examine humanitarian 

intervention and International Law. Once again, Article 2 (4) is our starting

point. Is a State allowed, under International Law, to intervene in another 

State through coercive means for humanitarian reasons? Could such 

conditions as the need for a State to rescue its citizens or other nationals 

abroad justify an intervention? Article 2 (4) is in direct disagreement with 

this, and Article 51 allows the use of force only in self-defence. Could 

rescuing one's nationals abroad be considered as self-defence? This is very 

doubtful, especially considering the existing case law. 

In Higgins' contextual case-by-case appraisal of recent hostage-taking 

situations, she was of the view that 'The so-called intervention at Mogadishu 

seems not really an intervention at all. The rescuing of the persons on the 

hijacked aeroplane there, while implemented by external elements, was none 

the less carried out with the consent and indeed at the request of the State; 

we call it "intervention" at our peril'. 40 
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Regarding the rescue of persons on a hijacked plane in Cyprus, Higgins 

observed that 'On the one hand, the Cyprus government certainly was not 

acting as 'host' to the terrorist in any sense - and indeed was endeavouring to 

negotiate for the safe release of the hijacked persons - but on the other hand 

it had set its face against military action. And when military intervention by 

the Egyptians occurred, there was in fact a loss of life and a great deal of 

resentment by Cyprus. The facts make this incident fall in a different 

category'. 41 

On the Entebbe raid, Higgins held that the government gave their full 

support to the hijackers, and did not make any attempts at securing the 

release of the hostages. Her views on the intrusion were unambiguous: 

'In those circumstances it seems to me there is at least a case to 
be made that an "in-and-out action" by a foreign state is lawful, 
and does not in any real sense infringe the territorial sovereignty 
or political independence of the state. (I appreciate that any brief 
intrusion is, at the formal level, really an infringement of the 
territorial sovereignty.) But the point is that one cannot read legal 
texts as if they tell one all the answers, regardless of the factual 
context in which they are to be applied. The text has to be applied 
contextually in any given circumstances, looking at all the 
variables. None the less, the Entebbe action by the Israelis was 
categorized by the Secretary General of the United Nations as 11a 
flagrant aggression". 42 I have some difficulty in understanding 
how he could reach that conclusion so decisively'. 43 

Higgins' final case study was on the holding of the United States hostages 

in Iran. There, she identified the State itself as the hijacker. Reportedly, the 

United States had sought redress from all the relevant arms of the United 

Nations on her plight before embarking on her abortive armed attack to 

release the hostages. The International Court of Justice was yet to come out 

with its verdict though, when the US rescue team entered Iran. According to 

Higgins, 'The International Court of Justice was clearly very disquieted about 

it. The International Court was not asked about the intervention - it had 

simply been asked about the lawfulness of the taking of hostages. But in 
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giving its reply to that legal issue it did take the opportunity to say that it felt 

it inappropriate to have to be answering that question against that particular 

military backdrop'. 

In a 1952 article, Sir Humphrey Waldock, later president of the World 

Court, laid down three conditions for the legality of using force on the 

territory of another State in cases such as hostage-taking: 

an imminent threat of injury to nationals; 

a failure or inability on the part of the territorial sovereign to protect 

them; and 

measures of protection strictly confined to the object of protecting them 

against injury. 45 

According to Cutler, a rescue mission to Teheran or Beirut would satisfy 

all three of Waldock's tests, but a reprisal action would flunk the third test. It 

would also run afoul of the World Court's 1949 ruling in the Corfu Channel 

case.46 A punitive action would fall in line with the law, however, if the 

consent of the territorial sovereign was sought and granted. 

Unlike the definitive submission of Higgins on the question of state

hostage taking, Cutler, at best, could only come out with a proposition due to 

the very controversial nature of intervention on the one hand and the 

ambiguous nature of the law (despite its surface manifestation of clarity and 

precision) that surrounds it, on the other. He contends: 'An arguable case for 

legality might also be made if the territorial sovereign adopts the hostage

taking as its own act, as in Iran, or if a State of chaos exists and the nominal 

government is incapable of apprehending and punishing known participants in 

the hostage-taking, as may be true in Lebanon. But it is at best an arguable 

case'.47 

Concluding, one could say that a mirror-image approach to intervention 

by Western legal scholars has much been in evidence in the available literature 
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on the subject. Apart from the few who belong to the 'Schachter School of 

thought', to whom sovereignty and the territorial integrity of States remain 

paramount above all other considerations, the more vocal 'Reisman-Higgins 

school of thought' favour matching force with force, if, in their estimation of 

a just cause, democracy was threatened. The Cutler school dweJJs in-between 

the two. Be that as it may, the Reisman-Higgins school may have to look into 

these questions: What is democracy? Are there other types of democracy? 

How democratic are democracies to want to forcefully correct states that fall 

short of democratic values - an act, which in itself, may infringe on 

democratic principles? How do we establish that pro-democratic insurgencies 

that receive help from democratic governments would respect democratic 

values when finally in power? It must also be remembered that some 

insurgencies, originally branded as anti-democratic, are known to have 

demonstrated 'democratic' values when finally in power. Zimbabwe is a case 

in point. Despite the bitter colonial war and the complex racial setting in that 

Southern African State, Mugabe, once branded a Marxist, enjoys one of the 

freest press in Africa, with an equally encouraging human rights record and 

flow of the rule of Jaw - his recent move at a one-party State notwithstanding. 

The supremacy of municipal Jaw over international law is in its coercive 

arm. Whereas the former could try and punish those over whom it rules, the 

latter cannot. The Security Council which would have served that purpose in 

the Committee of Nations, is itself, characterised, most times, by a Jack of 

consensus on major issues that affect international peace and security. This 

situation arises through the application of veto power by one or more 

members. And as it is now, the General Assembly has not the mandate to 

exercise executive powers over the Security Council where the issue is 

perceived to be a threat to world peace and security. Consequently, the 

General Assembly only passes resolutions on major issues that threaten world 



(t 

381 

peace. And there have been many of such resolutions, some times condemning 

States' excesses without the necessary preventive or corrective action to back 

them up. The existence of the International Court of Justice (one of six 

principal organs of the United Nations) has not made things any better either. 

Although the International Court is the principal judicial organ of the United 

Nations, Article 59 of the Statute of the ICJ states that "the decision of the 

court has no binding force except between the parties and in respect of that 

particular case11.48 According to Maryan Green, few if any contentious cases 

start without consideration of the arguments of one of the parties that the 

International Court of Justice has no jurisdiction in the case in issue. An 

analysis of this case-law (or "jurisprudence" as it is often called) demonstrates 

that: 

the court will only assume jurisdiction once it is convinced that the 

parties consent thereto; 

it is sufficient if this consent was established as from the time of 

commencement of proceedings, although it may also be established by 

the conduct of the respondent thereafter; 

the court will assume jurisdiction with respect to the respondent on one 

of three bases: where its competence arose before, at the time of, or 

after the submission of the case to the court. 49 

Like every legal system, international law is in constant flux; and its 

adequacy, merits and defects, like those of every legal system, depend in large 

measure on the foresight and imaginativeness that go into the creation, 

adaptation and perfection of the rules and institutions on all levels, and 

especially on the constitutional or organic leve1.50 Rather than giving 

meaning to Vattel's approach to International Law in today's world, as well as 

capitalising on the weak clauses of the law, contemporary International 
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Relations practitioners must approach the upheavals of our time with an 

understanding of the limitations of their own power and wisdom. In so doing, 

respect for State's territorial sovereignty and integrity could be achieved in 

some appreciable measure and thereby reduce the tensions and dangers of war 

that we live with in the contemporary world. 
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CHAPTER XI 

THE EFFECTS OF INTERVENTION IN AFRICA 

INTRODUCTION 

The effects of external military interventions in Africa are many and 

diverse. Whilst no justifiable claims could be made to the effect that one 

form of intervention is better than the other, externally directed military 

interventions are particularly considered by the OAU to be the most damaging 

of all existing types, especially where such entries took place without the 

invitation of the target country. 

The relevant illustrations on the effects of intervention on African 

States will be made, whenever possible, from one or more of the six case

studies in this work. The effects will be measured against local conflicts, 

economic development, sovereignty, and political stability, since Africa's 

growth and future well-being depend, to a large extent, on these elements. 

INTERVENTION AND LOCAL CONFLICT 

There are two main arguments on the effects of external involvement in 

local conflicts. The first is that external intervention in local conflicts adds a 

new dimension to the dispute in the form of the deployment of more 

sophisticated instruments of war by the external power in a manner that 

inevitably alters the existing balance or inbalance of power between the 

protagonists. This development may be followed by a further prolongation of 

the conflict. 

The second main argument hinges on the spin-off effect of external 

military involvement, often witnessed in the form of counter-intervention. 
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Usually, the involvement of one external power on one side attracts the 

intervention of another, often from an opposite ideological camp, on the other 

side. In the case of a medium power like France, the motivation may not quite 

be ideological concerns (at least since General de Gaulle and the French 

independent posture) as opposed to her vital economic interests and a 

demonstration of her 'affective linkage' with former colonies. 

Let us consider the first argument. In the light of Africa's experience, 

one could submit that external military involvement has not solved Africa's 

problems. If anything, out of the six conflict cases examined in this study, 

only one - the Nigerian Civil War - has been permanently resolved. The war in 

the Maghreb may follow next with the recent announcement (May 1988) of 

rapprochement between Algeria and Morocco.l Diplomatic representatives 

from both sides have already been exchanged. Meanwhile, fighting continues 

on the Polisario/Morocco front after a few abortive cease-fire arrangements. 

There is also continued hostility in Chad, Angola, the Horn of Africa, and to a 

lesser extent, in the Shaba province. Some of the encounters, however, are 

spasmodic in form. It is important to state here that, as in the Western 

Sahara, Libya too now seek rapprochement with Chad ("West Africa", 6 June 

1988) while the factional strife continues. The Libyan peace offer is being 

closely studied by the N'Djamena Government. 

In the case of Nigeria, while external military involvement on the 

Federal side may have brought about a quick and decisive victory for the 

Lagos Government, it prolonged the war on the Biafran side by leaving the Ibos 

with a false sense of security which finally led to 2 million deaths - mostly 

victims of starvation. Indeed, external involvement may have brought about a 

decisive victory for the Federal side, but account must also be taken of the 

increased Federal military 'gains' in terms of human lives, with the 

introduction of sophisticated war-fighting instruments. Remarkably, the 
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Federal victory was scored more on non-military targets than on Biafran 

forces. 

Finally, rapprochement was purely and exclusively the initiative of 

Nigerians. Although, largely a Federal Government effort, the willingness and 

cooperation of the secessionists was highly significant too in the overall 

settlement scheme. No external arbitration or intercession was necessary. 

Nor was a Peace-Keeping force required either to create a buffer zone or 

ensure gradual disengagement/cease-fire. It was in the main a Nigerian 

effort. The UN observers sent there only went to find out about respect for 

human rights in the war. The Nigerian Government was not discredited from 

their findings. 

Overall, since the core values of external powers are at broad variance 

with the core values of African States, most involvement by the former 

(whether by request or not) in African conflicts are usually counterproductive. 

One exception, however, may be the case of Cubans in Angola. Over time in 

history, it is known that Angolan slaves were transported to Cuba - and with 

that, a historical link between the two countries. If, therefore, Cubans are 

seen in Angola today, it is with some understanding by most African States 

that they remain there. The Cuban himself, whether of Spanish or African 

stock, appears to be psychologically more tuned to the goals of his deployment 

(given the historical links and perhaps feelings of 'Third World' solidarity) than 

say, the American G.I. in Vietnam, who at best saw himself fighting in a 

distant war whose goals remained murky to him. The Cuban-Angolan 

connection, however, has no such parallel linkage in say the Horn of Africa. 

The Angolan case was rather the exception. Still, the point is that external 

intervention in African conflicts, especially of the type the DAU has always 

unequivocally condemned, has not proved the cure for the continent's 

numerous conflicts. The prolonged and apparently intractable nature of the 

conflicts in five out of the six cases examined in this study proves this point. 
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In cases where external interventions were initiated by either unpopular 

or corrupt and life-term African leaders, the question is not who invited who, 

but what lasting benefits from such interventions could be derived by the host 

country? Obviously, considered against the backdrop of African conflicts, 

external military interventions have not resolved the varied and complex 

contentions of groups in Africa. 

A foreign military presence does not necessarily obliterate pre

conceived conceptions amongst groups. Civil wars are usually fought over 

ideological and ethnological factors - none of which could be remedied by a 

foreign military presence or support. 

In the case of Shabas I and II, the 'timely' intervention of external forces 

from Morocco, Belgium, France etc., helped in repelling the advance on Shaba, 

led by insurgent forces (FLNC) and keeping President Mobutu in power. But 

the retreat from the secessionists could only be momentary, as the original 

ideas and causes of rebellion remain fresh and likely to re-emerge for the 

execution of further offensives after periods of inaction, reassessment and 

reinforcement. 

Indeed, ideas conceived by a people or groups cannot be elminated 

except the people that conceived of those ideas are themselves eliminated. 

And were that to be the case, then the contemporary world would be 

witnessing a series of genocides and annihilation, which are no longer desirable 

options, at least since Hiroshima and Nagasaki. One could therefore argue 

that in the event of a strong opposition to a government, the successful 

containment of that opposition does not necessarily lie in the coercive 

application of military power by the government against the opposition group 

(either through its own forces or those of some other external power), but in 

having meaningful dialogue with the group and making the necessary 

compromises if needs be. 
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The second argument borders around counter-intervention. Although 

intra- as well as extra-continental powers may counter-intervene in an 

existing case of intervention, for the purpose of this work, let us apply the 

term in superpower interventions only. Counterintervention may be spoken of 

in four out of the six cases of intervention reviewed in this study. The war in 

the Maghreb between Moroccan forces and POLISARIO, and to a lesser extent, 

the Chadian crisis, are the two exceptions in counter- intervention. 

Indeed, superpower rivalry was evidenced in Angola, the Horn of Africa, 

Nigeria and to a lesser extent, in Shabas I and II. In the case of the two 

Shabas, there may not have been any easily identifiable counterinterventions, 

but Zaire's strong pro-American stance is well known, so the FLNC 

infilterations into the Shaba province in 1977 and 1978 were seen by some 

observers of the international scene as a Soviet counter, since the insurgents' 

main base was in Angola - a Marxist state with strong Soviet-Cuban support. 

Although the degree of Soviet influence on the FLNC remain contentious, it 

could not be denied that the group's sanctuary was a Marxist state from where 

it mobilised, trained, carried out its offensives and reinforced those forces. 

Counter-intervention takes into consideration gee-political and 

ideological concerns. As earlier mentioned, since the core values of the 

interventionists are usually at broad variance with those of the target state, 

most counter-interventions prove to be counterproductive. 

In Angola, for instance, American counter- intervention took the form of 

support for South African backed UNIT A - seen by most DAU African States 

as the puppet faction, and not recognised by both the DAU and the United 

Nations. But even so, UNIT A was the American choice. 

South Africa's violation of human rights and her non-compliance with 

international law, especially with regards to the territorial sovereignty of 

states, are well known.2 Washington's choice of support was therefore 
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paradoxical, given her professed commitment to democracy. The result has 

been a protracted and spasmodic war in the region. While victory eluded the 

United States and South Africa in the most significant encounters in the 

region, neither Angola nor the rest of the Front-line States can claim full 

victory in their successful engagements, as they continue to experience one 

form or the other of US - South African directed destabilization programme. 

Prime US concern has been the Marxist State of Angola, feared as a 

possible breeding ground for other socialist states in the region. The effect of 

counter-intervention in the region is mass death, arising from a continuing 

American -South African policy of destabilization long after independence in 

the target states. Famine is also a concomitant. 

Apart from the above problems, intervention also raises the risk of a 

major superpower confrontation in Africa - a situation though still far remote, 

but may come about where the stakes are considered very high. The 

awareness, therefore, of an alternative battlefield other than their own 

territories may leave the two main powers in a relatively comfortable position 

to make war, as against the harsh reality of risking the destruction of their 

respective home lands. On the African side, however, the effects of the 

prospects of a major superpower confrontation in the continent, remain 

psychological: that of being wiped-out in a · war beyond their control and not 

quite of their making. 

INTERVENTION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

In all six Case Studies, there was not one State where an improvement in 

the economy was reported as a sequel to an intervention. On the contrary, 

because of such negative influences as the prolongation of conflicts and the 

use of sophisticated weapons, which both come about with external 
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involvement in local conflicts, the economies of target-states more often than 

not get crippled. But that is not to say that external interventions are of not 

utility whatsoever in the economic sector. In most cases the situation is more 

complex than that. Once again, let Angola serve as our illustration. 

In Cabinda, for instance, where Angola produces most of her oil, the 

strong presence of Cuban forces could be seen as protecting Luanda's 

economic interests. On the other hand, the undermining role of UNIT A cannot 

be overemphasised. The economic progress of States are usually determined 

by relative growth in the agricultural and industrial sectors as well as balance 

of payments situation and trends in trade and commerce. How has Angola 

faired along these lines? 

According to one report: 'Most rural people have simply dropped out of 

the cash economy. The war against US and South African-backed rebels has 

simply compounded the problem'.3 The report4 further stated that in pre

independence days, Angola was Africa's second largest coffee producer after 

Ivory Coast, with an annual output of well over 200,000 tonnes. Today 

production is a tenth of that and even these reduced amounts are not getting 

to international markets. There are massive stocks: as late as 1985 Angola 

was selling coffee produced in colonial times. 

Rebel leader Jonas Savimbi's policy of hitting economically important 

targets has undermined efforts to rehabilitate the robust coffee industry. 

Foreign workers in the coffee industry attest to Unita actions in the coffee

growing provinces to the east of Luanda - Uige, Cuanza Norte and Cuanza Sul 

- which has made it difficult to get the produce to the coast or to take inputs 

to the farms. 

In the diamond industry, too, the production figures tell of a downward 

spiral: from an output of 2.4 million carats in 1974 to under 100,000 carats in 

1986. In pre-independence days Angola was the world's fourth largest 

producer. 
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According to a survey,5 Angola's balance of payments situation 

deteriorated in 1985. National Bank of Angola figures show a total external 

debt on 31 December 1985 of just under US$2.5-billion (excluding that year's 

interest charges), up from US$2.3 billion the previous year. The deficit on the 

current account showed a four-fold increase over the previous year, to US230 

million. Unofficial sources6 disclosed that Angola's debt service bill for 1986 

was just over US$400 million. Angola is not a member of the IMF and 

rescheduling negotiations are done bilaterally. Following recent negotiations, 

the ratio has now been reduced from 40 per cent to 20 per cent. 

On the whole, doing business with Luanda has been limited by the hit

and-run war that has been waged by UNIT A rebels over the past 12 years. 

Security could not be guaranteed outside an area 100 km from Luanda. 

Consequently, there was little prospect of tangible and significant advances in 

the economy while full-scale offensive lasted. Between 40 per cent and 50 per 

cent of the country's export earnings was channelled into an unproductive war 

effort which made economic growth almost impossible. Cuban forces in 

Cabinda may have protected some vital oil installations there, but that is not 

to say that their presence in any way prevented or improved the down turn in 

the Angolan economy. 

That external military intervention in African conflicts prolong such 

conflicts has already been mentioned. It should also be stated here that as 

long as such conflicts last, the continent's economic problems will remain far 

from being solved, as physical and financial resources that would otherwise 

have been channelled towards developmental effort are directed toward war 

effort. So clearly, the economies of target states are adversely affected by 

external military interventions in the continent. 
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INTERVENTION AND SOVEREIGNTY 

External military intervention in Africa also undermines the sovereignty 

of target states. Viewed in a general sense, the above submission remains 

contentious. For example, MacFarlane claims that 'intervention may preserve 

and enhance sovereignty rather than eroding it'.7 He supports this claim with 

the argument that 'Soviet-Cuban intervention maintained the external 

sovereignty and territorial integrity of Ethiopia in the face of Somali invasion. 

It is probable that their intervention in Angola prevented or postponed that 

country's eventual disintegration or dismemberment'.8 He was also of the 

view that since British intervention on behalf of Nyerere in 1964 did not result 

in political reliability, but instead, one year later, saw Tanzania break 

relations with Britain over Rhodesia's unilateral declaration of independence, 

one could not argue in absolute terms that intervention compromises national 

sovereignty. 

The case for intervention and its non-impact on national sovereignty is 

not exhausted. Mention was also made of Angola and Ethiopia as Soviet-Cuban 

proxies who show a tendency to support the USSR on matters they consider 

peripheral - for example their voting on the Kampuchean and Afghan issues at 

the United Nations, but who when it comes to issues that affect their real 

interest, demonstrate a considerable independence of mind. 

'Angola has rebuffed Soviet requests for bases and cooperates with 
the Western Contact Group's efforts to resolve the Namibian 
question. Ethiopia refuses to compromise on the Eritrean issue, 
engages in intervention of its own in Somalia, and resists Soviet 
pressure to restructure its political institutions along more 
ideologically acceptable lines'. 9 

But be that as it may, the above view points have failed to take into 

consideration the position of two important institutions that affects the future 

of Africa. These are the United Nations and the Organization of African 

Unity. 
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While at the general level, mere value judgements, sometimes based on 

our day to day observations may be passed, at the specific level, i.e. where we 

have to use institutional parameters and legal judgement based on global and 

or regional consensus, a more concrete case could be presented on the effects 

of intervention on national sovereignty. To consider the position of the United 

Nations on intervention, for instance, we have to examine the position of 

International Law on the matter. Article 2(4) of the UN Charter is our point 

of reference. It says: 

All members shall refrain in their international relations from the 
threat o r' use of force against the territorial integrity or political 
independence of any other State, or in any other manner 
inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations. 

Suffice it to say that it was in recognition of the adverse effects 

external military intervention could have on states that the Committee of 

Nations drew up the legal code of conduct to protect the sovereignty of 

States. Therefore, any attempts to negate the concept of the inviolability of 

States' boundary may be seen essentially as encouraging wide-spread 

intervention. Further still, to argue that the continued presence of Cuban 

forces, medical experts, teachers and technicians in Angola does not and will 

never undermine that country's sovereignty, but instead enhance it, is to argue 

that there wquld be no adverse behavioural effects (bordering on 

independence) on a child that was being spoon-fed at its infancy and continued 

to be spoon-fed until adolescent. 

Indeed, the collective African position at the Organization of African 

Unity is clear. Article 3(2) of the Organization's Charter supports the 

principle of 'non-interference in the internal affairs of States'; while Article 

3(3) calls for 'respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of each 

State and for its inalienable right to independent existence'. True, it may be 

said that the OAU member-States have not all observed every aspect of the 
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charter-stipulations, but in the main, the submission could be made that there 

is the conscious effort and resolve amongst members to keep to the tenets of 

the Charter. As at now, Africa's problems are profound, and need to be solved 

with care over time. 

While some understanding may exist amongst African States regarding 

invitational intervention, as is the case in Angola, the former Nigerian leader, 

General Obasanjo cautioned the Soviet Union not to over-stay her welcome 

there. [For full text of Obasanjo's speech, see Appendix II: External 

Intervention in Africa: The View From Africa.] 

Since it appears that African states are less sensitive to certain kinds of 

intervention, it may be worthwhile asking what types they find most harmful. 

According to General Obasanjo: 

'Typical examples of the kind of foreign interference we have in 
mind and which I believe were foreseen by the Organization of 
African Unity (OAU) Charter were the criminal mercenary-led 
aggressions against the Republic of Guinea in 1970, the externally 
organized invasion of the Republic of Benin in January (of 1977) 
and the .•• foreign mercenary take-over of the Camara Islands'.10 

These unauthorised entries with wanton disregard for territorial sovereignty 

makes a nonsense of the independence of the target States. The sovereignty 

of Guinea, Benin and the Camara Islands could therefore be said to have been 

undermined. 

It is important to point out here that while in a purely military sense 

some forms of intervention may be seen as enhancing states' sovereignty 

because of the support given to the target-State in terms of men, material and 

logistics, in legalistic terms such interventions may be seen as eroding states' 

sovereignty - their varying degree of effect notwithstanding. Let us relate 

this to the six conflict cases examined in this study - beginning with Chad. 

According to reports from the Ministry of Co-operation in France,ll out 

of a total of 1,278 French military advisers in Africa (January 1985), 125 -
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constituting the second highest number after Morocco's 183 - were sent to 

Chad. Although Chad has no defence agreements with France, a Technical 

Military Assistance Agreements (AMT) has been in existence between the two 

countries since 1976. The AMT agreements are not necessarily defence 

agreements, and as such provide for training assistance, training of African 

officers and supply of military equipment. Chipman, however, claims that this 

type of co-operation between France and her former African colonies 'has 

created a dependency which is in the service of French political interests but 

not always to the long-term benefit of African countries1.12 While noting that 

French policy has served development and security needs in the target-states, 

Chipman also pointed out that it has made it difficult for the Africans to rid 

themselves of the French connection, especially at some of the higher levels 

within national armed forces. He shares the view that '··· the position of 

technical advisers within most francophone African governments is a form of 

permanent intervention (even if largely benign) whose political effects are 

unpredictable' .13 

In Angola, foreign presence is noticeable in virtually all aspects of the 

national life. Here, we are particularly talking about the role of Cuban 

teachers, technicians, and medical doctors in the country. Out of the 560 

medical doctors in Angola under Portuguese colonialism, only 42 were 

Angolan. Today, the situation has not changed much after 13 years of 

independence. For instance, at the Cabinda hospital (a medical centre serving 

one of the four municipalities in Cabinda Province), there are 23 doctors of 

whom only three are Angolan. 'The other 20 are either from the Soviet Union 

or Cuba1.l4 Suffice it to say that much is left to be desired in the degree of 

self-sufficiency and self-reliance demonstrated by Angolans in their national 

life since independence. The continued presence of foreign personnel in the 

country while in a sense supplements local efforts, in another, undermines the 

sovereignty of that country. 
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As far as the Horn of Africa is concerned, it could be said that the 

sovereignty of Ethiopia, Somalia and Kenya were affected in the sense that all 

the three countries have foreign bases in them. The US maintains bases in 

Kenya and Somalia while the Soviets run theirs in Ethiopia. The huge presence 

of Cuban forces in Ethiopia (currently 20,000) and Soviet advisers at various 

levels, also supplements the security and defence needs of that country. 

Ethiopia could not on its own ensure the necessary amount of security. 

It has earlier been mentioned that external military involvement in 

African wars prolong such conflicts. The direct result of this is the absence of 

workers in the agricultural sector. Much of Ethiopia and Somalia are not able 

to feed themselves today (apart from the problems of famine) and as a result 

survive only from food handouts from Western charity organizations. The 

countries in the Horn of Africa may have to show more to establish their 

sovereign status. 

In the Western Sahara, the strong US presence and influence in Morocco 

at the extra-continental level, and Algerian support for the Saharawi Arab 

Democratic Republic (SADR) at the intra-continental level, also question the 

sovereignty of the various parties involved in the struggle. Morocco is one of 

few African countries today with a strong pro-US leaning and control. 

'Morocco', observes one analyst, 'after all, was regarded as "pro-Western" 

and had repeatedly supported Western, and particularly US policies: by sending 

Moroccan troops to fight the Angola-sponsored incursion into Zaire in 1978, by 

taking a relatively liberal attitude to President Sadat's peace policies in the 

Arab-Israeli conflict, and by offering the Shah of Iran a haven after he was 

overthrown•.15 While it is true that Morocco would in most cases want to 

exercise its sovereignty in the pursuit of its foreign policy (free from any 

external influences), its external relations have some times been greatly 

influenced by the United States who in 1986 spent $120 million in economic 
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and military aid to the Rabbat Administration.16 It is true to say of the -US

Morocco relations that 'he who plays the piper, dictates the tune'. 

Algeria's involvement was on the Polisario side. The Saharawi Arab 

Democratic Republic which was proclaimed in exile on 27 February 1976, has 

its headquarters in Algeria. In addition to Military and financial aid to the 

Saharawis, Algeria also runs refugee encampments holding about 165,000 

Saharawis who fled the disputed territory in Western Sahara when the 

Moroccans invaded in 1975-1976. One would naturally expect that on major 

decisions affecting the fate of the disputed territory, SADR would be seen 

externally as representing its interests, whilst internally, the views that have 

been articulated may have come from Algeria. Although already recognised 

by the OAU, the UN and Spain (the ex-colonial power) as a sovereign State, 

today SADR could be described as a government within a government. 

The SADR may remain sovereign in theory, but in practice, much is left 

to be desired in its claim to a truely sovereign status. 

As regards the Shaba incident of 1978, one of the reasons given by 

President Valery Giscard d'Estiang for dispatching a 1,200 man strong force 

from the Second Parachute Regiment of the French Foreign Legion to Zaire 

was to ensure the safe evacuation of Europeans in that country. It is implied 

her.e that Zaire, an independent State since 1960, lacked the know-how as well 

as devises for dealing with such cases. 

The rescue mission aside, some Francophone African States had with the 

approval of France, suggested the creation of an Inter-African Force (IAF) in 

the same · year, whose task was to disarm mutinous elements of the Zairean 

army and provide security for Europeans still living in the copper belt between 

Lubumbashi and Kolwezi. The IAF was immediately set up. That its 

formation, together with the deployment of French paratroopers to the Shaba 

province received the approval of the Zairean leader, does not speak well for 
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the sovereignty of a supposedly independent State. Both decisions were 

arrived at outside the boundaries of Zaire although they were meant for that 

country's domestic consumption. The OAU was on the whole strongly opposed 

to the establishment of the IAF, although there were some dissensions within 

the organization on this issue. 

In the case of the Nigerian Civil War, the external assistance received on 

the Biafran side which resulted in a tighter rebel resistance had prompted the 

recruitment of foreign mercenaries on the Federal side to fly their fighter 

planes. The Federal aim was to bring a speedy end to the war. While by 

receiving help from an ally, Nigeria may have exercised her sovereign rights, 

her recruitment of foreign mercenaries to fly fighter planes in Nigerian 

colours during the war greatly eroded her sovereign status. Without external 

intervention, there may not have been a clear preponderance of power on 

either side, forcing the other to resort to extra-territorial support. For 

instance, the first move initiated by the Federal side when Ojukwu proclaimed 

the Republic of Biafra and declared war against the Lagos administration, was 

described as "police action". The Federal aim was to arrest the situation with 

a minimum lose of life through para-military action. It was not until Biafran 

resolve and military might (owing largely to external support) proved 

insurmountable that the Federal side contemplated a graduated military 

action. 

Also, in order to counter the largely successful Biafran propaganda which 

had both an internal and external bureau, the Federal government likewise 

employed the services of Western public relations firms to boost the image of 

Nigeria. Clearly, the information sections of the Nigerian embassies abroad 

which were officially assigned for such a role, were overshadowed in the 

image-making business by European and America11 public relations firms 

employed by the Nigerian government. Here again, Nigeria's sovereignty was 
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in question, since she needed outside bodies to communicate her history and 

experiences to the rest of the world. 

While external military interventions may not always have negative 

attributes, in the main, however, interventions prove inimical to the interest 

of target-states. It will be paralogic, on the other hand, to forward the thesis 

that interventions have always enhanced the sovereignty of States. Each case 

on intervention may have to be examined independently, and according to its 

own merits and demerits, especially in the area of liberation struggles, civil 

wars and finally, mercenary raids across sovereign borders. 

INTERVENTION AND POLITICAL ST ABILITY 

While some forms of intervention may help bring about stability in a 

polity, this can only be so on a short term basis. On a long term basis, 

however, the effects are likely to prove counter-productive. For example, if 

the Angolan government would need Cuban forces to ensure a degree of 

stability in that country, the continued presence of Cuban forces in Angola 

could have a frustrating effect on both its populace and independent African 

countries who might begin to see Luanda's interest as an extension of 

Habana's. (The Nigerian position, which represents the view point of the · 

majority of African States, was elaborated by General Obasanjo as found in 

the appendix.) Considering the short term advantages, it is easy to conclude 

that the presence of Cuban forces in Angola has helped bring about an 

atmosphere for political reflections, planning and consolidation - and is 

therefore desirable. 

The effects of intervention on the political stability of target states 

could be severe. The policies of the Pretoria regime towards 'Frontline' 

States, particularly Angola, is noteworthy: 
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'South African intervention in Angola since 1976, and in particular 
its support of UNIT A, has been destabilizing in both intent and 
consequences, creating severe difficulties for the regime in Bie, 
Moxico, Cuando Cubango, and Cunene districts, fostering 
dissension within the ransk of the MPLA, and impeding the 
government's attempts to meet the needs of the population and to 
integrate the diverse ethnic groups inhabiting the country into one 
nation1.17 

MacFarlane is of the view that 'External inference may in fact reduce 

the likelihood of conflict resolution•.18 Citing the Angolan, Ethiopian, and 

Chadian cases, he maintains that, 'external assistance convinced its internal 

beneficiaries that negotiation with their opponents was unnecessary, that 

military means were sufficient to resolve the civil conflicts in which they 

found themselves embroiled1.19 It is worth mentioning here that in most of 

Africa's conflicts, military victory for the party receiving external help has 

eventually come about, but prospects for lasting peace remain far-fetched as 

the main issues that forced the contesting parties to war remain unsolved. So 

victory in this sense could only be seen as an exercise in futility since the real 

grievances of a section of the society or the parties at war have only been 

crushed militarily and not resolved through dialogue and compromise. There is 

therefore the tendency for a re-emergence of old complaints. With cases of 

political dissension in a polity or region, there will always remain political 

instability. External milite1ry intervention in Africa could therefore be said to 

be politically harmful (but depending on the situation) to the governments 

whose interest they are meant to be protecting. It is only when the military 

instrument meets- diplomatic initiatives to actualise Clauswitze's famous 

c,phor,'srn , 0war is a continuation of politics by other means~ that we may 

start seeing the military solution as decisive in Africa's wars. In reality, 

however, the military instrument by far overshadows the diplomatic in African 

wars - thus enhancing the protracted and seemingly endless nature of wars on 

the continent, which also accounts for much of the political instability on the 

continent. 



403 

FOOTNOTES 

1. The reconciliation move was reported in 'West Africa' of 23 May 1988, 
No. 3693, p947. The rapprochement was essentially towards the 
restoration of diplomatic relations after 12 years of severance (since 
1976) initiated by Morocco. 

2. For details, see Section on 'Roots of Intervention', as well as the Case 
Study on Angola. 

3. 'South', survey on Angola, ISSN 0260-6976, November 1986, p78. 

4. Ibid., pp78-79. 

5. Ibid., p81. 

6. Ibid., p81. 

7. Macfarlane, S.N. 'Africa's Decaying Security System and the Rise of 
Intervention', International Security, Vol. 8, (4), Spring 1984, pl40. 

8. Ibid., ppl40-141. 

9. Ibid., pl40. 

10. Speech by Obasanjo, O., 'External Intervention In Africa: The View From 
Africa', Survival, Vol. XX, (6), 1978, p268. 

11. Chipman, J., 'French Military Policy and African Security', Adelphi 
Papers, No. 101, p24. 

12. Ibid., p24. 

13. Ibid., p25. 

14. 'West Africa', No. 3585, 19 May 1986, pl067. 

15. Strategic Survey, 1979, p96. 

16. Washington Post, Randal, J.C., 'Morocco Seeks More US Help', 12 
January 1987, plB. 

17. Macfarlane, S.N., op. cit., pl41. 

18. Ibid., pl42. 

19. Ibid., pl42. 



404 

CHAPTER XII 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

PART I 

'I feel it is my duty to write down what 
I have learned to be true and right. 
I could not face the evening of my life 
With a quiet conscience if I omitted to do so; 
There is need of this knowledge; 
There is too much suffering endured 
Which might well be avoided, 
Too much joy untasted 
Which could enhance life's worth.' 

The thesis will be concluded in the first part of this chapter, followed by 

some recommendations in the second part, based on the fact that 'the last 

several years have witnessed a growing number of interventions in internal and 

regional disputes in Africa•.! Both African and extra-African powers were 

involved in all six cases examined. 

Although the three main types of intervention identified in Chapter I 

(i.e. internal, intra-continental, and extra-continental) may operate 

independently, there are also clear links in all three. 

Apart from Zaire (the scene of Shabas I and II), and Nigeria, which both 

have manageable economies (though not particularly buoyant), the rest of the 

countries studied remain the poorest in Africa. 

Whilst there have been recent signs of rapprochement in some of the 

cases studied, only the Nigerian civil war has been permanently resolved. 

Mean time, the other parties are either observing recent ceasefire 

arrangements and well into settlement talks or still engaged in their prolonged 

battles. In the first group are Ghadaffi and Habre, but certainly not the latter 

with the GUNT, in the Chadian crisis; Jose Eduardo Dos Santos and Jonas 

Savimbi, in Angola; Gen. Geb Bashir and Mengistu Haile Mariam on the one 
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hand, and Bashir and Col. John Gareng, on the other, in the Horn of Africa; 

and in the Maghreb, Algeria's President Chadli Benjedid's reconciliatory moves 

with King Hassan of Morocco, but to the exclusion of POLISARIO. 

The second group includes those still at war. In the Horn of Africa, the 

Somali National Movement's war against the government of President Siad 

Barre continues. Ethiopia is still engaged in its protracted wars against the 

Eritrean People's Liberation Front (EPLF), the Tigre People's Liberation Front 

(TPLF), and the forces of the Afar Liberation Front - up to now a somewhat 

'confused and elusive grouping which has generally stood aside from Eritrean 

nationalism'. Fighting continues in Sudan side by side with peace efforts 

between Garang's rebel forces in the south and the government forces of Geb 

Bashir. In the Western Sahara, POLISARIO is still waging its war of national 

liberation against Morocco. 

Here is the overall position of things today: Fighting continues in Chad, 

the Horn of Africa and Western Sahara. The Angolan peace effort remains 

suspect, following recent government claims of continued hostility by 

Savimbi's forces. The UNITA leader's controversial statement concerning his 

future in Angola also sharply contradicted the communique issued at the end 

of the ceasefire agreement on 22 June, 1989 in Gbadolite, Zaire. Indeed, the 

contrasting personalities of the two men involved in the recent peace accord 

leaves very little hopes for a lasting solution to the region's problems. In 

Zaire, no major intervention has taken place since Shaba II in 1978, but 

dissidents and armed opposition forces remain in their numbers outside the 

country. Nigeria, as already mentioned, is the only country that has 

successfully terminated its civil war in the six cases examined. 
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THE PERIODS OF INTERVENTION IN AFRICA 

Interventions in Africa have occurred in three phases - the 1960s, 1970s 

and 1980s - each period with its own dynamics. In the 1960s for instance, sub

Saharan African States undertook seven interventions - two by Ghana, two by 

South Africa, and one each by Nigeria, Ethiopia and Somalia. According to 

Frederic Pearson: 'most of these were "friendly" to the target government, 

except for Ghana's incursion into Upper Volta in 1963, and Somalia's into 

Ethiopia in 1964 to press territorial claims•.2 In general, long range 

intervention predominated, with twenty mounted by non-African (continental) 

States.3 

During the 1970s the intervention total rose to 65 (with 57 in 

independent States), of which over half (36) were undertaken by sub-Saharan 

States themselves. This growth rate of 500% in regional interventions far 

exceeds the growth in the number of independent African States, from 27 in 

1960 to 48 in 1975.4 Extra African interventions, still numbering 18, did not 

die out as much as regional interventions increased.5 The 1970s witnessed 

45% hostile interventions in contrast to the 1960s when most interventions had 

been friendly to the target. 

Zaire was the most intervention-prone target in the 1970s (as was the 

case in the 1960s) with a variety of multilateral efforts to prevent secession. 

Factional strife at the end of Portuguese colonialism in Angola and the 

protracted wars in Ethiopia led to other major interventions. As a result, the 

USSR and Cuba undertook their first major sub-Saharan interventions; the US 

and Belgium maintained an interventionist tradition in Zaire, and France 

remained the leading major power intervener.6 

South Africa remained the most interventionist African State in the 

second phase, but numerous other active interveners emerged, including 
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Guinea, Uganda, Zaire, Gabon, and Rhodesia (in its last throes), all with two or 

more interventions. From North Africa, Morocco and Libya emerged as major 

interveners. 7 Algeria was also an active intervener in that respect. 

Apart from the French in Chad and the incessant cross-border raids 

carried out by South Africa against the Frontline States, the 1980s have been 

comparatively less eventful than the preceeding phases of African 

interventions. According to Pearson: 'The fast pace of African interventions 

has slowed slightly during the half-decade of the 80s .•. •.8 Southern Africa 

remains the most self-contained subregion of intervention, as nearly 80% of 

interveners and targets there since 1970 both have been inside the subregion.9 

The riddled polity of Chad attracted 7 of the 17 incurions in the 1980s 

(as well as a tripartite OAU peacekeeping force) displacing Zaire as the most 

intervention-prone State. As in Zaire, most were attempts to bolster the 

existing government or expel hostile (Libyan forces).10 Altogether, there 

were about llO interventions in Africa between 1960 and 1984. 

It was clear from the six conflict cases examined in this work that the 

main causes of external military intervention lie in strategic, ideological and 

economic factors. All other considerations, i.e. Human Rights, prestige and 

credibility, etc. are peripheral. 

The following conclusions have also been arrived at: 

That interventions are partly a continuation of superpower politics which 

may have to be lived with for some time, as both the peaceful 

(UN/Security Council decisions) and coercive (arms and ammunition) 

instruments of change are expected from the East as well as the West. 

An end to external military intervention, therefore, can only be spoken 

of when the existing mutual suspicion and rivalry between the East and 

the West ceases. 
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That while the major powers may still control macro-politics, one 

plausible option (amidst a range of others) for African States with regard 

to intervention is the setting up of a regional military force. While there 

may still be interventions after the establishment of the force, the 

pooling of resources by African States to set up a continental deterrent 

force is likely to reduce, if not completely discourage interventions from 

outside. If set-up, such a command might not only be used to ward off 

external interventions, but might equally be deployed to deal with 

internal cases, but only sequel to an amendment in the relevant clause of 

the OAU charter on the settlement of disputes. 

Although some African States intervene in others on the continent, the 

general response by individual African States as well as reactions from 

the OAU do not turn out as serious in condemnation as when extra

continental forces intervene without their being invited. 

That since Africa is the largest exporter of raw materials, the 

destabilization of the cont inent could also affect market prices on the 

broader international plane. The stability of the region may not only be 

to Africa's advantage, but to the entir e world-system. 

That on the basis of a more lasting peace, the military instrument does 

not always provide the answer. In the Nigerian civil war for instance, 

genuine efforts were made towards dialogue between the warring parties 

while the conflict lasted. Although some form of dialogue had existed in 

the other five cases e xamined, the unwillingness to make compromise by 

the parties in conflict e xplains the protracted nature of the struggles. 
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The recent calming down of tension between the superpowers seem to be 

having a global reconciliatory effect. For example, in May 1988, Algeria 

and Morocco agreed to restore diplomatic links after a break of 12 years. 

The rapprochement, however, has not settled the war between Algerian

backed Polisario and US, France and Saudi Arabia backed Morocco.11 

Similarly, in a surprise move, Libyan leader, Colonel Gaddafi announced 

to a group of diplomats in Tripoli while the OAU Summit was going on in 

Addis Ababa, that Libya had decided to recognise Chadian President 

Hissene Habre, as well as his government. Gaddafi proposed that the 

two countries meet to normalise relations, and announced that Libya was 

willing to pay compensation for air raids carried out by the Libyan air 

force on Chadian towns. The Colonel said he regarded all "pending_ 

problems" between Libya and Chad as solved ... It is worth noting, 

however, that the Aouzou Strip, which is the main bone of contention 

between Libya and Chad was not mentioned by Gaddafi.12 Finally, on 30 

August 1988, South Africa announced the withdrawal of her troops that 

had been stationed inside Angola, as part of her commitment to the 

recent peace negotiations between Pretoria and the Luanda government 

for the withdrawal of both Cuban and South African forces inside 

Angola. 

On the whole, external military intervention is still a common feature of 

the African Society. 1Consequently African independence and initiative are 

constantly diminished and the true form of African development is suppressed 

by the imposition of external and unrealistic standards and structures1.l3 
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PART II 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

As one of the most prone regions to external military intervention, what 

remedies exist that may reduce or completely discourage the phenomenon in 

Africa? 

According to Williams: 'The principle of non-intervention and the 

practice of intervention reflect the basic tension in international politics 

between the idea of international society on the one hand and the reality of 

international anarchy on the other•.14 Morgenthau also noted: 'Intervention is 

as ancient and well established an instrument of foreign policy as are 

diplomatic pressure, negotiations and war•.15 Duchacek, nevertheless, 

maintains that: 'Whatever our moral, legal or political preference may be with 

regard to intervention in the domestic affairs of another country, we must 

record that all nations not only practice it but have done so for millennia1.l6 

From the above submissions, it appears intervention is an inextricable 

aspect of the human society and, therefore, cannot be completely discouraged 

in any part of the world. But the fact remains that it occurs in some regions 

more frequently than in others. With particular reference to Africa, what 

then could be done to reduce its occurrence, since a complete prevention 

remains far-fetched? 

As a first ·step towards stemming the tide of interventions on the 

continent, African leaders will have to be introspective by admitting that they 

are partly responsible for some of the interventions that occur on the 

continent, and find ways of reducing their security-dependence (especially 

those founded on selfish grounds) on external powers. 

This should be followed by the redeployment of foreign troops on the 

continent to the ir original home bases, and the removal of foreign military 
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bases there. The process may not prove to be an easy one, but with pressure 

from a re-organised OAU on the issue, defaulting States may want to 

reconsider their position. One problem with the OAU itself is that it does less 

of self-criticism and evaluation, but instead concentrates mainly on Africa's 

problems with external roots. Even so, such concerns are only tackled· through 

verbal condemnations and protestations. (For details on the OAU's poor 

response to security-related issues in Africa, see Chapter III.) 

There may also be the need for International Law to consider in a more 

favourable light invitational intervention in a state, as a sequel to an external 

attack (and not merely during a domestic conflict or uprising) on the 

sovereignty of that State. The invitation - be it from a dictator of from a 

liberal democratic ruler should be respected, as the majority of the OAU 

members and other newly emergent nations accept as their sovereign rights 

and within their jurisdiction accommodating this group of external forces. 

T.B. Millar has proposed a series of useful criteria for effective, 

legitimate intervention by a democracy in a conflict within another State -

criteria which may also apply to conflict between two States: 

1. 

2. 

"Intervention ( ... ) must be specifically requested of the potential 

intervenor by the government of the country under attack. 

"It must appear to the intervening government (I) that the requesting 

government (R) has the clear support of a majority of its population, and 

is itself acting with intelligence, vigour and humanity; the R government 

must be demonstrably more responsive to the needs of the people than is 

any revolutionary movement. 

3. "The attack, or insurgency, must unquestionably be substantially 

supported, if not directed or controlled, by an external power. 



412 

4. "Intervention must have at least the acquiescence of the majority of the 

I electorate, and must be believed by the I government to promote I's 

national interest", 17 

Miller's proposals were quite cautious. They were highly suggestive of an 

adequate level of communication being established between intervenor and 

target so that a situation is not created where intervenor simply plays a 

proprietorial role without a sincere commitment to and proper understanding 

of the dispute. 

While invitation from potential targets may be accepted by prospective 

intervenors, the ultimate decision on the rightness or wrongness of a regime 

should be left to its citizens, and not those outside it. Afterall, it is not given 

that states that accuse other states of human r ights violation come out as the 

most virtuous always. A Hobbesian approach to international relations in 

which national interest, before ever ything else, explains states behaviour, 

suppor ts the above observation. In the Philippines for example, the United 

States - one of the strongest advocates of human rights - supported the 

dictatorial rule of President Ferdinand Marcos for nearly twenty years. 

According to Ed Garcia: 'The Marcos government had usurped power and 

installed one-man rule through a bizarre deception that was self-styled as 

"constitutional authoritarianism" ... The human right record of the Marcos 

government was a testament to its repressive nature. Over 70,000 people 

were imprisoned ... out of a total of 2,501 political murders recorded, nearly 

two thousand were killed since 1981 up to Marcos' last days in power •.. 1.18 

It was further revealed that, 'In Mindana o, the repression perpetrated by 

the Marcos government took on genocidal proportions. Military operations 

against Muslim rebels resulted in an estimated 100,000 people killed, 300,000 

dwellings burned, and close to two million people displaced from their 

homes•.19 
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Amongst African scholars and politicians, however, divergent views exist 

regarding how best to contain interventions on the continent. There are 

suggestions in some quarters that an African High Command be set-up for that 

purpose, while this very idea is highly resented in other quarters. 

The notion of an African High Command was first mooted by the late 

President of Ghana, Kwame Nkrumah in 1960, as a continental defence club to 

safeguard and promote Africa's security interests. Article XX of the DAU 

charter which establishes a Defence Commission as one of the five Specialized 

Commissions of the organization had its first deliberation on the collective 

security arrangement in October 1963. The continental force was to be made 

up of troops from DAU member-countries and to be stationed in a member

State to be named. [For a detailed discussion on the African High Command, 

see Chapter III, sub-section on 'Security Arrangement Within The DAU'.] 

It will be worthwhile to consider other existing regional security 

arrangements in the developing parts of the world to have a proper assessment 

of the proposal on the establishment of an African High Command. 

OTHER DEFENCE PACTS IN THE SOUTH 

Remarkably, there are no clearly defined security arrangements in the 

developing South. According to Karl Deutsch, the distinguishing feature of a 

security community, as compared to ordinary diplomatic dyads, is achievement 

of "integration", which he defines as a "sense" of community, and development 

of diplomatic-political-military practices that ensure "for a long time" the 

e xpectation of only peaceful relations among the populations.20 He claims 

that the two main indicators of the existence of a security community are 

revealed in situations (1) where the policy makers of two or more political 

units, and their societies in general, cease to contemplate the possibility of 



414 

mutual warfare; and (2) where the two or more St a t es cease to allocate 

resources for building military capabilities a imed at each other.21 

There are however some multinational institutions in the South that have 

been designed to promote economic, technical and diplomatic objectives, with 

security implications and effort at managing common problems. These include 

the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the Arab League which 

acts both as an anti-Israeli collaborative device and a mechanism to intervene 

in Arab feuds, and the Organization of American States (OAS). There is also 

the Organization of African Unity (DAU), founded in 1963. The DAU discusses 

security questions but lacks the military wing to execute some of its most 

pressing security programmes, especially where it affects aggression, or, the 

threat of the use of force against sovereign African States. The organization 

has proved ineffective in other areas as well. 

According to Holsti: 

'with the possible exception of the Association for Southeast Asian 
Nations (ASEAN), none of the non-European regional or federal 
organizations displays the degree of integration, ideological and 
cultural homogeneity, or bargaining patterns and procedures for 
resolving conflicts found in Europe, North American and Australia 
- New Zealand•.22 He further stated that: 'Not only do important 
territorial and ethnic disputes occasionally mar the unity of these 
areas, but because of their political and economic instability, they 
make prime targets for domestic and foreign-inspired intrigues, 
subversion, and revolution•,23 

Is Africa likely to be faced with similar problems if an African High 

Command was established and made operational through the apparatus of the 

DAU? A brief look at the experience of the Organization of American States 

will be worthwhile. 

The OAS, though founded in 1948, is building on earlier pan-American 

associations dating from the 19th century. 'It has always been seen as too 

heavily influenced by the US, although the organization was genuinely 

unanimous in backing the American action against Cuba during the missile 
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crisis. Its utility has decreased further with the increase in internal violence 

and guerrilla warfare in some Latin American countries, where the US anti

Communist basis makes it less than neutral in the internal affairs of some of 

its members•.24 The weakness of the organization became particularly 

noticeable during the Falklands conflict of 1982, especially at the point the 

United States changed its posture from semi-neutral to moderate support for 

the United Kingdom. 'Hae;! Canada not always declined to join, and had Cuba 

not been expelled at American insistence in 1962 it might at least be able to 

act as an outlet for the real conflicts, but in its present form it is unable to do 

so•.25 

Holsti identifies the problems thus: 

'Some Latin American States still have military capabilities 
targeted toward each other, and warfare erupts occasionally in 
Central America. The United States continues to employ 
subversive techniques and occasional military intervention to 
maintain friendly regimes or to oust regimes it considers too 
radical. In other words, the limits of domestic and foreign policies 
for all Latin American States are implicitly set in Washington, not 
in the other national capitals; and if those limits are breached, any 
State must face the possibility of coercive activity, ranging from 
economic ~ressures, 
intervention'. 6 

through subversion, to outright 

Clearly, the OAS has proved ineffective in pursuing and guaranteeing the 

security interests of the majority of its members. Are the same setbacks for 

the OAS likely to pervail in a future Pan-African Military Pac t, and should 

such a Pact be established at all? 

One may begin by saying that there are clear differences between the 

OAS and the proposed Pan-African force (judging by available material on the 

latter). 

In the OAS, the strong influence of a superpower-member (the US) is felt 

by the rest of the 'smaller' members. Whereas an African High Command, 

either under the OAU or operating independently, will have no such 
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superpower-member. Secondly, central to US concern within the OAS are geo

strategic considerations which invariably affects the socio-political dynamics 

of central and South America. The US is concerned about Communist 

influence and possible military bases around her. The majority of OAS 

members, therefore, contend with the dilemma of proximity to the US. 

Thirdly, whereas the OAS has no standing military force, the Pan African 

force seeks to be combat-ready at all times. The Pan African force may 

therefore prove to be a more credible set-up than any other existing security 

arrangement in the South. African States nevertheless have their own peculiar 

problems that render obscure the possibility of a continental deterrent force. 

At the moment, the idea of a Pan African force is still being debated 

both within the DAU and outside it. There are two clear opinions on the issue; 

The first we may call the optimists, who believe it is a feasible scheme, and 

the other group we may call the pessimists, who view the scheme with 

suspicion and believe that an All African Force is far-fetched. The fears and 

hopes expressed in both camps appear genuine. 

One of those not in favour of an African High Command at this point in 

time is the former Nigerian Chief of Army Staff, Lt. General Theophilus 

Danjuma. Even in a futuristic sense, the General does not see an African High 

Command as a possibility - the reason being that 'in order for a multi-national 

military alliance to function there had to be a superstate among its 

members•.27 Also, at a meeting in Addis Ababa of African foreign ministers in 

mid-1986, a decision on setting up a Pan-African defence force was postponed 

after Ethiopia, Nigeria and Kenya opposed the idea. According to one report, 

the 'Ethiopian Foreign Minister Goshu Walde said the proposal, a perennial 

issue at OAU meetings, was premature and would be prohibitively 

expensive•. 28 The source said: 'Mr Walde cited the case of the Pan-African 

Peace-Keeping force sent to Chad in 1981, made up of Nigerian, Zairean and 
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Senegalese troops, which withdrew without carrying out its mission and with 

the participants complaining of the high costs•.29 

Nearly thirty years after Nkrumah suggested the formation of an African 

High Command, the concept still holds favour amongst some African 

academics. One of such optimists is A.b. Ahmed, who has suggested that 

African nations 'pool their resources into forming a credible collective 

security force to guarantee the freedom required for the emergence of an 

African superstate' .30 Air Vice Marshal I.A. Shekarri of Nigeria is of the view 

that 'An African High Command could emerge after defence systems similar 

to that of the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) [which 

has a standing Protocol on Non-Aggression adopted in 1978] have been 

established in the other regions of Africa•.31 The Air Marshal shares the view 

that: 'Nigeria, having been endowed with more abundant resources both human 

and material, should, in the light of its declared foreign policy objectives 

(Africa as centrepiece), take the initiative not only to make the proposed 

defence pact work, but also to use it as an opportunity to demonstrate its 

leadership potential in the region and the whole continent1.32 [For a full 

discussion on the proposed African High Command, see Chapter III on Africa's 

Security.] 

Having considered the views of both camps, one could say that the idea 

of an African High Command comes out as a plausible option. However, one 

serious hinderance towards realising this goal appears to be the lack of resolve 

amongst African leaders to begin the scheme. 

Some of the leaders have self-seeking interests and as a result fear what 

might be of their fate with the coming into being of such a force. They fear 

that the force might be directed against them if they were found corrupt, 

unproductive, reactionary and unable to meet the needs of their people. But 

perhaps such fears are unwarranted and may only have been borne out of a 
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feeling of inadequacy and, in any case, remain antithetical to the founding 

principles of the DAU and the goals of the High Command. Since the 

Command was not to be a one-nation Force and major challenges were to be 

met by a concensus, individual discomforts about its existence may have arisen 

from selfish reasons. 

There are other problems that narrow down the possibility of establishing 

an All-Africa force. One of such, even if a minor problem, is the 

standardization of weapons. However, this problem will have to be coped with 

for some time, that is if such a force were ever established, as even some of 

the longer established and technologically more superior defence 

arrangements, like NATO, are yet to overcome such. 

The rest of the problems that have been identified by critics and which 

evolve around burden sharing, differences in language and currency, the 

headquarters for such a Command, and lastly, the possibility of superpower 

manipulation in the Command are only peripheral (perhaps with the only 

exception of burden sharing), as the DAU itself has survived all of these. 

The fact that with an African High Command we will be dealing with the 

military, who though politicised, tend to be more disciplined than politicians, 

especially within the context of Africa's experience, leaves some hope for a 

successful experimentation. The main concern within the Command will be 

decolonization and the security of African borders. 

Indeed, if the proposed military Pact will be solely for the defence of the 

continent, especially against such unprovoked attacks as mercenary-led 

invasions of sovereign African States, and one that will see to the eventual 

removal of foreign troops and bases on the continent, then Africa should be 

entering a new age of security. The fact that peace may not necessarily mean 

an absence of war, but a continuous process in the further search for peace, 

makes it necessary for States to maintain some amount of deterrence in the 
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contemporary world. One of the greatest threats faced by OAU Africa today 

and which some of the major powers have partly contributed to, is the military 

strength of Apartheid South Africa and her pre-emptive strikes against the 

'Frontline' States. Pretoria receives substantial assistance from outside in her 

war preparations against African States. Apart from the Cuban forces brought 

in to help the Angolan government, Africa stands alone in meeting the 

incessant harassment from South African forces. As the recent accord 

between Angola and South Africa now compels the Cubans to return home and 

South African forces to withdraw from Angola, any future attacks initiated by 

Pretoria could prove highly decisive. Individual African States are not 

powerful enough to stem off a South African attack. The scenario on Southern 

Africa might then be a re-colonised Southern-half by Pretoria forces. The 

immediate options for African States are two fold. First, the return of the 

Cubans, and secondly, the creation of an African force to arrest the situation. 

However, Africa could not only rely on military solution to its problems. This 

could prove dangerous. Dialogue should always be encouraged. Resort to arms 

should be the last option in her quest for freedom and peace. This is now the 

case in South Africa after three hundred years of e xploitation. 

In the general area of global disorders (which may include interventions), 

Philip Coombs has warned: 

1 
••• If we are to survive the tide of social revolution that troubles 
the world and to help guide it toward a more civilized order, we 
must approach the upheavals of our time with a greater 
understanding of their diversity and complexity and with an equally 
clear understanding of the limitations of our own power and 
wisdom. If there is any lesson to be learned from history it is that 
the doctrines and the causes that arouse men to passion and 
violence are transitory; that more often than not they fade into 
irrelevance with the errosion of time and circumstance. We must 
learn to conduct international relations with patience, tolerance, 
openness of mind, and most of all, with a sense of history. These 
are the qualities of educated men. These are the qualities ( ... ) 
peoples of all races and creeds must aspire to, and ma ke progress 
toward achieving, if mankind is to flourish on this earth1.33 
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In sum, it is when intervention is understood not only as the physical 

involvement of foreign forces in the domestic conflict of a sovereign state, 

but the execution of any military plans by a state with a view to radically 

altering the existing socio-political, military and economic structures in 

another, that the real questions bordering on external military intervention 

can best be answered. At the moment, the different views as to what 

constitutes intervention further distances any meaningful efforts at 

discouraging it internationally. The duty of producing a definition to help 

guide the behaviour of states falls on the United Nations. It seems, without 

achieving this, states will always defend their interventionary acts from a 

cultural blind-spot, and thereby increase the existing level of global conflicts 

and tension. 

With questions from outside Africa on why invitational intervention of 

the type carried out by the Cubans in Angola should be preferred to say the 

French in Chad, the distinction appears to be (1) while France may be ready to 

support any faction in control of N'Djamena as long as French interests were 

served, the Cuban government has consistently backed the MPLA in Angola (2) 

while France has mainly established military posts and given financial support 

to Chad, the Havana government sent in medical doctors, school teachers, 

technicians and armed forces to Angola (3) while most of the French forces 

sent to fight in Chad may have seen their involvement in terms of routine 

military duty and financial rewards, the Cubans pledged solidarity partly on 

historical grounds that date back to the period of slavery, and partly in 

furtherance of their internationalist policy, and (4) while the French consider 

their involvement as mandatory and may intervene with or without a request 

from Chad, the Cubans did so in Angola only on request. But even for the 

Cubans, the general view in Africa is that they should not outstay the period 

for which they were welcome. DAU Africa is most resentful of mercenary-led 

invasions of sovereign states in the continent. 



421 

Generally, the fact that power aspirants like the erstwhile Kampuchean 

leader Pol Pot, whose draconian measures between 1975 and 1978 led to 

several deaths and Jonas Savimbi of Angola, whose war of attrition, ironically 

is mainly against the civilian population that he is fighting to liberate could be 

supported by some major powers, reveals the very anarchycal nature of the 

world. The popular submission that moral questions have no place in geo

politics may itself be seen as part of a wider problem which results in political 
in.9 

analysts and social critics think/\ in a given pattern divorced of moral imput. 

By so doing, the instruments of oppression and deprivation are legitimised and 

perpetuated while the fate of millions of victims are interpreted within a 

deterministic framework. Indeed, much could be done to alleviate the plights 

of civilian populations in 'small' states caught between the politics of the 

superpowers on the one hand, and their own leaders, on the other. 

In Africa, the difficulties faced by Angolans, Chadians, Saharaoui, etc. 

as a result of external interference in their domestic conflicts are but a 

fraction of the total experience of people all over the world whose miseries 

could otherwise have been avoided. If the United Nations must still be seen as 

the major hope for avoiding international conflict, then perhaps some 

modifications in both its structure and charter must be effected, as the 

organisation seems far removed from its founding principles. The question of 

a new location for the organisation and the influence of the financially strong 

nations over the rest of members may also be looked into. 

The view has been expressed that force projection by the major powers is 

now of diminishing importance.34 If we accept this theory, then there may be 

the need to recognise an equally dangerous era of "low-intensity warfare". 

Under US doctrine, low-intensity conflict encompasses four particular types of 

operations: (1) counter-insurgency, [such as] combat against revolut ionary 

guerrillas, as ..• waged in El Salvador and the Philippines (2) proinsurgency, 
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meaning US support for anticommunist insurgents, such as the Contras in 

Nicaragua and UNIT A in Angola; (3) peacetime contingency operations, 

[including police type actions like the US invasion of Granada and the April 

1986 bombing of Tripoli; and (4) military "shows of force", [which are] 

threatening military maneuvers of the sort the US conducted in 1987 and 1988 

in the Persian Gulf.35 All the above conditions meet the definition of 

intervention. Indeed, external military intervention is still a regular feature in 

Africa. However, as the world is now witnessing a new period, in which 

ideology is seemingly less significant, and may, therefore, be less emphasised 

in the geo-political calculations of the superpowers, efforts should now be 

geared towards an ideologically free and politically stable Africa. The process 

may involve African leaders on the one hand, and the major powers of the 

world, on the other. Even in a futuristic sense, the degree of success towards 

this may only be measured in relative terms, as the extent to which Africa 

could be ideologically free in the East-West competition largely depends on 

the extent to which the superpowers themselves de-emphasise the ideological 

competition. In 1988 for instance, the staunch Marxist - Col. Mengistu of 

Ethiopia, accused the Soviet Union of deviationism from the traditional 

Marxist path. The Ethiopian leader's accusation was a paradox, and may even 

have been more so today in the light of recent changes in the eastern bloc and 

the socio-political realities of Africa. As the world's largest producer of raw 

material, stability in Africa will not only be beneficial to Africans, but the 

entire world community. External military intervention in Africa accounts for 

much of the instability in the socio-political and economic sectors through 

prolonged factional strifes and secessionist campaigns. 
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APPENDIX I 

CHARTER OF THE ORGANIZATION OF AFRICAN UNITY 

ESTABLISHMENT 
Article I 

l. The High Contracting Parties do by the present Charter establish an 
Organization to be known as the ORGANIZATION OF AFRICAN UNITY. 
2. The Organization shall include the Continental African States, Madagascar 
and other Islands surrounding Africa. 

PURPOSES 
Article II 

1. The Organization shall have the following purposes; 
a. to promote the unity and solidarity of the African States; 
b. to co-ordinate and intensify their co-operation and efforts to achieve a 

better life for the peoples of Africa; 
c. to defend their sovereignty, their territorial integrity and 

independence; 
d. to eradicate all forms of colonialism from Africa; and 
e. to promote international co-operation, having due regard to the C harter 

of the United Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
2. To these ends, the Member States shall co-ordinate and harmonize their 

general policies, especially in the follow ing fields; 
a. political and diplomatic co-operation; 
b. economic co-operation, including transport and communications; 
c. educational and cultural co-operation; 
d. health, sanitation, and nutritional co-operation; 
e. scientific and technical co-operation; and 
f. co-operation for defence and security. 

PRINCIPLES 
Article ill 

The Member States, in pursuit of the purposes stated in Article II, solemnly 
affirm and declare their adherence to the following principles: 

1. 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 each State and 

for its inalienable right to independent existence; 
4. peaceful settlement of disputes by negotiation, mediation, conciliation 

or arbitration; 
5. unreserved condemntation, in all its forms, of political assassination as 

well as of subversive activities on the part of neighbouring States or 
any other States; 

6. absolute dedication to the total emancipation of the African territories 
which are still dependent· 

7. affirmation of a policy of non-alignment with regard to all blocs. 
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Each independent sovereign African State shall be entitled to become a 
Member of the Organization. 

RIGHTS AND DUTIES OF MEMBER ST A TES 
Article V 

All Member States shall enjoy equal rights and have equal 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 Organization shall accomplish its purposes through the following principal 
institutions: 

1. the Assembly of Heads of State and Government; 
2. the Council of Ministers; 
3. the General Secretariat; 
4. the Commission of Mediation, Conciliation and Arbitration. 

THE ASSEMBLY OF HEADS OF STA TE AND GOVERNMENT 
Article Vill 

The Assembly of Heads of State and Government shall be the supreme organ of 
the Organization. It shall, subject to provisions of this Charter, discuss 
matters of common concern to Africa with a view to co-ordinating and 
harmonizing the general policy of the Organization. It may in addition review 
the structure, functions and acts of all the organs and any specialized agencies 
which may be created in accordance with the present Charter. 

Article IX 

The Assembly shall be composed of the Heads of State and Government or 
their duly accredited representatives and it shall meet at least once a year. 
At the request of any Member of State and on approval by a two-thirds 
majority of the Member States, the Assembly shall meet in extraordinary 
session. 

Article X 

1. Each Member States shall have one vote. 
2. All resolutions shall be determined by a two-thirds majority of the 
Members of the Organization. 
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3. Questions of procedure shall require a simple majority. Whether or not a 
question is one of procedure shall be determined by a simple majority of all 
Member States of the Organization. 
4. Two-thirds of the total membership of the Organization shall form a 
quorum at any meeting of the Assembly. 

Article XI 

The Assembly shall have the power to determine its own rules of procedure. 

THE COUNCIL OF MINISTERS 
Article XII 

1. The Council of Ministers shall consist of Foreign Ministers or such other 
Ministers as are designated by the Governments of Member 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 extraordinary 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 Assembly. 
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 of 
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 Member State shall have one vote. 
2. All resolutions shall be determined by a simple majority of the members of 
the Council of Ministers. 
3. Two-thirds of the total membership of the Council of Ministers shall form 
a quorum 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 Organization, who 
shall be appointed by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government. The 
Administrative Secretary-General shall direct the affairs of the Secretariat. 
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Article XVII 

There shall be one or more Assistant Secretaries-General of the Organization, 
who shall be appointed by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government. 

Article XVID 

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 provisions of this Charter and the regulations approved by the 
Assembly of Heads of State and Government. 

1. In the performance of their duties the Administrative Secretary
General and the staff shall not seek or receive instructions from any 
government or from any other authority external to the Organization. They 
shall refrain from any action which might reflect on their position as 
international officials responsible only to the Organization. 

2. Each member of the Organization 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 thei r 
responsibilities. 

COMMISSION OF MEDIATION, CONCILIATION AND ARBITRATION 
Article XIX 

Member States pledge to settle 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 be approved by the Assembly 
of Heads of State and Government. Said Protocol shall be regarded as forming 
an integral part of the present Charter. 

SPECIALIZED COMMISSIONS 
Article XX 

The Assembly shall establish such Specialized Commissions as it may deem 
necessary, including the following; 

1. Economic and Social Commission; 
2. Educational and Cultural Commission; 
3. Health, Sanitation and Nutrition Commission; 
4. Defence Commission; 
5. Scientific, Technical and Research Commission. 

Article XXI 

Each Spe cialized Commission referred to in Article XX shall be composed of 
the Ministers concerned or other Ministers or Plenipotentiaries designated by 
the Government of the Member States. 
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Article XXII 

The functions of the Specialized 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 Organization 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, however, that no Member States 
shall be assessed an amount exceeding twenty percent of the yearly regular 
budget of the Organization. The Member States agree to pay their respective 
contribution regularly. 

SIGNATURE AND RATIFICATION OF CHARTER 
Article XXIV 

1. This Charter shall be open for signature to all independent sovereign 
African States and shall be ratified by the signatory States in accordance with 
their respective constitutional processes. 
2. The original instrument, done, if possible in African languages, in English 
and French, all texts being 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 
Ethiopia, which shall notify all signatories of each such deposit. 

ENTRY INTO FORCE 
Article XXV 

This Charter shall enter into force immediately upon receipt by the 
Government of Ethiopia of the instruments of ratification from two 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 Nations. 

INTERPRETATION OF THE CHARTER 
Article XXVII 

Any question which may arise concerning the interpreta tion of this Charter 
shall be decided by a vote of two-thirds of the Assembly of Heads of State and 
Government of the Organization. 
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ADHESION AND ACCESSION 
Article XXVIII 
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1. Any independent sovereign African States may at any time notify the 
Administrative Secretary-General of its intention to adhere or accede to this 
Charter. 
2. The Administrative Secretary-General shall, on receipt of such 
notification, communicate a copy of it to all the Member States. Admission 
shall be decided by a simple majority of the Member States. The decision of 
each Member 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. 

MISCELLANEOUS 
Article XXIX 

The working languages of the Organization and all its institutions shall be, if 
possible African languages, English and French. 

Article XXX 

The Administrative Secretary-General may accept on behalf of the 
Organization gifts, bequests and other donations made to the Organization, 
provided that this is approved by the Council of Ministers. 

Article XXXI 

The Council of Members 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 MEMBERSHIP 
Article XXXII 

Any State which desires to announce 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 renouncing State, which shall thereby cease to 
belong to the Organization. 

AMENDMENT OF THE CHARTER 
Article XXXIII 

This Charter may be amended or revised if any Member State makes a written 
request to the Administrative Secretary-General to that effect; provided, 
however, that the proposed amendment is not submitted to the Assembly for 
consideration until all the Member States have been duly notified of it and a 
period of one year has elapsed. Such an amendment shall not be effective 
unless approved by at least two-thirds of all the Member States. 
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IN FAITH WHEREOF, We, the Heads of African State and Government 
have signed this Charter. 

Done in the City of Addis Ababa, Ethiopia this 25th day of May, 1963. 

ALGERIA 
BURUNDI 
CAMEROUN 
CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC 
CHAD 
CONGO (Brazzaville) 
CONGO (Leopoldville) 
DAHOMEY 
ETHIOPIA 
GABON 
GHANA 
GUINEA 
IVORY COAST 
LIBERIA 
LIBYA 
MADAGASCAR 

MALI 
MAURITANIA 
MOROCCO 
NIGER 
NIGERIA 
RWANDA 
SENEGAL 
SIERRA LEONE 
SOMALIA 
SUDAN 
TANGANYIKA 
TOGO 
TUNISIA 
UGANDA 
UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC 
UPPER VOLTA 

SOURCE: NIGERIA: Dilemma of Nationhood. 
- Editor, Joseph Okpaku. 

The Third Press, New York (Greenwood, Connecticut) 1972. 
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APPENDIX II 

EXTERNAL INTERVENTION IN AFRICA: 
THE VIEW FROM AFRICA 

SPEECH BY LT-GENERAL OBASANJO 
27 JULY 1978 

I think it would be appropriate to address our minds to a development which by 
far poses the most serious challenge to Africa's sovereignty and the freedom 
of our people. I refer to the aftermath of the recent events in a sister African 
country. Let me at the outset reiterate Nigeria's position on the question of 
external intervention in the affairs of any sovereign nation. We condemn all 
such interventions without reservation. 

We are, however, of the view that we need to be quite clear about what we 
mean by external intervention in the context of contemporary political 
developments in Africa. Typical examples of the kind of foreign interference 
we have in mind and which I believe were foreseen by the Organization of 
African Unity (OAU) Charter were the criminal mercenary-led aggression 
against the Republic of Guinea in 1970, the externally organized invasion of 
the Republic of Benin in January last year and the recent foreign mercenary 
take-over of the Camara Islands. These were operations purposely mounted in 
order to protect foreign interests and to subvert the stability and sovereignty 
of specific African states. Unless we wish to indulge in self-deception by 
avoiding unpalatable truths, we should recognize the recent intervention by 
certain ex-colonial European powers in Central Africa for what it really was. 
Simply put, it is a most naked and unashamed attempt to determine what 
Africa's true collective interests should be. We reject the notion that Africa's 
interests or collective security needs can be discussed or determined by the 
Western nations, or anybody else for that matter, without our consent or 
without consultation with delegations mandated by the OAU. 

We are aware, Mr Chairman, of the West's concern at what they consider to be 
Soviet and Cuban intervention in Africa. Our own assessment is that, 
considering the peculiarities of our social systems, no African country is about 
to embrace Communism wholesale any more than we are willing to embrace 
capitalism. To the extent that any African country can be considered by the 
West to have 'gone Communist', it was as a direct result of the failure of 
Western policies. The fact of the matter is that Africa was colonized by 
Western powers and not the Soviets. In the struggle for independence and 
freedom, the only source of effective support was the Eastern Bloc countries. 
The Soviets were therefore invited into Africa for a purpose, and that purpose 
was to liberate the countries to which they were invited from centuries of 
cruelty, degradation, oppression and exploitation. Unless we wish an 
undesirable situation to remain in Africa - and recent manoeuvres in Europe 
and America strengthen our suspicion in this respect - we should not be over
concerned by the presence of those we invited to fight for speci fie causes and 
no more. The Cubans are, of course, much more of a newcomer to Africa. 
Their presence has the same background as the Soviets. In every case where 
Cuba 's intervention was established, they intervened as a consequence of 
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failure of Western policies and on behalf of legitimate African interests. We 
have no right to condemn the Cubans nor the countries which felt they needed 
Cuban assistance to consolidate their sovereignty or territorial integrity. 

Soviet Aid 

In the context of foreign intervention in Africa, there are three parties 
involved. There are the Soviets and other socialist countries, the Western 
powers, and we the Africans. If the interests of Africa are to be safeguarded, 
there are certain considerations which each of the parties must constantly 
bear in mind. To the Soviets and their friends, I should like to say that, having 
been invited to Africa in order to assist in the liberation struggle and the 
consolidation of national independence, they should not over-stay their 
welcome. Africa is not about to throw off one colonial yoke for another. 
Rather, they should hasten the political, economic and military capability of 
their African friends to stand on their own. We recognize that African 
countries are unequal partners in an inter-dependent world community, and we 
shall, therefore, continue to need external assistance of all kinds for many 
years to come. But in the effort to develop our economies and improve the 
quality of life of our people, we must be the prime determinants of our 
destiny. We need in Africa massive economic assistance to make up for the 
lost ground of the colonial era and not military hardware for self-destruction, 
and sterile ideological slogans which have no relevance to our African society. 
The longer we continue to be spoon-fed by other powers, the longer we delay 
our indigenous capacity to learn and improve from one level to another. The 
Soviets should therefore see it to be in their interest not to seek perpetually to 
maintain their presence in Africa even after the purpose for which they were 
invited has been achieved. This way, they run the risk of being dubbed a new 
imperial power as indeed they already are being called, even by those with 
whom they have had long association ... 

Western Interests 

To the Western Powers, I say that they should act in such a way that we are 
not led to believe they have different concepts of independence and 
sovereignty for Africa and for Europe. A new Berlin-type conference is not 
the appropriate response to the kind of issues thrown up by the recent 
unfortunate Kolwezi episode. Paratroop drops in the twentieth century are no 
more acceptable to us than the gunboats of the last century were to our 
ancestors. Convening conferences in Euroi:-e and America to decide the fate 
of Africa raises too many ugly spectres which should be best forgotten both in 
ours and the Europeans' interests. The detente which the Western nations seek 
with the Soviets in Europe cannot be effective without extending it to include 
Africa as well. The Western nations' primary interest in Africa is our raw 
materials. But they should begin to see the market Africa offers to their 
manufactured goods as even more important since they can develop substitutes 
for raw materials, but not for markets. If they see Africa primarily as a 
market rather than a source of raw materials, they would realize the 
importance of ensuring that they do not disturb our peace and stability. 
Conflicts and their effects cannot be contained within easily definable 
boundaries, and it is in the interest of all concerned to avoid them, let alone 
initiate and encourage them. We totally reject as an instrument of neo
colonialism any collective security scheme for Africa fashioned and teleguided 
from outside Africa for the economic, political or military interest of any 
super-power bloc ... 
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African Divisions 

We African leaders must also realise that we cannot be asking outside powers 
to leave us alone while, in most cases, it is our own actions which provide 
them with the excuse to interfere with our affairs. We must begin to depart 
from the diplomatic habit of closing our eyes to what should be deprecated 
simply because it is happening in an African country, or because it is being 
committed by a fellow African leader. We must have the courage to tell 
ourselves what is unjust and what is immoral so that we can ensure amongst 
ourselves certain minimum levels of decent leadership and good government 
for our people. The idea of divine leadership in Africa is as past as the idea of 
divine kingship is in Europe. We hold sacred trusts for our people, and their 
interests and the interests of succeeding African generations must be 
paramount in our minds at all times. Government in its broadest sense is 
justice and nothing more; and nothing that is morally wrong and grossly unjust 
can be politically right within any society and no less an African society. For 
as long as we neglect the true interests of the generality of our peoples, so 
long will other powers find it easy to interfere in our internal affairs and 
divide our peoples. There is no better defence against external forces than the 
Government which endeavours to carry the majority of the population along 
with it and treats its people fairly decently. It is safer and more secure than 
the one-sided so-called mutual defence pact between unequal partners of 
European and African countries based on colonial relations. We must not allow 
the East and the West to divide us ... 

All this is not to say that Nigeria does not recognize the cruel dilemmas facing 
all of us in Africa. Most of us are still grappling with the basic questions of 
national integration, and consolidating our independence. Some of us have not 
even begun to enjoy the kind of internal peace and stability necessary for 
planning the improvement of the material conditions of our people. But sooner 
or later, we must begin to pay attention to the real problems of Africa. And 
the problems which affect the daily lives of our ordinary citizenry are not 
questions of foreign ideologies and which foreigner has greater right to be in 
Africa. Their problems are about sustenance, education, health and about 
shelter. After nearly two decades of independence, we still have not begun to 
satisfy the expectations early generations of African leaC.::ers have raised. 
Now, we can no longer delay meeting these expectations and certainly, we can 
no longer hide behind real or imagined foreign machinations for our own 
failings, 

SOURCE: SURVIVAL, Vol. XX, No. 6 (1978). 



435 

APPENDIX ill 

MILITARY INTERVENTIONS IN AFRICA 

• 1960 - 1984 

Period I (1960s) 

Start Date Intervener Target End Date Affect 

1/60 France Cameroon F 
11/67 France Central African F 

Republic 
8/68 France Chad F 
8/63 France Congo (B) F 
3/69 Spain Equatorial H 

Guinea 
2/64 Somalia Ethiopia H 
2/64 France Gabon H 
4/64 us Gabon 4/64 N 
1/64 UK Kenya F 
X/66 S. Africa Portugal F 

(Angola) 
X/67 S. Africa Rhodesia 12/79 F 
4/63 Portugal Senegal X/73 H 

1/64 
(from Portuguese Guinea) 

UK Tanganyika F 
3/64 Nigeria Tanganyika F 
1/64 UK Uganda F 
5/69 Sudan Uganda X/69 N 
4/63 Ghana Upper Volta X/65 H 
7/60 Belgium Zaire N 

11/64 us Zaire F 
11/64 Belgium Zaire F 

7/67 Ghana Zaire F 
7/67 us Zaire F 
7/67 Ethiopia Zaire F 
1/64 us Zanzibar N 
1/64 UK Zanzibar N - 12/65 UK Zambia F 
7/66 Portugal Zambia 12/66 H 
3/68 Portugal Zambia 70 H 

Period II (1970s) 

Start Date Intervener Target End Date Affect 

3/75 Zaire Portugal X/76 N 
(Angola) 

8/75 S. Africa Portugal 11/75 N 
(Angola) 

10/75 Cuba Portu?al 
(Ango a) 

11/75 N 
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Period II (1970s) cont'd. 

Start Date Intervener Target End Date Affect 

11/75 Cuba Angola F 
11/75 USSR Angola F •• 11/75 S. Africa Angola 3/76 H 
11/75 Zaire Angola X/76 H 

7/76 S. Africa Angola X/81 H 
X/77 Guinea Benin F 
X/75 Rhodesia Botswana X/76 H 

(Zimbabwe) 
X/79 S. Africa Botswana H 
5/72 Zaire Burundi 5/72 F 
1/79 Zaire Central African F 

Republic 
9/79 France Central African H 

Republic 
6/73 Libya Chad H 
7/77 France Chad F 
4/78 France Chad F 
3/79 Nigeria Chad 5/79 N 
4/79 Libya Chad H 
8/79 Morocco Equatorial Guinea F 
4/72 Gabon Equatorial Guinea 11/72 H 
7/77 Somalia Ethiopia H 

12/77 Cuba Ethiopia F 
12/77 USSR Ethiopia F 

3/78 Cuba Ethiopia F 
11/70 Portugal Guinea H 

(from Portuguese Guinea) 
X/79 Guinea Liberia F 
5/73 Portugal Malawi H 

(from Mozambique) 
12/74 Upper Volta Maii 7/75 H 

7/77 Morocco Mauritania X/78 F 
X/77 France Mauritania X/78 F 
6/76 Rhodesia Mozambique 10/79 H 
X/71 Guinea Sierra Leone 6/73 F 
X/79 Guinea Sierra Leone F 
2/79 France Somalia H 
2/78 Ethiopia Somalia H - 11/75 Morocco Spain 2/76 N 

(Spanish Sahara) 
1/76 Mauritania Spain 

(Spanish Sahara) 
2/76 N 

2/76 Algeria Spain 
(Spanish Sahara) 

2/76 N 

8/71 Uganda Tanzania X/71 H 
9/72 Uganda Tanzania X/72 H 
6/73 Burundi Tanzania X/73 H 
X/78 Uganda Tanzania X/78 H 
2/76 Somalia France H 

(Territory of the 
Afars and Issas) 
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Period II (1970s) cont'd 

Start Date Intervener Target End Date Affect 

12/71 Sudan Uganda 12/71 H 
7/76 Israel Uganda 7/76 H 

. ---, 10/78 Tanzania Uganda H 
3/79 Libya Uganda F 

12/74 Mali Upper Volta 7/75 H 
X/77 Rhodesia Zambia 2/78 H 

(Zimbabwe) 
X/78 Rhodesia Zambia H 

(Zimbabwe) 
X/79 S. Africa Zambia H 
4/77 Morocco Zaire 4/77 F 
4/77 France Zaire F 
4/77 Uganda Zaire F 
5/77 Egypt Zaire 5/77 F 
5/78 Belgium Zaire 7/78 F 
5/78 France Zaire 6/78 F 
5/78 us Zaire F 
6/78 Morocco Zaire 8/79 F 
6/78 Senegal Zaire 7/79 F 
X/78 Togo Zaire 7/79 F 
6/78 Gabon Zaire 7/79 F 
4/77 Zambia Rhodesia H 

12/79 S. Africa U.K. 3/80 F 
(Zimbabwe) 

Period III (1980s) 

Start Date Intervener Target End Date Affect 

7/81 S. Africa Angola 4/84 H 
12/84 S. Africa Angola H 

1/80 Congo (B) Chad 3/80 N 
3/80 France Chad 5/80 N 

11/80 Libya Chad 11/81 F 
4/83 Nigeria Chad 6/83 H 
6/83 Libya Chad H 
7/83 France Chad X/84 F 
7/83 Zaire Chad F .\ 10/80 Senegal Gambia 11/80 F 
X/81 Senegal Gambia F 

12/82 S. Africa Lesotho 12/82 H 
10/81 Morocco Mauritania F 
1/81 S. Africa Mozambique 12/83 H 
X/81 Benin Nigeria H 
6/82 Ethiopia Somalia 1-1 
4/82 S. Africa Zimbabwe 4/82 H 
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A. Does not include interventions in North Africa, i.e. Morocco, Algeria, 
Tunisia, Libya, and United Arab Republic. 

B. The U.N. joint peacekeeping force in the Congo, 1960-64 was not included. 
Countries sending troops as part of that force include: Ethiopia, Ghana, 
Guinea, Ireland, Liberia, Mali, Morocco, Sweden, Tunisia, and United Arab 
Republic. 

C. The OAU joint peacekeeping force in Chad, December 1981 - June 1982 
was not included. Troops from Nigeria, Senegal, and Zaire took part under 
OAU Command. 

SOURCE: Paper on Intervention in Africa by Frederic Pearson and Robert 
Baumann for presentation at the 1985 Annual Meeting of The 
American Political Science Association, The New Orleans Hilton, 
August 29 - September 1, 1985. 
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