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FOREWORD

Africa is one of the main foci of struggle between the
forces of national liberation and imperialism, one that is
growing in importance. It has a special significance for the
people of the United States because US imperialism, sus-
taining setbacks in other areas, more and more turns to Af-
rica as a place in which to seck vast profits from the oppres-
sion and suppression of the peoples, from the plundering
of immensely rich natural resources. It has a special signifi-
cance because of the natural sympathy of the Black people
within the United States for the African peoples’ struggles
and because of the Pan Africanists’ efforts to divert that sym-
pathy into providing unwitting assistance to the bitterest
enemies and misleaders of the African peoples.

Knowledge of the real situation enhanced by the search-
light of Marxist-Leninist theory is necessary if the people of
this country are to find the correct road of struggle in support
of the African liberation forces and simultaneously in sup-
port of our own liberation from the exploitation and racist
oppression of monopoly capital. Heretofore our sources of
up-to-date knowledge about Africa have been severely
limited. There have been exposés of particular situations
such as the role of US corporations in South Africa or of
US and other neo-colonialists in the murder of Lumumba.
There have been broader historical sociological works and
works of fiction providing deep insights.

We now have the kind of volume needed today: an all-
round scientific study of US imperialism and Africa. The
progressive American economist, Stewart Smith, has exam-
ined this in all four major dimensions: economic, political,
cultural and military. We get from him in one place the
total continent-wide picture of US corporate profiteering
and expansion in Africa with necessary details for each
major country and area. We get a deeper understanding of
the flexible political strategy of US imperialism, its reliance
everywhere on that reactionary exploiting class most capa-
ble of suppressing the masses, most amenable to making
deals which subordinate national sovereignty fo the inter-
ests of imperialism in general and US imperialism in par-
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ticular, whether it be the fascist racists of South Africa, the
Portuguese colonialists or the bureaucratic capitalist class

in some newly independent countries. And we are provided -

with a clear exposé of the use of US advocates of Black
capitalism and Pan Africanists within the general scheme
of expansionism and domination.

Smith also provides comprehensive data on the continent-
wide activities of the Pentagon, from massive support of
the colonialists in Southern Africa to armament and tech-
nical training provided to selected reactionary governments
and independent states, to collaboration with Israe] as well
as against the Arab countries of Northern Africa. He brings
out the dual strategic of the Pentagon: suppression of the
liberation movements within the continent and the use of

frican bases and resources as a reserve of growing impor-
tance in the global confrontation with Communism, that great
liberating force which gains ever higher stature in the minds,
hearts and practical organization of the African peoples as
of all peoples of the world. :

Smith writes from the vantage point of the Institute of
World Economy and International Relations in Moscow
where he is currently conducting research work. Relying
mainly on US and other Western sources he also makes use
of works of Soviet researchers not so readily available here,
He wisely avoids the error of those armchair intellectuals
who try to tell the progressive forces how to conduct their
struggles.

I am certain that this volume has a big future as a weap-
on in the struggle of some 400 million African people for
liberation and it is a must for all those people of the United
States—white and black—who are concerned with this
struggle and determined to end the crimes of US imperial-
ism against the peoples of Africa. This book is a mighty
contribution to all anti-imperialists in the United States
and throughout the world in the struggle to develop world-
wide support to the African liberation movements fighting
for political and economic independence and complete
victory over imperialism.

Henry Winston
National Chairman,
Communist Party, USA

PREFACE

This brief survey aims at a synthesis of US relatlops
with Africa by concentrating on the continent .as an_organic
part of world development. It covers the major spheres as
they relate to each other in the period from the mid-fifties
to the present day (cut-off date 1971, in a few cases 1972).
The study examines the primary pOlIth&I.aImS and policies
of US ruling circles and the slower moving economic mo-
nopoly interests, as well as some important military aspects.
It discusses the social strata affected, the ideologies based
on these, and the world influences involved. In sum, a
qualitative measure is sought of the totality of strength and
pressure brought to bear by the world’s biggest imperialist
power on the African continent, ; ’

From the standpoint of the United Stat_cs, the evolution
of its postwar policy toward Africa is out_lmed. with partic-
ular relevance to its global foreign policy, internal pro-
cesses within the bourgeoisie, and the special role of the
American people, particularly the Blacks—their contribution
to African liberation and its retroactive effect on the Black
liberation struggle in the United States. A :

How and to what extent are Washington’s efforts to
attain prime political aims by maximizing imperialist strength
through NATO and other allies, flexibility in operating in
different spheres, and through joint institutions and actions,
offset by the contradictions and weaknesses of the imperial-
ist powers in their relations to one another and, even more
important, vis-2-vis the African peoples and thelr. Soglahst
and other world allies? To what extent is US pohcy. 1nﬂ1§~
enced by decision-makers’ conceptions of strength, their esti-
mates of the ebb and flow of the African struggle for po-
litical and economic independence, and the bias of t}}e cold
war to intervention? These are questions posed in the

olitical sphere.
£ At raditg.l treatment of the economic basis (like the other
spheres) as a tightly knit complex of related sub—cat’t::gopes.—
in contrast, for instance, to a liberal “factor t}_neory_ with its
eclectic approach—disposes one to seek the dialectic process
of interaction, in this case, between the export of capital
(and inflow of profits), aid and trade. And one might justi-
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fiably anticipate such an intcr—relationship, in turn, to pe
closely correlated with political aims. The resultant, in fact,
reveals a definite—even if not abstractly neat—*nesting”
attern. At this point, furthermore, US political-economic
oreign policy, by its nature, flows over into the African
social sphere.

Although Washington may “tilt” toward the dominant
classes of outlived formations and those with former colo-
nial ties to imperialism (feudal and comprador in the North,
tribal and feudal in Subsahara, plantation owners and cap-
italists in the South), does it also show a keen interest in
promoting the developing bourgeoisie? And is it concerned
as well in influencing the young African working class?
These are disturbing questions of US policy for both Afri-
cans and Americans alike,

Since the capitalist socio-economic stage is not evolving
classically nor inevitably in Africa, the force of ideas and
influence of world forces and events in the ideological strug-
gle carry particular weight. Quite aware of this, Washington
devotes considerable efforts and funds to divert Arab and
black Africa from the non-capitalist path. The study de-
scribes the substance, forms and methods, and influence of
subversive US imperialist propaganda—the spreading of
anti-Communism, promotion of nationalism and tribalism,
and efforts to rationalize US ties with the southern racists
and colonialists. Yet, one could hardly expect “hard-head-
ed” American politicians and businessmen fo permit the war
of ideas to replace the big stick in US policy.

Since political-military and strategic considerations do
loom so large in Washington, certain aspects of them must
be examined more closely, for example, in tropical Africa—
the disproportionate US military aid to Ethiopia, and the

S role in the conflicts in the Congo, now Zaire; the colo-
nial and racist wars and suppression in southern Africa;
and the growing US active involvement since Suez in the
Afro-Arab states, which are inseparably part of the region-
al Middle East conflict. Here, one cannot opt out of deal-
ing with the complicated problem of how US official strat-
egy and tactics affect general tendencies, and the prospects
for either armed hostilities or political settlement.

The concluding chapter essays a brief overview of major
currents among bourgeois ideologists and policymakers
which affect US policy toward Africa and their underlying

eptions of strength, the Nixon doctrine and its implica-

;:i(:::lcs,Pand perspectifes for the 1970’s. This applies above all
to the Israeli-Arab complex in the North and the southern
Africa settler complex—the two strategic centers of US
imperialist policy on the continent. S

Briefly concerning sources, we have sought to use officia
documents and reputable bourgeois publications and studies
as much as possible. We also have turned to the still small,
but growing number of Soviet and other Marxist-Leninist
studies, which are providing, in the final analysis, a more
profound understanding of the processes at work. In this
undertaking, we have had the warm cooperation of the li-
brarians of various Moscow libraries, particularly at the
Institute of World Economy and In_tematxonal_ Relations.

In writing this book, the author is deeply indebted to
many people. He wishes to express partlculfxr appreciation
for the inspiration of Gus Hall and Henry Winston; the per-
sonal interest of James S. Allen and I. G. Needleman; the
helpfulness of Academician N, Inozemtsev, Director of the
Institute of World Economy and International Relations,
Deputy Director E. Primakov, and. Scu_snttﬁc Secretary
Z. Litvin; and the lively discussions with his colleagues, no-
tably O. Bykov, Ya. Etinger, M Gelfand, V. Kaplan,
D. Maclean, Yu. Melnikov, G. Mirsky, V. Rymalov, Y Ta-
rabrin and M. Voztchikov, of the Academy of Sciences,

S.S.R.
UISnSclosing, I wish to thank more than words can do my
brother Oscar, without whose unfailing support and encour-
agement this book could not have been written.

Stewart Smith
Moscow, July 1972
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To Amilcar Cabral
and all dedicated fight-
ers for national liber-
ation and Socialism

I. INTRODUCTION
1. AFRICA AND WORLD MOVEMENT

Today, one needs no elaborate justification for treating
continental Africa—and consequently US relations to Africa
—as a whole. But a few short years ago, the continent was
customarily dealt with in dismembered form. North Africa,
and particularly such countries as Egypt,! Libya, the Sudan
and Somalia, were frequently excluded—on the grounds
that they are part of the Middle East. South of Sahara, or
tropical Africa, frequently has been dealt with separately.
And South Africa also is excluded frequently on the grounds
that it has a relatively developed economy? as compared
with the rest of the continent. However understandable
many of these exclusions may be from certain historical,
and for some present-day statistical, reasons, much of the
close interconnection and dynamics of Africa today would
be lost by leaving out either northern or southern Africa.
The role of the Arab Republic of Egypt (ARE)? in Africa
is an especially vital one, quite apart from its identification

1 Egypt especially has been historically treated separately from the
rest of Africa and often regarded anthropologically as Asiatic, or
€ven as “white” or European (Arnold Toynbee’s Study of History). In
Eart, this may be due to the preat influence which the Nile culture
ad on the later European civilization. On the other hand, part of the
rationalization for the slave trade and Negro slavery, particularly in
the 19th century, called for differentiating out and relegating the Ne-
groid peoples of tropical Africa to a backward and even sub-human
level. So it may not be mere coincidence, for example, that the separate
science of Egyptology flourished during this period. (See especially on
this point The World and Africa by W.E.B. DuBois, N.Y., 1965).

2 This, for example, is UN usage.
. 2 The official name as of September 2, 1971, replacing the designa-
tion United Arab Republic dating from the Union of Egypt and
Syria in February 1958 and continued to be used in Egypt after the
dissolution of that union in September 1961.
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talist system—analyzed by Lenin in the classic Imperialism,
the Highest Stage of Capitalism—led to economic and
political conflict, war on a world-wide scale, and general
crisis.

The emergence of Soviet Russia as the first successful
working-class state, its industrialization and development
as an attractive international political and social force, the
decisive victory over fascism won by Socialist and other
democratic forces in World War II, the further breakaway
from capitalism of Eastern European and Far Eastern
countries in the postwar period, as well as the disintegration
of the colonial system dealt major blows to world imperial-
ism.

The successes of national liberation in Africa, which
reached a crescendo in the second postwar decade, came, to
be sure, as a direct result of the heroic efforts of the oppressed
and exploited African peoples—as the fruition of decades of
self-sacrificing and bloody struggle for the right to govern
themselves and to enjoy the proceeds of their own land,
resources and labor. Within their global context, the victories
embodied long years of anti-imperialist struggles led by the
international working class and its first Socialist state. Partic-
ularly decisive was the defeat of fascism and militarism in
Europe and the Far East, which also witnessed the weaken-
ing in Asia and Africa of the classical colonialist powers—
Britain, France; the Netherlands, Belgium and Portugal.

It is against the background of a changing balance of
forces between the Socialist and capitalist world systems
in the mid-1950’s that the victories of the national-liberation
movement, culminating in the 1960 “Year of Africa”, could

be won.

The decade which followed witnessed both ebb and flow
in African struggles and progress. The United States, which
began taking a major interest in African affairs during this
period, contributed no small part to the ebb. Why, how and
to what extent are questions which especially concern us.

2. TREATMENT

The forces acting today in Africa include, to be sure, the
social and economic Fatterns of traditional pre-colonial and
colonial times, e.g., feudalism and tribalism. For historical
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layers are not obliterated by a neat superimposition of the
succeeding period but linger on, intermixing with the new
and leaving their imprint, However, it is argued here, that
their importance is secondary and subordinate, on the whole,
to more recent African and particularly world socio-political
forces which seek either to promote or to retard African
political and economic independence.

The Marxist-Leninist materialist conception of history,
with its systematic approach, has given us an indispensable
tool for understanding and analysis of the social sciences!
and the world as a whole. The complex of political, eco-
nomic and other factors which are effective in a given society
are frequently separated out, at least for purposes of analy-
sis. In life, of course, they are clearly interwoven and
interacting,2 and when mutually supporting they provide
stability and strength. Sometimes, however, when there
exist serious lags—the heritage of previous or incompleted
historical processes and periods, there arise contradictions
generating instability and weakness, Although imperialism
as such may not have given rise to all of the latter in Africa,
it has sought to perpetuate or take advantage of many of
them in its own interests and to the detriment of the Afri-
can people.

Of the major forces affecting the United States and Africa
in the 1960’s, African political changes have been of pri-
mary importance. This is reflected in the continuing, sharp
revolutionary struggle for political independence from
imperialism and colonial rule, without which there would
be no great impetus for economic and social change. Eco-
nomic development, a much slower evolutionary process
within the framework of sovereign power, has become a
prime goal of the young states seecking to correct their
distorted, primary-producing economies inherited from
colonialism in order to ensure political and economic inde-
pendence and to improve living standards. Social forces and

1 In one form or another, the concept of closely interrelated social
science study is more and more being recognized by non-Marxist
writers. Thus, for example, see reference to the concept of “inter-
disciplinary” study, or the “standpoint of social science as a whole”
rather than any single social science in Three Worlds of Development
by J. L. Horowitz, N.Y., 1966,

% See Engels’ letter to F. Mehring, 14 July 1893, in Karl Marx and
Frederick Engels, Selected Works, Vel. 11, Foreign Languages Publish-
ing House, 1951, pp. 450-54.
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changes are linked largely with the chosen path of political
and economic development, and especially concern questions
affecting the means of production, e.g., nationalization,
agrarian reform, the public sector, foreign investment. New
leaders, parties, classes and social relations which are emerg-
ing come into conflict with opposing and retarding forces—
both domestic and foreign. In the ideological sphere, of key
importance are the social ideas, concepts and theories moti-
vating and resulting from the above conflicts, struggles and
changes; the educational, religious and cultm:al mﬂueqces_—
European and African, national and international, capitalist
and Socialist. Finally, of critical importance in safeguarding
or undermining the independence of the young states is t}}elr
military strength. In addition to the level of organization,
training and equipment, this includes, for example, questions
of political and ideological allegiance, and social composition
of the armed forces. In sum, and in the broadest sense,
however, the strength of the African states consists of the
totality of these factors taken in conjunction with that of their
continental and world allies. ;

Recognition of the interdependence of these factors is of
significance both to Africa as well as to US imperialism. For
the former especially it has many implications. It raises such
questions as to whether serious strides can be made within
the socio-economic sphere while imperialism continues its
political and economic domination? Or, the net adval:lt'age
to be gained from minor economic advances if political
independence is jeopardized, e.g., through close ties with
imperialism? Or, whether short-term economic gain is in
principle—and therefore in the long-term interest—justified
if African or world social progress as a whole is held back,
€.g., in southern Africa, the Middle East or V_letnam?”Or,
whether the “luxury” of interpreting “non-alignment” to
mean succumbing to anti-Communism does not thereby
deprive the new state of its natural allies and its potentially
superior ideological strength? The obverse of these and
related questions, it may be inferred, is taken into account
by the makers of imperialist policy. _

US imperialism, on the whole, apparently sensing that a
systematic, international approach to the contemporary
world scene works to its disadvantage, generally has sought
to fragment and deal separately with these categories. To
take one example, at the second UNCTAD conference held

15
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in Delhi in February-March 1968, the US representative,
Eugene Rostow, insisted that trade be considered inde-
pendent of political and social questions. On this basis,
Washington sought to justify its open support for the parti-
cipation in the conference of South Africa, the main pillar
of apartheid and racist rule. Washington, also understand-
ably, opposed any reference by the conference to its aggres-
sive war in Vietnam.

Viewing the forces at work in Africa today, we are con-
cerned with the recent past and present, but are also look-
ing ahead to the implications for the short. and long-term
future. Since movement and impulse to progress is the result
of the resolution of the struggle of opposite and conflicting
forces, its direction and speed correspond roughly to the

anging correlation of those forces, e.g., with respect to the
African struggle against imperialism for economic independ-
ence and greater political security in the independent
states, and against colonialism and racist rule in the south.
Since the overall strength of the antagonists includes both
subjective and objective factors, much of the speed of move-
ment depends on, their ability to convert subjective into
objective force. Furthermore, in view of the great impor-
tance of international factors both for Africa and for imperi-
alism, the effective strength which the imperialist powers—
not least of all the United States—can bring to bear may
be critical.

US imperialism recognizes that it cannot allocate a
disproportionate share of its global strength to one region
without running big risks elsewhere. It therefore seeks to
break out and develop strategically the relationship of forces,
including its own, into a pattern of strength which will
work in its own favor, US imperialism, however, possesses
varying elements and degrees of strength and weakness in
different spheres, e.g., economic, political and military.

Recognition of this in US official and unofficial circles
has led in recent years to greater attempts at an analysis
of these relationships as well as at thejr measurement.! This
has arisen not only from the desire to attain greater perform-
ance for each dollar expended but also from the awareness

! Thus, Herman Kahn and A. J. Wiener, of the Hudson Institute,
find that power and influence are multi-dimensional concepts which
include military capacity, size, wealth, geographical position and less
precise notions such as stature, prestige, culture. For the quantitative
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(probably in no small measure as a res_u!t of the rising costs
of, and negative returns from, the Vietnam war) that US
funds also have certain limits.

Thus an immediate aim of measurement is frequently to
attain a better apportionment of US dollars in economic and
military aid programs,! which are .considgcd_ among the
principal instruments of the US foreign policy in the Third
World,> whereas “the political and psychological factors are
least amenable™ to quantitative measurement. The emphasis
of American imperialism on economic and military forces
may not be accidental, in view of its w:eakness. and vulner-
ability in the political, social and ideological sghercg.
Hence the great emphasis on the former two spheres in this
study. : )

Imperialist policies and actions are here grouped into five
spheres for analysis purposes. This, however_, is not consid-
ered a final framework for neatly systematizing and mea-
suring all forces, which may be tangible or not, and
frequently are fragmented or even concealed. Since certain
quantitative aspects of US relations with Africa, for example,
in economic matters—which are basic in long-term historical
development—are subject to measurement, they will be dealt
with statistically. However, other factors from other spheres
—which may be codeterminant, and perhaps even of
cardinal importance particularly in the short-run period—
may be qualitative. Our approach will seek to take into
account both qualitative and quantitative factors in trying
to arrive at a better understanding of some of the processes
and trends in US-Africa relations in the 60’s and early 70’s.

measurement and comparison of the role of various countries to the
end of the century, the authors employ 3 indices—population, GNP
and per capita GNP (see The Year 2,000, N.Y., 1968). LM

1 Thus, a recent RAND study seeks to determine the relationship
among economic growth, redistribution of wealth and the role of
force; and attempts to measure quantitatively US government military
and economic progress and to determlpe how -much money is required
to keep a country within the US orbit as compared with the cost of
its loss. (US Policy and the Third World by Chas. Wolf Jr., Boston,
1953}.1) d., p. 184

id., p. 184. ’ Iyl

5 %bid., 1;: 20. The critical instrument of US foreign policy in the
underdeveloped world, according to another study, has been the mili-
tary, then comes government aid followed by investment (Impengl
America, The International Politics of Primacy by Geo. Liska, Balti-
more, 1967, pp. 83-84).
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II. CONTOURS
OF THE US RELATIONSHIP

In close interconnection with Europe, the US relationship
to Africa has involved several major socio-economic and
political forces, including certain segments of the US
bourgeoisie and the government apparatus, on the one hand,
and the broad masses of Americans, particularly Blacks,! on
the other. These have had not only contradictory interests
and aims, but also different degrees of influence, with the
monopolies on the whole predominating., But that is not to
say that strength relationships have not altered in various
perwc}s and may not be expected to do so again in the future,
especially in the context of world forces.

1. LEGACY AT THE END OF THE WAR

. Briefly, although two centuries of the slave trade centered
in Liverpool, and was a factor in England’s capital accumu-
lation which promoted the textile manufactures of Man-
chester, the end goal of the traffic, in the final analysis,
was the New World. Here not only slave dealers and

! In place of “Negro” (termed a “slave word” by some), “Black”
and “Afro-American” became for many the preferged deg}gnatiuc:s.
Thgs was not merel)( semantic but clearly related to land, history.
social and cultural ties. The New York Ne ro Teachers Association
changed its name to the African-American ’I%:achers Association. The
late Ralph Bunche, Under Secretary for Special Political Affairs in the
United Nanpns now used “Black” as often as “Negro”. C. Eric Lin-
coln, the sociologist at Union Theological Seminary, uses “Black” when
talking to young people, and “Negro” when addressing those past 40.
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Southern planters reaped economic benefits, but also the
slave runners and rum distillers of the pious bourgeoisie of
New England. Small wonder that slavery was recognized
and anchored in the US Constitution. At the expense of
Africa,! enslaved Afro-Americans became the main source
of labor power used in the South, which also provided raw
materials and stimuli for both manufacturing and shipping
in the North until the contradictions and struggle between
the two regions for national supremacy resulted in the
Civil War.

A legacy of slavery, moreover, was the economic and
social discrimination against the Negro, both in legislation
and practice, and the propagation of racist ideology. These
have continued in the United States (and, of course, in
colonial Africa) to the present day. They constituted no
insignificant weapons of the rulers of America to divert,
divide and weaken the working population, and to derive
surplus profits from both white and black labor.

Another early, if minor, US direct relationship with
Africa was the settling in the 1820’s and 1830’s of a small
group of freed Negro slaves sent out by American “coloni-
zation societies” to establish themselves on the coast of
Liberia and eventually colonize the interior. The handful of
emigrants represented a nostalgic attempt to reply to domes-
tic slavery and racism by turning back the wheel of history
through a return to Africa. Even this small initial trickle,
however, dwindled in the face of the prospect of freedom
and equality in America through the growth of the Abolition
‘movement before the Civil War.

The abolition of slavery and the emancipation of four
million Negroes during the Civil War acted not only as a
catalytic political force and manpower reserve in the
struggle against the southern landowners, but also had its
repercussions in Africa—the halting of the further blood-
letting of its population. But with the coming of the epoch
of imperialism the exploitation of that continent took other
forms, in which the United States, however, played a lesser

! It has been estimated by W.E.B. DuBois (The Negro, N.Y., 1915,
Pp. 155-56) that the American slave trade meant the elimination from
Africa of at least 60 million Negroes—ahout 50 million d&r]ing in the
Process, cither in Africa or en route to the free world. See W. A. Hun-
ton, Decision in Africa, N.Y., 1957, pp. 16-17.
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role. Thus, it was not until the beginning of this century

that small amounts of US capital, for example, found their

way into the Congo, Liberia, Ethiopia, South Africa and
hodesia.

In Liberia, over a century after its founding as a supposed
haven for freed slaves, the descendants of these settlers—
Americo-Liberians ag they are called—constitute only about
one percent of the country’s inhabitants. However, they have
become a ruling caste governing the overwhelming majority
of the approximately two million Liberian population, These
consist of African tribes occupying the vast interior, with
their traditional tribal organization and village life. In the
early part of the century, the economic prospects of the
country, which lay in its climate, soil and labor, were eyed
both by British and F rench colonialism, but were protected
by the US government for American monopolies,

Thus, in 1926 the Firestone corporation undertook to
develop extensive rubber plantations using the cheap labor
ensured by a government which a League of Nations inves-
tigation in 1931 charged with practising widespead forced
labor and semi-slavery. As a consequence, the leaders of the
Liberian government were forced to resign, but international
control of a country which Washington had come to regard
as its “special responsibility” was warded off and the Amer-
ican rubber monopolies continued their operations with
minor modifications, By the end of World War 11, the
United States was consolidating the country as a commercial
and major strategic naval outpost in West Africa,

A new phase began during World War II, when the UsS
government with its landing of troops in 1942 widened its
influence in North Africa. And with a dollar “mortgage”
on the British economy through lend-lease shipments, it
expanded substantially its smal] volume of trade with trop-
ical Africa. This took place mainly through US imports
of raw materials and foodstuffs shipped on the United King-
dom account from British colonies—copper, chrome, ashes-
tos, graphite, sisal, palm, peanuts and cocoa. Nevertheless,
this volume of trade was stil] small, and the bulk of US
commerce continued to be with South Africa. The enlarg-
ing US foothold on the continent as a whole in the course of
the war resulted essentially from the weakening position
of the European colonjal powers, due partly to the direct
war strain on them, as well as the participation of the
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African people in the war in the hopes of achieving indepen-
ce.

dcll;lIS governmental organization prior to the close of the
war also reflected the changing relationship of the European
colonial powers to Africa, as well as the broadening horizon
of American monopoly interests. Thus, for many years
before the Second World War, Department of State offi-
cials concerned with European affairs also had handled
the occasional African matters that came up. In 1987, action
responsibility for much of Africa was given to the Near
Eastern Division, within which a separate Office for Africa
was established—significantly in 1943. This paralleled the
actual course of US military operations, as well as forete}l-
ing the increasing postwar interest of American monopolies
in this oil-rich region. -

The American Blacks’ contribution to African independ-
ence since the turn of the century centered largely about
Pan-Africanism, which sought to mobi]ize. vgorl'_:l opinion
against colonialism in Africa and race discr:mma;mn in the
United States. W. E. B. DuBois, the moving spirit, went so
far at the Pan-African Conference in 1900 as to declare
that “the problem of the 20th century is the problem of the
color line”.! The movement’s social composition was rela-
tively well-off educated professional and business men, who
concentrated on writing and speaking.on racial lines, rather

an organizing on class lines. The First Pan-Afr;can Con-
gress held in Paris in 1919 called upon the colomal'powers
to halt slave and forced labor, abolish corporal punishment
and draw Africans into the government of the colonies.
Although four Congresses were held prior to World War
I1,2 it was the Fifth Pan-African Congress held in Manches-
ter, England, in 1945 which, in the postwar world balance
of forces, began to exert a marked influence. DuBois presided
and participating were men who were soon to become out-
standing African leaders, such as Kwame Nkrumah, Jomo
Kenyatta, Peter Abrahams and George Padmore.3

! Quoted in Africa, the Politics of Unity by Immanuel Wallerstein,
N.Y., 1967. e

2 The Second Congress (London, Brussels and Paris) in 1921, the
Third Congress (London, Lisbon) in 1928, the Fourth (New York) in
1927,

3 See “Africa and World Peace” by W.EB. DuBois in Political
Affairs, February 1968,
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2. POSTWAR PERIOD THROUGH
“YEAR OF AFRICA”

Africa’s place in the postwar disintegrating colonial
system can be historically divided into two distinct periods.
First, until the late 1950’s, when most of the African peoples
were actively fighting to break centuries-old colonial ties in
order to achieve political independence. During this period,
US imperialism was usually in the background, but, on the
whole, gave close support to its colonial allies in a deter-
mined but losing battle to prevent or delay the realization
of the historical process of national liberation. Secondly,
since the late 1950’s, when most of Africa rapidly achieved
sovereignty within a few short transitional years and then
Africans began to play a growing role on their own conti-
nent and in international affairs within a changed world
balance. This compelled the major metropolitan powers,
with US encouragement, generally to adopt more indirect
forms and methods of influence and domination. It also gave
US imperialism more room for independent maneuver and
a greater role in organizing reaction on a continent in flux.

IMMEDIATE POSTWAR YEARS

With the European metropolitan countries still holding
the dominant political and economic positions in their colo-
nies, it is not surprising that US economic (to all intents and
purposes, big business interests remained both absolutely
and relatively small, especially in those countries, and were
concentrated mainly in “independent” South Africa and
Liberia. They represented only about 2% of US total private
investment abroad and about 5% of its total world trade.
However, they continued under the umbrella of, and there-
fore with a general stake in, the political “stability” provid-
ed by European colonial rule, apart from those indirect
US monopoly interests and links with colonialism through
ties with the metropolitan countries themselves.

Furthermore, from the earliest postwar years, the global
ambitions of US imperialism to keep world capitalism
intact under its increased domination paralleled the efforts
of its European allies to prevent the collapse of their Afri-
can colonial empires. The US contribution consisted, in part,
in expanding its own independent military presence .in
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North Africa and the Mediterranean, as well as maintain-
ing a joint force ensconced in NATQ. This, too, was g,arbed
in the cold war terms of “stopping Communism” and
“defense” against an alleged threat from abroad. The real
target, however, as is evident from official sources—and,
more important, from events themselves.—was the indige-
nous national-liberation movement, which represented a
threat to imperialist interests. ! Wil

Thus, joint imperialist politico-military objectives stressed
the importance of military bases in keeping North Africa,
“flanking both the NATO area and the oil fields and com-
munications of the Near East”,! oriented to the West. In
the same vein, the “special political and military interests”?
of the United States and its NATO-recognized sphere of
responsibility in North Africa included military supply
lines and bases in Libya, Morocco, Tunisia, Ethiopia and
Liberia. 3 : j T2

In the case of Subsaharan Africa, the direct imperialist
interests were even less veiled. For, as a Senate Foreign
Relations Committee study had to admit with respect to
President Truman’s Point 4 program (1949-52), Subsaharan
Africa “had no immediate strategic significance”.® None-
theless, actual political and economic interests did exist and
also required protection. Thus, NATO left military activities
for Subsaharan Africa, “strategically” important to the ,Umt—
ed States as a source of “human and natural resources” and
“vital supplies of essential materials”, to the European
NATO countries. Responsibility for southern Africa was
left in the reliable hands of the racist Union of South
Affrica. e e B

Although the United States historically inclined to indi-
rect imperialist penetration and was at times cmharrasspd
by the colonial policy of its allies, nevertheless, US ties
tended to support the latter and thereby to preserve their
African colonial empires. US efforts were not limited to,
or essentially in, the military sphere. The European powers,
already on the ground as colonial overlords, were directly
engaged in suppressing the African anti-colonial move-

1 The Department of State Bulletin, April 18, 1960, Assistant
Seccretary for African Affairs Satterthwaite, p. 607.

2 Thid. ; ;

3 UIS Senate, Committee on Foreign Relat_iuns, United States For-
eign Policy in Africa, October 23, 1959, Washington, p. 49.
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ments—from Egypt to Kenya, from Algeria to Madagas-
car.! The US role in this connection consisted mainly in
providing its NATO allies with financial and economic as-
sistance, as well as military supplies and equipment. This—
in net effect—division of labor among the imperialist
powers was not lost upon the African peoples when, together
with world progressive forces, they undermined and de-
stroyed the colonial system.

PERIOD OF TRANSITION THROUGH
“YEAR OF AFRICA”

Only after a changing world balance of strength, largely
as a consequence of violent struggle and defeat at the hands
of national-liberation forces in Asia and Africa, did the
major colonial powers in Africa—frst Britain, then France
and Belgium—reluctantly abandon colonialism.

The changing correlation of forces to the disadvantage of
imperialism also affected the position taken by US imperial-
ism in such key struggles as were waged in Egypt, Algeria
and later in the Congo.

ereas Britain, for example, during the 1950’s was
still seeking to stifle the African anti-colonial movement
in Kenya and Egypt by force of arms, US policy was con-
centrating mainly on applying various forms of non-military
pressure, Thus, it was as a result of unacceptable Washing-
ton demands that the drawn-out US-Egyptian arms nego-
tiations came to nought in 1955, Furthermore, the following
year witnessed Dulles’ gross miscalculation in withdrawing
the Aswan Dam offer. However unsuccessful? these non-
military pressures turned out to be, Washington did not feel
it expedient to associate itself with such desperate military
actions as the Anglo-Franco-Israeli Suez aggression in 1956.
When this ended in a political fiasco, moreover, Britain
also recognized that concessions to African sovereignty
would have to be made. For with the emergence of a world
Socialist system, the monopoly position of the capitalist
world had been broken and arms, political support, mutually

1 See Les Damnés de Ia Terre by Frantz Fanon, Paris, 1961, Trans-
lated as The Wretched of the Earth, New York, 1965,

* These US foreign policy measures, acknowledged Secretary of
State Rusk, “all adversely affected the US position”, The Depariment
of State Bulletin, July 1, 1968, p. 24.
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beneficial trade and economic assistance for development
were now becoming available from the Socialist states.
In short order thereafter, independence was attained in
tropical Africa—first in British West Africa by Ghana
(1957), Nigeria (1960), and Sierra Leone (1961). Then in
British East Africa by Tanganyika (1961), Uganda (1962),
Kenya and Zanzibar (1963), Malawi and Zambia (1964).
But this was done not without preparatory steps being taken
by Britain, which made her the first major colonial power
in Africa to embark broadly on a neocolonialist course. The
new sovereign states were greeted in the United States by
genuine enthusiasm on the part of the American people, by
quick diplomatic recognition from Washington, and expand-
ing governmental and monopoly ties. ¢
In the midst of this transition, moreover, fearing that
white supremacist intransigence in the remaining stronghold
of colonial Africa, in which British imperialism had a for-
midable economie stake and to which it was linked by strong
political ties, might well impel the entire national-liberation
movement to more revolutionary action, Prime Minister
Macmillan admonished the Union of South Africa par-
hament in February 1960: “The wind of change is blowing
through the continent ... the growth of national conscious-
ness in Africa is a political fact and we must accept it as
such.”!t Indeed, the great issue in the present period, ac-
cording to the Prime Minister, was which alternative path
the peoples of the underdeveloped countries would take, and
the black continent, he grandiloquently declared, mlght”well
hold “the precarious balance between East and West”.

Recognizing that the balance of political power in_the
world was altering—this was especially evident in the_Umt-
ed Nations—US foreign policymakers welcomed this call
for a change in tactics on a continental scale. Masked colo-
nialism could then be paraded to Africa and the world as
imperialism having undergone a metamqrphos!s. Even
though, as could have been foreseen, only its stripes had
changed.

French colonialism also was overtaken by struggle and
defeat in the 1950’s. In withdrawing her troops from South-
east Asia to Africa, where most of her colonies were located,
to crush Algerian resistance, France again became embroiled

L The New York Times, February 4, 1960.



in a large-scale bloody war. This once more began
draining her military and economic strength, as well as
politically weakening the French ruling class vis-a-vis the
French people who strongly opposed this new “dirty war”,

Without US support during this period, e.g., Washington’s
assistance to France in obtaining $500,000,000 ;n inter-
national loans and credits during 1958 alone, it would have
been difficult for the latter to prosecute the war against the
Algerian people for 7%/5 years. Recognition of this by the
Algerian National Liberation Front! during its bitter
struggle, which cost losses estimated up to one million lives,
undoubtedly influenced post-liberation Algerian-US rela.
tions.

From a global viewpoint, US policymakers were concerned
over the political and military consequences of the long-
drawn out colonial war. Politically, it was exacerbating the
relations of France—and, as a result, those of the support-
ing imperialist powers—with the developing countries, By
exposing the antithesis between imperialism and national
liberation, it was impelling the anti-colonia] forces to seek
greater assistance from. their mutual allies, the Socialist

ambitions in North Africa in mind—was urging upon de
Gaulle the US-favored strategy of decolonization 2

As a result of pressures—mainly by North African liber-
ation movements—upon France, Morocco and Tunisia
achieved independence in 1956. Moreover, by 1958 French
imperialism, seeing the handwriting on the wall, reluctantly
switched over to the new colonialism in West and Equato-
rial Africa and the Malagasy Republic. The autonomy
granted, however, did not include freedom to determine
internal and external policies and relations. Key functions
such as finance, defense and foreign affairs, rested in the

1 See Annuaire d’Afrique du Nord, 1, Paris, 1962. :

2 In a meeting with de Gaulle in September 1959, for example,
President Eisenhower indicated that the United States could support
France more fully in the United Nations, rather than abstaining as in
1958, if the French took “some prior constructive action respecting
Algeria that would Prove acceptable to world opinion—or at least
present a full explanation of their point of view”, Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, The White House Years, Waging Peace 1956-61, N.Y., 1965,
Pp- 429-30.
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ds of the French Community, that is of France. It
issaf r‘:oilir:zcidental, therefore, that Washington was to_ﬁnﬁi{ it
more difficult to penetrate here than, for example, in Mo-
m%i?hgdglgflga;ﬂone of the French territories voted in a
referendum on September 28, 1958 for poht:calhmdfpen;
dence, France took economic, diplomatic and other form
i action.
of’f%;l I%tggovernment, following in the wake of France%
refused for several months to recognize the governmepl‘g 0
Sékou Touré. When such crude pressure proved unaSvai. 111.3
especially in view of assistance available from the to}fia lh
states, Washington changed its strategy, beginning wi Nsuco
tactical initiatives as the appointment of an Amgncan teg?;rr
as ambassador, and later rolling out the red carpet fo
Touré on his visit to the United States in 1959.ﬁn. 1 0
Belgian colonialism, too, could not indefinitely remau-
indifferent to the tide of African national liberation, eslzel
cially when it advanccﬁ to ggetFrenchc gg?%ﬁ:a wcl:)(;lsgocaﬁlv ?:r
aville 15 only a short distance a . )
E‘gﬁzﬁeopoldvillg (now Kinshasa). When the ant1:§olon1zg
movement in the Belgian lCTonlggégas rcélc;tegrginifsg;tieosnm; d
iti outbursts in early and a
Ri(ﬂgé;?elndence” parties during the following months, ﬁ;{{alu}d
no longer be contained, the Belgian government }vas : h'ﬂy
compelled to begin negotiations which led to re mql;lsd 1bg
its colonial rule on June 30, 1960. This was greebe fol):
Washington with unconcT_a.Ied satisfaction, soon to be
' i ive policy.
lo}vxfdpgialffetl}“?vi&;ﬁt Vthg an}tri-colonie_xl armed struggle, an
international political and diplomatic campalgqalxyaés ;:otré;
ducted by the newlv{) liberatglcll pe?ple.zl a.;;n{;lweS:”}Sclt ol(slis;-oaf e
i re to bear on the coloni ) or¢
Eeﬁégig,vgsrisfs L;Inzir African possessions. This took ;speie%ll-y
sharp form in the United Nations, where a loose 155a5-0 1'1(-1
can group began to function on an ad koc basis 111; ar;:e
assumed organizational form five years later. as}f;par?he
African Caucusing Group formally took shape .t;.ir 7
1958 Conference of African States in Accra, spe((:il ca )f
supporting the Provisional Algenan.Govcrnm(;nt ?1111 ;:I?&];-
paigning for the setting up oé split;ﬁiecs dates for the
territories and co : W i
Peg%sl?gsgcl'f t]ﬁ:it involved in outright colonialism than its
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NATO allies, the United States throughout the 1950’s fol-

lowed the timeworn colonial Opposition to the establishment

“}eglx:ilgn%in I\I(Vlorld War I, or from Italy and Japan in
iy ﬁ;rer;:lat?;l;ef’he fféf&lcal glt"oupds that independence
_ - ever, to i

in the eyes of the anti-coloz}ial forces,1 T}ﬂ: OUvg i?egstelﬁiiz

;?ggei(; l::’ttha‘ke% to proclaim African trust territories inde-
resolution ivalsn a—arzea:is. A'] (i severely modified, the
it Pproved, with the United States voting

In the general politicql and diplomatic imperialist op-

not until 1960 were the anti-colon;
1 -colonial forces st
u; Vtéle General Assembly to pass—in the face zofni %I;er]:%ll:
ﬁon ?nmer:tt boycott and Waestern-bloc opposition—a resoly-
o avoring independence (63-8, with 97 abstentions). B
& ; v};ﬁr,( ;go(,ntl::e 55&}1 Geézm:r.all1 Assembly by an 0verwl'lr:elmy
i . 9-7) called on South Africa, a colonial i
iisrr?twn rltglét, to end all racial discrimination in E)i?:i;ulslz
i i (?;goged o?ﬁh Wesi Africa; the United States and Brit
: ¢ resolution in debate and )
febss;iautz_ed. .In the same year, the United States ;ixsgszc;ue&tglr
wide;I 1onsc,1. t’go admonish Portugal concerning conditioﬁs of
pread forced labor, poverty, practically tota] illiteracy

! This applied to seven Africa
4 1 _ n (and f ific i i
nels. g‘hpy attained independence in g;?::: foﬁl;!\.-viizmgfd::sl-a%d}' o
goland in 1957, French Cameroons and French e

o

and an oppressive regime in its non-governing overseas
territories; to censure South Africa for its apartheid policies,
and Belgium for its administered election in Ruanda-Urun-
di. US diplomacy generally could be found supporting, in
actions, the position of its colonial allies, and urging con-
formance upon the subject peoples.

The close interconnection between economic, political and
social questions showed itself in many ways during this
period. Retarded African economic development, which had
been accentuated by the postwar technological revolution,
demonstrated that the industrially advanced capitalist coun-
tries were unable to satisfy the rising expectations of Africa
as an appendage of Europe. A first step in resolving this
paradox was sought by the African people in political inde-
pendence. Afterwards, both sides were aware that the
struggle for increased political and diplomatic strength,
allies etc. would continue., This was reflected, for instance,
in the determined position of the imperialist states in the
UN regarding the formation of the Economic Commission
for Africa. On the question of composition, the North
Atlantic powers were so intent upon excluding the Soviet
Union from this body that they were prepared, as a quid
pro quo to forego US membership.! This led to their narrow-
ing the base to exclusive African membership. On the
question of including “social” development within the com-
petence of the Commission, the United States and Britain,
sensing that “social” implied broad implications which
would threaten their monopolists’ interests, led the opposi-

Bition.

Perhaps most complex, and far from unraveled or mea-
sured, are US ideological forces and their influence. Their
source and direction, even when not visibly germane to the
African scene or issues, have had an important bearing on
the pivotal question of furthering or hindering national
liberation. During the transition period, for example, the
postwar global political and economic ambitions of the
United States were the source of its world-wide “anti-Com-
munist” crusade, with such labels as “subversive” applied to
disarm and fragment any militant opposition to imperialism.
Not that this method was original—it was a century old
and had flourished on the eve of the Second World War,

1 See I. Wallerstein, op. cit., pp. 30-31.
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particularly during the brief but violent quest of the Third
Reich for world domination.

the European colonjal Powers provided “stability”, inde-
pendence was “premature”, and subject peoples invariably
required more years of education and preparation for self-
rule—little of ‘which, however, was actually forthcoming.
In southern Africa, racist rule and apartheid, which found
their parallel in the United States—although generally
condemned and reforms urged—were attributed in self.
justification by a white, Anglo-Saxon, Protestant American
ruling establishment to a general “heritage of prejudice”
and “human weakness”, which would require gradual politi-

In the transitional period, the achievement of African
national liberation reverberated in government circles in a
conflict between the supporters of “Old Europe” and the
anticipators of a “New Africa”, e.g., Chester Bowles, Adlai
Stevenson, Wayne Fredericks, Mennen Williams, who
advocated a new tactical approach. The evidence of progress
in tropical ‘Africa is ascribed by American educators, at best,
to a “climate of anti-colonialism”, and, at worst, to the
“handing over” of independence. Thus, for example, Pro-
fessor Rupert Emerson of Harvard University, in an effort
at objectivity, writes that it is natural for Africans “to
stress the heroic nature of their struggle” and for Europeans
to “exaggerate their voluntary generosity in accepting Afri-
can independence”.1

In actual fact, the world-wide wave of national liberation
promoted the transition for most of Africa from colonial
rule to political independence in the late 1950°s. Thus, at

1 Africa and the U.S. Policy, Prentice-Hall, 1967, p. 4. Also, see
Chester Bowles, Africa’s Challenge o Americg (University of Cali-

forni)a, 1957) and Vernon MeKay, Africa and World Politics (N.Y.,
1963). :
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3. AMERICAN CIVIL RIGHTS MOVEMENT

The American people’s strug&gle deI‘ l]31()';1521{ ?xn;fgsiic‘??l;
ivi i reviously considered alm .
glwilntel;'lgzllltsc’;uegtion, received a particularly strong 1:1231;;3
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t decision of 1954, it 1s gnized,
iipsr??ffugncggl by the rising prestige of world Socialism,
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as well as Asian and African freedom struggles.! Similarly,

the bus boycott in Montgomery, Alabama, in 1955, the

affair of Little Rock in 1957 and the Freedom Movement,
By the: close of 1960, with most of Africa independent and

and the US scene became very close. The American Black
who had previously dissociated himself from his African
background in large part because of jts colonial identifica-
tion with subjection, now began to identify with and to
emulate African political and social struggle. Race discrim-
ination in southern Africa as well as in the South of the
nited States, were subjected to world debate and action.
In the UN arena, apartheid and race relations affected
international relations.
acial and socia] discrimination suffered jn the United
States by African diplomatic personnel, €.g., in housing,
restaurants and transportation,2 were thrown into glaring
relief. Dramatic international incidents resulting from
discrimination, such as refusal to serve African diplomats
in restaurants, on the northern Route 40 between Washing-

ton, D.C. and New York City, developed. The indignation,
protest and action of African i

€ second-rate-citizen status of the American Black led
to some unexpected incidents in Washington’s relations
toward new Africa, During the 1950’s, the US mission in
Liberia had been staffed exclusively by American Negro
technicians. This was interpreted by Liberians “as a special
form of discrimination”. It was not unti] 1959, however,

1 “Most of the Negroes I know,” wrote James Baldwin, “do not
believe that this immense concession (the 1954 Supreme Court decision
outlawing segregation in the schools) would eyer have been made if it
had not been for the competition of the Cold War, and the fact that
Africa was clearly liberating itself and therefore had, for political reasons,
to be wooed by the descendants of her former masters.” The Fire Next

2 “Landlords will not rent to them; schools refuse their children;
stores will not let them try on clothes; beaches bar their families,”
according to Edward R, Murrow, head of US Information Agency.
Herald Tribune, May 25, 1961, International Edition, Paris, All fur-
ther references to this source are to the International Edition.
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that replacements began to be made on a non-racial basis.

Furthermore, when the State Department, secking to curry

favor, deliberately appointed a Black diplomatic represen-

i i ff: “Please
3 ne new state, it was met with the rebu :
'tan:lreugoygur first-rate citizens.”? This could not help making
I?enlain to US policymakers that the actual status of the entire
ﬂ:lgck people in America was of basic concern to mdepli:n-
dent Africa, which would not 1be m(i!?ﬁed by a few token
in the direction of racial equality. : \
'gegglrt?fengixt?es, greater recognition o{ the mterconnectiﬁn
between the United States, Africa and the world led to 5:
broadening and internationalization of htheChAftnencar:) fcg; :
ri ement.? Since 1960, wrote t e chairman
glfg;llgl?ntm gorﬁiolent CoordinatingﬂlC()mhmlttee 1_1':l Eifgé 01_11111'
= i f things that happen i :
people are “conscious of thi it D
Latin America and in Afnczft A In y ; _
tes of 15 African
luncheon tendered by the chief delega R e
countries to the young civil rights worker . ,
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Eaﬁglc?n,th; U.S.—Harlem, Watts, the west and soutl:
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OEAttheségd?gfter the bus boycott in Moxt'.ltig'ome_ry,t }il%)t;air:;a:i
ation of public transporta ion in
tS?:aft(z:;ce]Jdrffselgiifgg in 1965 was urging President Johnson to
issue “unconditional and una.mllioiguous Ptlecaiz arii‘;rr ¢ g:i;(;i
in Vi d by 1967, he came out
hﬁksﬁztrygnﬁ; a(lf)ln t]z’e basis of its draining funds from
domestic social programs). On April 4, 1968, this 39-year

1 See J.D. Montgomery, Aid to Africa: New Test for U.S. Policy.
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i itical Affairs, January 1959, ) 0y e
daq;e.?;;lns%;%gn. ‘J‘Izjh'{'srceﬁld '];owarg Aggreésiv;eu No?ll?leﬁi %glt-:(c]ll: . rlxg
i i icth Century, F.L. Bro
Negro Protest Thought in the Twentie ide g
i i 318. Morecover, as a resu
A. Meier, the United States, 1965, p. ; foreo b
i i American progressives, the masses a

ggﬁigiggc;vrggunoiiy fn;:l a grgatgaeal‘ of understanding and love for
people like Robeson and DuBois” (loc, cit., p. 319).

E The Worker, January 25, 1966.
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old proponent of massive direct action in pursuit of civil
rights, a national leader who had become an international
figure, was assassinated.

By the second half of the sixties, it was becoming a com-
monplace even for moderates and US government officials
to draw the analogy between racism in South Africa and
in the United States.t Their conclusions, however, led into
harmless channels. Thus, whercas Ambassador Goldberg
was defending the US position? of limited sanctions against
Rhodesia and no action against South Africa, some Amer-
ican civil rights leaders, recognizing the link-up with US
monopolies were seeking to join hands with Africa in com.-
mon action. When the Committee Against Apartheid, of
which A. Philip Randolph was chairman, called a boycott
of the Chase Manhattan and First National City Banks, the
labor leader declared to both banks: “You are accomplices
of apartheid and, in the eyes of black people in South Africa
and everywhere in the world, partners of oppressors.”

Similarly, Washington’s policy of accommodating to
apartheid was condemned by the American Negro Leader-
ship Conference on Africa, e.g., apropos of the visit of the
USS F.D. Roosevelt (aircraft carrier) to South Africa in
February 1967, apparently a move to reverse quietly a de-
cision made a year previously not to use South Africa’s deep
water docks for naval purposes as long as segregation pre-
vailed. With the beginning of open armed struggle on the
part of the Zimbabwe people and African National Con-
gress (ANC) against the racist regimes of Rhodesia and
South Africa on August 13, 1967 American civil rights

! “The ghettoes of America,” declared Ralph Bunche, “are like the
native reserves in South Africa. They symbolize the Negro as unac-
ceptable, inferior and therefore kept apart.” The President’s National

dvisory Committee on Civil Disorders, in a report issued in March
1968, warned of “a kind of urban apartheid” coming to the United
States with enforced Negro residence in se regated areas and semi-
martial laws in many major cities, (See The conomist, March 9, 1968).
A further presidential committee report, issued on July 17, 1968 by
authors P.L. Hodge and P.M. Hauser of the University of Chicago
Population Research Center, indicated that in Washington, D.C., the

cgro population exceeded fwo-thirds of the city’s total, while the
suburbs were almost entirely white, The same
other cities.

2 The Worker, February 7, 1967. Roy Wilkins of the NAACP also
urged support for the Johnson Administration on the grounds that it

trend was visible in

was under attack by Right-wing forces.
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Eontrasted with James Foreman of SNCC who has en_lF_OHS
ized that “. .. exploitation results both from class p(:lSl i i
2.15 well as race”.% On this critical question some lea erﬁs
the Black Panther Party have taken a similar ﬁ95£t1?1;a i
Initially, the Black Muslims, atmov?m%jlgr;:tignit yl b
igins in protest against segregation in Chr ;
ﬁ;ﬁtl: Snign’Psrreligioﬁ”) and sough&:1 %qllualltlty 11_:;61{_5;?1:1&115;2
i i i i ck capitali -
duced a separatist nationalism wi )'g . e
1es.0 inent leader Malcolm X, however, i
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1 Herald Tribune, August 30, 1967; also sce AN. Leglémci,gﬁé?ur Pco
le in the U.S.A.” in the African Gommunist, No. ’(‘I . e
Pegl% Fanori, Wretched of the Earth, p. 62, cited 111128., gce (g_]haptcr
Ghetto. Rebellion to Black Liberation, N.Y. 1968, p. ;

12'3 This was accentuated to extremes after his three YFME“T?:S aa}.ﬂr;
triate in Guinea, when he declzgcd in an mt?wcw’an-AFrican
exfabl k Americans. We are Africans.” In searching for a Pt i
?(?eolo;; he contended that Americans w;tc? Af‘z“ga? g?ﬁt;ls:l g S
] 5 1= u
he United States in a mass exodus ;
g&imslﬁgultdcbe Africa.” Herald Tribune, June 16, 1972.

4 v, January 7, 1968. ) -

; g’g"’ théf rf:;’rﬁlplc, ngh’y Seale, Seize the Time, N.Y.E L?:'i’i()dn{)Mure
recently he has embraced Black capitalism as a Lioursc 00 acon) s
(¢ % Tsl;is despite its relatively strong working-c a]_;s t4: mp1961 e
C. Eric I:incoln, The Black Muslims in America, Boston, "

ter I.
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%nhme - He was assassinated on February 21 19%5 o
¢ overemphasis on racism and nationalism, ho

underst istori 1t | ELEMENT
glne se;granc}:gie hlst(i')_rlcally, has hampered Americanogﬁlxxrg : s :
) B‘ _€quality, and unfortunately, has spilled over -
. _ 1. GENERAL

> the portrayal of the present AND POLITICAL FRAMEWORK

or of the Christi Lo _ ion, ; Why and when the United States went over to the new
stituted skin coliaa:la;eciﬂsﬁgl.ﬂl.e non-Christian world, has sub .~ colonialism in Africa flow primarily from world and Afri-
tesia For choostan st 1g10us belief for fundamenta] cr- y can objective conditions, including its own position, as well

. as from its policymakers’ estimate of strength relationships

rom 3 L . P ! ‘
understar?dswt?lgs(i dlélrsé?;;i?l viewpoint, Marxism-Leninism © and tendencies.
tion and exploitation, i The latter part of the 1950’s was marked globally by the

social aspects of raci SRl £ i

. P racial discrimination, as both national and 'J- growing all-round strength of the Socialist community (es-
pecially the Soviet Union), an international working class
spearheaded by a united Communist movement, and the

colonialism and i c - the framework of |
rialism, th ? 1% mamfamed with the help of world impe- i sweep of Asian and African national-liberation struggles.
, the struggle and solution appear 1 P | { . : . 88,
pendent upon a combined inter ppear logically to be de- L In Africa, national and social efforts fused into a unifying
med international effort of all anti- " - force of opposition to colonial rule and exploitation. The

struggles in North Africa, in particular, by weakening a
common enemy, helped to reinforce the independence move-
ments in tropical Africa, which in turn exerted pressure
on the rest of the continent. These, on the whole, centrip-
etal progressive forces, confronting the traditionally rival
colonial powers in their separate empires, with the United
States playing a minor role, foretold a continuation of the
progressive upswing. '

This tendency was sensed also by world imperialism and
especially by the United States with its global viewpoint
and ambitions. Thus, a basic study issued by the US Senate
in 1959 concluded that the dynamic character of the Afri-
can peoples’ drive toward self-government indicates that
“the colonial system in Africa, as elsewhere, is fast running
its course”! and that US policy “should be guided by the
expectation of the primacy of Africans in all Subsaharan

mtobi(; raph ;
; 8p. cit., p. Sﬁgz_ bhy of Malcolm X, 1964, (1966 ed.), p. 854. _ Africa”.? Furthermore, in the face of the prevailing African
>. cit., pp. 865 e . :
P: € PR 805, 871, 415, ;US Senate, Committce on Foreign Relations, op. cit, p. 78.
: Ibid., p. 13.
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overshadowed by the urgently felt need of the ruling classes

of America and Europe to band together. This has involved
a growing US emphasis on joint action, for example, in

litical-military blocs, and in multilateral financial institu-
tions such as the World Bank and International Monetary
Fund.

The second major imperialist pattern of strength relation-
ships was a legacy of the disintegrating colonial empires. In
the new sovereign states, centuries of colonialism had left
myriad ties which bound them to the metropolitan countries
in various degrees—less so countries which had been locked
in violent struggle with their former overlords, and more
so those which achieved self-rule relatively peacefully and
where the colonial power had prepared the ground in ad-
vance. Apart from the independent role of the United States
in such countries as Liberia, Ethiopia and North Africa,
Woashington’s influence has been broadened keeping in mind
its relationship to the ex-colonial power. Thus, where strong
political, economic and military ties to the new states were
retained by Britain, the United States found it advantageous
to operate in conjunction with the former colonial power (in
Libya, Nigeria, Ghana and Sierra Leone). This was less
true of the more competitive US and French relations, for
example, in North Africa. Where the individual ex-colonial
power was not so strong in relation to the national-libera-
tion movement, and unable or unwilling to develop the nec-
essary sophisticated forms of domination in cooperation
with the United States, e.g., Belgium in the Congo, Ameri-
can imperialism came into hostile confrontation with it and
found greater opportunity to conduct its own aggressive
strategy.

In the three-fourths of the continent in which the colo-
nialists had to relinquish state power, naked political and
military rule had to be abandoned. Nevertheless, subordi-
nating relationships and disparity in strength continued in
various spheres. :

These unequal relationships were utilized by imperialism
as new colonial weapons. Thus, for example, the political
ties of the NATO powers were made use of to influence the
diplomatic relations of their ex-colonies in the United Na-
tions. Investment, aid and trade were used not only as
economic levers to derive high profits but also with politi-
cal strings attached. Economic advantage and social status
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technical assistance such an attractive avenue of influence.
Particularly critical in tropical Africa, for instance, has
peen the absence of a nationally trained officer corps and
a strong military establishment, which has opened the gates
to inspired coup d’états and foreign intervention. The US
employment of levers—both governmental and private—in
yarious spheres has been flexible and pragmatic, shifting
in emphasis in various countries and periods. For analysis
urposes, some of these may be more conveniently viewed
Ey sphere, although in practice, to be sure, they are closely

intertwined.
] # »

The imperialist powers in the colonial period were able
to pursue their economic or strategic aims in Africa mainly
through the medium of state power—the political control
of a bureaucracy, the armed forces and state apparatus.
Conversely, political independence was generally recognized
by the national-liberation movement as a precondition for
economic and social progress. For both sides, moreover, the
primacy of politics, recognized or not, has continued in the
post-colonial period.

Present-day US foreign policy in Africa is essentially
political—class and national, and not narrowly a conse-
quence of local economic interests. Furthermore, the rulers
of America frequently promote economic interests and em-
ploy levers in all spheres to further their continental political
strategy. In general, this is part of their overall aim of pre-
serving world imperialism, which is based in the long run
on the profit system in which US dollar considerations pre-
dominate.

As contrasted with US imperialist political aims and
economic interests, which are generally meshed, indepen-
dent Africa reveals wide discrepancies between political
and economic factors. Thus, an urgent general problem fac-
ing all the new states of Africa is the glaring contrast be-
tween their political independence and economic dependence.
They are seeking, in various ways and degrees, to resolve
this lag through the achievement of greater economic in-
dependence (in conjunction with appropriate domestic pro-
cesses). US foreign policy, on the whole, is striving to re-
solve this discrepancy in the opposite direction, i.e., to make
use of the economic vulnerability and other weaknesses of
the newly emerging states in order to tie them politically

41



to imperialism. These two opposing sets of aims constitute
a basic and continuing antithesis, which cannot be ignored
or sltcnludged over without losing much of the dynamics at
work.

Although late in the Eisenhower Administration, but
particularly under President Kennedy, the United States
expanded its economic activities, nevertheless, the major
emphasis of its foreign policy was and has continued to be
bolitico-military. This is the tendency, or bias, of the cold
war. To escalate it is to go to hot war—an attempt to im-
pose a political decision by recourse to force. This took place,
for example, in the complicated US political maneuvers of
the UN force in the Congo following independence, and
more clearly during the US-Belgian-British military inter-
vention in the Congo in November 1964. To de-escalate it
would be to accept economic competition as the main arena
of struggle between different social systems, which, in con-
junction with a policy of non-intervention by outside powers,
could provide preconditions for a more peaceful continent.

Kahn, however, are in essence a “big stick” policy, which
instigates local wars and increases the danger of nuclear
world war, rather than resolving the problems at issue,
us, it was no less a figure than the late President
Kennedy, for example, who clearly reminded West Point
graduates that: “The basic problems facing the world today
are not susceptible of a final military solution ... neither
our strategy, nor our psychology as a nation—and certainly
not our economy—must become permanently dependent on

! Officially this was implicit in the form of a dilemma presented
by W.W. Rostow, formerly Chairman of the Department of State
Policy Planning Council: “.. . the United States finds itself often in a
rather complicated position. Our friends in the develo ing countries
are, in one part of their minds, plcas::d to receive our E

(W. W. Rostow, “U.S. Policy in a Changing World” in the Dgparé-
ment of State Bulletin, November 2, 1964, p. 642,)
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Times, June 7, 1962,

; %\;ze‘%eaﬁggi’ Uiew )“]mm the Seventh _Ffoar, N.‘li'l., 1964,‘3 p.efgé )

3 Ibid. To various degrees, this is recngmzed‘lv I.'t‘ ?b glo}:t 1;:1 ng
tive US ‘fureign policymakers, e.g, Senator J. : u RgMcNa_mara
Arrogance of Power, 1967; former Secretary of De eﬁzsf e s
in 'Tie Essence of Security, Reflections in Qfﬁce, (X V\‘?ashing«
Kissinger in Agenda for the Nation, Brookings Institution,
ton, 1968.
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2. ECONOMIC BASIS

INTERREI.ATIONSHIPS

US economic relations with Africa have been molded
essentially by the colonjal legacy and the post-independence
general pattern of imperialist relations. The latter, in turn,
have been mainly an outgrowth and continuation of the
exploitation of natural and human resources, which has pro-
duced backward, one-sided economies geared to and largely
dependent on the export of primary products to the capital-
ist powers. Thus, 90% of Africa’s exports (1967) comprised
minerals and agricultural products: oil, unrefined copper, and
coffee constituted 87%; cocoa and cotton—13%.! The picture
is even more lopsided in tropical Africa, where about five-

It is rich in land, minerals and hydropower, However, the
mineral potential, which ;s considerable but largely in the
hands of foreign monopolies, is drained out to their indus-
tries abroad at great profit. And low-productive agriculture,
in which some 77% of the Population are occupied, is still
either on a subsistence basis or engaged in what has proved
to be a futile effort to increase foreign exchange by expand-
ing export crops to the ¢x-metropole. (See: Trade section.)

his has been a major trend rather than that of advancing

Largely as a result of past and present imperialist policy,
a continent comprising some 810 millions, or about 8% of
the world’s population in 1965, contributed only 2% of world
output although about 5% of jts exports. A per capita an-
nual rate of growth of less than one percent in the past
century® has hardly improved since independence, Net do-
mestic product rose 1% in 1960-64 (instead of 5% as envis-
aged by the United Nations).4 In the period 1960-66, for
80% of the continent’s population there was an annual rate

! Third Report of the Fconomic Commission for Africa, Economic
onditions in Africa in Recent Years, the United Nations, 1969,
2 Cocoa (23%,), coffee (19%), cotton (16%), groundnuts (14%),

tobacco, rubber and sisal together=14%). William Allen, The African
Husbandman, London, 1965, p. 461-64.

3 Third Report of the EC » Op. cit.
4 According to UN figures, the GNP increased by only 8.79,

compared with a 2.7%, population increase. See Norih Africa, Septem-
ber-October 1966,

4

. . D
5 ing from 0 to 2% instead of the minimal 3%
o%ﬁ:?‘i]tﬁ: r%?l%teg Nations estimated was necessary in the
?‘VDecade of Development” to satisfy the aspirations of tl‘ie
people.! Consequently, for four-fifths of the African p%)p e
ﬁze annual per capita income was still less than $100. On z_i
world scale, the average annual income per catplt:-.1511'11:’11'1t
dustrially advanced countries rose from 1960 to 1_916 al ;)}111
B o o by oot B b S0 T e
: eloped it rose by about $7 to $90. , the :
;lt?cdogge‘éappbetwecn the developing and advanced mldli.ts:
trial countries has continued to widen, w1th1 the e}nnua b
crease in prodl.u::tirm1 in thfi [g?{}et.i E?ta»tf:s alone, for ex
the total output of Africa. t

pl?f'l‘igur%ll;oplayed by in?perialism in exploiting and retagd(i
ing the development of Africa during the colonial perfm
is generally acknowledged and today can count upc:qn e;z
. apologists. However, its present negative economllc influen ;
[ is far from being admitted or erased. Neverthe ess_,bllm}_ge
' rialism is being increasingly recognized as responsible tﬁ
l. the lack or slowness of development in the new statl:;s: l
I has become a commonplace, therefore, for all Pwﬁc?.
B ihades of African leadership to pose such questmrll)s as: fhf:
is the aid, the softer loans, the reduced Frade arriers, :
effective commodity agreements, and the improved ;crnlljseo
trade? In fact, by minimum UN standards, aid gst 1(::;
insufficient, credit telc'lms have become harsher, and ter

orsened. :
Ofgggg };‘}v?h‘gse economic spheres taken separatelty wﬂ%
provide a satisfying answer to the why and wfhert:l qre:teg_
the economic picture. It is the general pattern 'Oh and in e
connection between the various categories which is rft:_veat
ing—both for the individual country and for the ‘ch?J 1Snel_1
as a whole. Thus, in southern and central Africa, i (u:;
conjunction with British) profitable investment is our pm(::lh
of departure,* then aid to infrastructure is linked to su

1 Third Report of the ECA, op. cit.

2 . See Africa Report, March 1967. g .

y ‘I‘JAlj'x ﬁfi.g';lg:;e fcrometagnation” by Tom Mboya, in Africa Report,

. 14, ;
| Mazcili??e?\:rpfreguently encountered is that the export of capital tfudi}:lly
|- does not have the same importance as ii.g:d 1fn Lgeéeez;:'r;ysg;r: :cortlof
. Trade, for cxample, is given pride of p ) _
Il fneirslst:.r}éeg rﬁ)rcinscl}ance, Le Pillage du Tiers Monde, Paris, 1965, Pierre
Jalée, pp. 95 and following.
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investment, and trade flows in parallel. Export of capital
has not proceeded evenly, If investment in the independent
states tapered off in the late 50’s and early 60’s, this repre-
sented a short-term or regional phenomenon based on a
“lack of confidence” in the safeness or profitability of in-
vestment, which changed in the second half of the decade.

Of cardinal importance is the political framework and
direction of imperialist economic relations, especially so
since political independence was not at all complete in most
cases—largely as a result of the economic lag—and the
struggle is still going on for its realization in both spheres.

is would imply the necessity for a political-economic,
rather than a strictly economic analysis, or an economic
analysis with the political kept in mind. From the standpoint
of the importance of categories in the economic sphere itself,

for the logic of the general economic pattern.

Although not as large in absolute terms as in other con-
tinents, US investment, aid and trade in Africa is of partic-
ularly high economic and politica.l leverage in a continent

veloped, In the present decade, these have increased (al-
though not uniformly) more rapidly in amount—and in im-
portance—than during any comparable previous period,

In the firss place, under colonial rule, political control
permitted the metropole to grant its own monopolists a
privileged position and economic penetration by others was
hindered, e.g., by restrictions on their investment and the
transfer of profits, and by disadvantages in tax payments.
After the achievement of national sovereignty, however, the
loosening of political ties to the former colonial power per-
mitted significant US economic inroads,

Secondly, US imperialism attaches great political impor-
tance to the governmental policy of generally shoring up
imperialism and, at the same time, assisting American mo.-
nopolies to penetrate the newly independent states in search
of high profits. In 1960, for example, when foreign capital
tended to flow out of the new states, the US government
sought to reverse this flow: a 30% tax credit was granted
for new investment; risk guarantees were increased to cover
investments; investment SUIVEy costs were shared by the
government. US policymakers have shown particular inter-
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~ ton as a political dollar.

s i ol African capitalist

. est in the political implications of an Africe

: .'.ezt:n:)r:ny Topstrengthen an African state’s private sector,
e 7

- d to the country’s
fgﬁisﬁ?i;zlfcgév%%;&ﬂi Egistfv%;:z:gr? %E;?ébl}lrlalt(: }c:;gsr tg
b el i W e sl o

rating with American monog ’
e e e

The economic and political ties of the impet;-igjilst {)i?l‘l:ggs
e .in v-arlﬁll;fiesn mé.g:, lt)}lizcsém}i;r tgansymutation
g&'e;ﬁe‘ﬁﬁiﬁis%eﬁlm;i: c;o Cor’nmonwealth, and the later for-

s ity i ! he roughly
il mati he French Community in 1958. In t
i ;:rt;ﬁgl Oigngtar;e systems, 31 of the 39 independent states

in ei i in the closer
i in either the sterling area (14) or in ]
ﬁiigffi-igiegne (17). The much smaller US sphere txilcé?d:d
Liberia, which is in currenclyi umm:1 w&ilﬁi(t];?;_{;l;teweﬂa ;i
the dollar internally; an _ _
%?gngﬁegomaliland, largely beclause of. dlts Elqse ttﬁ'éldcfl:oicl:;:
i iopia) is also frequently considered in
:rl;]; Elttlillggg}ll) nlot formally so.! Wltllll lt)lile emtéeptu:vrja oRfEth?ﬁg
countri i i e.g., ARE,
countries which are not in any suc fof:s, £ ARE: Hie
dan, Algeria, Guinea) the other African ; :
Isnlzar:l?ers ogf the Portuguese peseta or_South At;ncir;nrél;)::)
etary areas (the latter very closely linked with = :
The “Six” members of the Eur_oli_eanb{icm}‘(ﬁmmafri?:gz,mlixn
ni a new major imperialist bloc “Eur ;
?‘17'2’8 f\?vlilriid drew into it as a§soc1ati: inelélbers %ﬁigir;::?
— er French colonies and the Congo a),
f‘f::f SZa'liEezf.m:F;lis gave the monopol,lesKof the ﬁoxgggslso;?;
i ly West Germany’s Krupp, Ma
gflge%ygsa;rﬁl,cgﬁlrozportunity to penetrate Africa on equal

1 See A. Kamarck, The Economics of African Development, Prae-
=L i ic of Zaire on October 27, 1971, in

2 the name Republic of Zaire ; e
1i g? tzlllioi’]g’:rgucratic Republic of the Congo (the 9fﬁc1tal tgzsgg-
t§eu ince 1967), the Kinshasa government was rew:rtmgIJ Oth one
ill::; ;tmlc of the Congo Rivg, “Zadi” {blg] :‘v;icri)i; tl?i]gfi %‘ hiseblf):calz)n :
ivi i to early Portuguese explor ;
lzl‘;i'l:g ?1:1 i"tgr:l?gnl.ll{:se,o appl)):ing to both the river and country.
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terms with France’s Lazard, Rothschild and Pechiney. For
the African states, the attraction was to be secure markets
at higher than world prices and a Development Fund of
£200 million for the first 5 years 1958-62 (only a fraction
of which was made available, mainly for in rastructure).
But, under pressure of the FRG and the Netherlands, the
renegotiated 5-year agreement at the Yaounde Convention
provided that goods would be sold at world prices by the
end of the period 1964-69, thereby depriving the young
states of compensating “subsidies for production”.! A decade
of experience in this bloc has confirmed that the principles
of customs union, free exchange and free movement of cap-
ital prevent or retard industrialization in countries too
young to develop infant industries without protection against
the more powerful European monopolies.

The further widening of this bloc in July 1966 to include
Nigeria, which did not thereby give up her trade flow and
membership in the Commonwealth (and in turn received
only limited free entry for her most important exports and
no financial aid) paralleled the inconclusive negotiations of
Britain for membership in the Common Market.

US general support for European integration, which was
based on broad political, military and economic considera-
tions, had its counterpart in qualified US support for “Eur-
africa”. Washington’s major objection was to the EEC’s
policy of support prices and preferential arrangements os-
tensibly for economic—but also for political—purposes,
which reflected the French “closed-system” of trade. The
US-advocated “open-system” of trade,? it was hoped, would
give Washington greater access to and influence in the
French-dominated bloc in Africa.?

The failure of “vertical” integration with the European
powers to overcome economic fragmentation and dependence

i See West Africa, March 25, 1967; and Comment, June 8, 1967,

? Both Britain and France, in general, have sought to broaden
their preferential system from the colonial period and to tie it to the
EEC, while the United States, with no extensive colonial legacy,
usually is opposed. See, for example, the interview with George Ball,
then Deputy Under Secretary of State, in Realité, July-August 1968.

3 Although sharp rivalries continue between the European powers
(e.g, the FRG and the Netherlands complain that French firms get the
lion’s share of contracts for projects financed by the Development
Fund; pressure is put on Italy to contribute more to the Fund), the
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on a few cash crops, to mobilize greater resources for devel-
opment and to broaden markets, 1ncre§,s_1ngly inclined the
pnew African states toward “.horlzont.al_ African coopera-
tion. Early examples of continental joint action were thhe
establishment of the Organization of African Unity, the
Economic Commission for Africa and the African Develop-
ment Bank. In the second half of' the sixties, t!xe young
states looked intgreasingly to r_eg:tqnal cooperation as a
i rm of economic organization. i

deféé;?ii;‘ﬁsm was also of pgrticular interest to the United
States in that it either opened up or cut across rival blocs
and provided greater possibilities for penetration. To en-
sure that the new states did not pull away from imperialism
Washington has sought to encourage and actively partici-
pate in regional projects! to coordinate its direct and in-
direct influence in both old and new reg.lonal groupings.

In East Africa, for example, the United fSEt;es h?Il‘Ez:id

ve i impulse to the economic union o Kenya, Tan-
gg;;ri?can?;dl m[[])ga.nda (inherited from the British colon'lcaii
East African Common Services Orgamzatlol} of 1927), whi ]
was gradually disintegrating by the beginning of 1966.
Edward M. Korry, US Ambassador to Ethiopia, was eﬁe-
cially active in encouraging regional activities. In May
1966, for example, a provisional treaty of association was
signed by an East African group (_)f 7 count_nes—Ethloplg,
Kenya, Tanzania, Zambia, Malawi, Burundi and Ma}url-
tius. At the same time, the US government sought to dn*;:ct
its activities regionally. Thus, Washington indicated t'lat
it would grant aid in future on a regional basis. A similar
policy was initiated by the World Bank, and American cor-

o i common approach” before negotiating with the Afri-
Eaicstaieg;cfco;!;e?lewa] of thepggreement. The Ecan‘om:st, April 27, iggg
1 See President Johnson’s first address on Africa on May 26, 1966,
in The Department of State Bulletin, June 18, 1966. 1 -
2 The Fast African common mar.ket had been viewe fas a 1(1111::
blessing biased toward non-African interests through the g avu.rcd lix-
colony, so that about 60% of trade and all manufacturing ﬁn us 1iy
was concentrated in Kenya. To hold the market together, the Kampala
agreement of May 1964 had allocated certain industries to_Tan;:}r’na.
See African Diplomacy, Studies in the Determinants of Ft_:rezg:} Do zciv_,
ed. by V. McKay, London, 1966, p. 65, and Tl:le Integration o Aeve
oping Countries, Some Thoughts on East Africa and SCeé:l‘tra.lv lm%;-
ica” by Aaron Segal, in the Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. V.,
No. 8, March 1967.
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porations, too, followed the governmental lead, especially
in the vital field of communications. In central Africa, the
Congo became the pivot of an initial group (including Chad
and the Central African Republic), which appeared interest-
ed in expanding and cutting across the central African
Economic Union of 14 French-speaking states.

Foreign control is still proving to be a key obstacle to
economic cooperation, In West Africa, the agreement con-
cluded between Guinea, Liberia, the Ivory Coast and Sierra
Leone foundered as a result of political differences, accen-
tuated by blocs to which they belong.! Thus, in currency
and banking, while Guinea has its own franc, Liberia is in
the US dollar area, Sierra Leone in the British sterling zone
and the Ivory Coast in the French franc zone. In a new
group of 12 West African states, which signed an agree-
ment in Accra in May 1967 looking to the creation of a
common market of West Africa (Guinea was not included),
political problems made themselves felt with respect to
customs and industrial development.? African interests which
need to be coordinated become complicated and overshad-
owed by foreign monopoly interests. Thus, the building of
a heavy industry,? as envisaged by the UN Economic Com-
mission for Africa, is to be financed and dominated by for-
eign capital. This, by its very nature, involves political
questions, which cannot be avoided by urging—as does
Washington—that the new states should concentrate on

economic measures and not be diverted by political ques-
tions.

INVESTMENT, PROFITS AND US POLICY

GENERAL

The underlying economic basis for US capital export,
which has far from lost its significance even if paralleled
and overshadowed by political considerations (examples of

L See West Africa, May 22, 1967,
2 Ibid.

- 3 By 1980, according to Robert Gardiner, Secretary of the ECA, a
force of 500,000 workers would be employed, providing 75%, of the
region’s industrial production. See Muposas IKOHOMUKG u MeHOYHa-
podusie oTHowenns (World Economy and International Relations),
April 1967, p. 124,
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". interrelationships will be dealt with later), resolves about

ensuring the supply of certain minerals and raw materials

‘and their profitability. US monopolies, as might be expected,

i lay down their needs for primary products since

?i? n;ﬁj:;lg:: StlI:eily bargaining position vis-a-vis the developucllg
countries, and point to the declining requirements of mo (-1-
ern industry for a few natural products, e.g., rubber atlj‘;
fibers, because of substitutes (or to food grain where ble
United States is a net exporter), or to a relatively favorable
domestic position fulfilling most of their requirements, oruto
alternate sources either geographically or technologically.
Some of these are either half- or :})stralgt.truths which serve

i hide certain hard practical realities. ;
Chl(():gyl;cz?lan%z, in fact, theppresent high US gross natmr;}':tl
product essentially derives from manufacturing (about 30%)
which depends greatly on imports—the cheaper, the more
profitable—of raw materials, e.g., for all of the major rn:(;i
tals except iron, more than half of American md.ustrlh
needs come from foreign sources. Furthe,rmore, despite the
fact that the United States is the world’s largest producer
of oil, it imports about 20% of requirements and autl;ongz:};
tively is described as “irrevocably” a net importer,” wi
prospects of constantly increasing future needs for %ﬁlprgy
and petrochemicals, both domestically and by af dlatt::s
abroad. Although Canada and Latin America are its domi-
nant sources of mineral supply, Asia and Africa are none-
theless extremely impin;;:ant a(rini the most probable sources
for supplying future oil demands. |

USpl?lgnogolies, not surprisingly, have shown a Plﬁni?
interest in the continent which provides more than one-hal
of the capitalist world’s mineral exports (1968): leading in
gold, diamonds, cobalt and chrome, and important in m_an&
ganese, copper, vanadium, uranium and asbestos. The Unite
States, for its part, imported from Africa in the same year
a significant proportion of its iron and (ferroallo}f ores—
manganese 56%, chromite 39%, cobalt 027 fo, and iron ors
7%; non-ferrous metals—antimony 29%, copper 9%:; ag;
also, among other commodities, rubber 15%, fibers 10%,
oil 9%.

i ited States,

18 A 1 of the Petroleum Ifldustry of the Urgzted 5

Us ?}zev;i:mcgt{”%ﬁnting Office, Washington, D.C., 1965; é)onald
J. Patton, The United States and World Resources, N.Y., 1968.
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American monopolies’ specific aims of ensuring a rich

supply of cheap minerals and metals, oil and gas, and trop-
ical products have been more than amply fulfilled, as well
as the more general financial aims of realizing high profits
on the export of capital (as will be shown). Indicative is the
fact that US monopolies have been engaged mainly in the
continent’s richest mineral and oil regions—the gold of
South Africa’s Witwatersrand, the oil deposits of the Afro-
Arab countries, the Copperbelt and Katanga “mineral scan-
dal”, and the bauxite, manganese and iron ore of West
Africa. The oft repeated claims of US private enterprise,
on the other hand, that the compensating concomitant of its
investment is to help the Africans in their economic devel-
opment, much less political independence, do not withstand
scrutiny,
This judgement is borne out, in the first place, by the con-
tinued emphasis on mineral exploitation (extraction and
export) for US capital, supplemented by a more recent
affinity for oil. During the 10-year period (1958-67), for
example, the biggest investment increase absolutely and
relatively was in petroleum, which rose from 36% to 54%
of the total, with Libya showing a more than 18-fold ex-
pansion. Moreover, oil together with mining, which included
about 17% of the total, comprised 72% of US private in-
vestment as compared with 64% a decade earlier, Thus, the
combined extractive industries can hardly be described as
losing emphasis even in the “development decade”.

US investment in manufacturing did increase during
1960-69 from $118 million, or 11% of its overall total, to
$454 million, or 15%—a definite, even if slow percentage
rise in view of the low level of industrialization in most of
Africa. However, closer examination shows that this increase
of $336 million was confined mainly to South Africa—
$226 million as compared with merely $70 million going to
the rest of Africa combined, Thus, at the close of the decade,
US capital in the manufacturing industry of the racist state
constituted $374 million or 50% (a rise of 12 percentage
points) of American monopolies’ direct investment there,
as compared to only $80 million or 4% (a rise of 8 percen-
tage points) in the rest of Africa. This markedly increased
the former’s industrial and technical strength both absolutely
and relatively with respect to the latter, with attendant
political implications.
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Although US private capital in Africa, traditionally

: B
; : W
small,! is still not as large as that of the ex-colonial power

d in 1957 constituted 2.2% of total US 1nvesttment;
oad, the recent rate of expansion has been grea (ltr 0f
is continent than in most other areas. Thus, book va uen(;s
S direct private investment, which purportedly represe ;
ughly half of total US (direct plus indirect) private mvt;si] -
ougt rose from $664 million at the close of 1957, ie., : e
?r’the first black African state, Ghana, achieved inde-

illi 3.8% of
: to $2.3 billion? at the 1967 yearend, or :
i p;:le(ilgergcft’wgst?ﬁent (see Table I). This is an increase of al

Table I

US Direct Private In\reslment"' \
(Cumulative ook value at yearend, in million dollars)

1957 1964 1967 1970

25,394 | 44,386 | 59,267 | 78,090

Total all areas 664 1,769 2297 3,476

Africa, total

Sout-;f ﬂﬁ:: 301 47 | 067 | 864

Rhodesia and Nyasaland g? 483 il oo

Elhg:ia 75 189 égg ! ggi

Mzgié]zlerﬁ? i 1398 | 1 ggg 1,748 | 1.645
e ’

* Sources: Survey of Curren{ Business, August 1963; October 1963 and 1971

i i kel, amounted
1 ivate investment, according to S. H. Frankel, unt
to $6B¥Jilll?§£’ E_l;:rr!a ]%.\:rope, with the exception of about $100 million
i t t i - - - -
fm?lt:‘l;?‘e[iIg]:':tf:{ipS;t:Iesin Africa was estimated at about .$20 ?;{gonbilllil
1963; Britain—$7.5 billion, France—$6.0 billion, Be]grﬁ:@— A‘qb il
lion, the United States—$3.0 billion, the FRG—$0.2 bi B}g?j’e} inp "
bl e
A I. L. Potekhin, M., 1963, . 2, p. 68. t
;;011;1;1:: s;t:gngbe}:‘—absolutely and rclatwcly—_espemally if ai!ne‘ tatl'{?ti:)r:;
account the flow of funds from international financial institu s
ich is from the United States. 3
mu%hsgtﬂ'v“;l;mgfls&i?rmt Business, US Department gf Cumme:-f:c, \};\;it
shington, October 1968, p. 24. The market value is frequently a

2-3 times this figure.
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most 3.5 times, as compared to a less than doubling of
total US foreign investment in the world as a whole. B
1970, the share in Africa had risen to 4.4%. Although the
framework for this, as previously shown, was largely polit-
ical, we shall concern ourselves here with the economic mo-
tives.

The distribution of investment generally parallels not
development needs but the location of mineral resources,
which is geographically not even. Roughly, southern and
central Africa are the areas of greatest concentration, with
South Africa alone showing 25% of the total by 1970. In
North Africa, Libya accounted for 26% by 1970. In West
Africa, Liberia—6%. Hidden in official “statistics in the
meaningless and growing category “other countries” was
43% in 1967 (as compared with 30% a decade earlier) of the
total, which is of substantial significance especially for con-
cealing the country pattern of most recent US penetration
(see later).

Drawn to the combination of rich minerals and cheap
labor, possibly up to one-half of US private investment is
in the largely colonial and racist-dominated intertwined
economies of southern and central Africa, where it is linked
especially with the much greater British and the predomi-
nant South African capital. For a long time, South Africa’s
gold and diamonds have constituted the continent’s major
minerals, and although many others have come to be exploit-
ed, gold continues to be the major metal of Africa. It is
important to the United States both as a commodity and in
relation to its monetary system. South Africa’s rising pro-
duction of gold reached about 65% of the capitalist world
output in 1966 and was valued at about §1 billion.! This
dwarfs the approximately $100 million produced by Rho-
desia, Ghana and Zaire taken together. Of lesser signifi-
cance, but not unimportant, is that Africa (South Africa,
South West Africa [Namibia), Zaire, Sierra Leone, Ghana
and Angola) continue to produce almost al] of the capitalist
world’s diamonds, with the South African de Beers Co.
controlling the international selling monopoly, and the US

an investor, but more important—the main world purchas-
er.

1 See A. Kamarck, The Econams'c:bf African Development, NY.,
1967, pp. 139-40.
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this same southern and central political-economic
-corllgalex, non-ferrous metals also have been an important
target of US monopoly investment, and particularly 1[1)1.1-
ortant in the age of communications—the copper of Zam 13
with an output of about 800,000 tons per year. It is s{.lecond
only to that of the United States in the capitalist world, anf
could have represented eithe; a big competitor, or a prof-
itable supplement. For American monopolies it has bec:met
the latter. Zaire is also a major producer, with an ouf plil
of about 300,000 tons per year. Two-thirds of the capital-
ist world’s cobalt, used for missiles, jet engines and_motorfi
comes from Zaire (85% of this; plus 50% of the tin, an
40% of the zinc), Zambia and Morocco, 1_:hc Umgcd Sifgates
importing about 90% of African produg:tlon, mainly from
Zaire; two-fifths of the capitalist world’s manganese tﬁ‘on’%
Ghana, South Africa, Zaire and Gabon;‘ and one-fcnurf 0
the uranium (Zaire, Gabon, South ,Afrlca). South Adr;‘ca
and Rhodesia supply half the world’s chrome ore (used for
stainless steel, jet engines, armour and ammunition), ti_lne-
third of its vanadium ore, and one-fifth of its asbestos. Thus,
the fact that about three-fourths of Africa’s mineral reso;rges
originate in South Africa, Zambia, Rhodesia and }?n'e
has been the primary attraction of US capital in these
staItlrﬁ;S-the independent states of North and West Africa, US
monopoly capital has flowed overwhelmingly to th'eb extrﬁr-:-
tive industries during the 1960’s: the oil fields in Li Izrat; Ni-
eria and less so Algeria; the iron ore mines in Liberia,
f/[auritania and Gabon; the bauxite depomt:s in Guinea,
Ghana and Sierra Leone. This was prompted in the postwlz;r
period in no small part by a US economy using, on the
one hand, ever increasing amounts of the world’s raw ma-
terials and, on the other, its own reserves growing scarF(elr
(as compared with the prewar period when it was consl }
ered relatively self—sufﬁc:pnt). Although subshtu}:mn Oh
resources is frequently feasible, through the more t orciug
use of those available, the development of new tcchtpo ogy
etc., to prevent any complete reliance on particular foreign
sources, cost must be reckoned with cons_tant}y. :
Thus, the distinctly financial attraction for the cxportﬁ?
US capital in general revolves about gaqung_super-prod .
However, if the magnitude of investment is difficult to de-
termine, so much more so is the rate of profit.

55




The approximately 500 American companies! i i
(of the 3,5q9-4,00_0 with direct inv‘estmelrjzts asbrtl)zd)Afx':IT:a
boast of the “contribution” of private capital to the develo Y
Ing states but are curiously reluctant to show the extent gf
capital export, nor, for obvious reasons, their profits, Fo
this would reveal the high degree of exploitation in th:

With no pretense of an overall analysis of U i

rica, one may note that certain highlights Sr}: m&;?bllg
even from official figures (Table II). Thus, after a relativel
modest rate of profit in the initial years of the decade direc);
private investment earnings, which are defined as dist;-ibuted
plus undistributed profits (before US taxes), averaged 18%
in the 05-3.7ear period 1963-67, increasing to 21% in 1968
and 24% Jn 1970. Throughout the decade, a remarkabl
steady 20% profit rate from South Africa provides the bcd{'

Table 11

Annual Earnings on Direct Privafe Investment* (book value)
(millions of dollars)

1960 1964 1967 1970
Total, all areas 3,566 5,06
= * ¥ I
Africa, tor.r_al 33 | ”’380 6’25{5 8’;2?
Smf};ghperthj 3, 219, 197, 249,
rica 50 87 1287 | 14
Lihy;ﬁ profit 179, 209, 209, 179,
ey a 233 292 557
Liberia b 18% ?g% gg%
% profit
_Other countries — ——;(7}% 13% 114%
Middle Ea.sf-ai:t 734 813 11,004 |1 1'113
0% pro 649, 619, 519% | 719,

* Sources: Survey of Current Busines A ]
95, 1965 and 1967; October 1969, 1960, 160 oy yans 1964 September
a — included in North Africa (—69), 3
b — included in West Africa (37).

1 See Africa Report, No. 1, 1969.
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~ rock of American monopoly profits and has more than
 economic implications.
. However, the most fabulous profits came from petroleum,
" especially since 1964. Thus, Libya’s oil alone showed a 66%
" rate of profit in the following four years, or about 8.5 times
. the overall average and represented over two-thirds of the
 total earnings from the entire continent.! (The equally large
* pil investments in other African countries largely show
~ paper losses since they are in initial stages of development
~ and exploitation.)
~ Moreover, North African oil should be viewed as a com-
" plex in conjunction with the gigantic US investment in
" nearby Middle East oil (equal to three-quarters of the US
* total in Africa), which showed a comparable rate of profit.
. These combined two oil regions, in which less than 4% of
= US foreign capital was nestled, brought American oil mo-
. mnopolies 22% of the total US overseas earnings in 1967. It
. helps to explain much of US policy both before and after
~ the Israeli blitzkrieg.
.~ But earnings (distributed plus undistributed profits) are
~ far from a complete picture of profits as a whole since they
 omif inflated depreciation charges and depletion allowances
- and other sophisticated bookkeeping devices which constitute
~ the art of profit-hiding and tax avoidance. The AFL-CIO,
~ therefore, regards cash flow, ie., profits plus depreciation
allowance, as the “accurate measure of a company’s return,
since it is the amount of money left over after the payment
of all costs and taxes”.? Along similar lines, a number of
American economists® realistically measure profitability by
cash flow including changes in the price of stock. This reflects
some of the company’s hidden profits in the form of appre-
ciation or growth in the market price of shares. It may

1 Rate of profit {on book value) increased to 75%, in 1968 and 809,
in 1969, partly due to “disinvestment resulting from repatriating earn-
ings in excess of current earnings”. Survey of Current Business, October
1970, pp. 80-31. (Thus, profits from this country rose to three-fourths of
the total profits from the continent.)

2 American Federationist, June 1962, cited in Profits in the Modern
Economy, ed. by H. W. Stevenson and J.R. Nelson, University of
Minnesota, 1967, p. 35.

3 Ibid. See, for example, the essays by Joel Segall of the Univer-
sity of Chicago, and D. Bodenhorn, Qhio State University. A lucid
Marxist study on this theme is The Income ‘Revolution’, by Victor
Perlo, N. Y., 1954, pp. 42-44.
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show up, for instance, when a controlling interest in a
company comes up for sale, takeover, or nationalization,
Moreover, this still does not include the funnelling off from

flated management/owner salaries, fees, €xpense accounts
pension schemes, bonus stock and many other devices which
have contributed to the building of multi-millionajre fo
tunes,

An inkling of how much difference may be involved
between paying dividends and actual profits is the case of
the Union Miniére in the Congo. Investment in 1939 equalled
about $800 million; for 1953, the estimate was almost
$2 billion.! Of this “half was from non-African investment
and the other half was ploughed back profits” 2 Later, in
a 1958 study, the Banque QCentrale calculated that the
companies were paying dividends averaging between 11.6%,
and 18.1% during 1951-56. Adding to this the “allocation
to reserves” (undistributed profits), earnings ran at 30-35%
during the 1950’s.3 However, this by no means completes

T=

“mineral scandal” undoubtedly played its part in the intense
ldaow_er struggle for control of the country after indepen-
ence.

The significance of such exorbitant profits lies, to begin
with, in the degree of exploitation, which leaves little over
for development. Moreover, by concentrating in extractive
industries, foreign capital in Africa—with the notable
exception of South Africa, a colonial power in its own right
—tends to perpetuate a one-sided economy and retard
industrial development. By and large, the countries not mak-
ing satisfactory economic progress are being hindered not
least of all by foreign capital from re-structuring their econ-

L According to the Banque Centrale du Congo Belge Bulletin,
August 1955, cited by A. Kamarck, op. cit., p. 194,

2 Thid.

3 Ibid.
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SOUTHERN AFRICA

: i d
i accidental that US private capital is concentrate
]: 15{:1? tthts: biggest industrial and, at the same time, Srac_x;i
4 in Africa. (See section: US Partnership in oat .
ression.) With about 6% of the population of thfa conti-
ent, South Africa produces about 1/4 of the continent’s gross
. i(’JnaI product and 2/5 of its indqst.n_al output. 11 1t3f, ﬁmer-
and their profitability were the initial attraction o : mt'el:—
monopolies, their economic stake soon bf;r,:anie 113(1:3; ri-
y intertwined with more far-reaching political, military
i i ions. Fai
"I'hsgc{.?é C(S)E;gerg; foreign assets, which is about I/Sdcff
ritain’s! and interwoven, has been growing unmterﬁupte ly
‘the postwar period. This contrasts with the slow53}vn 13
vestment from other imperialist powers in the late 50’s an
lsﬁglghopoly capital has been encouraged byB\iVEaislhmgé
n’s aggressive postwar foreign policy and byd ri 1§t 3;1111 .
South African monopo%ies to buy tl:nto iilf(:ic];n ne;:v% i%hout
colonial and racist sys em in southern g
the promise of fat profits in the bargain. In 45 Nownn
Mini o. (Morgan group) and American Metal (
'jh(%f:éﬁgclﬁld—(l.ehn%an igterests), for example, were 1nv1te;1vl;§
the South African government to buy _at what so;:gx _pr1964
to be the low price of $2.5 million (estimated wor in -
—$80 million) the Tsumeb Mining Co., the largest ﬁn ;E‘}?I‘l-)
in South West Africa (in effect, a colony of Sout : rf'uffl ;
~ and soon to dominate base mfﬁ_al mln;l?lge 111S ;E;:tg:; I?yrnes
onti . To participate in this venture, ;
::g;gzggtfrofn I:;he Sfate Depart’ment to beconslellq dlre(;tl?:i
of Newmont, and the Dulles’ law firm ( u lvanM o
Cromwell) has since represented American €
Climax.2 _ ,
even more important step in US expansion
Och"Errle?iS;?\;h:ei: Charles W. Engelhard of New Jersey acquired

i i 4.4 billion in

1 mittee on Apartheid reported of $ 4. in
forei ?Zssgiqincghn; mid-sixties: Britain held 60%;, thg United ?Qt:rt,r?:w
ll%g Switzerland—6%, and France—4%. Quarterly Eccnomic ,
Lm::l{d?g, %??tgbelrSI()gﬁ%ﬁ'Namibian mine workers were strikin_g agai_rigf :
foreign and domestic exploitation maintained hy'SuutP Aéglgan mclatr
tary gand police forces. €Vorkers received approximately $ a year,
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at a Jow price control of the $300-million Rand Mines group,
one of the big seven trusts which run the main industry of
South Africa—gold. The financing of Engelhard’s enterprises,
as well as all South Africa government bond flotations,
has been handled by the investment banking firm of Dillon
Read and Co. (headed by former Secretary of Treasury
Douglas Dillon). The tie-up between Washington’s official-
dom, US foreign policy and a growing economic stake, partic-
ularly in gold in South Africa, is instructive.

During the rising tide of the national-liberation movement,
South Africa, following the Sharpeville massacre of March
1960, underwent a severe financial crisis in 1961-62. Both
symptomatic of and aggravating the crisis was the fact that
foreign capital fled the country and little new funds were
available.! It was at this point that the United States and US-
influenced international financial institutions played a key
role, The IMF allowed South Africa to draw 75% of her
$150 million credit in the space of a year. In September
1961, Rand Selection Corporation (in which Engelhard has
an interest) obtained $30 million from American sources.
An Italian consortium made a loan of $9.8 million in
October 1961. In December, the World Bank loaned $25
million, the Deutsche Bank—$9.8 million, First National
City Bank—$5 million, and 2 US banking consortium grant-
ed a credit of $40 million (arranged through Dillon Read
and Co.).

Such direct financial support, paralleling imperialist polit-
ical and military actions particularly in the gongo, helped
to create the general conditions and atmosphere in which
the South African economy was stabilized and “confidence”
restored.

Thus, in March 1964, the Business Digest of South
Africa was able to report that the government was not
drawing on the revolving credits of $50 million available
from American and West German banks,

The following year, foreign investment began to grow
again, with a total net inflow of capital from abroad in the
1965 financial year equalling 270 million rands (202

plus food and shelter, while AMAX and Newmont made visible profits
of $15 million from Tsumeb in 1971.

1 See Africa Today, January 1966.
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-. .nji]linn rands from private sources),! in sharp contrast to the

previ ix years when there was a net capital outflow.
'%fi‘;m\l;sasmeve}; of greater political than economic signifi-
mce. From the strictly economic standpoint, South Afl;%a!l);;
domestic capital formation is sufficient to ﬁnancse tfaa il
growth rate.2 South Africa felt, it was reported,® tha #
reater the amount of foreign-held assets, the greater woul
be the interest of foreign powers in restraining economx;
sanctions against her. This hope was based in the case o

" British and American monopolies largely on their big profits

. certain minerals. : {
ilr‘:')II'rIlzlrough investment, trade or both, US big business has

. i ica’ i ana-
an important stake in South z}fncas gold, uranium, v

" (ai?um pchromium, asbestos, nickel, copper, diamonds an(}

I'antirr;ony. The Charles W. Engelhard interests alone contro

nearly 15% of the country’s gold production and 20% of

 uranium. Through their various directorships, they play a

in mineral policy decisions of the producers of two-
thail;'tdsn;f South AIf)ricays gold and uranium. lihzggelharddf?;.br:;1
cates all of the US platinum supply (mostly nnportgf fro
the International Nickel Corp. in Canada, but 28 oﬂ ror)n
Britain to which much of the South Afrlc‘zf.n »:Jutplﬁ1 ; ows).
The late Mr. Engelhard, the prototype of Mr. Go ; 1fngerd
in the literary ‘works of lan Fleming, was a persp;ll_al rlelgic
of President ]ohnsonhand chtgd at times as a US diploma

i southern Africa. A

re[ggs?::ga{lt:;;eo]tigs, interest in South Africa’s metall_urgycwas
extended to ferrous %etals w_llllqn thg:. %nggl!:(-i.i\n;géi:agmjcé;
joration initiated a $140 million high- :
?r?rfga%? with much of the output to go to the Unlt%}i SStateSi
With the labor costs in steel running to about 60%, -?Iu h
Africa produces the cheapest steel in the world—c:é)tnsrx 121;5
ably below US prices. Thus, we find, Eastern fzun s
Steel Co. of Baltimore together with Rand Mines orrfne_
the Southern Cross Stainless Steel Co. in 1965 to manufac

i rica. Y%
tul;ﬁ:: ?J?':gtl)ﬁifnant flow of US capital to South Afncz'lls
predicated on the overall level of profits which is steadily

1 Quarterly Economic Review, Economic Intelligence Unit, London,

October 1966. (1 rand=$1.40).
2 Africa Today, loc. cit., p. 9. )
3 Quarterly Economic Review, loc. cit.
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high, as it is based on the double exploitation of an induys-
trially developed capitalist country operating on the
economics of apartheid. This is especially applicable and
relevant to mining, and most broadly to gold, which alone
employed about 380,000 Africans, segregated, mainly mi-
grant, contract laborers, and 45,000 Europeans in 1963. As
pointed out by the South African economist D. H. Hough-
ton,! there was no rise in the extremely low wages of Afri-
can mineworkers in the 25 years between 1935-60. More-
over, the tremendous disparity between non-White and

ite mineworkers, rather than diminishing, further
increased in this period from 1 /11 to 1/16, accentuating the
degree of exploitation of the main labor base.

On this basis, it is not surprising that industries generally
show profits ranging from 95% upward. In 1962, for
instance, the reported average net profits to net worth ratio
for US firms was 25%, rising in 1964 to 27%.2 Annual rates
of profit officially reported in manufacturing® in South
Africa were: 19.7% in 1961, 24.6%—1962, and 26%—1963.
Even higher profits came from the country’s gold mines,
which recorded in 1963, for example, working profits of
$378 million® out of a $960 million output—pr 40%, one-
third of which the Government was able to siphon off
in taxes. Such high profits representing the visible portion
of corporation profits—distributed and undistributed, are
typical and obtainable from annual and other published
reports.

Since undistributed profits are generally ploughed back,
they together with various forms of hidden profits are partly
reflected in the growth of the market value of stock. Thus,
in the 50 years since the founding of the largest of the 7 big

1 The South African Economy, London 1964, pp- 161 and following;
Hearings, Subcommittee on Africa, House Committee on Foreign Affairs,
US Congress, March 1966, Part 1, Testimony of V., McKay, Johns Hop-
kins University, p. 87.

% Business "International, March 6, 1964, cited in Africa Today,
January 1966, p. 9. The return on “raw” investment was 13, compared
to a world average of 7.79, South African Summary, March 12, 1965,
Information Service of South Africa, N.Y.

% In the motor industry, Ford and General Motors have subsidiaries
in assembly plants and component production, and together accounted
for half the vehicle sales in 1963-64. The rubber industry is dominated
by General Tire and Rubber, Firestone and Goodyear, along with
Dunlop Rubber Co. of Britain,

4 Africa Today, loc. cit., p- 22.
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ning-finance complexes in South Africa,_ Anglo-American
rI;::)gx'ation,i its inﬁ.ial capital of (%l million had grown t-c;
£293 million by 1966, or about 12% per year. Moreover, i

s by this time controlling companies with over £600 n_nl-
on assets. Its investments in some 221 other companies,
hich constitute the major portion of its assets and sougg;
. of earnings, were estimated to be £210 million gato’l
B ket prices—a threefold rise since 153r56,.or about 220 ;l){ei
ear.”? This was confirmed in the 70 /0 rise in the marke
alue of its stock in the three-yeiar period 1966-68, a con-
ter rate than previously.
T;abcll)i,s{?iiuted proﬁtsp and increased value of stock,
moreover, must be added unknowg sums funnelled off by
the controlling interests, which raise the profit rate even
higher and have contributed additionally to the formatlo?
the fabulous fortunes of their multi-millionaire owners?,
Noteworthy is that the triangular South African, BntEsh
and US monopolies’ relationship to gold as a comn:godlg
and source of profit, which is on the whole a centripet
force, was not paralleled by the British and US governmen-
tal policy to South Africa with respect to gold as a ;ese;x_re
backing for sterling and the dollar. The latter relations ip

3 ame an acute problem for Washington in the ear{‘f
 sixties mainly arising from the $35/0z dollar-gold ratio fixe
 in the mid-thirties, which had become unreal. South Africa
~ and the producers of the precious metal were seekn:ig
upward revaluation of ggld, or its colliollary—dollar deval-
1ati ich the United States opposed.
uagtljtnh’o‘l‘lrglllc&l:eedollar-gold crisis is a complex problem
- involving US domestic and global relations which requires
i o study in itself, it represents such a deep-going antagonism
* that it cannot be by-passed without at least pointing to sonﬁe
of its elements affecting South Africa. For a decade, the
crisis has been aggravated by the US balance-of-payments

! H. F. Oppenheimer is Chairman of the Board, with the majority
of th? dﬂ‘ectfﬁg South African, a smaller nm_nber—Brltﬁh, alndl ;ﬁ%e
American (Engelhard). Annual Report in African Worl ” July o
he company’s earnings (as percent of total mcuﬁnc) were ﬁc}-om t{flc s:
419, diamonds—18%), copper—17%, industry—10%,, coal—6%, other
8%, The Economist, October 29, 1966.
et

3 r%‘I:l.':::i family interests of Anglo-American, for example, are held

through E. Oppenheimer and Sons (Proprietary) Ltd., a private company
which does not publish accounts.

63

R i



deficit leading to a steady gold outflow, the basic causes for
which turn on large capital export (earning high profits
abroad), paralleled by inflated military expenditures and
aid programs.

With the resultant gold drain leaving ever smaller mar-
gins of gold backing for US currency, superficial govern-
mental measures to overcome the deficit and halt the gold
outflow proved unsuccessful. Yet Washington was unwill-
Ing to trim its foreign economic and political policies,
although it was prepared to pay off a relatively small
percentage on foreign-owned or internationally-held gold
stock to preserve dollar stability. When this alone did not
avail, however, the United States took an adventurous step
in 1968 to avoid currency devaluation by slipping out from
its dependence on gold backing for the dollar and creating
a two-tier system.

That this did not succeed was evidenced by the more
acute and complicated dollar crisis in August 1971, which
Washington sought to overcome in December by eliminat-
ing one complex of contradictions—a number of currency
disproportions—through dollar devaluation paralleled by
insisted-upon rival currency revaluation. Although this
served to alleviate temporarily some of the contradictions
with US rivals, the token devaluation of the dollar in terms
of gold by 7.9 per cent was far from bringing it into a
realistic ratio to gold as advocated, for example, by French
banking representatives, However, since the continued cheap
production of gold is made possible essentially on the basis
of the cheap labor under apartheid, the more fundamental
causes of dollar overvaluation and instability remain.

If US direct economic interests in South Africa have
become sizable as compared with those of Britain, this is
not the case in Rhodesia where South African and British
interests are overwhelmingly predominant. The latter’s
assets were estimated at £50 million in 19651 Of the 100
largest British companies, 45 have subsidiaries in Rhodesia
and cover the complete range of its industry and trade. The
country’s main trading partners before usurpation of rule
by a minority in November 1965 were Britain, Western
Europe and South Africa. Since “independence”, with

i The Economist, October 9, 1965; Labour Research, London, January
1967,
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itai South Africa in the forefront of economic rela-
;smr:virllld Rhodesia, Washington deliberately has _stayet}
the background to avoicl1 the political opprobrium o
e iation with racist rule. i
| ;-,.t_?l?%i:- sfgfe?gn investment—South African, British and UST
- which has controlled Zambia’s copper industry, second on ()i
~ to the US output in the capitalist world, has been estn'na.f:et
at around £300 million! in the early sixties. Copper accounts
~ for some 95% of Zambia’s export earnings and abollt t}\i\rc:’;
~ thirds of government revenue. During the industry’s sho
life of about four decades (but mostly in the two pgstw_air
| decades) it had produced by the mid-sixties about 8.5 mil-
. lion tons of copper valued at about £2 billion at 1965 prlcis.
The undistributed profits from such sales have gone to ma te
up the great part of the present market value of the 11;(vehs -
ment. Despite this ploughing back of profits, the bul . a;s
.~ been distributed as dividends,? or in other forms. 1ll)l‘:sltr%£ 2115;)
ed profits in the 10-year period 1954-64 totalle
* million. Moreover, during the years up to 1,?63, the corgpqn’y
~ which had managed to gain paper rights” over Rho cs::.l 5
. minerals, the British South Africa Co., had received rcty3 -
ties amounting to £160 million gross, or £82 mllllgn n{;ti i
Ownership of the mines has been in the han sé of tws
interlocking groups. The Iarger,.Anglo-Amen(Ean fmélp tl}!i
controlled by the Anglo-American Corporatltgr} 0 ﬁgu 1
Africa, Ltd., which comprises mainly South African : an
cial interests and also British (the US financial mzﬁrg s are
from the Newmont Mining Corporation, with whlh ppen-
heimer has for years been associated). The other mhajor
group, Roan Selection Trust Ltd., has as its loarg[‘est s (31,3?-
holder American Metal Climax Inc., with 46.1 lo; a}f'lha ) ;\;
tional 40%®5 is in the hands of other US companl?s.l ?’ .
million (book value) AMAX investment tells little o (fe
present size of its holdings and proﬁts. More mduliatwhe 0
present magnitudes is that the two big groups together have

illi ing Star, August 22,

1 bout £500 million more recently (Morning :
1969)ArslgeaR:‘)§hard Hall, Zambia, London, 1965, p. 265. . et
;0 2 President Kaunda, in announcing the government's ta ing cog
; i of the industry on August 11, 1969, declared that the companies have
B becn distributing 80%; of their profits.
Bl 3 Zambia, op. cit., p. 230.
/ & Ibid., p. 264.

i Bl:&iﬂfl;s teeck, November 12, 1966.
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a capital equal to the entire revenue of Britain in 1910.1 US

monopolies have maintained thejr strong position directly

through Roan Selection Trust and indirectly through in-

terlocking directorates with Anglo-American and the British

goutél) Africa Co. (now merged as part of Charter Consoli-
ated).

It is not surprising that the United States has a big interest

and stake in Zambia’s copper. Since the early 1920’s, new
prospectors and financiers came from across the Atlantic
because the United States had in the first two decades of
the century asserted financial and technical supremacy in
the world of copper. Chester Beatty, who became a British
citizen in 1913, remained closely connected with leading
American mining corporations (as well as with Oppen-
heimer), and helped form Rhodesia Selection Trust (renamed
in 1965, Roan Selection Trust). Although the United States
is by far the world’s largest copper producer, US demand
has long outstripped Iocal supplies, and it has imported to
meet roughly one-third of its domestic needs, chiefly from
American monopoly-owned mines in Chile. Britain, on the
other hand, is entirely dependent on imported copper, hav-
ing ceased to be a producer 50 years ago. For US monopo-
lies, therefore, Zambia’s copper has been important not so
much as a supplementary source, but to prevent the rise of
a world competitor, which could “disturh” prices and cut
into profits, and its cheap labor is also useful as a counter-
weight to American workers in the copper mines of the
southwest,

In the Congo, foreign capital was directed largely toward
the country’s big prize—the mammoth and lucrative former
Union Miniére du Haut Katanga, which controlled an
estimated $4 billion in assets (about $800 million of which
in the Congo) in the 60’s. The struggle was highlighted at
the time of the achievement of independence in 1960. Up
to then, the main shareholders of UM were: the Belgian
government and private interests in Le Comité Spécial du
Katanga, with a controlling packet of 25.1%, 2/3 of which
were held by the colony (i.e., Belgian government) and 1/8
by the Compagnie du Katanga (in the hands of Société
Générale de Belgique, which also held an additional 4.5%

! Sce B. W. Smith, The torld’s Great Copper Mines, London, 1967,
p. 16.
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: Coals ¢
- : and the South African and British interes
'%gsagf;ieﬁ;' Concessions,t with 14.5%. A.s cqmpared to
Belgian, or even South African or British m‘}restment,
USgsl:ad;e2 in the Congo was minor—about 8% of the

f Tanganyika, or 1.3% of UM.
Wiilf the d{i{sso{ution of Comité Spécial on June 24,0196(},
did not turn over to the Demolfratlc Riegl;lg}lc l?f th% . ([)-1111510
e eed upon 2/3 of its packet, or 16.7% share of .
B f%gt:fé thesepsharcs were handed over to Companie _F1r§ri
citre du Katanga in the secessionist state, i.e., kept in Bel-
guﬁ‘l l;ﬁgd:iruggle for possession of this packet and cc:lntrol
" had been largely in the economic sll)herelup to lli!i%ﬁ:[;.finb;aﬁg
I‘. -:- i - L] - a po
" and in the early 60’s, it became largely b
‘within the context of control of the Congo by dle
| '_;‘_’flt?]:llg (tie?:ade. Other factors—political, financial ancfl m1li-
! tary—had entered the picture: the ﬁnanc;al c::csstsil 'Oh que

hang the patriotic forces, an esti%atpddﬁgtfnt of {valc;n il;:ae;;
" borne— t altruistically—by the United States; y
i 2g?iu§£etary support in the post-UN phase, ar;ld concot:'nal
itantly Washington’s strong influence in the cen

t. ;

A go"i‘e};.él I{l_}%:l-Belgia.r.l relationsillilp is perl't.all)ls ﬂ::itlt;o?éip‘;f: tt]:g

oo e y
. struggle for control, politically espe(_:u:‘“ Mo i
the Kinshasa government, and economically—es: iy

i i d to a growing centrip
of rivalry in the Congo, as oppose mitibe

ithi i 966, for example, the
tal force within Belgium itself. By 1966, for ex: :

i t foreign investor in
United States was by far the largest | e
Belgium,? and by the close of 1969 the investmen
gf.glﬁilﬁ’im?f—ﬁro}{mrtionately as high as the record level of

ital in Britain, ;
U%iipi:ﬁh;lrilnation of this struggle was the selzurel b}{g’%};c
i Kinshasa government of UM assets on January 1, :

i i alisbury in 1961)

1 ika Concessions (headquarters shifted to S >
is alga;ga?gé;a wioé DeBeers in Anglo-American Iggé)poratmn, and
owns Benguela railroad across Angola (used since $é0 ofis duried
2 Thusguone evaluation of US interests is as }‘ow ﬂz.s s _]’anuar} 2
about 1 of an estimated Belgian $2 billion. (Le . seds, Tauaiy G
1967). An official US estimate was $25-§30 million in t c same period.
3)in ;!965 foreign investment had reached a reg}rd $3t2 %;‘1 Hon, o
g 1’964 ﬁg'l-léﬁ, Of'l}vhic’hegnozfl'oalwg;ogrs'é (Esgonsafl{lescarch.) The

i t ar, b

%’S;ntllfgrf ?E:?;fs"]m: ﬁ?ll 966. Furthermore, US banks, e.g.; New York

Chase Manhattan Bank, are growingly linked with Brussels.
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Subsequent behind-the-scenes hard bargaining in negotia-
tions for a deal has not interfered with continued production
and profits.

WEST AFRICA

In West Africa, significant amounts of US private capital
have been exported to Liberia, Nigeria, Gabon, Ghana and
Guinea.

Liberia, in particular, long a major African attraction of
US investment, shows how the US combined economic ties
have served to exercise a predominant hold on a country.
With 90% of the country’s population living on the land,
and much of the farming on a subsistence level, US capital
in the plantations, chiefly rubber, has provided the main
sphere of wage labor, source of foreign profits, and impor-
tant export product to the United States until overtaken
by iron ore in the early sixties. Beginning in 1926, Firestone
was operating 100,000 acres by 1967, with the highest annual
rubber yield in the world; and Goodrich was second with
the 50,000 acres planted in 1955 and producing since 1963.
In contrast, the local bourgeoisie had about $2 million in-
vested in 1960, which was less than 1% of the total foreign
investment.

Although iron ore deposits have been processed in Africa
for centuries, major exploitation did not take place until
the 1960’s. The United States, having used up its highest

ade ores, imports about one-quarter of its consumption
rom Canada, Latin America and Africa, Liberia, the main
African source, is the largest producer on the continent and
third largest exporter in the world. An early postwar cor-
poration was the Liberian Mining Co., financed by the
Republic Steel Corporation, in which a leading role was
played by Edward Stettinius, former Secretary of State.

(%yrowing needs for iron ore resulted in the formation of
the largest single mining monopoly in Africa, the Liberian
American-Swedish Minerals Co. (LAMCO), a $300 million
joint investment, which produced about 10 million tons of

iberia’s 17 million ton output in 1966. With 50% of the
company owned by the Liberian government and- 50% divid-
ed between Sweden and the United States, the latter’s
share was estimated at over $205 million in the mid-sixties.

By influencing the establishment of, and gearing agree-
ments to a low world price on the country’s high grade ores,
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ign capital is able to hide its high profits and leave little
t]llg;nml?ntry for its own dt?velopment. Thus, 1pstead of
ing gross profits in the ordinary way and levying a flat
oyalty per ton reflecting rate of production rather than
‘world prices, the Liberian government .1s.allocated a share
‘of declining visible profits:! 87.5% as dividends on its own
ock and 12.5% as a tax on the share of profits going to
Bethlehem Steel. But prior to distributing profits, LAMCO
writing off its capital at $15 million per year for loans
d interest to banks, etc, In addltlon: sqbsta.ntlal sums are
set aside as “special reserves” (undistributed profits) and
 “equipment replacement” (depreciation). The first category
and part of the second contribute greatly to increasing the
‘market value of stocks, which are of benefit ‘mainly to the
wedish and American stockholders. In addition, the olow
prices on iron ore are of benefit to the purchaser of iron
ore—Bethlehem Steel Corporation. :

~ The country continues to be structured as a primary
producer and dependent economy, with trade overwhelm-
ingly oriented to the United States. Roads and railroads to
carry iron ore and other raw materials to the coast are
financed by loans from US or international credit institu-
tions. Their effect is to facilitate the draining of the coun-
try’s resources, with little contribution to its economic growth.
The same is true of the ports, including the deep water berths
- at Monrovia, which is also designed as a naval station for
US vessels. Flying flags of convenience because of low
. registry rates, foreign vessels—many of them US—are listed
- a8 belonging to the Liberian merchant fleet, making it on
- paper the largest in the world with a total of 22 million
P s in 1967. i
o grg?isgt;"?a, a key populous state, became soon aftel: in-
dependence a target of Washington-encouraged US private
investment. By 1967, it was estimated at $200 million. Al-
though the flow initially was into commerce, manufacturing
and banking, the attractiveness of oil has since then out-
weighed other branches. By 1967, Nigeria was in third place
in Africa (after Libya and Algeria) and among 11 principal
world exporters. Britain had by far the largest investment,
with Shell-British Petroleum? holding an estimated 85%—

! Sce West Africa, February 3, 1968,
2 §§e th:: British Labour weekly Tribune, August 2, 1968.
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about £200 million; Gulf Oil Corporation had about 10%—
£25 million; and French interests—about 5%, Earnings of
the oil companies were almost £100 million in 1966.

With the rapid rise in oil output, concentrated in the

castern region, the distribution of revenues between the
Federal and regional governments became a big issue in the
1965 elections. Coming on top of tribal hostilities, it may
well have played a background role in the coup of Ibos in
January 1966, which was followed by a counter-coup and
bloodshed. Although it is problematical whether the break-
away of Biafra in June 1967 was fostered by the oil monop-
olies, they undoubtedly complicated and drew out the war.
Thus, initially Britain sought to keep a foot in both camps,
but then she cast the die and decided to make revenue
payments to Lagos. Indications are that French and Italian
firms, in the hopes of getting larger concessions, advanced
large credits to Biafra, and that France also had a hand
in the Ivory Coast recognition of the breakaway government.
The United States, perhaps, played the most ambivalent
role, between an official policy for the Federal government
and indications of unofficial support for Biafra.

In Ghana, prior to the February 1966 reactionary coup,

€ non-capitalist path of development incorporated a large
measure both of planned domestic investment and of invited
foreign capital (in agriculture, power and irrigation, fer-
tilizers and industry). By 1967, the US investment was
estimated at $170 million—quite substantial for such a small
country,

The seven-year plan launched in 1964 aimed to eliminate
unemployment, to alter the colonial structure of production
and to mesh with the Pan-African economic community. In
an effort to continue to utilize government and private
sources, the plan foresaw an investment of £G1,000 million:
government—£G476 million, and private—£G540 million.t
About one-half of the government investment (8G240 mil-
lion) was to come from foreign loans and grants. This,
together with £G100 million of new foreign capital, includ-
ing £G60 million from the American Volta Aluminum
Corporation (VALCO), made one-third of the total invest-
ment to consist of foreign capital. It was a bold attempt to

! W. Birmingham, I. Neustadt and E.N. Omaboe, A Study of
Contemporary Ghana, Vol. I, The Economy, London, 1966, pp. 453-57.
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apple with an open question—whether foreign capital

. %:buld be satisfied to cooperate, and to restrict itself to purely
economic activities, in a state pursuing progressive social

~ aims.

Since the United States imports about five-sixths of its

= required aluminum-bearing ores, it is not surprising that

ko the major US investment was in the Volta project (dam,

_power station and aluminum smelter), which had been con-

idered a “calculated political risk” by President Kennedy.

. With the aid of US official capital, Washington had en-

couraged Kaiser in this estimated $300-million joint venture.

ddition to the relatively small VALCO _investment
(];Ifl $?}2 ;nlillion, external financing was to be chiefly by the

~ US Export-Import Bank ($96 million) and World Bank

A ($47 million). VALCO was to get cheap power and alumin-

& - um. The US Development Loan Fund guaranteed the

' private investment. And even if the smelter were national-

Ee ized, the United States, according to agreement, could mar-

ket through VALCO its claim on the Ghanaian government

~ for aluminum. Hence there was little financial risk for US
~ interests. On the other hand, even bigger economic gains
- were expected by Accra. By singular coincidence, however,

shortly before the tiim was to be opened, the Nkrumah

ent was overthrown. _ ;
go{r%ng;pital also was reluctant to enter Guinea without
concomitant Washington support in the immediate post-
independence years. In early 1964 the situation altered fol-
lowing a $35 million loan.t Moreover, by the close of the
60’s US government specific risk guarantees had been con-
centrated to a remarkable extent in Guinea, comprising
over one-half of the total guarantees for the entire conti-
nent. This political-economic umbrella over j%11“1%1'&3 capital
could well be described as a continuation o ‘the Kennedy
policy of playing for the long term, “to stay in close, blieeﬂ
working and wait for the breaks”.2 This policy in ac
Africa in the early 60s, according to Schlesinger, had “its
most notable success in Guinea”.?

1 See B. B. Prmanos. Pacnad KoAOHUAABHOL cuCTeMsl u Muposoe
rcanumffucm%ecxoe xosagcreo, M., 1966, c1p.856-57 (V. V. Rymalov,
Disintegration of the Colonial System and the World Capitalist Economy.)

2 Schlesinger, op. cit., p. 565,

2 Ibid., p. 567.
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The main foreign role in mining operations
I w
by the United States. The Interngtiolr)lai Consorgirissfl"lglil
\E?Ss organized under American influence—Olin Mathiesson
(US) and Pechiney (France)—and Harvey Aluminum togethe
with the Guinean government began to work the previousl ;
nationalized bauxite resources in Boké. Since then intern .
tional ]oaq capital also has entered in support of new ma'E-
E;u;gfel?ﬁgmg c)p}firzlttt_iorfns.li1 Revenue from FRIA has maJd:
n one-half of the Guinean T 450

and represented 65% of the earnings ofgg: ;{;ir&t 3011?1;(:1?6’
Furt_hermore, US_ firms contracted to construct a factox)*;
turning out aluminum products, under control of the Gui-
nean government. The lattér, in turn, undertook not t

cali?é out nationalization for 75 years. ’ -

companies are also active in vital transportati
Pan American Corporation and M -
ohi' in the sale of trgctors). Sk b
n contrast to Ghana and Guinea, however i

has been less able to penetrate West African caugtgieiaf\gfill
strong political ties to France. In mineral-rich Gabon, in
which French capital predominates, US private capital 'has
]omefi .the former in a secondary relationship in a number
of mining companies. Thus, in Comilog (Companie miniére
de 'Ogué), French companies hold 51% and the rest is in
the hands of US Steel Corporation (Morgan). In Somifer

S .y - r
51 o{;((:il:t’jé{]”fdf mines de fer Mékambo), Bethlehem Steel Co.

NORTH AFRICA

US investments in North Africa, mainly in oil
linked with the Middle East and have {'ast glél?;f fi?l'sl?{li{r
cations, e.g., from exploitation to transportation and refin-
ing. Tzlu:ts, with an estimated investment of at least $4.5
billion? in production facilities in the Arab nations in 1967
US monopolies had an additional investment of more than
$18 billion in the so-called “downstream” facilities—tank-
ers, terminals, pipelines, refineries, largely in Europe’s

1 In September 1968, for example, the World Bank made a loan of

$64.5 million to Gui : :
i o uinea, supporting agreements made with 7 aluminum

2 The (Wall Street Journal, June 12, 1967.
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stroleum and petrochemical industry, and market outlets.
fowever, only a few highlights of the basic investment will
- treated here.

Jorth Africa and the Middle East, perhaps the most
Jortant regional oil complex, reached 40% of the world
tput of 2,130 million tons by 1969.! This, moreover,
resented not only the fastest rate of increase of any re-
during the 1960’s,2 but also the greatest potential for
70’s. North Africa’s growth in output, unprecedented in
e history of petroleum, was attributable mainly to Libya,
hich became the region’s fifth largest producer in the first
half of the 1960’s, and then overtook Iraq and Kuwait to
“come the third largest after Saudi Arabia and Iran by
68. (On a world scale, the United States was first, but
th a slow rate of expansion and a big indicated depletion
of reserve during the decade; while the USSR in second
" place had a very rapid growth rate and indications of large
~ untapped reserves.)

. Having achieved a dominant position in Mideast foreign
investment in the decade following the war—the United
- States wholly owns the Arabian-American Oil Co.
' (ARAMCO) in Saudi Arabia, whereas Britain’s stake is
: .grimarily (the United States—secondarily) in Iraq and the

ok
3

Persian Gulf—US monopolies extended westward in North
" Africa after the Suez crisis of 1956. In the decade to 1967,

" US monopolies® gained overwhelming control (about 9/10) of
Libya’s cheaply produced, high-quality, extremely profitable
3 oil, increasing their interests about 18-fold to constitute one-
3 fifth of the total US investment in Africa, and rising to one-

" fourth by 1970. (See section “Investment”, subsection “Gen-

e .

eral”.) US investments in Algeria,t mainly in oil (total

1 Petroleum Press Service, London, January 1970, pp. 5-6.

. 2 In the 60’s, the Middle East and North Africa increased output
3.4 times, the Socialist countries 2.5 fimes, and the Western Hemisphere
. showed only a slow expansion—the United States only by restricting
imgorts and Venezuela dropping from first to fifth place. Ibid., pp- 5
B and 40.

At 3 The companies producing the bulk of the country’s output were
. Esso, Qasis, Mpnbi!, Amoseas and Occidental. ,

o 4 S companies were not interested in being subordinate to the
: State’s controlling interest. (Business Week, April 12, 1969.) The Soviet
Union, on the other hand, was helping to build the $400 million Annaba
Steel complex to produce 400,000 tons of steel in the early 1970’s. The
French were building a $50-million fertilizer plant and a $190-million

liquefied natural gas plant.
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output was about 1/4 of Libya’s), increased but were small—

largely in French-dominated ol concessions and in market-

ing outlets. Although the UAR’s oil production was smal]

(about 1/10 of Libya’s) before the June 1967 war, with the
inai i either by the government o

jointly with ENI of Italy, US firms had been granted con-
cessions in the Gulf of Suez and the Western Desert (Pan
American Oil Co., a subsidiary of Standard Qil of Indiana),
in Western Egypt (Phillips Petroleum Co.) and were nego-
tiating for a concession in the Sinai. The country’s land
and offshore potential reserves, which were still undeter-
mined, were arousing the interest of the United States
and Israel.

In the search for additional sources of profitable crude oil
for the vast petroleum and petrochemical industries of
Europe and the increasing needs of the United States, Amer-
ican and European monopolies’ interest in North Africa
(as well as West Africa) and its offshore reserves was height-
ened by their location west of the Suez Canal especially
in countries amenable to foreign political influence, This
could be used as a counterweight to, and in bargaining with,
the Middle Eastern countries. On the eve of the June 1967
war, the five countries of North Africa and offshore showed
an estimated 25% of world reserves, second to the 40% of
the Arab Middle Fast. As a result of the political changes
in the wake of the Israeli-Arab war, however, the feasibility
of North Africa being used as a counterweight dwindled and
then changed into its opposite: Arab oil had to be considered
as a whole comprising two-thirds of world reserves,! coun-
terposed to foreign monopoly exploitation,

he region’s importance fo Washington was further high-
lighted by the fact that the domestic crude oil reserves of
the United States were not keeping up with its demand
despite a protected market and high domestic prices. This
included the prospects of Alaska’s output, which was esti-
mated at about 2 million barrels per day by the mid-1970’s.
By then, US demand was estimated to rise by 8-4 million
barrels per day from its 1970 level of 14 million barrels

per day, showing a need for increasing imports from
abroad.

! Le monde diplomatique, juillet, 1969,
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i idly to
US capital was exported more rapi
(:911;1 c:llllg ef,30's thanpin the world as a whole largeﬁy tg
pI; :he mushroomin appetit?s of its rlnonopolaes n?itneg:lls
| their affiliates in Europe—for petroleum and 3 ;
tci::é; aUS African investment, Whlchu_ continued :.:;
l'-r?atse in the early 70’s at more than 10% cia.lyo::allr, ‘:nd
l.:su:ting profits significantly (llng{l;;r tl:_tz.:ls w‘c\:l‘;lre e;;;l Fgwhat
: i i anci
American monopolists and ke e Senee b
lisc d by the wave of nationaliza )
ﬁ:tr:'t'f:;t eit “};as not restrai}nng lllmtretsﬁmetn:;ﬂﬁzgl:gf% tE}l:::
" attri the fact that the to
- cibuiahe to i tment insurers of such
ing countries of the investmen : .
dpvelg};:;l gs the United States, the Federal R% Ubfhfh{,f (;Ee
cpu: and Japan were merely one-tenth of 1% of the e\; e
tl?e insurance cover contracted for—and these, mor -
e i ified. : :
'wcii 1?3: Tl?é results, after two decades of x-ncriafsmg Iiﬁ
and other imperialist) private m(\lre:itm?nth ;nrelatgrza‘sizc
signi decrease could be recorded o
?Fn ;&;?:llzitiofl living in the subs:sgeréfe _segtc;n;,:m(;r ?&rf&e
i i acturin : {
other hand, increase in the manul jring petlor,
had good reason to be looking
ﬁs?{sif?: efu i?s u%:equal battle for economic development.

AID—POLITICAL.ECONOMIC COMPOSITE
BILATERAL

i ks to aid mainly for economic devel-
gel;etretz-!?st}égi;nl (:;d, on the whole, reflects ;n mifél?:otsian;
:’DI:]I'C g;*aphically perhaps _than any otl}er single (:1;: e
litical-economic composite of US prelgnd P c%’f.icially
Fl?ajor aim of both milita1iy and .fcgnoir:llu; é‘é'?t st (I)S ‘?rage e
i . national security”— ; :
tz(:xldpf:go;;a%sst trll:e Socialist states and to oppose national
-1 ialist movements. f
an{;ﬂﬂli}:riﬁli?tg!:ncral political framework, ecglrlxlom;cag;l;i;
are also intended to promote US private 13ves ineconomic
and foreign trade, as well as to a lesser degree o
development. These categories, needless todsay, ovunicgtions
are sometimes negated: e.g., transport and comm

1 In 1971, as in 1950, 59%, of population (75% south of Sahara).
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do have economic development potential and use but fre-
quently are either for foreign military purposes or exploitation
of natural resources and profit; countries receive €conomic
aid, which could be useful, but as compensation for bases,
which form part of an imperialist network used to brake
political and socio-economic progress. Thus, the underlying
aim or function of aid is more meaningful than its official
nomenclature and therefore the quantitative figures given
are, more often than not, subject to serious qualitative quali-
fication.

The political-military emphasis has been clearly prepon-
derant—although with some variations. Thus, US direct
military aid, which amounted to about two-thirds of total
US aid to all countries in the 1950’s, dropped to about 40%
in the early 1960’s. But, together with related quasi-military
or political categories (supporting assistance and contin.
gency funds) still equalled two-thirds of the total. This pro-
portion, nevertheless, was less than in the previous decade
(when it was about three-quarters) and reflected the
increasing amounts of funds channeled in economic form—
a tendency which generally was characteristic of the sixties,

US aid to Africa, although no less political than to other
continents, has had a very small direct military component,
i.e., has been mostly in economic form. As for content and
direction, up to the middle 1950’s US funds went mainly
to countries in which the United States had established its
bases: Morocco (US naval and air facilities), Libya (Whee-
lus Air Field), Liberial (US base at Bakers Field and naval
port at Monrovia), and Ethiopia2 (US military communi-
cations base). Smaller amounts went to finance the extraction

of raw materials in British and French colonies. From
1955-1958, so-called economic aid rose from $37 to $100
million per year, with “access to bases” as the official justi-

1 A graphic example of how Iitile US funds have aided socio-
economic development: By 1960, 2 former US official reported, “in not
a single public school was there a library, adequate textbooks, or suf-
ficient instruction supplied”. The Liberian government explained that it
had decided—to the tune of an $80 million public debt—that its first
priorities lay in developing roads, erecting public buildings and laying
the groundwork for expanded private investments in rubber and iron.
See 5 D. Montgomery, Aid to Africa, N.Y., 1961, p. 22

2 By 1960 military aid was $42.5 million: and economic funds $72.5
of which gﬁA million was surplus food and $27.4 million Export-Import
loans. Ibid,
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20 mil-
fcati f these funds.! In contrast, only § !
itlc\:\?asfoéxlgl;é&:d in 1958 for the improvement of skills
‘ iinﬁiggfnggzmounts of US aid, althofilg}tl dw:::)}xln?:gzs iz;r:}s;
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s and Export-Import commercia o s
i “Year of Africa”, total US ai
lIm:;;clcgl ’:(l)leover $400 million in 1961, reached a peak of
mglft $550 million in 1962, and thereafteg d’f‘%Pped tof;a.ln
480 million in 1963-66. This was fol-
?nngglba\;eﬁaéggi;)ef, foughiy paralleling the curtailment of aid
'0“;11 UYAR and an ebb in the African natmnal-hberaiilon
":ﬁove?nent beginning with the defeat of the Congolese
patriotic forces. _ a
Paglmttztl};t?;st to the bilateral aid of Britain and {'ra_r;eé
hich was targeted rather closely to their former Eo on;ca,n
: gS aid was not as linearly limkwait1 \g:tl; prevzo;[is ou?;:; i
politi ic ties. The United States spr )
political-economic ties. 1 J il b
- sixti countries with which i Ela
zﬁrtlls?i;:’gn:oth; sfxumber of newly mdependcélt Stt::l?i;lb%;:ogs
f US aid is more underst i
sequfll;g?;énfhgf P%At’t:srllllixfgton’s continental or x:eglonal ptt:ht-
?c;ﬁeconomic strategy (taken in congumitlon with the pattern
'. i i financial institutions). hel
of g}e :gtt:f n%téog?(li 11;:) all count:iiesAsz_erag1ng.$4é6 é)rllll;i):;
' in the 1960’s (Table III), Africa received,
-':h):izr Iler;s than one-tenth. Thus on a global scale, the

L The Department of Staie Buslletiﬂ, December 28, 1964.
1 25, 1965, p. 105. :

2 Eﬁ?}ﬁtjgggjzr};f British bilateral aid has gon? tom(]orlrlmslon;v;:lttl;
areas, and about half of this toddepenﬂeﬁ?efl;i?ntg l]o{'!gl ana aicl o
< h couniries and muc t 1
gﬂgago?ﬁzi‘:eﬁlsitish semi-colonies. R.F. Mikesell, The Economics of

ign Ai , 1968, p. 14, ; :
Fariﬁzuf%ﬂko&d (t)ille ofﬁciz?l aid of France in 1963 went Ei)&tls OAV?E?;:
departments and territories, Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia an te Aoy
I\;glar asy states. The FRG aid in Africa, oriented to raw m? erbxe bar
tradag v?;:.s scattered in some 36 countries, with a tmdt’%cy ?1 Ie s
wh tc’ larger in former German colonies (Cameroon, - ;31.1'1‘-1;::1_ttél Lo
a.m? also closer correlated with funds coming from the Uni
and the international financial institutions.
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continent was of less importance in Washington’s aid prior-
ities than Latin America or Asia. However, Africa did re-
ceive several times more than the absolute amount of US
monopolies’ investments and trade with the individual coun-
tries would appear to “justify”—if taken separately, rather
than as part of a complex.

By far the highest regional level on the continent was in
North Africa, which received two-thirds of the total through
1964 (Egypt, Morocco, Tunisia, Libya, Algeria). Then fol-
lowed sharp reductions in US food shipments to Egypt! and
Algeria after US pressure failed to turn them from their
independent political course. US aid to Libya was discontin-
ued, to all intents and purposes, in the mid-sixties when
that country’s big oil output and revenues began to dwarf
the amounts given her in compensation for a US military
base and presence. Thus, in 1967, North Africa—in effect,
only Morocco and Tunisia—was receiving about 80% of the
total US bilateral aid to the continent, as compared with
90% in 1960.2

This smaller proportion resulted in part from the above
reductions, but also from a steady or increased flow of US
funds to certain countries in other areas. In central Africa,
for example, the key state Zaire had come to be one of the
biggest recipients of aid, despite—or perhaps because of—
its vast and highly profitable mineral wealth simultaneously
being pumped out of the country.3 US aid was paralleled by

ashington’s influence in Kinshasa. In West Africa, Liberia
continued to be the main aid receiver. Ghana, which had
received a moderate amount of aid (together with multilat-

1 President Nasser has revealed, for example, how Washington with-
held $60 million of grain when his country refused to permit US inspec-
tion of Egyptian industry, reactors, etc. The US Assistant Secretary of
State then threatened that the United States would supply Israel with
still more arms if Egypt turned its propaganda against Washington. The
New York Times, February 18, 1970,

2 The purpose of such “support assistance” to Morocco and Tunisia,
moreover, remained the same in the mid-sixties, according to the US
Assistant Administrator for African AID, dbout $100 million as “sort
of payment for bases”. Foreign Assistance Act of 1966, House Commit-
tee Hearings, March 1966, Part I, Washington, D.C., p- 150.

3 Thus, for example, production rose to $400 million in 1966 (109,
over 1965) mostly in minerals. Agricultural products accounted for only
28%, of exports in 1966 (cf. 459/, before independence). This gap, result-
ing from the failure to win over the suppressed national-liberation
forces in the countryside politically, was partly filled by US aid.
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Table 11T
US ‘Aid, bilateral ($ million)

fl?l?gl%aﬁ 1957 1960 1964 1967 1970
197

' atri 134 (5,070 |4,437 |4,811 [4,947 (3,503
A aj}rf&? S 123:939 51 | 287 | 474 | 342 | '210
4% 1%  6%| 10%| T%| 8%

of which: 3 :
' 1,127 7 108 i —
690 18 61 39 34 64
623 6 55 44 49 49
364 —_ 11 40 a0 11
251 — 3 25 35 36
240 5 8 12 37 —1
223 — 2 8 35 2
206 17 34 6 —6 —
185 T 7 8 i1 9
178 i i 39 11 1
94 —_ 17 10 —2 —2
93 o — 11 7 4
72 — & 6 5 5

s Statisticed Abstract of the U.S., 1964-71.
g7 1 th.]‘ce 1971, ARE,
3 Since 1971, Zaire.

id for the Volta dam) under President Nkrumah,
gglde?:gr bc:eiami one of the largest recipients following the

* reactionary coup in early 1966. US aid and other officials

] rominent in Accra. Nigeria, the important oil-rich
'ﬁ%aﬁslz ;opulous African state, was steadily given fuhr:ld}sl.
to become the third largest recipient by 1967. Guinea, w 13
received moderate aid, was the object of more than lll}q -
erate interest! for a s‘n%allhstate whose progressive policies
approved by Washington. 1
wefrf Egtst E\I}rica, wﬁrich links up with the Middle East cor.r:!-
lex, Ethiopia continued to be the main target of US aid.
glevertheless, small and strategically located neighboring
Somalia became one of the largest per capita aid recipients

i i i 0 foot in the
1 And not only in bauxite, US policy was “to keep a h
'door‘ﬁ?hruﬁgh othg presence of aid administrators and rcnewlgfsl ?llid
offers. By combined western diplomacy, according to a formeGrDR GSe;
cial, Guinea was discouraged from recognition of the a

J. D. Montgomery, op. cit., p. 36.
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towards the end of the decade. The Sudan, which also wag
marked as one of the 10 countries in which Washington
planned to concentrate aid in 1967, broke diplomatic rela-
tions with the United States after the Israeli-Arab June war
and aid was severed.

The amounts and direction of US aid, which are deter-
mined by specific class aims and bargaining position, are
reflected in its ideological rationale—even if i distorted
propagandistic form. (See section “Ideological Forces”.) The
string of five different changes of name of US aid admin-
istering agencies? testify to attempts to overcome the polit-
ical taint attached to US bilateral aid. Further efforts to
this end in the 70’s are in the direction of lessening the vis-
ibility of US aid administration and greater emphasis on
multilateral lending.

In contrast, Socialist aid by its socio-economic origin and
nature is essentially directed to supporting the political in-
dependence and encouraging the industrialization and eco-
nomic growth of the developing states. By 1960 the Soviet
Union was exporting annually machinery and industrial
equipment—oparticularly needed by the developing countries
—worth about 1 billion rubles, or twice the amount of 1955.
By 1963, Soviet aid totalled about 3 billion rubles, one-third
of which was going to the African and Arab states.3

Although this sharp rise has been an outgrowth of in-
creased Socialist economic strength, it has not been without
sacrifice to the Soviet economy.* Generous credit terms are

1 The Foreign Assistance Program, Annual Report to Congress,
Fiscal Year 1967, Washington, D.C,, 1968, p. 80.

2 The predecessors of the present Agency for International Develop-
ment beginning in 1948 were: International Cooperation Administration,
Foreign Operations Administration, Mutual Security Agency, and Eco-
nomic Cooperation Administration,

3 The biggest recipicnt of these was Egypt (second to India on a
world scale), then Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Mali, the Sudan, Somalia,
Tunisia, etc. For a comprehensive discussion on this, see B. B. Primasos,
CCCP u skonomusecku cia60passursie erparet (V, V. Rymalov, The
USSR and the Economically Underdeveloped Countries), M., 1968, pp. 56
and following.

& This is generally acknowledged. See, for example, F. D. Holzman,
Soviet Trade and Aid Policies in a Columbia University symposium,
in which it is pointed out how real cost of aid in the Soviet Union is
greater than in capitalist countries (with idle or surplus capital for
export) because of the country’s full employment, no surplus of funds
for domestic investment and the high rate of return. Soviet-American
Rivalry in the Middle East, ed. by J.C. Hurewitz, N.Y., 1969.
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ical: -term—for about 12 years, and at low-interest
atelgﬂ..‘l.l;’ﬁg(cf. 4-7% and more from capitalist states). Paglz-
nent is made out of receipts after commissioning, frequent ):
with the output of the plants constructed or with the c_(:gna
v's traditional exports. This helps to prov_lde thc.ml'mt_

tabilized market and prices. To accelerate industria ga 13]111:
redits are largely for specific projects, equipmentfan1 tf 5
nical assistance is provided, while the assembly o ptin s’ob
- performed by local personnel who also receive on-Che-__] i
g:aining. Some of these economic, financial and te Fufist
' features are in sharp contrast to US and other imperia

A iti i ite of Socialist assist-
litical-economic composite of Soc :
s Iiozoz?t}:as?so with that of the United States is well illus-
i—l:lted by the now classical everﬁts sgrrou:ldmgftlsaiafél%lﬁ]lﬂg
" of the Aswan Dam. In 1956, when Secretary ﬂB i
insti ithdrawal of the US-World Bank offer
; Eﬁ;lngcaécct(}lethzisglan Dam, the Suez Ca\n?l1 was nat:gﬁ:s_zic}
. its ai i isi am
with one of its aims being the raising of larger -
i . The imperialist reply to this step was
- gfﬁ:ﬁﬁ g?rﬁi;ypt and Bﬂ-itish-French—Israeh .aggrcssi:{c \:ar
in October-November 1956. In the wake of this, Was n:n(gi on
 also joined in blocking the foreign assets of Egypt, an bln
" July 1957 the United States r@fluiedhto seél ait wll:fr?xti ggd Lll}i
~ its cotton. The Soviet Union did both, and also
i 958, the agreement was
and assistance. On January 29, 1958, e s
i ild the Aswan Dam, which was to
signed to finance and bui it A
e-third the 2.4 million hectares e
le?{ax;)ﬁctllclzgasoél the National Incorr(1§ by 45“Tﬁ gez;?;?iil;f;illyg;lcl’-
lion ki ts of electric power (5 times the e . ;
lelﬁel;tﬁléogﬁei :Jautput), more evenly dlstru;bute water mcreafo
ing inland waterway shitpping by12tq-ioifo. The dam was
i in 2 years atter completion.” )
pagl.lf(;f Ltigltfl;a?es );f direct Socialist aid in cor;structmn, and
supplying equipment and technical assistance have thrown

ibi 7 i i trol already has

1 X alov, ibid. Moreover, Nile River control ;
avert:& \Yhaﬁinticrwise would have been a flood dlsg.gtsers;ex; }&9684 f}!:‘f
f oo de tofolg'tpl:tle’wm‘flm: i’al:_r'f'?l{nl?ﬁ‘i:mnéial (md. Devel-

k15, “Some Aspects of First Five-Xea

;;n:em Quartegty, ]f\h . lz?rﬁng'lgMEhindschil:lIi)s.t countries have trained
y - I €x < 1 ! e
150‘{033 cizggﬁ;:‘l w(:)rkcrs and technici_ans t]l'.ln t];& glcv;lco{?&ﬁiig:uﬂrﬁé
2,0 the Aswan Dam and 40,000 in other Alrica 1 . i
gé%%?, ‘;:;ofe:siorslal training has been given to 80,000 and in Czechoslo
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into glaring relief the minimal efforts being made by impe-
rialism in overcoming economic backwardness,

Although economic development is a minor aim of UsS
funds—in fact, if not in words—US officials are indeed
concerned, and not without reason, over the widening ga
between the advanced industrial countries and the develop-
ing states as a potential threat to continued imperialist inter-
ests and influence.! Consequently, there has been marked
recognition since the early sixties that some economic and
social development is a necessity.2 The minimum goal of a
5% annual growth rate set by the UN in the Development
Decade was to be achieved with the help of an annual aid
flow of 1% of the GNP of donor countries. Quantitatively,
léowevgr, this was only about one-half met by the United

tates. )

But, percentage of GNP as an indicator would be of
greater significance—even in the purely economic framework
—if it were not counterbalanced by a substantial outflow
taking place from the country. Thus, terms of aid and ex-
ternal debt are of immediate relevance. Yet the United States
instead of lowering, has hardened its terms, the average
interest rate for bilateral loans, for example, increasing
from 8% in 1964 to 8.6% in 1965. (International Bank for

vakia more than 1,000 from the developing countries. In 1967-68, there
were more than 500 Soviet teachers in Africa, “Financing Economic
Development: International Movement of Long-Term Capital and Offi-
cial Donations, 1963-67,” UN, 1969,

1 See Robert McNamara, The Essence of Security, Reflections in
Office, N.Y., 1968.

 The vast literature on aid abounds with examples, including for-
mulas for measuring such concepts, e.g., Political vulnerability (Pe), i.e.,
an “inclination to Communism”, set forth by Charles Wolf (Foreign Aid:
Theory and Practice in Southern Asia, Princeton, 1960). His P. is a
function of 3 complex variables—varying directly with a) economic
aspirations, and inversely with b) the current standard of living and
¢) economic expectations. In general Pe according to that author,
goes hand in hand with inability to achieve satisfactory rates of growth

and development. See, The Economics of Foreign Aid, R.F. Mikesell,
London, 1968.

3 It was, at its high goint, some 0.55% of GNP in the early 60's (cf.
France—1.52%), [According to John A. Pincus, “The Cost of Foreign
Aid” in Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 45, November 1963,
p. 364] depending on how Public Law 480 {food) is calculated—at official
or world market prices. See, H. G, Johnson, Economic Policies Toward
Less Developed Countries, Brookings Institution, Washington, 1967,
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- ion and Development raised its interest from
"ji;:nts(t)rg% in 1966, 6.5 in 1968 and 7% in '19?0.) The total
Itgtanding African external .debt .contmue_d to _rxsle,
uldering the debtor countries with an 1nr;r'5:asmgt;);L
heavy burden of interest charges and repayments,
iich took a greater share of their revenue from ex&
ts. Consequently less was left for economic growth an
t. - -
dg'}"fi(;p;?i?{l does not take into account the quality, or intt_:ri
‘nal effect, of aid in continuing by .and large the colomia
structure of—rather than restructuring—the ecor_lomy,t f:.g.E
US aid essentially for infrastructure for private 1nvesd mcn_
in extractive industries, budgetary support and foo sur-
" bluses? when not paralleled by economic development pro
] ?ccts Of critical importam(:ie_ has beten the socio-economic
B ori i donor and recipient. dai
¢ .I’Mnn'f'rlifzaétl%lSOff:gdthde be of ass?stance to countries in need
 while e;ngaged in industrial and agricultural dcvel;lpmqnt,
raising technological level and productivity, orl:iv_ ac{lcmg
~ the economy. In the UAR and Algeria where US cn:-1 w:.(sl
being used in this sense, however, US aid was f:mp1 oyed
~ as a Damocles sword and was then cut off for pohtﬁc?i pur:
. poses. Its effect in countries which have not gmbar ed on a
strong independent course aimed at restructuring their ec}:cl}q-
. omies has been to act as a crutch and to maintain their
4 .de{)gn'%iti::i.a, for example, where France trad1twr}allﬁr had
the strongest foreign influence,® US aid has move% in ]:g:ilé
ning in 1957, but especially since 1964 when rc%cs 2
was cut off in reply to nationalization measures. N al_I;
which reached a cumulative total of about $500 mi I{R'Ifrli-
1967—the highest per capita amount of US aid to (zlmy i
can state—constituted over half of all the foreign ai rccegdi-
by that country. The FRG and the World Bank were a

i : : :
1 2-66, whereas payments on external public debt for al
devellggggﬁ%ul:ft?:ies grew at an E.nnua! average rate of 10%, co:ﬁéﬁ:rﬁg}r
faster than increase in exports, in Africa these payments rose a e
annually. Annual Report, IBRD, 1966-67, pp. 30-31 L S aile
2 The food component has been particularly large— ?t. 'iss i
middle sixties. See Foreign Assistance Act of 1966, op. cit., pp.
W ial ti i ducts) to
E i nancial ties, trade (wine and other pro :
tcchnfclz)ln;n?dcul;&ialﬁlinks, e.g., about 3,000 French tcagg];eri a;-xéio Itlr.chm-
cians in the country. New Africa, September-October 1969, Lo ;
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tional important sources of aid. US aid has been mainly
(about one-half) in food shipments depending on the coun-
try’s harvest. A bad harvest means complete dependence in
a country where 60% cf the population is engaged in agri-
culture and produces a maximum of 75% of the country’s
needs. Another factor in continued economic-financial de-
pendence was the fact that over 40% of domestic investment
was being met from foreign funds in the early sixties.! Ser-
vice payments on external official debt reached 12% of export
earnings in 1968—one of the highest in Africa.

In Morocco, too, the United States moved in steadily in the
60’s through the medium of aid, and particularly since 1966
when French aid dropped from its annual level of about
twice that of the United States down to $2 million.2 US aid
averaged over $50 million annually in the 60’s, in the form
of budgetary support and surplus foods (at world prices, 6%
interest, . payable in 8 years). The composition of imports
from the United States has hardly changed since 1958—
about one-half for consumer goods, 35% for fuel and raw
materials, and only 15% for agriculture and industry.? Cur-
rent expenditure in the early 1960’s rose continuously from
year to year, particularly in 1963 due to hostilities on the
border against Algeria. Personnel on the government payroll
(including military) rose 25% between 1961-63 with an
“unusual reliance on foreign personnel and services”.4 Defen-
se expenditures rose from DH 216 million ($43 million) in
1960 to DH 338 million ($66 million) in 1965,5 and together
with internal security expenditures, constituted about 80%
of the government budget. The mounting debt, interest and
other payments (including compensation for nationalized
lands), it was estimated, absorbed about one-half of the cur-
rent US and French aid in 1966. This left little for de-
velopment and restructuring the economy.

In sum, US aid which was heralded in the early 1960’s as
geared to making an important contribution to economic
development is demonstrably more related to US political-

! Ghazi Dwaji, Economic Development in Tunisia, Praeger, N.Y,,
1967.

2 The New York Times, January 27, 1967.

3 The Economic Development of Morocco, published for the IBRD by
Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore, 1966, p. 81.

4 Ibid., p. 85,

5 Ibid., p. 818.
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" military and foreign economic strategy than to achieving

growth and development.! In amount—both absolute and as
ﬁ;gzcentagc of GFIP—it has significantly declined in the
second half of the decade. Its terms have hardened and
growing debt and interest charges'have 1ncreas§:c! the burden
and dependence of certain countries, e.g., Tunisia, Moro_cca,
Zaire, Liberia, Ethioptia, Gﬁ:ma (since 1966), with little
yisible results in terms of growth. : :

mil%l.ﬂgeneral awareness of this has made US bilateral aid

increasingly suspect in the developing states, and has led

moderate Administration critics, like Senators Fulbright,
Church and Proxmire, to oppose aid programs, for example

"in November 1971, on the basis of their overemphasis of the

* political-military aspect, to recommend separating the pre-
-Ec?nt 40% in economic form from the 60% military and

i-mili to
. quasi-military to be left to the Pentagon and CIA, and
g;gose their “wastefulness”—with the US failures in Indo-

china and Greece uppermost in mind. Libera.l critics of aid
. programs who are more sympathetic to the plight of the de-

veloping countries, such as Gunnar Myrdal and Teresa Hay-
ter (associated with the international agencies), more openly

criticize aid because of its stunting and distorting of de-

velopment. Such reformers, however, are not usually prepared

| to indict imperialism for its class aims, which are antithetical
. to those of the developing states and the root cause pf the
failure of US bilateral aid. Instead, the combination of

moderate critics and liberal reformers ’hav_e constituted—
together, incidentally, with “far-sighted” big business an,d
financial leaders—an important factor in Washington’s
greater emphasis on the international financial institutions.

US MULTILATERAL AID?

Although the United States has provided the bulk of its
aid fundsgto the developing countries through bilateral pro-

1 we find bourgeois economists now seriously questioning
whetl'aI:;l:u:’id programs cag achieve any self-generating growth evenfat
minimum level. “It is impossible to discern any economic rationale for
distribution of aid,” writes one author. Couptnes tend to distribute on
the basis of historical, political and commercial relations. R, F. Mikesell,
Op.zmﬁugi ?«-:ﬁ'g-the funds provided by the international ﬁm.m_cial insti_tm
tions are not considered aid by a wide spectrum _of opinion ranging
from The Economist to the official view of the United Nations, which
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grams, of major (and still growing) importance in its strate
are the international financial institutions—mainly the Worlg
Bank. Between 1960 and 1964-65, for example, loans of the
World Bank to African states rose more than five-fold—from,
$40 million to $213 million. This level dropped somewhat
in the following 8 years, but rose to $345 million in the fisca]
year ending June 30, 1969.! Thus, from one-seventh of the
amount of US bilateral aid in 1960, the Bank’s loans and
credits rose to one-half in 1965, and surpassed it by the end
of the decade. Moreover, while US bilateral aid was expected
to continue its downward trend in the 1970’s, the Bank
planned to treble its lending to Africa (as compared to a
doubling of loans to the world as a whole) in the first 5 years
of the decade.

Decreasing US bilateral aid and increasing activity of the
international institutions are not spontaneous unrelated ten-
dencies, but reflect Washington’s policies and ability to im-
plement them. In the World Bank, which was organized
and financed initially by the subscriptions of the capital-
exporting countries, the United States, with some 25% of the
Bank’s government subscriptions and 25% of the vote in
1967.2 is by far the dominant power. Britain is second with
11% of the subscribed capital and 10% of the vote, followed
by the FRG and France, each with about one-half of the
latter. Only some 10% of subscriptions are actually paid in,
e.g., the United States had paid in $685 million in 1967.

Presiding successively over the Bank since its formation
have been the representatives of the amalgam of US big
business, finance and government: John J. McCloy—from
Assistant Secretary of War to IBRD, then to US High Com-

excludes loans on commercial terms. This was also recognized by the late
President Kennedy, while still a Senator, when he deplored the granting
of “inflexible hard loans through the Export-Import Bank and the
World Bank with fixed dollar repayment schedules that retard instead
of stimulate economic development”, Speech of February 19, 1959, Con-
gressional Record, 86th Congress, Senate, p. 2484,

! See the Annual Report of the World Bank and the International
Development Association of the corresponding years,

2 T]E;e subscription mechanism, which is related to voting power, was
alleged to consist of the formula: 49, of the country’s national income
in 1940 and 6% of its annual foreign trade in 1934-38, with a 209,
leeway for negotiation. The US subscription and voting percentages have
somewhat diminished since the Bank’s establishment in 1946, but as
the richest country it continues to have by far the most leverage.
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oner for Germany, fo chairman of Chase National Bank
director of big corporations; Fugene R. Black—from
president of Chase National Bank to IBRD, then to
stor of big corporations and foundations; George
oods—chairman of First Boston Corporation to IB@,
“to corporations; Robert McNamara—Ford Cox:pprat:on
ecretary of Defense, then to IBRD. US and Brnhsh na-
s make up 50% of the Bank’s regular professional staff.
‘would be difficult to find a body which more typifies the
oligarchy and its world finance relationships. ;
ke in other corporate forms, the coptrg]lmg voices, with
relatively small percentages of paid in supsc;rlbed cap-
extend not only over the smaller countries’ subscrip-
but over the much larger sums used for lending opera-
s (about 3 times as much)—the bonds and notes sold to
ks and private investors?, and the earnings from the loans
ade on commercial terms. By 1969, the Bank in its 23 years
d loaned about $13 billion? mostly to developing countries,
five-sixths of which was long-term loan capital at con-
tional interest rates and terms (the remainder were II%A
t” loans). This brought it a regular and dependable profit,
ch amounted to $170 million in 1969 as compared to a
45 million annual average in the previous 5 years, The
rofitability of the Bank, however, is a quite secondary aspect
i ing operations.
{'Eela({iﬁgal?:conomic aims of and ?.ccrued advantage ﬂ11:0
ternational finance and the monopolies—especially of he
nited States as the major capital exporter—are tq‘bc sougft
mainly in the Bank’s stated function of acting “as a sa "3
. bridge for the movement of private capital into internationa
~ investment”.? How the Bank promotes this movement is
" rather candidly admitted. It advises governments to ch_angte
~ “inequitable and restrictive legislation” to attract pnva.c:
" capital and service hard loans, it frowns on governmen

1 4 billion, 40% of which was held in the United States, was

outstaAngg:; sin 19615'5:". See icll:ltcrviiw g\még.h World Bank President McNa-
ker, London, March 1969. _
ma:;a,'r{ie fr:: If;th sizable and increasing with respect to the ﬂcéwb%f
official bilateral funds. Thus, the Bank’s loans and credits of 501& 'ltl;
lion in FY 1969, almost twice the previous year’s level, compar : wi
about $6 billion of world total official bilateral funds to the deve t:‘.)»'l;n}
countries (609, of which was US). The Annual Report of the T
IDA, 1969.

Ba%k??f?f World Bank Group in Asia—A Summary, September 1963.
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ownership on the pretext of “management considerations” 1
and it refuses to lend even at conventional terms for purposes
which, in its judgment, could be financed by private capital.
To this end, the United States turns to the World Bank to
establish basic policy criteria for a country’s tax structure,
the allocating of budgetary resources and pricing policies.2
Africa, for example, according to the Bank’s President
McNamara, must undertake “tax measures” and “choice of
projects that might be politically unpopular”, and show a
“willingness to accept and implement advice from outside
experts”.3

Such advice has been geared to promoting and underpin-
ning profitable foreign investment, mainly that of Britain
and the United States, and is reflected in the structure of,
and decisions regarding the granting of Bank loans. The
general overemphasis on transport is indicative. By the early
60’s, of the loans of $860 million to Africa, some 55% had
been allocated for transport. By 1967, this dropped but was
still high at 48%.,% with electric power—28%, and the rest
for industry, agriculture and education. Transport, electric
power and other public utilities, although not unproductive
and even essential for commodity-producing sectors, are not
in themselves a valid indicator of development (cf., for
example, industrialization, higher productivity, larger skilled
and educated working class). Like other aspects of the econ-
omy, they must be examined in context—for whom and
what purpose do they serve—and country-by-country. In
Africa with its thin population spread over large areas, in-
vestment per capita in transportation is disproportionately
high5 It is generally allocated for the building of roads,
railroads and ports—and like electric powerS—for the ex-

L IBRD, International Bank: 1946-1933, Johns Hopkins, 1954, p. 49.

2 See Statement of E.C. Hutchinson, Assistant Administrator for Af-
rican AID in Foreign Assistance Act of 1966, op. cit., p. 146.

3 The Banker, op. cit., p. 198.

% Figures for the world (including Africa) were: a third for trans-
port and somewhat less for electric power. World Bank and IDA An-
nual Report, 1966-67, p. 66.

5 This has been acknowledged even by the World Bank chief econ-
omist A. Kamarck, “The Development of Economic Infrastructure” in
Economic Transition in Africa, ed. by M. J. Herskovits and M, Horwitz,
London, 1964.

% Of 6,525 million kw electric power output in tropical Africa in
1957, e.r., 5,125 million were used essentially for mining in the Congo
and Rhodesia. Herskovits, op. cit,, p. 271.
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minerals to be shipped out and processed in the
0:::::; l:industria.l countries, with little focus on African
) . :
&I;r?(rln eBna:nk loans, paral]eling British' and U_S‘ 1nves{:n'u=,niti
y have helped to continue {mpenahst political cor'_lIt‘;‘lg
elationships of the colonial period! to the present day.f "his
_especially evident in colonial and racist southern A Ar;c?..
hus, by the end of 1962, of the $900 million provided r;i
' b;r the Bank, over one-half went to southern and centi'd
frica—South Africa, Rhodesia and the Congo (Leopold-
ille, now Kinshasa). Although this region is already mt;:r—
3 ed through foreign investment and tradq, the neoclt: 0-
" nial pattern has been neither strictly economic nor, ha% az-
rd. Thus, for instance, the decision to build the Karlbzits an:i
panced by the World Bank and a consortium of !)an gnd
ining companies, in Southern thdesm in 1955 disregarde
'a decision made in an earlier period—when economic clgn-
derations were paramount—to construct a dam on the t]?-
fue River in Zambia (then Northern Rhodesia), despite the
fact that Northern Rhodesia had already spent 550{31,000 on
preparatory work, was to use most of the generated power
for its copper belt, and possessed vast_ly greater 1rr1gati9tn
potential. The decision to construct Kariba visibly was poh}t-
ically made to favor the dominant position of theft:v ite
settler regime of Rhodesia? and to the detriment of A_lrlc_artx-
ruled Zambia. That this bias hasocont}nued to be built into
the policy of the World Bank is evidenced by the I;‘1.10re
‘recent decision to finance the Qabora Dam in Mozam If?ille
in conjunction with South Af}*xc.a, thercby_ giving similar
‘economic support to the colon_tal-lst and racist regimes. -
In the second half of the sixties, Bank loans and c:‘lg':h its
branched out greatly, altering the overall contours. us,

1 i i i for
1 time a prime function of railroad construction was
strategitc E:'ag.dmm' 'stra]t?ive control regsons—tha ]?mtlsh 'm‘th‘;' Sudﬁ fm:
reconquest of the country, Ger;nany I;nk'g'an%}:.l;i:: (E‘gtzi'nth?%s s\rrgs
Victoria, France from Dakar. 5. wi
E::: izol;saekzis-:lc-vil: Liberia.” See Andrcwl 1M Kamarck, The Economics
' 1 t, Praeger, 1967, p. 11. ol ;
y éﬁtﬁgn‘gesvﬁaep?::ml pof-]:icy of British colonialism during thedpt_a-
riod of federation of the Rhnti;:ias a:sﬁlﬂ tI,\T}Esalgpd agiasgi;sgcpﬁd e:-fil;
ion for independence. ar ambia

Er?:larﬁltllggesigra;nd %pouth Africa for outlets for its copper exprgts 21:1;1
the bulk of its imports. For a fuller discussion see R. Hall, Zambia,

London, 1965.
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by 1968, of a cumulative total of $1,702 million! (Bank loans
—$1,426 million, IDA credits—$276 million), as much ag
70% went to countries not in southern or centra] Afri-
ca, also shifting politically to a number of selected tar-
get countries. In Northern Africa, for example, instead of
the UAR and Algeria which had received loans in the early
sixties, funds went to the Sudan (Roseires Dam, electric
power, transmission lines, and railways—with 3 US banks
also participating), Mauritania, Morocco and Tunisia. In
West Africa, instead of Ghana, which had received credits
—together with US official and private ca ital—up to 1962
(and then not again until after the coup o? February 1966),
Nigeria was given the highest priority, with loans for. the
Niger River dam, railway, port (Lagos) and roads. In East
Africa, emphasis was mainly on Kenya, either separately or
increasingly regionally (with a tendency to continuing its
predominance over Tanzania and Uganda). An analysis of
the policies and country emphasis of the Bank in the second
half of the decade reveals a lending pattern oriented and
complementary to Washington and London political-eco-
nomic strategy rather than to African independent economic
development.

The growing preference of the US financial-business-gov-
ernment complex for international, as distinct from bilateral,
aid is not without basis. Multilateral aid has been of partic-
ular advantage to the United States, the biggest capital
exporter. With relatively small amounts of subscribed capi-
tal, the United States has been able to coordinate and con-
trol a flow of loan capital to promote and protect US pri-
vate investment. By screening its own role within an inter-
national body of essentially world capital exporters (but in-
cluding developing countries as members), the United States
can become deeply involved in the touchiest domestic deci-
sions of developing countries without raising charges of eco-
nomic imperialism or neocolonialism, US foreign policymak-
ers consider this to be of prime importance in dealing with
the non-aligned nations.

Before granting loans, moreover, the Bank examines not
only the specific project under consideration, but the entire

1 This included (in million dollars): South Africa—242, Nigeria—
222, the Sudan—15]1, Kenya—124, Ethiopia—08, the Congo (K)—92,
Rhodesia—87, Algeria—81, Mauritania—73, Morocco—71, Tunisia—58,
the UAR—57. Annual Reports of IBRD and IDA.

20

o f the country.! Such economic intelligence gather-
';g:};do scarcely be germitted by an individual 1mp§riallst
ntry. The implication of entrusting such confidentia :}Ill-
ation to the financiers of world capitalism leaps tt? ke
e, especially when it is recalled how access by the aﬁa_ f
nside information of corporations has played its p{al.rtt _131
ically in giving finance capital a key lever in the industria
rld. N3 : o
rdination of world loan capital goes we
T:'rf; yt,hgq?ntcrnational ﬁn_al}cial institutions as such in
shing imperialist world policies, by embracing, for (:Ix%m-
ple, the Organization for Economic Cooperation an t-e—
li,bpment, the European Economic Community, coxﬁor ia,
and the IBRD consultative groups (e.g., East Africa). :opr:;
sentatives of these organizations meet weekly (and sofnu‘:ﬂlilrr;a1
aily) to discuss financial policies. The proportion of oilic -
development assistance for which coordination arrant?tin;enal
isted in 1968 amounted to two-fifths of the world bilater
~ angd ilateral total. _ i
i an%‘ﬁlr.l{g:g: of trends in the 70’s points to an increase 11-: the
* scope of activity of world loan capital and its global stra ;gxtc
approach. The World Bank has been planning to Eg[ﬁn b.l 8
" borrowing, for example, by raising funds. from §au i hra 1:1,
" Kuwait (at a time when the Arab world is looking to t cim do
" finance development) and the FRG, and to increase dlts t;:tlln1 -
| ing by seeking out countries where loans can be made r:i‘ m{'
" than waiting for applications as in _the past. An e_xamptea(:n
~ the latter is the establishment of an investment a'd\.:m:o? (o -
" in the Office of the President of Zaire. Such initia 1\{&500*
" African and Middle Eastern countries have plght;ca -e .
" nomic implications far beyond the framework of purely

* lending operations.

RADE—SHORT-TERM FLOWS
'IJ&ND LONG-TERM PATTERNS

i ica i 0’s and 70’s

flows of US trade with Africa in the 6
alt'l]i(};tighol‘a\;sed upon the classical economic patterns of ob;
taining cheap and needed raw materials, the broadening o

1 See President McNamara speech in Bond Club, New York, May 14,
1969,
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markets, and the consequent derivation of profits, are much
more involved. To concentrate attention on trade alone as
an independent economic category, or for that matter, solely
in conjunction with investment and aid with which it is
indeed closely linked,! is necessary but not sufficient to ex-
plain certain important trends and developments. Moving
parallel to political ties and aims, US trade, albeit with
fundamental direct and indirect economic motives, is highly
political—tending either to reflect and reinforce existing US
political-economic relations or aiming to forge new ones. In
a real sense, US trade, both private and governmental, is
an arm of American monopolies in the making and conduct
of US foreign policy.

How are the political and economic aims of US imperial-
ism reflected in its trade flows and patterns? The directions
—whether encouraged or retarded—in the past decade (see
Table IV) are in themselves revealing, particularly so since
the United States did not have a colonial heritage in Africa
comparable to that of Britain, France or Belgium, which
have continued to trade mainly with their former colonies.

The Table shows that the United States has had substan-
tial trade flows with target countries of different socio-eco-
nomic systems in most regions and particularly with several
in the traditional British sphere. Let us examine a few of US
major trading partners and how they have been affected by
US governmental policies—political, commercial and finan-
cial.

By far the most important US trading partner in Africa
has been and continues to be the politically “reliable” and
industrially developed racist state of South Africa, Thus, US
trade (like investment) represented in 1968 about 30% of its
total with the continent. Although US exports and imports
were both of major importance, exports have on the whole
predominated,? with the exception of the critical period
1961-63, when the United States significantly increased its

! High rates of profit from foreign investment constitute a mortgage
on other economics which then must increase exports not for develop-
ment but merely to pay profits and dividends. urthermore, the debt
burden of the developing countries amounting to $60 billion, according
to McNamara, President of the World Bank, was growing twice the
rate of export earnings. Le Monde Diplomatique, June 1972.

2 South Africa’s enormous exports of gold, mainly to London, coun-
ter-balance what would appear to be an overall' balance of trade deficit.
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Table IV

US Trade (in $ million)

EXPORTS to IMPORTS from

1960 1966 1970 1960 1964 1970

. i 26,438 | 43,226 | 14,654 | 18,685 | 39,963
o countries 20'?22 1,218 | 1,579 534 917 | 1,114

of which:

ot j 277 393 563 108 249 288
éﬂuth i 151 268 81 32 16 23
26 66 62 68 45 4

26 64 129 40 35 71

17 25 59 52 T4 9N

42 59 104 | — 29 39

36 a5 46 39 48 51

ory Coast — 19 36 — 64 92

11 11 38 26 55 68

24 53 62 i 5 10
eration of Rho
desia and Nyasa- i St i S
= - N — —_ 2
34 a7 89 10 6 10
21 32 a1 — 1 3

: Slatistical Absiract of the U.S., 1965, 1971,
g 1 Since 1971, ARE.
% Since 1971, Zaire.

imports, and thereby helped to ease the serious political and

~ economic difficulties experienced by this internationally

censured apartheid state. Since then, a continued high level

~ of US imports (plus greatly increased .British and Japanese
- imports) al:Jd growing US exports, particularly of machinery
- and transport equipment, have helped to promote the coun-
. try’s strived-for economic and military self-sufficiency.

striking growth of South Africa’s trade in the face
of'];hivorld bﬁyff:ott can scarcely be viewed as spontaneous
development. It obviously has been made possible by its prin-
cipal commercial partners—the four big imperialist powers,
which account for three-fifths of its trade. s L
For US monopolies, second only to those of Britain (like
in the sphere of investment), South Africa has become more
than simply a profitable trade partner. This touches the ex-
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Table v
South Africa’s frade* (in mill. rands)
Imports Exports

1063 1967 1963 1967

Total, of which 1,213 1,921 9

it ] il ! 19

Britain 362 sr | 20 | “ito
I:lmt.ed States 204 333 82 108
ﬁederal Republic of Germany 130 239 52 81
apan o6 115 70 175

* UN statistics.

tremely politically sensitive field of weapons suppl
although France and the FRG replaced Bgitain aﬁgryigglgg
the main military suppliers of the country in defiance of the
UN arms ban, the sale of US licenses, for example, to build
transport al_:ld t_nﬂltary equipment, has more than mere eco-
nomic Em;?’hf:atlons. It is helping to put the technology for a

big stick” in the hands of the white minority against the
national-liberation movement within the borders of the
country and to the norih. At the same time, Washington
&akes pains to hush up such trade, for it cannot disregard its

democratic image” vis-a-vis independent Africa. On the
other hand, the growing US trade with South Africa cannot
be concealed and must be rationalized. It is not surprising
therefore, to find the United States buffering—even :fp rather
cautiously—South Africa and Portugal in the halls of the
United Nations or defending their presence at conferences
such as the second UNCTAD at New Delhi in February-
March 1968. At the latter, notwithstanding US tactics,! the
delegates of independent Africa registered their protest
against the participation of the continent’s main colonial and
racist régime by walking out en masse.

i The US delegate, Assistant Secre of State E
cxample, admonished the partici antate‘?b concenfratggg?:e t%:stgl?f’ic{loli

)l?il:;ctllggélpmblcms‘ and not on “political problems”. Le Monde, 8 fév-
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" No less politically revealing, at the opposite end of the
otinent, are the second largest regional US trade flows to
orth Africa. Encountering here two countries, the UAR
Algeria, pursuing an independent anti-imperialist course,
hington flexibly sought to turn government-owned food
rpluses to political advantage. Thus, the US aid-financed
es of grain to the UAR for local currency were used as
ver in an effort to pry political and military concessions.
en these were not forthcoming, aid-financed trade dropped
ipitously. The Isracli-launched June war,it may be
d, came hard on the heels of deteriorating US-UAR
tical and commercial relations. An abnormality of the
tter right up to the war was its one-sided relationship.
Thus, the UAR imported most heavily from the United States
_gbout 90% of the total), followed by the Soviet Union,
the FRG, Britain and France. But, in exports (1966) the
quence was the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia, India, Chi-
a, Italy, the GDR, and the FRG—with no evidence of the
United States. The lack of reciprocal imports from the UAR
reflected US lack of enthusiasm for helping that country to
find markets for its commodities.

US trade with Algeria has been rather similar to that
~ with the UAR both in political aim and economic structure,
. consisting largely of aid-financed food exports with no com-
mensurate reciprocal imports, but has been on a more modest
scale (less than one-half of US-UAR trade on a per capita
basis). US exports, which have been second to those of France
- (Algeria’s main trading partner in both directions), de-
~ clined after the June war but not as sharply as with the
" UAR. With an eye on US oil investment, Washington, as

.~ reported in Congressional hearings, had greater hope of con-
tinuing its policy of ‘“keeping a foot in the door”, under-
taken under President Kennedy at the beginning of the
decade.

In contrast to the UAR and Algeria, US trade with Libya,
Morocco and Tunisia has reflected the much stronger im-
perialist political influence and economic ties derived from
different combinations of oil investment, bases, bilateral and
multilateral aid. The volume of US trade has been steady
but also skewed—second in each case to that of the former
colonial power in exports, but lower in imports (especially
from Morocco and Tunisia). In the aftermath of the Isracli-
Arab war, the United States greatly increased its trade with
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Libya (whose US-owned oil output goes mostly to Westerp
Europe) in both directions in an apparent bid to broaden its
economic and military wedge in the Arab world. But this
effort was cut short with the overthrow of the monarchy two
years later, when the revolutionary government took steps
to bridle British and US influence forcing them to relinquish
their bases in April and June 1970, and imposing curbs on
investment. Morocco and Tunisia, on the other hand, were
being drawn in the opposite direction, towards closer com-
mercial and financial ties with the United States and the
West European powers, e.g., both countries signed agree-
ments with the EEC in March 1969 and granted expanded
air and naval base facilities to the United States.

The trade pattern of Zaire is a vivid example of an over-
lay of post-independence upon colonial relations, and of
particular interest because it is the only major African coun-
try thus far in which the United States has gained a superior
political-military position over the former colonial power.
Although US trade is steady in both directions, its relative
rank is high (second to Belgium) only in the country’s im-
ports—the effect of Washington’s being the predominant
creditor, food and military supplier of the Kinshasa govern-
ment. On the other hand, the continued colonial structure of
the country’s exports (copper—about one-half of the total,
cobalt, palm oil, coffee, diamonds, tin, zinc, rubber), which
go mainly to Belgium, followed by Italy, France, Britain,
the Federal Republic of Germany and then the United States,
mirror Zaire’s continuing investment and appendage rela-
tionship to Western Europe.

Finally, in West Africa—particularly Nigeria and Ghana
—US trade has broken perhaps more new ground than in
any other region. The strong impress of US political and
economic relations and cross-currents is traceable (see Table
1V). Thus, in Nigeria, the early designated major target of
the Kennedy Administration in government aid and private
investment, US trade evolved in both directions, but much
more markedly in exports (second only to Britain), until
1967 when the country became the US third largest African
trading partner. This was interrupted by the secession ot the
oil-rich eastern region, which whetted the appetites and
drew the support of US monopolies. The tollowing two
years saw a sharp drop in US trade with the federal govern-
ment until the imperialist- and colonial-backed gamble on
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eparation ended in failure. An expected US trade upswing
h the re-united country in the 70’s, alt{mugh encounter-
ing a more wary Nigcrialt than in the previous decade, soon
exceeded the prewar levels. :
img‘;:ﬁiarly, Ehana, one of the richest and inﬂ}lenhal coun-
tries in black Africa, was marked soon after independence
in 1957 as an object of special Washzngton interest. The
quickly emerging US strong position behind Britain in total
ade flowed primarily from the comglex of US government-
encouraged (and international) credits combined with US-
guaranteed private investment in minerals and hydro-power,
~ which had been undertaken by Washington in 1961, as well
" as from Ghana’s biggest and most Yulner‘zilble source of for-
‘eign exchange—cocoa. The international “squeeze” on cocoa
. prices in the mid-decade, and the consequent reduced export
 carnings (despite Soviet purchases), had no small effect in
accentuating the country’s economic development difficulties
and nourishing the soil for the February 1966 coup against
Nkrumah. Immediately thereafter, the feverish granting of
international credits (previously w1thhel_d) helped to boost
trade with the United States, with regained profitability as
a result of 2 “miraculous” rise in cocoa prices. §
Contrasted with new penetrations in the opened-up Brit-
* ish sphere, US trade has found easy sailing in its traditional
" area of “special interest”. Liberia is perhag‘s the clas:s;tl:
" example in Africa of US anticipation of the “new coloni
" era” via the entire economic gamut of investment (planta-
 tions, iron, railroad), aid, banks, insurance, shipping, and
. commerce. In all these interconnected spheres, whlcl_l are

linked up in a certain sense by trade, the United States is the
paramount power. In colonial faslno.n, it is ﬁrst—-—folloawe%
by the FRG—both in the country’s imports (about 40% o
the total) and exports (about 30%), taking about one-fourt}:
of its iron ore and nine-tenths of its rubper. _The country’s
traffic is in the world’s largest fleet, which is mpstly UsS-
owned, and insurance is controlled by two Qmencan'com—
panies. Within Liberia, the biggest commercial firm is the
“U.S. Trading Co.” (cigarettes, automobiles, etc.) and “Tex-
aco” distributes its petroleum products throughout the
country. The economic and commercial predominance of US
monopolies gives Washington an unrivalled political grip,
which leaves the country little more than its nominal in-
dependence.
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Although trade expansion with the tighter post-indepen.
dence franc zone has proved less spectacular for US monop-
olies than in Liberia or the British sphere, nevertheless it
1s not to be discounted. In a few countries, e.g., the Ivér
Coast, the increasing imports of such a new and big custome¥
as the United States are playing a growing role in an ex-
panding but fragile economy, dependent on the export of
coffee, cocoa and bananas. Although the franc zone stil]
accounted for over 45% of the country’s exports in the middle
of_ the sixties, the dollar zone was second with up to one-
third of this. Moreover, US coffee imports approached the
level of France’s in 1964, although dropping afterwards:
and U§ cocoa imports, which had been only one-half of
France’s in 1960, exceeded the latter in 1965.1 Thus, despite
French overall predominance in the economic and other
spheres, the distinct US influence was being felt.

* % =

The above are the actual major US trade flows which
have developed with states of divergent socio-political sys-
tems—from colonial in the South to progressive in the North
as well as \yi.th other countries in the wvarious imperialisi
spheres—British, French, Belgian and the US. Their contours
are distinctively political reflecting US imperialist aims and
strategy, aqd at the same time are directly or indirectly
bound up with American monopoly investments and profits
as well as aid. ;
_ These flows also are, in depth, the product of superimpo-
sition on longer-term US foreign economic policies, such as
the advocacy of “free trade” abroad but protectionism at
home, which have fostered US capitalist industrialization and
expansion of the home market. The system of tariffs, quotas
and other barriers, designed in the 19th century to protect
American infant industries against the European powers, has
contributed its share to the emergence of giant monopc;lies
which long ago have outstripped most of their rivals. :

The US high technological level, size of market and over-
all economic might in industry and agriculture held an even
more striking advantage over the underdeveloped countries’
appendage economic structure, i.e., all of Africa (with the
exception of South Africa). The disparity in strength and

1 Marchés Tropicaux et Méditerranées, 3.1X. 1966.
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tant capitalist profit maximization by US commerce and
ustry (with the industrialists of South Africa, there is a
ofit-division based on African labor more comparable,
chaps, with the relationship between the monopolists of
United States and Western Europe) have had at best little
rard for the effect on African development and have at
t directly hindered the latter.
Today, the continuing protectionist and other economic
licies of the United States in maximizing exports and min-
jzing certain imports have the effect of still further ex-
nding the size of its market and of diversifying its pro-
cts, i.e., of providing even greater economies of scale and
sening .dependence on particular foreign commodities, and
ereby improving its margin of advantage and bargaining
position.
~ In secking to rationalize the long outmoded need to shield
infant industries, the present-day protectionist argument
nters about defending established US domestic industries
against the lower wages and costs of production abroad. On
the other hand, when the underdeveloped country argues the
need to overcome its obvious infant-industry and small-
market plight, the industrialized capitalist countries urge
upon them what would amount to a perpetuation of the
status quo—international specialization along traditional
lines of “comparative cost advantage”. Not that the latter

- 1 Historically, the evidence is rather overwhelming. In four centu-
. ries of slave trade, the loss of population in the total slave trade to the
. “civilized” world “cost Negro Africa 100,000,000 souls” (W.E. Burg-
* hardt Du Bois, The Negro, N.Y., 1915, pp. 155-56). In the 17th and
~ 18th centuries, the slave traffic was more profitable than trade in gold,
. ivory and pepper. The 19th century “traders’ period” or “traders’ fron-
- tier” witnessed a transition from a trade based on hunting or gatheri

- (traditional societies and slave labor) to one based on agriculture an
mineral production (wage labor). Urban growth, however, was not ac-
companied by industrial development, but constituted rather an evolution
of trade centers, e.g., Leopoldville (palm oil, etc.), Accra (cocoa), Lagos
(palm oil, cocoa, peanuts), Ibadan (cocoa), for the expansion of ag-
ricultural exports to Europe. The met result of such trade for Africa
in general was stagnation and poverty, according to liberal writers like
G. dal, many Africanists and Marxists. Others who would like to
save face for colonialism argue the advantages for Africa of increased
monetary income, improved transportation, etc. ;Sce S. D. Newmark,
Foreign Trade and Economic Development in Africa, Stanford, 1964.)
The decisive question even in the strictly economic context is how much
further would African countries be today if they had been sovereign
forward-looking states rather than under imperialist domination.

P 9



could not be, in many cases, of mutual advantage, but that
commerce and other relationships in the capitalist world are
guided by the principle of bargaining strength (economic, po-
l:tical‘, military) and as a result are reflected in detrimental
price instability, worsened terms of trade, and dependence.

US trade with Africa in the 60’s reveals a balance of trade
surplus in general of $200 to $300 million annually (see
Table 1IV). Politically motivated drops below this level—but
still showing a $100 to $150 million favorable balance—
were registered in 1961-62 (resulting from increased US im-
ports from South Africa) and in 1968 (from, on the one
hand, drastic cuts in US exports to the UAR and, on the
other hand, a rise in tropical food and raw material imports
from countries such as the Ivory Coast and Angola).

'Ijh_e general skewed trade, in both magnitude and com-
position, of the United States with most of Africa, which
constitutes a handicap for the latter—either for increasing
export earnings or for development--results, in large part,
from the continuation of the general bias of US commercial
and aid! policies. Tariffs and other barriers® of the indus-
trlallzec.l capitalist countries are specifically regarded as
preventing the trade expansion of the less developed coun-
tries by the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT), e.g., as indicated in the Haberler Report (1958)
and in the Programme of Action (May 1963).2

This applies to the entire range of US imports: to primary
products—both non-competing (tropical crops) and com-

1 US-’hgd aid in 1960-64, for example, led to the less developed
countries’ increase in imports from the United States one-third faster
than the growth of their exports, while their imports from other in-
dustrialized capitalist countries increased only half as fast as corres-
ponding exports.

2 These range from import quotas and exchange controls to other
more sophlstl.cated,dnqn.-tariff barriers, e.g., overevaluation for custom;
purposes, various administrative delays, and difficulties in “labelling for
health purposes”. See H.G. Johnson, The Torl, a
roags.,rlf\f[o:greal, = J d Economy at the Cross

1e Common Market and Commonwealth through their blocs

the United States and other industrialized capitalistg countries thl"oflgg
their individual policies which are not at all directed to facilitating “the
cfforts of less devel_oped countries to diversify their economies, strengthen
their export capacity, and increase their earnings from overseas sales”
(Point 8 of the GATT Programme of Action). See Economic Policies
Toward the Less Developed Countries, by H.G. Johnson, Brookings In-
stitution, 1967. g
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seting (temperate agricultural crops and certain metals), and

ven more so to manufactured goods. The United States does
t permit free access to its market even for most tropical

no
.~ products (as do, in contrast, Norway and Sweden), arguing
" first, that there would be no large expansion of the market

since responsiveness of demand and supply to such commod-

" sties is small, and secondly, that a removal of duties would
" lead to US budgetary problems.! But since these arguments
* scarcely justify depriving the underdeveloped countries of a
. portion of their potential earnings, even US big business must
| at least voice the expediency of progressively eliminating
- such duties.?

In the case of a number of competing primary products

(copper, cotton, iron ore, petroleum?® and foodstuffs), US do-
" mestic subsidies and price supports have tended to reduce

US imports. Moreover, US insistence on quantitative restric-

" tions on a wide range of products of its highly mechanized
. agriculture and its inability to market its surpluses have led
it to oppose stubbornly agricultural trade and commodity

agreements within GATT, aimed at stabilizing prices and

earnings. The double-edged US surplus disposal program

(especially under PL 480 beginning in 1954), even if of im-
mediate benefit to some receiving states, has tended to restrict

{ ~ exports by the underdeveloped countries by making receipt

of such US commodities conditional on the recipient’s restrict-
ing its exports of commodities in surplus supply in the United
States, and also by replacing similar exports of other under-
developed countries.* Removing the overall protection given
to agriculture alone in the industrialized capitalist countries
could mean an addition of one-sixth to the earnings of the
less developed countries.

1 See Trade Policy Toward Low-income Countries, Committee for

Eco;mmi(;: Development, N.Y., June 1967.
Ibid.

3 The present oil quota system, for example, is favored by the oil
monopolies over a proposed tariff, which could result in increased im-
ports and lower domestic prices for petroleum and derivatives—perhaps
cutting into profits, but saving American consumers between 4.5 and
7 billion dollars a year, according to Representative Charles Vanik (D.-
Ohio). Herald Tribune, July 18-19, 1970

4 "This involves an estimated loss of earnings of over two-thirds of
a billion dollars annually, not to speak of depressing world prices for
othgr gré)ducers, according to FL.G. Johnson, op. cit.

Ibid.
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In the very small but critical area of manufactures, the
typical pattern of US tariff protection is: The more the basic
material has been processed, the higher the tariff. The bias
against the infant industries of the less developed states is
all the more striking when it is realized that only about 1
per cent of the total consumption of manufactures in the
industrialized capitalist countries comes from the former—
mainly from a few countries in Asia and Latin America but
potentially from Africa as well. The elimination of tariff
barriers on manufacturing imports from the less developed
cog{ntiries could increase US imports from them by about
50%.

In capitalist world trade, the underdeveloped countries,
not least of all Africa, are basically hampered by their
unequal economic strength and bargaining position resulting
from the weak and lopsided structural pattern of their econ.
omy and trade. This, in turn, continues largely as a con-
sequence of their relations and ties with the imperialist
countries and the latters’ foreign economic policies. Although
viewpoints on this question are as widely disparate as the
many interests involved (e.g., foreign monopolies, national
bourgeoisie, workers and other exploited classes),? the fun-
damental imbalance in trading strength is nevertheless gen-
erally recognized, e.g., by the United Nations and in the

1 Estimates of Johnson and Balassa (ibid.).

2 It is not surprising that a voice of US big business, the Committee
for Economic Development, blames the underdeveloped countries for
their plight arguing, in particular, that population growth is seriously
retarding development, approaching “the feasible rates of increase in
cconomic output, thus preventing significant growth in per capita in-
come”. (Trade Policy Toward Low-income Countries.) Those who see,
and would help Washington meliorate, the conflict of interests, includ-
ing academics and others close to the US government, advocate, e.g.,
“some constraint in the abuse by the powerful of their power over the
weak” (H. G. Johnson, op. cit.) in the form of more liberal trade and de-
velopment aid for political considerations. Representatives of national
economic development like Raul Prebisch see the slow growth in under-
developed countries’ export earnings as essentially a consequence of
technological progress, i, a product of structural factors (synthetics,
lower demand for primary products) aggravated by trade barriers lead-
ing to a deterioration of terms of trade. They consider it an obligation
of the industrialized capitalist states to transfer back income to the Iess
developed, and to help them increase their export of manufactures
through alteration of commercial policies, e.g., by granting preferences
without reciprocity. Marxist-Leninists see the trade problem in the broad-

er political-economic context of the class and national struggle against
exploitation and imperialism.
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es of GATT. Africa’s efforts to correct this %mbala_m(-:e,
wever, come into continual conflict with the imperialist
jowers—mainly through the Common Market and Common-
sealth blocs, on the one hand, and the United States, on the

er. .
foreign trade policies, which continued on the whole
'Itjhse 1960’§ when m(I:st of Africa had achieved independence,
- e directed broadly at hindering their industrialization
and increased export earnings (needed for development).
Vivid evidence of this was the total complex of US positions
taken at UNCTAD, Geneva, in March-June 1964. 'I'he
United States was generally identified there as theleast will-
ing of the industrialized capitalist countries even to consider
 “new” international division of labor which would permit
he developing countries to industrialize.! Furthermore, thg
United States, was often the only opponent of the latters
emand for preferences to increase export earnings. In the
final act of UNCTAD, the United States had the most ne-
gative votes against the demands of the _underdeveloped
states. Of the 15 general principles, the United States alon?
voted against principle one (“respect for the prmmplelo
sovereignty, equality of states, self-determination of peoples,
and non-interference in the internal affairs of other coun-
tries”); alone against principle four (acceleration of growtg
“and narrowing of income gap between the deyeloped an
less developed countries); alone against principle six (in-
creased export earnings of less developed countries regard-
less of social system); and against principle twelve (disarma-
" ment-freed resources to be used for development). On other
" principles, the United States had the company of other im-
~ perialist powers in opposition to the underdeveloped states.
~ The position of the Socialist states at the UNCTAD, it

1 J. C. Mills, “Canada at UNCTAD”, The International Journal,
ing 1965). it B

VOI'*; Q'Iqhslsf:r;hi Unit)cd States also was against Pnpmplc two iSne ddlscrtla

‘mination on basis of socio-economic system); principle three (freedom to
~ trade and dispose of own natural resources); seven (international a.réantgz;-
ment for market access, remunerative prices for primary pro _uﬁ s;
eight (concessions in preference to the less developed countries witt_oul
demanding return concessions); eleven (increased aid wlthoutdpo i y:at
or military strings). On special principles, the United States vote agatlps
principle one (setting targets for trade e:gpansmn); seven {corln engaéc::
financing of worsening terms of trade); c;g_ht _(s_urplus dl'sposa y in
national rules); twelve (action to promote invisible earnings).
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may be noted, had been in direct contrast. This, moreover
is more than borne out by their commercial policies in prac.
tice. Thus, Socialist trade, which is still of modest proportiong
for Africa as a whole,! nevertheless has supported a numbey
of countries which have struck out determinedly for polit-
ical and economic independence, e.g., the UAR, Ghana and
the Sudan, which accounted for about three-fourths of the
Soviet Union’s trade with Africa from 1958-65. Indicative
of such support was the trade structure and composition—
imports comprised their major products, including manu-
factures, and about three-fourths of exports consisted of cap-
ital goods and equipment.

It is generally appreciated that Socialist trade, which has
no export-of-capital or other capitalist drives for profits
abroad, has supported its African trading partners econom-
ically through such guiding principles as bilateral balancing,
purchases at world market prices or slightly higher, stable
buying with increases in poor marketing years or at least
not falling below levels of previous years, the provision of
markets which either create trade for the African states or
alternative outlets helping to support prices. The typical
bourgeois criticism of Socialist trade is that it is also politi-
cal, i.e., has the purpose of seeking to undermine Western
ties—rather than possessing altruistic aims. But, if Socialist
policies help to build a strong, independent Africa, which of
itself resists the unequal terms of the neocolonialists, this
is simply another confirmation of parallel interests.

Within the framework of the joint imperialist interest in
keeping down the newly independent African states, the
United States in its rivalry with the European powers has
had to contend with their advantageous trade blocs and the
lack of a big one of its own. The EEC with its overseas
associated states and Britain with its Commonwealth have
had duty-free or preferential access for their exports recip-
rocally in their respective blocs—which tend to continue the
latters’ traditional exports and imbalanced economy, frag-
mentation of bargaining power, and consequent dependence.?

1 About 6%; about 80%, of Africa’s total trade is with industrial-
ized capitalist countries.
2 Most African states are dependent on either 1 or 2 commodities
for over 75%, of their total exports: 38 countries on one and 7 on two
rimary commodities. (Based on material presented at the 2nd UNCTAD,
arch 1968.) Although African trade is small (about 5% of world total),
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also excludes, or puts at a disadvanta_ge in their markets,
United States (although not many of its overseas plants),
¢ll as other non-bloc countries. :

o be able to make full use of its economic strength, ths
d States in the early 60’s pressed for the “open system
all industrialized capitalist cour}‘trlps to ha}ve_ economic,
ercial and political relations “without discrimination”,
to exploit on an equal footing. These efforts failed, how-
. because of the unwillingness of the European powers to
Jandon their advantageous commercial positions and of US
tional agricultural and manufacturing interests to drop Us

de restrictions. : .
P:lftical-military considerations which had led Washing-
to support the EEC also led to US acceptance within
ATT of common market treaty features of support prices
for agricultural products above the wm:ld level coupled w;th
evies on imports, and of the preferential arrangements with
e former African colonies. The first involved an increase
protectionism abroad, and the second—new preferences in
ntravention of the GATT rules. But, Washington was look-
g hopefully to the Kennedy Round of negotiating recipro-
cal tariff reductions as the way to opening and linking up
ith the EEC (and, thereby, to their African bloc) markets.
But this effort failed—at least temporarily—due in large part
o the political conflict with de C:raul.le, who _spurned the
ashington-endorsed British application to join the Com-
mon Market in 1963 (and again in 1967), plus the desire of
other EEC members to prevent an aggrandizement of US

.

- influence. : ;
" Refusal of Washington to recognize the defeat of its com-
" mercial policies and strategy led to US virtual isolation at

g 1 s a higher proportion of national output (which makes for greater
E 'sirf:i?i?rity togworlg pl;ices and dependence on the_blf capitalist countries,

who take about 9/10 of its exports) than that of industrialized cou(rlltrlfes,

. e.p., as much as 50%, in several countrics as compared to about 15 )fy for
" such a big trading country as Britain. The former colonial power con-

tinues to be the main trading partner, eg., few of the French-speaki
" ing states send less than 500, of their exports fo France, ando S.;:negl?
" up to 86%)y; imports from France are equally high—up to 66 fo in Ede
case of the Ivory Coast and 68% in the case of Mauritania in the mid-
I smtie%.ec “The Future of the U.S. Foreign Trade Policy”. He_anngls,
Committee on Forcign Affairs, Subcommittee on Foreign Economic Pol-

icy, July 1967.
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the UNCTAD in 1964. Its advocacy, from positions of
strength, of free trade, “non-discrimination” and “reciproc-
ily” came into headlong collision with the demands of all
the underdeveloped states for higher prices for primary
products, international commodity agreements, modification
of protectionist policies which restrict their market, and
particularly one-way preferences. The US delegate stood
apart even from his West European colleagues, although the
latter also were unwilling to extend preferences or the most-
favored-nation principle to underdeveloped states—other, of
course, than those in their trade blocs. The US opposition
to preferences continued unaltered throughout the 1966 meet-
ings of the UNCTAD preferences committee.

By 1967-68, realizing that Washington’s efforts to phase
out the preferential system had failed and that the problem
for US monopolies might even be aggravated if the European
Common Market enlarged its scope (and Britain joined),
representatives of US big business circles were perplexed as
to how to alter commercial strategy. In testimony to Con-
gress, for example, former Under Secretary of State Ball
was completely discouraged over the prospects of achieving
the “open system”,! although David Rockefeller of Chase
Manhattan Bank was not and urged Washington to keep
trying. The consensus of big business, however, was that pre-
ferences were in the cards politically and if the big capitalist
states wished to retain their influence in the underdeveloped
states some steps would have to be taken.2

This did not imply that, however much the United States
stood for “free trade” for its own exports, US protectionist
walls would fall like those of Jericho, or that US monopo-
lies were prepared to make great sacrifices in permitting
imports from the less developed states. In the first place,
there were many rows of other US trade barriers to fall back
upon, such as imposed or voluntary quantitative restrictions,3

1 8o much so that he felt that it might be well to recognize Euro-
%e_adn primacy in Africa, as the United States enjoyed in Latin America,
1bid.

2 Committee for Economic Development, op. cit, and Issues and
Objectives of U.S. Foreign Trade Policy, U.S. CFc'mgrm, Joint Economic
Session, Washington, September 1967,

3 The 5-year cotton textile arrangement of 1962, for example, was
regarded by some exporting countries as bordering on fraud {G. Pat-
terson, Discrimination in International Trade: The Policy Issues, 1964-
65, Princeton, 1966). US officials reporting on a renewal of this arrange-
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hich could be nominal or rigorously enforced, or red tape
and collusion. Secondly, it was felt that in any case the net
ffect on the US economy would be small, and, thirdly, minor
" preference concessions might turn the less developed coun-
 tries away from import substitution (i.e., restructuring their
" economies) and to the world capitaligt market without i:eel—
"~ ing victimized by discrimination. This would help continue
" the same merry-go-round of lopsided structure and depen-
" dence—either on European or American imperialism, or some
. combination of both. .
Thus, by the 70’s it appeared that Washington was em-
barked on a new sophisticated tactic in foreign trade policy
whose fundamental motivation was to gain political credit in
the underdeveloped countries with such minimal concessions
as dropping its opposition to their demand for preferences.
This essentially paralleled the US big business recommenda-
tions of the late 60's. At the same time, the United Statc,s,
would continue to push for reversal of “reverse preferences
which favored its rival European imperialist powers. In
this connection the Nixon Administration offered the
African countries not to tie US aid to purchases from
the United States in return for entry into their mark-
. ets.! The game was still the same, although the tactics
~ were changing. _ ol
" The overriding contradiction between imperialist states,
" despite their rivalry, was more broadly corroborated at the
" Third UNCTAD at Santiago in April-May 1972 when the
United States and other industrialized capitalist countries
refused no less categorically than at the two preceding con-
ferences to make concessions to ease the plight of the develop-
ing countries. Thus, they turned down such demands as using
partial arms reduction expenc%litureds li;orbthg benefit of t}tc
developing states, lightening their debt burdens, or permit-
ting thréirﬁ)articipati;g)n together with the IMF and GATT in
a permanent committee on currency questions. (The last pro-
posal was advanced in the light of the serious losses caused
to their trade position by the imperialist countries’ currency
revaluations in August 1971.)

ment for a 3-year period beginning in 1967 stressed the expectation
of slowing down rather than increasing imports. (Issues and Objectives

of U.S. Foreign Trade Policy, op. cit. s
¢ i U.S.O:zso:g Africa in the 70°s, W)ashington, D.C., April 1970.
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3. SOCIAL STRUCTURE AND RELATIONS

AFRICAN SOCIAL FORCES
AND THE UNITED STATES

To better understand the inter-relationship of the United
States and African social forces, it is necessary to begin by
examining briefly the development of the social formations
on this continent. Like its predecessors, US imperialism gen-
erally had been able to take advantage of and by the same
token has strived to perpetuate the backwardness of social
prders. However, as these societies have slowly developed—
in response to inner impulses as well as to foreign exploita-
tion—forces have emerged which more and more have begun
to challenge the status quo. Of major importance in this
connection has been the powerful impetus provided by the
example and support of the Socialist countries.

The tendency of bourgeois writing to ascribe ethnic, racial
and similar reasons for the retardation of “Dark” Africa’s
socio-economic development has lost its appeal in the post-
war period largely due to the collapse of colonial empires,
the appearance of numerous newly independent countries in
the _mgerna.tlonal arena, the remarkable progress made under
Socialism in a brief historical period by such previously
backward regions_as Mongolia,! the Central Asian Soviet
r.f:pul::h.cs,2 China, North Korea and North Vietnam. It is not
surprising therefore to find more recent Western apologetic
shifting its emphasis to Africa’s natural and demographic
condifions.

Africa, which in pre-colonial times has known highly
advanced civilizations (Songhai, Mali, Oyo, Benin, Ghana
and Zimbabwe), is not without serious natural difficulties

i For two centuries before the revolution, Mongoli
colonial hinterland dominated by local feudal lorfls,h?orc?sgnat?:gie?;g
usurer capital. It lacked industry, modern transport and agriculture, and
even a monetary system of its own. In contrast, from 1940 to 1964
gross output increased ten-fold, with industry accounting for more than
40% of gross national product. Annual rate of growth averaged 10.3Y
in the 60's. Today, workers constitute more than one-third of the 1:rc;puE|
lation. See Y. Tsedenbal, “The Revolutionary Party and Social Changes”
in g)%;?th Maﬁx:su Review, February 1966. ’
ith all-Soviet aid, industry rapidl ew (as a per

GNPg from 1928 to 1932: Kazakhstanﬁli'g:’g %f) 44050; Uzbikig::la—ggﬂﬂj'ﬁ
to 53j0? Tajikistan—23%, to 44%,. MupoBas couManuCTHUECKAH CHCTEMA
xossiicTBa (TWorld Socialist Economy) in four volumes, Vol. 1, M. 1966.
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fecting progress, e.g., a frequent lack of fertile and cul-
able land,! inadequate or excessive rainfall and water
ly creating deserts or jmpenetrable forests, or the
ide prevalence of malaria and the tsetse fly which rules out
' attle-raising and infects human beings with the deadly
. eeping sickness. In tropical Africa particularly, geography
climate have no doubt acted as a brake, with the agri-
aral work season in the savannahs only 100-150 days, in
e equatorial forest regions 60-80 days, and a dry season
hich is “dead”.
Without minimizing the adverse influence of such factors,
" however, they alone can scarcely explain the failure under
colonialism to promote a transition from the wooden mat-
ck to better implements, from helplessness in the dry sea-
n to some forms of irrigation, and from handicrafts to at
east light industry.? Social development, too, has remained
tarded at the traditional, pre-class or elementary feudal
level in most of the continent, with such notable exceptions
" as Egypt, Maghreb and northern Sudan where patriarchal so-
" ciety had been largely replaced by class formation and an
" emergent ethnic nationality before the advent of the Euro-
pean powers.
The vestiges of pre-colonial social structures, which were
. preserved and upon which were superimposed colonial
" changes, add up to a complex mosaic which no single model
' can hope to explain.
" Lack of progress links most closely with economics, and
" this was dependent on relations with and the socio-econom-
" ic policies of the colonial powers. In the period until the mid-
" nineteenth century, when the slavers’ trade in men was dom-
~ inant and trade in goods negligible, tribe was used against
* tribe in the hunt for slaves. Thus, in almost four centuries
" during which countries like Britain and France progressed
" from feudalism to capitalist industrialization and nationhood,
the export of 50 to 100 million African slaves, mainly to
America, ruined villages, drained manpower and accentuated

1 Thus, for example, from 8% in Libya and 20% in Algeria, to
480/, in Morocco; the 3% in the ARE limited to the small but rich
Nile valley. _

2 In 1958, Africa (minus South Africa) accounted for only 0.7% of
the light industry of the world capitalist economy, 90% of which fell
to fve countries. V. V. Rymalov, Disintegration of the Colonial System
and the World Capitalist Economy, Moscow, 1966, pp. 800-304.
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tribal division and strife. Economic plunder throu
system of feudal and tribal chiefs, under the wing of cgllzmtg?
authorities,! made use of tribal customs and feudal and semi-
feudal forms of exploitation, e.g., tithes and forced labor
and thereby tended to perpetuate social and economic stag:
nation.

With the transition to monopoly capitalism in the last
quarter of the nineteenth century, imperialist export of capi-
tal sought to expand the profitable output of African raw
materials by supplementing those derived from earlier for-
est gathering (based on traditional societies) with a more
regular and intensive exploitation of African lands and
mines for the “workshop” of Europe. By the first decade of
this century, the readily accessible areas of tropical wealth
(e.g., rubber, timber and wild palms in French Equatorial
Africa and the Belgian Congo) had been drained? and ex-
ports began to decline. A deeper penetration and widening
of the market was called for and could be provided with the
assistance of modern transport, e.g., for groundnuts in north-
ern Nigeria and Senegal. _

Trade then was supplemented by productive functions. In
West Africa, the introduction of new perennial crops, e.g.,
cocoa, coffee and rubber, for the market led from the pro-
duction of annual crops on communal land to African in-
vestment in land, inheritance of such investment, and the
emergence of a class of small farmers and traders. In East,
Central and southern Africa where the climate was most
favorable, large numbers of European settlers had expro-
priated the best lands® for plantations, farms and mineral

1 The misuse of chiefs and feudal rulers in “indirect rule” was wide-
spread, e.g.,, in Northern Nigeria, the chiefs of Ashanti in Gh:.;: and
in Uganda. Regardless of whether the chiefs’ authority derived from
their traditional position or from their role as agents of colonialism
writes PrPfessor . Delavignette, formerly Gouverneur Général de l:;
Francv.::‘ dOutrs-Mgr. the French colonial administration would have
been ‘‘helpless” without the traditional chiefs, and use was made of
them from the hegmmpg. See Colonialism in Africa, 1870-1960, Vol. 11;
The History and Politics of Colonialism 1914-60, ed. by L.H Gam;
and2 P. Duignan, Cambridge University, 1970. i

See W. F. Barber, “The Movement into the World Economy” in
.Ecgﬁ(;m:c Transition in Africa, ed. by M.J. Herskovitz, London, 1964,

3 The percentages varied from 7%, in Kenya, 9%, in the i
Congo, 49% in Southern Rhodesia and Swazilan)c’l, 'to S%‘% in ther}gﬁz
of Sounth Africa. M. Hailey, An African Survey Revised, 1956, p. 689,
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Joitation for domestic and foreign markets which required
-d forced hundreds of thousands confined to the poor soils
ecome wage laborers.

Thus, on a continental scale and in a great variety of
orms, a dual economy was created comprising a sector
weared to export, with class differentiation emerging from
ad existing side by side with a stunted natural economy
ith its traditional social structure. The undermining of old
,onomic relationships, however, did not witness the evo-
on of a national market but rather an increased suction
raw materials from mines and plantations through rail-
ds and ports—a series of enclaves owned or dominated
; BEuropean trading companies in West Africa, or foreign
lus settler mine-owners, planters and farmers to the east
~ and south.

. Delayed and distorted social development has centered
largely about the level of the means of production and the
degree and forms of exploitation of labor. The draining off
abroad through expatriation of profits, interest on debt, and
colonial remittances of the surplus product and even part
of the necessary labor required to reproduce the African
worker—his miserable wages and conditions—has all but
precluded local accumulation and has been an obstacle to
~ technical progress. In West Africa, the “banana motor”, as
. the Ivory Coast plantation owners refer to the Negro work-
" er receiving little or no pay and nourished on bananas, costs
' less than a machine or even elementary tools.! A cheap pool
" of untrained intensively exploited laborers who know only
* the most simple tools or none at all? is needed.

To obtain such labor, external force and compulsion in
various degrees have been used at different times—slavery,
land seizures and taxation to break up subsistence farming
and drive the African to work in the money-commodity
economy, and the use of chiefs to recruit their people. This

London, 1957. See J. Woddis, Africa—the Roots of Revolt, Chapter I,
London, 1960.

1 Jean Suret-Canal, Afrique Noire, Occidentale et Centrale, I'Ere
Coloniale (1900-45), Paris, 1964, pp. 90-91.

2 As late as the 1950's, in the Gold Coast, thousands of men have
never seen a pick or shovel; in Nigeria, laborers carry baskets of ore
on their heads: in the Ivory Coast quarries, men work without even the
shovel and wheelbarrow because “it wasn’t worth while to teach them
as they were engaged only for a few days or weeks”. Sources cited in
Woddis, op. cit., pp. 152-58. ;
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was at such variance with the norms even in capitalist Eu-
rope that world hostility to the worst of these Ppractices in-
fluenced the major colonial powers (except Portugal) in 1930
to sign the Geneva Convention on Forced Labor, This, as
indicated earlier, also had its repercussions on forced labor
in the US area of “special res onsibility”—Liberia,

Such practices, nevertheless, have continued either through
exceptions to the Convention or in related forms. Direct
forced labor varied from services for native chiefs to corvée
(obligatory work for public services). The head or hut tax
payable only in cash, which compelled Africans to seek
employment for wages, e.g., in the Congo, Ruanda-Urundi
and Tanganyika, led to the concept of “target worker”—to
get money for taxes and the bride price, commuted from
cattle to money.

In southern Africa, figures of forced migrant labor have
run into hundreds of thousands,? particularly of young men
leaving their villages to work in the mines and on European
farms. Portuguese colonial authorities under long-standing
agreements continue to provide well over 100,000 contract
workers a year to South Africa,? some two-thirds of whose
African miners come from other territories.? Restricted to
labor camps, prevented from shifting to other urban employ-

1 African Labour Survey, International Labor Office, Geneva, 1958,
pp. 137-44, Hailey (revised), op. cit., pp- 1877-79.

2 The official number of Mozambique migrant werkers in the early
60’s was: 169,000 in South Africa and 187,000 in Rhodesia. For the
historic roots and economic impact of this phenomenon see B. JI, Illef-
uuc, fopryearscrud umnepuaiusmu 8 Adpure nocre Bropod Muposod
sodret (Portuguese Imperialism in Africa after the Second World tar),
M. 1969, pp. 165-82, Reliable estimates of Mozambique permanent mi-
grant workers amounted in the late 1950's to 500-600,000 (official sta-
tistics 360,000 to 400,000), or 2 adult males out of every 5 or 6. (An
estimated 100,000 Angolans also were working in South Africa.)

3 The process began when English colonists, who took over the Cape
Colony in 1806, began ruthlessly to burn and slaughter, confiscate cattle
and land, and convert the triba{ people into hired laborers and custom-
ers for English goods. With the discovery of diamonds in Kimberly
in 1867 and gold in the Witwatersrand in 1886, processes necessary for
capitalist development were speeded up—cexpropriation of African land,
poll taxes, hut and animal taxes, pass laws and labor control. The gold
mines could not get enough labor and immigration (including Chinese
workers for a short while) was stepped up. At the request of the gold
mine owners, a Government Commission in 1903 recommended modi-
fying the Native Land Tenure System to force the Africans to work
in the mines by alienating them from the land. The 1913 Land Act,
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easily displaced by other migrants, unskilled migra-

- entiabor iZ tiedpto low wage scales generally based on mini-
mal subsistence for the bachelor worker, with the rationali-
tion that the worker gets additional support from his
" claims upon his native village! (where his family lives in
ibal or communal society and to which he returns after one
)1 ears). i i
“Strc{;zycapi‘zalist exploitation, which is incorporated in th:;
gorous system of racial and social dlscnm}natlon, is s}laref
~ in through investment and t1:ade by the big monopolies o
the imperialist powers, including the United States, making
them at least silent partners in apartheid. i
.~ Thus, in contrast to Europe, where class formation—
especially bourgeois and proletarian—developed and matured
rom largely internal forces in the economic sphere, a qati(.n:
was formed in connection with the more advanced capitalis
industrial process, and the bourgeoisie’s bid for power rep&
resented a_political-economic struggle against a backwar
feudal land-owning aristocracy, Africa presents a more comc:-l
plex dynamic. Here, external imperialist forces have playe
a big, if not decisive, part. This is not to discount such inter-
nal countervailing or other forces as: in North Afnc-a,.a
strong Arab national, ethnic and religious n:novementt,1 in
South Africa, the largest concentration of European set lfrg,
who have evolved an industrialized colonial society of their
own; in tropical Africa, eme:;lg!?cr;t social forces, who are not
indi orld events and ideas. : i
m('}llif:r:&tlit\?eg or stunted social formations inherited at én—
dependence? reveal a varied composite of dominant but

2= 8

i it illegal for Africans to occupy land outside the “native
re]:::;l\]resrga?gow callged Bantu homelandg},compm_smg less than %S% of
the country, was made possible by Britain’s handing over pohtlcla 'Fowef
to a privileged white minority of the four colonies—Cape, Na}tal élomél:e
vaal and the Orange Free State—in the South Africa Act otk s
Duma Nokwe, The National-Liberation Mave:_ment of_Sou i it
paper presented at the Sciﬁntiﬁcg Egcmgress against Racism and Neoco-

ialism held in Berlin in May 1968. i
lomlaljjl’?icau Labour Survey, pp. 147-60; see also W}i Moore, iksdag-
tation of African I..al:n:;:;I Systems to Social Change”, Chapter 18, in

i itions in Africa. : Y
sz”%’:::cl?;’c;fgz:;sights i::to and detailed treatment of SGC'IO*CCUHOI?;?
development in African and other underdeveloped countries see, o
example, Kaaccer u Kaaccosas 6opsba 8 passusaromjuxcs hcrpa:tcl_
(Classes and Glass Struggle in the Developm% Cauntrzgs},l in C.;] ref .
umes, ed. by V. L. Tyagunenko, 1968, Vol. III, especially Chapter V;
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weak classes and strata, with resulting coalitions of parties
in_power, e.g., of feudal-landowners, and of various capi-
talist tendencies. In North Africa (alone) a national bour-
geoisie had emerged before independence as a definitely
formed class in the Maghreb, Egypt and Sudan. Neverthe.
less, feudal elements remain relatively strong, and also rep-
resent a force, despite agricultural reforms, in the ARE and
Algeria (as well as in central Ghana, north and west Nige-
ria, Uganda, Zambia, Ruanda, Burundi: and still predomi-
nate in Ethiopia).

In tropical Africa, where there is an interweaving of pa-
triarchal-feudal, dying tribal and developing capitalist rela-
tionships, the national bourgeoisie is extremely limited since
industrial production, wholesale, and to some extent even
retail trade are wsually in the hands of Europeans (or of
Lebanese and Syrians in West Africa; Indians, Greeks and
Armenians in East Africa).

Instead, an African middle or petty bourgeoisie is to be
found mainly in retail trade, or as middlemen between pea-
sants producing export crops and foreign trading compa-
nies. On the land, a bourgeoisie has emerged from farmers
growing cash crops for export, notably in Ghana (cocoa),
Senegal (groundnuts), the Ivory Coast! (coffee, cocoa), €.g.,
President Houphouet-Boigny is a large landowner, Liberia
(rubber, coffee and cocoa), Dahomey (palm nuts) and Came-
roun (coffee). Moreover, this stratum is able to branch out
into domestic commerce and transport.2

A part of the bourgeoisie, with ties to imperialism, does
not invest its capital domestically but together with highly
paid civil servants and officials (e.g., in Liberia, Kenya, Ni-

V. V. Rymalov, op. cit.; W. U. Iorexum, Haguuw u wnayuonaiensil
sonpoc (“Nations and the National Question”) in Africa, An Encyclo-
paedic Handbook, Moscow, 1968; Anru-unnepuasucruneciasn pesoaoyus
8 Agpuxe (Anti-imperialist Revolution in Africa), ed. by V. G. Solo-
dovnikov, M., 1967, Chapter I,

1 The one-sided expansion of the export sector tied to foreign econ-
omies and the emergence of a bourgeoisie of some 20,000 plantation
owners, has led to growth but without development, with foreigners
receiving about 40% of the income in the productive sectors and holding
all the key positions. Remittances abroad in 1965 amounted to 95.9
thousand million African francs equal to twice the amount of aid plus
f,rivate capital inflows. 8. Amin, Développement au Céte d'lvoire,

aris, cited in West Africa, December 26, 1967,

2 Bce Raymond Barbé, Les Classes Sociales en Afrique Noire, Paris,

1964; J. Woddis, “African Capitalism”, in Marxism oday, May 1966.
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and Ghana) prefers to acquire shares in
a’nUizﬁl(:)Znies‘i The }ne\?\r “bureaucratic” bourgeoisie
use of its disproportionate voice in state power to
uire personal wealth, privﬂfeg;: and 1ux121ry not in keep-
i odest resources of the country.
ﬁrtll;wtfh sfn:he relative weakness of class d;veloPn}ent,lthe
frican intelligentsia, which is of uneven social origin, plays
particularly important role. Trained in administration,
cation, medicine and military affairs, ma;nly. for ser\fru:(;
der colonialism, many have acted as an élite in behalf o
der ruling classes. Others have sought to balance between
Jer and newer class forces, both dorpestwally and inter-
| pationally. A section has cast its lot with national interests
' 2nd Socialist ideas—leaders such as Lumumba, Toure, Keltlz:,
Jyerere, Nkrumah—leaning for support on the young work-
' d broad peasant masses. ;
'ngﬂiﬁsosuztﬁ impcria.plism has relied in the colonial past ori
the old aristocracies, feudal landowners and traditiona
chiefs, nevertheless, the struggle sometimes has cut across
these lines, e.g., feudal leaders in Morocco who took paért 1r:
the anti-colonial struggle in the mid-1920’s; the Ivory %?Lsﬁ
plantation owners, who helped eliminate fgrced labor in 19
to have more available wage labor, constituted a bourgems—.
udal stratum of influence in the independence moveme:pii;
chiefs in South Africa in 1912, who were, together wit
middle class intellectuals, the founders of the African Natlhqn}
al Congress, included its former President-General, Chie
A. Luthuli. : WL
In the period of post-independence for most of )
" social policy, paralleling American political aims and m‘lms?sg;
~ oly interests, continues to rely heav-ﬂy on the t:Iomn:la_ni;1 cfa ;
~ of outlived socio-economic formations and those wit l'qn:a.ll
" er colonial ties to imperialism. As part of US politic .
" economic and military relations, this is the most convenien
. and long considered the cheapest avenue of exerting 13-
" fluence and maintaining social “stability”. Thus, feudal land-

1 T, Geiger and W. ArmtrangiTT;aSe Development of African Private
$ shington, 1964, pp. 77-78. !
Engr'%g::: Kathe g1964-ﬁ5 Sg?cgal Budget, according ﬁf il Stl;d‘j‘f :}):
G. Chaliand, 47%, of total expenditures was under the Sas 0/0 fpthe
sonnel”; in the lvory Coast, for a group re rcszfi;:ng ; daom.:) o
total population, it was 58%; in Dahomey—65 o fﬂlq,ue_s e b
rewve (Africa on Trial), a symposium, ed. F. Maspero, Paris, :
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owners and comprador bourgeoisie in several o
northern Arab states; tribal and feudal leaders in trf)pitcl:I:
Africa; racist plantation owners in the Portuguese colonies
and a white capitalist class in South Africa. (See the follow-
ing section “US Partnership in Social Oppression”.)

In adqun to major emphasis on such ruling classes, how-
ever, Washington has shown an active interest in new and
developing classes, such as the small African land, commer-
cial and bureaucratic bourgeoisie. This has been particularly
marked in certain countries of tropical Africa where this new
élite has an important share in state control.

In Liberia, for example, a US-encouraged bourgeoisie has
developed, particularly since 1944, when President Tubman
came to power, ffom Americo-Liberian descendants. Their
main occupation is government position but they are also
plfinters, owners of land and housing, and administrators of
mixed companies in which the government owns half the
shares. Mgst of the leading figures of the country are owners
of plantations, which are on a much smaller scale than those
owned by American monopolies, but with a total combined
output of the same magnitude as the latter and with one of
the lowest minimum wage scales—8 cents an hour.! Espe-
cially through production, marketing and other economic and
financial ties, this bourgeoisie is tied to US big business with
the common interest of suppressing and exploiting the
working people.2 After President Tubman died in 1971, a
f{)rtuge of well over $100 million reportedly was left to
his widow, and his elder son’s father-in-law, William Tol-
bert, assumed the presidency.

In Kenya, British imperialism since the early 1950’s has
encouraged a small African capitalist farmer class, as well
asa bureaucr?.tic bourgeoisie,> which became no less an object
of US attention and influence. Officials, including Cabinet
Ministers, have acquired settler farms and succumbed to the

; E{}est Africa, January 27, 1968.

recent attempt to mollify social unrest and o iti
Tubman’s *Unification Policy” of integration of the ﬂ;ﬁg?—fﬁegﬁ
and the tribal peoples, which permits the latter “to identify with the
Liberian nation through the personality of the President”. See J. G. Lie-
benap‘%hLzberzt:, Cornell University, 1969. :

e civil service after independence was still filled with
triates, who tend to resist change. J. Oginga Odinga, N 1 l:ftpa-
Autobiography, New York, 1967, p. 24%';. i 7 SO i o
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cements of wealth.! The interests of the new élite has
-n voiced by such men as Kiano, Moi and Tom Mboya.
nce 1964-65, this has found its political expression in a
ove to the Right within the ruling party KANU led by
boya, Ngala and Kenyatta which resulted in the ejection
the Left from office and driving it from KANU.
The party conference at Limuru in March 1966 revealed
» part played by US imperialism. Former US ambassador
lliam Attwood in his book of memoirs? makes clear how
helped in the ousting of the “Reds”. The sudden appear-
ce of large sums helped the Right to intimidate and to
ibe, to exclude “unfavorable” delegates from the confer-
ce, to reverse the election of Kaggia as KANU Vice-Pres-
t for Central Province, and to strip Odinga of his post
as Vice-President of the party.
Perhaps sensing that the African working class, although
ill young and undeveloped, is destined to play an ever
creasing role, the imperialist powers have done their utmost
to prevent its growth and organization. Nevertheless, as
part of the historical process of extending capitalist exploi-
tion to the mines and on the land, the number of wage
laborers has increased—although most of them are seasonal
d migratory. Of 18-19 million wage laborers in Affrica,
bout 10-15% (not more than three million) may be consid-
~ered strictly proletariat, i.e., dependent solely on wages
' for their subsistence.? The numerically small proletariat,
* correlating with industrial development and urbanization
" (miners, dockers, railwaymen), is predominantly in North
~ Africa, followed by South Africa, then Zaire and tropical
" Africat This is also reflected in roughly similar proportions
. of workers organized in the trade unions.?

1 African Communist, No. 82, 1968, p. 11.
I 2 W. Attwood, The Reds and the Blacks, New York, 1967. The
" succeeding US ambassador, Glenn E. Ferguson, had to disown the book
" as a “violation of ethics” and romised not to write about his activities
" “for five years after I leave Kenya”. A. Lerumo, “New Light on Ke-
nya” in African Communist, No. 80, 1967.
1 3 Pabouusd xaace Agpusu (The Working Class of Africa), ed. by
L. P. Yastrebova, M., 1966, pp. 17, 29.
4 Wage earners range from about 4% of the population in Nigeria
and former French West Africa to 25% in Zaire. Joan Davis, African
Trade Unions, London, 1966, p. 24.
5 Thus, of the approximately five million total membership in the
mid-sixties, about one-half were in North Africa. For country break-
down, see World Marxist Review, February 1966, pp. 40-43.
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Historically the African unions, early recognized as an
integral part of the national-liberation movement, were
banned in most countries by the colonial powers up until
World War II. The right to organize was won mainly during
the war, and in the independence movements of the postwar
period union membership grew to about three million by
1960. Even though small, African unions represented a force
not least of all in that they were closely associated with and
even constituted sections of the trade unions of the metro-
politan countries, especially France, Belgium and Italy.
Similarly, the Communist movement in Africa, as the politi-
cal expression of the working class, also developed with
close ties to Europe in the postwar national-liberation strug-
gle, mainly in the Maghreb and South Africa, and more
recently in Senegal, Nigeria, Basutoland. Although member-
ship on the continent is small, it rose from 5,000 in 1939
to 20,000 (1957), 40,000 (1961) and to 60,000 in 1967 in the
face of great difficulties.

The growing trade union strength, however, was systemat-
ically undermined in certain national labor unions by impe-
rialist and colonialist policies,t or as a result of the interna-
tional splitting tactics of Right-wing labor leaders? in asso-

1 In South Africa, for example, the ruling class-fostered social dis-
ease of racism sceped into and weakened the organizations of white
workers by alienating them from the great African majority (two-
thirds of the mine labor force comes from outside South Africa, ie.,
is migratory, with one-two year turnover, and prevented from organiz-
ing, etc.). Similarly, the weapon of “anti-Communism”: Thus, African
trade unionism, which reached a quarter of a million in the 1920’s, with
members as far afield as Zimbabwe, Zambia and Malawi, declined after
the expulsion of the “Reds”—the most hard-working and militant mem-
bers. See D. Nokwe, op. cit.

2 In 1947-48, coinciding with the launching of the cold war, the
reformist leadership of the French Force Ouvriére and International
Federation of Christian Trade Unions, the British Trade Unions Con-
gress and the Belgian General Confederation of Labor, split the inter-
national trade union movement and fragmented African union organi-
zations. Although the AATUF, founded on May 25, 1961 at Casablanca,
restored unity to over four-fifths of Africa’s trade union membership,
nevertheless, the influence of the ICFTU is notable, for example, in Li-
beria, Sierra Leone, Tunisia, Nigeria, Ethiopia, as well as in former
French West Africa. Malagasy, former French Equatorial Africa and
the Congo (K) show the influence of the Christian movement (ICCTU).
Kampala has been used as a Western center, and the Histadrut has
been active in Ghana and Kenya. J. Meynaud and A. S. Bey, Trade
Unionism in Africa, London, 1967, pp. 85, 92.
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on with, or in the interests of, their respective capitalist
asses—not least of all of the United States.
On the basis of a long history of cooperation with Right-
ng trade union leaders, the US government! did not find
fficult to turn similar efforts to Africa in the postwar
riod. This has been done largely through the Right leader-
p of the merged AFL-CIO (in 1955) under George Meany
d his appointed Director of the Department of Interna-
al Affairs, Jay Lovestone, a professional ant1:(;ommun1§t
CIA man.2 Emphasis has been on curbing militant Afri-
trade unionism, splitting it and cutting its international
s under cold war slogans.
'e’}his followed in thge wake of the February-March 1957
rican tour of the then Vice-President Nixon, who urged
broadening of American activities and particulary that Us
mbassies become better geared to promoting US private in-
vestment and to curbing “Communist” (read: militant labor)
activity. : :
ac}f‘ln };vcry instance,” he reported, “I made it a point to
talk to leading labor leaders of the country I visited. 1 was
encouraged to find the free trade union movement 1s making
great advances in Africa ... have recogmzed the importance
of providing alternatives to Commumgt—_dommated unions
and . . . keeping the Communists from gaining a foothold ... I
wish to pay tribute to the effective support given by the
trade unions in the U.S. to the free trade unions of the coun-
 tries I visited.”® 53
" To implement Nixon’s recommended policies, Joseph Sat-
" terthwaite, then Assistant Secretary of State for African
. Affairs, in a conference of American Ambassa:dors and senior
. officers held in Lourengo Marques, Mozambique, reportedly
" urged taking advantage of the anti-_colomal feeling against
~ the European powers even though difficult officially because
of the NATO partnership. One of the ways this could be

1 This goes back to World War I, when Samuel Gompers created

a Pan-Amgrican movement with funds supplied by President Wilson.
By the early 1960's, the US government was spending over $13,000,000
a year on international labor affairs, and thc AFL-CIO was devoting
8%/, of its budget to international activities. See J. Davis, op. cit,
. 201. : ’
= See Sydney Lens, “Lovestone Democracy”, in the Nation, July 5,

965.
3 The New York Times, April 7, 1957,
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done, however, he advised, ‘s through the AFL-CIO cop.
tacts in the African labor movement” A

In the ICFTU, American delegates both vied for position
with the British (over one-half of the African labor move-
ment was from the British colonies) and clashed with them
over policy. With its greater maneuverability, the US tactic
was to seek to ride with the tide, to identify with the libera-
tion movement and to support national trade union federa-
tions?—this, in sharp conflict with the British view.

The critical issue for the American labor leaders, how-
ever, was the ICFTU’s insufficient cold war ideology. They
differed with the British, for example, on making accept-
able political ideology (i.e., anti-Communism) a prerequisite
for international trade union assistance to Nigeria. In 1964,
dissatisfaction with the ICFTU’s lack of anti-Communist
activity? also played a part in the AFL-CIO’s cutting its
financial contribution to the ICFTU’s International Solidar-
ity Fund, and then to its forming an autonomous AFL-CIO
organization for activities in Africa,

The establishment of the African-American Labor Center
in 1965 (AALC), with its director Irving Brown, a longtime
associate of Jay Lovestone, also followed the failure after
years of effort to pressure the ICFTU into accepting the
former as secretary in charge of African affairs, The Center,
modeled after, but smaller than, the American Institute for
Free Labor Development in Latin America created in 19624
also works in close cooperation with US government agencies,
particularly the Agency for International Development
(AID), to which it submits its projects for approval and

1 British Cabinet Paper on Policy in Africa, December 12, 1959
(summarizing the December Brussels ICFTU conference), published by
the Trade Union Congress of Nigeria, quoted by George Nﬂprris in The
Worker, February 5 and 12, 1961,

2 ]. Davis, op. cit., pp. 192-96.

3 The AFL-CIO attacked it as incfficient (their money allegedly was
lying unused in banks). Ibid., p. 207.

% Since 1962, this Institute received some $21 million, publicly ac-
knowledged, according to the Morse Subcommittee of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee (Congressional Record, September 25, 1968; Daily
World, December 12, 1968).

The AALC, according to AID, had received in three years some
$2.4 million from U.S. Federal funds and “another $1 million” from
special funds set aside for special activities by U.S. ambassadors in Af-
rican countries. (Los Angeles Times, May 29, 1966; Daily World, De-
cember 13, 1968.)
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: vocational training, cooperatives, workers’ education,
dtsl'-; :linics and housing% There is little AID supervision lr))f
pjects, because the US government dc_aei 1nqt want to be
o closely associated with‘ the.r_n in public”® smce2 the pro-
jety of such a relationship might be qgestioned_. ; :
ince 1965, the AALC has sent materials and equipmen
the trade unions of Liberia and Senegal. Very large sums
to its Trade Union Institute for Social and Economic

elopment in Nigeria, and over 70 leading trade unch)n
ficials had completed its courses by the close of 1967. l n
inshasa, a trade union cadre institute was set up for middle-
king and junior trade union officials, from which 240
ficials had completed 1ins(,ltruciél_orl bI}: the close of 1967.
- ave been supplied to Sierra Leone. ;
uli\lﬁiia?rlso(:f};hz African-PIEmerican Labor Center’s 84 projects
in 16 African countries® (e.g., Kenya Tailoring Institute)

¢ hardly designed to make a great impact on developmenfa
but are more often an excuse or cover to place agents an
make contacts in African labor groups. As was revealed dm
the 1967 exposure of dummy foundations to channel funds
through labor, student, research and (_:ultural orga}mzatmr;]s,
CIA funds have gone through the Baird Foundation to the
frican-American Institute and the American Friends of the
iddle East; through the J. Frederick Brown Foundation to
e American Society of African Culture.® One organization,
eace With Freedom Inc., also named in the CIA exposure.
was headed by a Hungarian emigré, Robert T. Gabor, éthAo
" was eventually ousted by the Kenya government for the
4 3 . ns's A g !
1 coigef:lgesult of undermining activities, i‘\merlcg.; 113:%1}@-
~ wing eaders have become increasingly susp r -
~ rica. Ilzb%ﬁlz the Nigerian Trade Union Congress objected

1 Thid. ; ) “
! 2 When the Senate Foreign Relations Committee called George Meany

to testif}rE l-iln July 1969, Senator Fulbright asked him whether, as direc-
tor of the African-American Labor Center, he considered it pro;}‘eir
~ that 90%, of its funds came from the State Department. Daily World,

AU,%‘ust I, 1969.
Daily World, Dcl,;ccmber2164, 11996%8'
4 , Februa i :
5 g%?nzgvgﬁi:m's own lE’IA ties were revealed by Thomas Braden, la
former special assistant to CIA chief Allen W. Dulles, in an a.I;lCC
entitled “I'm Glad the CIA Is ‘Immoral’ ” in the Saturday Evening Post,

May 20, 1967.
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to the “harm being done by a battery of Ameri ies i
the guise of labor leaders in their efli:grts to saboﬁgesg.liiom
desirable unity among Nigerian workers”.! An appeal w;t
also made at that time to declare Irving Brown a prohibiteé
immigrant. Similarly, US Ambassador to Kenya, Glenn F
Ferguson, re.portedly advised Vice-President Hubert Humph:
rey not to include Brown in his entourage when visitin
Africa in ]a::luary 1968 because there was no welcome magt
out for him in Africa’s unions.? The late Tom Mboya, who
headed Kenya’s unions before becoming Minister of ’Eco-
nomic PIanmqg, was said to have earned distrust because of
his close relations with such American labor officialdom.3
In the battle against US imperialism and reactionary labor
leadership, however, Africa’s trade unions have not permit-
ted themselves to be isolated or to be divorced from world
issues. Thus, at a meeting in Prague, in May 1968, the Sec-
retaries of the WFTU and AATUF decided to make better
use of their strength as an international force by preparing
a joint ansultative Conference of African and European
Trade Unions. The resultant meeting in Conakry in March
1969 not only drew up a joint declaration, which censured
Us Jimperialism, the annexations by Isracl—a base of impe-
lélt?htsl,]m{*\fanf ‘{'?gsmbin gi)uth Africa, Southern Rodesia and
20 €5 rica, but also prepare
cooperation and unity of a.t:ti[c)m.‘%3 e

US PARTNERSHIP IN SOCIAL OPPRESSION

Southern Africa provides the most vivid example
relations and policies to dominant classes. The t?rierftit}gi
of Washington to the small ruling white minorities in south-
ern Africa (about 5% in Rhodesia, 1% in Mozambique
4% in Angola, 19% in South Africa)® of necessity involves
the United States in the system of racism and colonialism.

1 W. H. Friedland and D. Nelkin, “Di ici
PO - e i il ll:t,gﬁg?lﬁ'crences and Policies Toward
2 Daily tWorld, December 13, 1968.
2 éas Angj?tle‘; Times, October 10, 1968.
eport of Activity of the World Federati i
19655-Apnl 1969, Budapest, October 1969? gﬂ?ﬁ?:figf e Lo ey
Based on UN statistics (rounded). gopulation data for Africa are

. ! . : R
%gbﬁr%;ff; .mlnsdoshould be interpreted as being only approximations. (Sce
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 would be difficult to overestimate the effect of racism on
e African—not unlike that on the Black in the United
ates—where class structure is based upon or closely cor-
lated with it. Thus, skin color is used to predetermine
oolitical rights, wages, education, housing and social status.
he Europeans are far and away on top of the scale, the
sians much below them, and the Africans on the bottom.
or the Africans, minority rule and colonialism—*some-
jing a white nation does to a darker people”—embody
ppression, exploitation and discrimination. The Zimbabwe
smand “One man, one vote”, raised the spectre of majority
sle not only in Southern Rhodesia but in the remaining
uthern footholds of colonialism. :
The fact that southern Africa is a coordinated socio-eco-
mic complex is not mew, and both foreign imperialism
South African (and Portuguese) colonialism have so
iewed it. .

In Rhodesia, for example, long preparations made by Brit-
" ain (with US and French political support) for the con-
tinuation of white settler rule! after the dissolution of the
Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland were marked by the
turning over of the army and the air force to Southern Rho-
desia in 1963.2 But this alone would hardly have sufficed to
. hold down the Africans, who comprise 95% of the popula-
. tion. South Africa’s Minister of Bantu Administration Botha,
" for example, has indicated that South Africa and Rhodesia
" had an understanding long before the Unilateral Declara-
* tion of Independence (UDI) of November 11, 1965. After
" the usurpation of power by the Smith régime, the role of
" Britain and the United States in counselling “restraint” and
" in holding up the “spectre of violence”,® permitted the ré-

1 The history is traced back to 1961 by Sir Charles Ponsonby, Pres-
" ident of the Royal African Society (and brother-in-law of the former
" Governor of Rhodesia, Sir Humphrey Gibbs) although he places the
main responsibility on the Rhodesian planters, rather than on collusion
on the part of the British government. See African Affairs, July 1966,

London.
2 The resolution tabled in the Security Council by Ghana, Morocco

and the Philippines not to transfer any “powers or attributes of sov-
ercignty” until a representative government was established was de-
feated by a British veto, with the United States and France abstaining.
The Department of State Bulletin, October 7, 1963, pp. 559-61.

3 In retrospect, described as a “myth, in view of the small white
minority as against the territory’s four million Africans”. Keith Irvine,
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gime to be reinforced by South Africa, while effecti i

\ | I = ective actio

against it was being hampered on an international plane. i
Emtam, as the responsible “administering power”, advanced

a “strategy” of partial economic and financial pressures

against Southern Rhodesia alone, rather than the use of

force, or even a mandatory embargo with no
the Com;‘npnwealth Conference ingLagos in ]L?loifa}i"(;}e‘ljbﬁl%t
I-_’nme Mmlstqr Wilson blandly declared that economic neces.
sity would bring down the rebel government within “weeks
rather t].il?};l months_”.1 Although sceptical, most of the Com-
glc?cir?:'ea countries were seduced from taking further
Washington’s “full support” for and assurances of the
effectiveness of the British government’s limited economic
measures—even underwriting colonialist cooperation—were
voiced by the Assistant Secretary of State for Africa: “The
Portuguese authorities in Mozambique and Angola and the
South African authorities have shown a correct attitude. They
have respected the British oil embargo and show every sign
of continuing to practice their neutrality in what they see
as a domestic British problem.”2 But this was so far from
the case, that the British representative under world pres-
sure had to apply to the Security Council in April 1966 for
gﬁtlionév ttohcmplﬁ?li fgrc'e agﬂinst vessels which were carrying
o Southern Rhodesia—bu i i
et Mo T t only via the single port of
Although the African and Socialist states saw through
such diversionary and dilatory tactics and continued to urge
the use of force, they were not successful and the US-backed
British request* was finally approved (10 to 0, with 5 absten-

1g§'él.thm Africa: The White Fortress”, in Current History, February

; g’ke g er}f Y&rkhi{rimes, May 6, 1966.
peech by G, Mennen Williams, i
mm;t Xf tSfrr{‘e Bulletin, February 21, l%g-anuary i
anker was prevented from discharging its car

bulk of oil shipments was passing througﬁ l\f!.g(ozambiqglfe tl}:;r‘i:aiblu}rg;z
Sou&th Africa. The Department of State Bulletin, March 6, 1967

Similarly, Washington backed Britain’s semi-official talks with
rebel representatives (Ambassador Goldberg: “to investigate any pros-
pect of peaceful resolution”. The Department of State Bulletin, Jzng 20
1966, p. 991), which African states attacked as smelling of a “deal” and
a big step back from the original London position of no talks until the
rebellion itself was quashed. The African resolution, supported by the
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ns). Similar compromises, €.8., a ban on exports of chrome
1 tobacco from Southern Rhodesia, instead of imposing
on her universal, mandatory sanctions (including a ban
oil) and the blocking of transit via South Africa and Mo-
bique, moved further and further away from African
d Soviet proposals for an effective boycott.
The Commonwealth Conference of September 1966 also
und the African states resolved that “force was the only
e means of bringing down the illegal régime’”.! But Brit-
stalled until the end of the year, promising to bring a
resolution in the United Nations merely for selective sanc-
ns. The US delegate in the United Nations refused to
1 i resolutions in October and November
secause of their “immoderate language and because they
mpugned Britain’s motives”.2 When the selective sanctions
olution was passed in the Security Council on Decem-
16, it did not go far enough nor close loopholes.
" The US delegate’s backing of Britain “will cost the Us
" considerable in independent Africa,”® wrote a perceptive
American observer. Selective sanctions do not halt oil and
ther materials from flowing into Southern Rhodesia, nor
keep her from selling products to South Africa for re-export.
Africa wanted a much. tougher resolution. The Nigerian
" delegate, described as “‘one of the most Western-minded of
" the African delegates,” was “as strident as any”’ anti-West
" delegation. In African eyes “the U.S. is coupled with the
" UK. in a western plot to allow the Smith régime to hang on
and eventually to come to terms—its own terms—with Brit-
. ain”.4 The US Administration is accused “of favoring, for
economic reasons, the survival of racism in Rhodesia and
South Africa”.5 US vulnerability to charges that it is “a neo-
colonial power is greater than it was before the vote”. The
key role of the US in southern Africa had been pointed out
earlier by President Kaunda, for “without particularly ac-

USSR urging the British to consult with African leaders rather than
the racist minority, failed to pass in the Security Council. The Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, op. cit., pp. 986-91.

1 The Department of State Bulletin, March 6, 1967, p. 872.

2 Loc. cit., p. 378. At the same time Ambassador Goldberg admitted
in his statement of December 12 that Southern Rhodesia represented a
threat to the peace and justiied mandatory sanctions. -

i ?rew Middleton in The New York Times, December 19, 1966.

bid.
& Ibid.
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tive American support”,! the stoppage of the flow of oi]
through Mozambique and South Africa cannot be effective.

Within the United States itself there was opposition even
to Washington’s advocacy in words for economic sanctions,
not only from the ultras (Senator Goldwater’s successor
Senator Paul Fannin of Arizona, Representative James
B. Utt in the House, the American South African Committee
established in Washington primarily to support the Smith
régime), but also from Dean Acheson and the Washington
Post. A “Peace with Rhodesia” banquet in Washington, at-
tended by important people from American trade and finan-
cial circles hailed Smith as “the George Wallace of southern
Africa”.? Sympathy for the African people came from pro-
gressive and black Americans, who condemned British and
US financial titans for coddling the apartheid that threatens
black Africa with a “massive, violent and catastrophic race
war”.3

Events quickly revealed the farce of selective sanctions
and, as anticipated, how London and Washington had kept
the Smith racist régime viable by buffering its trade and
supply routes through the colonial powers of South Africa
and Portugal.* The moral suasion of the Afro-Asian mem-
" T'The Economist, November 19, 1966.

2 National Guardian, November 18, 1967.

3 A. Phillip Randolph, President of the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car
Porters, address to third biennial Congress of the American Negro Lead-
ership Conference on Africa. Herald Tribune, January 28, 1967. As
contrasted with the criticism of the US position by African leaders,
however, he called on American Negroes to support President John-
son’s policy of backing UN mandatory sanctions %ecause Britain would
not live up to its responsibilities. This ambivalent appeal may not have
been unconnected with the State Department’s facile change of pro-
paganda emphasis after the Commonwealth Conference in September—of

laying down the US role and dissociating as much as possible from
ilson, to escape the brunt of world criticism.

* “Insight” in the Sunday Times describes part of the mechanism:
Shell Middle East was sellin% crude oil to a refinery in Durban, South
Africa (jointly owned by Shell and British Petroleum in London). Refined
products were being sold to Shell/B. P. Marketing (South Africa), which
sell to dealers who supply Rhodesia. Portugal was re-exporting to Rho-
desia under false papers. Rhodesian corper went to South Africa and

Europe via a British-based Sales Co. Sunday Times, August 27, and
September 3, 1967).

In the first quarter of 1967, Southern Rhodesian export (especially
chrome, ashestos and nickel) rose 719, to Switzerland, 509, to the United
States, and 38%, to Japan. Newsweek, November 20, 1967, Atlantic Edi-

tion, London. All further references to this source are to the Interna-
tional Edition.
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rs at the Commonwealth conferences (including the threat
leaving) and at the United Nations hz_td been of no av_all
forcing the hand of Britain or the United States. The in-
ependent African states were still bound by strong economic
“ties to the imperialist powers, who' considered them mili-
tarily too weak to initiate force of their own. _
" In the following years, moreover, when they did attempli:
coordinate their numerous but as yet unorganized forces
ainst the mutually assisting racist {ninoripes, Br_1tam, t:or
example, sought to tie the hands pf neighboring anti-colonial

forces by such methods as refusing to sell arms to Zambia
" and demanding that it not be used as a base for freedom
iehters going to the aid of Africans in Rhodesia. This, in
' turn, encouraged South Africa to makp_the same dc_mand
‘and even to threaten Zambia with military attack if she
* refused to comply, i.e., a “preventive” war. At t-he same time,
" the hand of Washington was discovered helping the racist
* régime to purchase weapons and pay Portugal and West
German instructors to train Rhodesian military units in
South Africa? ; ]
" If, in the period 1965-70, London with quiet Washington
support had been defensively buffering the Salisbury govern-
" ment in the United Nations, on the fifth anniversary of
" usurped minority rule, the British representative was again
to be found applying the veto in the Security Council, but
this time against the resolution to keep in force the existing
~ limited sanctions against the racist régime. Nty
. Shortly thereafter, Washington mac}e its co.ntr1but10n to
. this new phase of more aggressive action to bring Rhodesia
. out of its isolation by granting a licence to Union Carbide,

" as reported in February 1971, to import 150,000 tons of
South Rhodesian chrome ore. Congressional approval of the
. purchase and importation of such ore followed on Novem-
" ber 11, 1971, coinciding to the day with the sixth anniversary
of UDIL. i,

This could be considered, perhaps, an intimation that
chrome was more than a “raw material” issue or that it was
not the cost of imports of Soviet chrome that had caused

1 On August 7, 1967, the African National Congress an_cl_the Zim-
babwe ’i&fricilll:t People’s Union (ZAPU) announced that joint forces
of the two organizations had engaged Rhodesian security forces in

battle. y
2 Tanzanian newspaper Ngrumo, quoted in Pravda, January 9, 1968.
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Washington, as was claimed, to lift the ban. For, as Deputy
Forf-:ign Minister Jacob Malik pointed out in the United
Nations, the Soviet Union was selling its chrome at the reg-
ular market price and in fact had supplied 49 per cent of
US imports even before the UN embargo.! Furthermore, an
even less broadly advertised fact was that the “US has so
n}uch chrome in its strategic stockpile that the General Ser-
vices Administration proposed that 1.3 million tons—enough
for 10 years of defense needs—be declared excess”. Thus, if
it was Foreign Secretary Sir Alec Douglas-Home who at the
end of 1971 had closed the “shameful deal” for recognition
of the Southern Rhodesian racists, according to TASS?
Washington appeared no less interested than London in their
political rehabilitation.

While in Rhodesia, Britain largely out of historical colo-
nial profitable economic ties has remained the predominant
foreign patron and US imperialism plays a much lesser role,
there is little doubt that in the case of the Portuguese colo-
nies the United States, although not the traditional or pri-
mary commercial partner, has gained preeminence over Brit-
ain, both politically and militarily since World War II.
Economically, since Portugal’s initial contact in Angola in
1483, the slave trade was the major source of profit until the
Enid-ninetecnth century; and in Mozambique since 1498—
ivory, gold and precious stones, and more recently, the
100,000 contract laborers supplied annually (in accordance
with a convention concluded in September 1928 and renewed
in 1962) to South Africa, and subjected there to apartheid,
for which Portugal receives one-half of the workers’ first
four-months salary for “transportation”. This makes a mock-
ery of the vaunted “assimilation” policy of Portugal,
which boasts of equal rights for Blacks in her “overseas ter-
ritories”. Thus, it has been human labor and casual mineral
exploitation which not only helped prop up an economically
backward and poverty-stricken Portugal (while the biggest
mineral wealth remained undiscovered until the 1960’s and
then was exploited by an influx of foreign capital, including

1 T?his increased after the ban to 58Y%;. Herald Tribune, November
17, 1971.

2 Statement in Pravda, December 4, 1971. It may be noted that
there is no possibility provided to the African majority of achieving par-
ity—even theoretically—with the tiny ruling white minority before
the year 2035.
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be heavy US investments originally in diamonds and ex-
ending especially to oil in the past decade), but also pro-
sded the socio-economic links with the main reactionary
social system below the Zambesi.
| Historical responsibility for the roots of the social and
| racial problems of South Africa, it is true, goes back to the
" colonial powers’ struggle for domination of the African peo-
P from the Portuguese discovery of the Cape of Good
pe in the 1480’s, followed by the Dutch seizure in 1652,
" and then the British who ousted the Dutch from the Cape
" during the Napoleonic Wars and sent out settlers in 1820,
The Dutch-descended Afrikaners, who moved inland, es-
blished two Boer republics in the 1850’s, which British
colonialism subdued in the Boer War of 1899-1902. But not
efore Cecil Rhodes™ British South Africa Co. had taken over
hodesia and suppressed Africa’s Matabela and Mashona
iprisings against white settler rule.
In more modern times, from the dual British and Boer
" inflow of settlers, the Union of South Africa was established
n 1910, with the Afrikaner emerging predominant after
World War IL Colored and Indian people of South Africa
ften looked to the British for assistance against the virulent
acialism of the Afrikaner. Although contradictions existed
" between the two, as the Communist Party’s Program A hie
" Road to South African Freedom” (adopted in 1962) pointed
" out: “In the oppression, dispossession and exploitation of the
" hon-Whites, British imperialism and Afrikaner nationalism
~ found common ground.”
= Today, moreover, to these immediate active “‘partners in
~ apartheid” must be added a third, relatively silent partner
" (see Chapter “US Neocolonialism”, section “Economic Basis”)
" —the United States, especially since 1960, This stems fun-
~ damentally from American monopoly ties to the socio-eco-
nomic system and the capitalist class of South Africa, which
" dominates and exploits some 18 million non-whites—Afri-
" cans, Colored of mixed origin, and Asians in southern Africa
" through the system of oppression called apartheid, built on
| the continent’s biggest white base of privilege, nationalism
and chauvinism.
- 0 1 Since 1962 the UN General Assembly, which previously had reg-
© ularly merely condemned apartheid, urged its members to institute a

dinlomatic and economic boycott to force a radical change in South
African policy. Resolution 1761 (XVII), November 6, 1962. By 1966
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Table Vi
Southern Africa, population (rounded)
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Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe)
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Botswana

Namibia
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Bource:

1 ge@oggggfw Yearbook 2970, 220 issue, Population Trends, UN,

L ﬁi’:ﬂlﬁirral?l{tﬁcb]?ﬁrﬁi 1963, 15t issue, Pcpulation Census Statis-

The virus of racism has been spread and has infected
even the working class, weakening organized white labor
which has succumbed to segregated unions.! The Africans
have no politif:al rights—neither to vote, nor assemble, nor
form trade unions; must carry passes from their segregated
slums (sooner concentration camps) to their place of work
as cheap manual labor in a white town; are socially treated
a.nd. taught their place” as inferiors, in effect sub-men; are
subject to beatings, arrests without an appearance before
a ]udge for 180 days, and torture.

Social oppression, by its nature, has far-reaching politi-

the Assembly asserted that “universall ic i
Assen y applied mandatory economic
sanctions” were the only road to a peacef?:i) solution, and ythat S?:T:h
Qggﬁeﬂ?d bcen_tt_:ncmtxragcdhto pursue it}: disastrous policies through the
nt opposition to such sanctions its “main tradi &
Resj?léltlonAEZ[}ZQ(X}%I), December 16, 1956.Y e ppoay
See A. Zanzola, member of the Central Committee of th -
munist Party of South Africa, “The Conscience of Soztl'? Aflﬁcac.z??n
Pravda, July 29, 1966; also R. E. Braverman, “Trade Union Apartheid”
in the African Comfn_umst, No'.'29, 1967. In the first quarter of the
century, when opposition to British imperialism and mining capitalism
came largely from Afrikaner nationalist workers in the Rand, class and
color posed some difficult problems for the Communist Party, too. A later
reassessment by the Communist Party put greater emphasis on racial
oppression as the major criterion for the struggle against capitalism
:\1‘111;1 rfor thﬁ' tsetyﬁltg up of a r;onﬂracialfSOt:ialist state. On the other hand
on-white élite apparently hoped d i itish i ialism
b i ifm. y hoped for a deal with British imperialism
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implications. Racism and chauvinism flow over and are
-ected against other ethnic and social groups as well, in-
ading whites, e.g., anti-Semitism is widespread and the
English are deprecatingly referred to as Anglo-Jews.
erals and Communists are persecuted, democratic and
cialist literature (including Marxist classics), with their
phasis on racial equality, are prohibited. This is not surpris-
g for leading South African officials have had close ties
ith fascism and its ideology.t :

' The US ultra-Right, in turn, quite naturally draws en-
couragement from and identifies itself with the rulers of
" South Africa. With the appearance in 1965 of “Apartheid
~ and U.N. Collective Measures: An Analysis” published by
" the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace—a
olume weighing the feasibility of sanctions—American
ultras labelled it a “battle plan for U.N. invasion of South
Africa” 2 Rushing into the ideological fray were the Chicago
Tribune, Goldwater, a newly organized American-African
Affairs  Association with Representative  J. Ashbrook
' (Republican, Ohio), Ralph de Toledano and Max Yergan,
who toured Rhodesia. The AAAA’s public relations man
was Marvin Liebman, who also helped organize the Com-
mittee of One Million against the admission of the People’s
* Republic of China to the United Nations, the American
" Committee for Aid to Katanga Freedom Fighters, and the
. supporters of Goldwater’s nomination for the presidency.
" The National Review also took part in the campaign and
" 15 of its editors and contributors were listed among the 54
" names on the prospectus of the AAAA. For their part, the
. “conservatives’, as the ultras of South Africa’s ruling

Nationalist Party call themselves, had given their vocal
support in the 1964 US presidential elections to Goldwater,
whom they lauded as an “exponent of an international
creed”?

T The chief of police, Van der Bergh, was a well-known Nazi.
M.C. Botha, Minister of Bantu Administration, and Albert Hertzog, Min-
ister of Health, are in the fascist wing of the Nationalist Party. Piet
Botha, Minister of Defence, is a Nazi sympathizer, along with Prime
Minister Vorster and Minister of Finance Deidrich (who had close ties
with Herman Abs, key man in Nazi and postwar West German bank-
ing, industry and armaments). Comment, February 10, 19638.

2 Vernon McKay, “Africa and the American Right” in the New
Republic, March 26, 1966.

. 13938- Uys, “Goldwater in South Africa” in New Republic, January
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Washington’s attitude toward social oppression has been

more circumspect. US official policy in the early sixties, tak-
ing into account the upswing in the African national-libera-
tion and world progressive movement as a whole, was forced
to show more ambivalence than previously toward South
Africa’s racism.! Washington could be expected to join reg-
ularly in what it considered a “ceremonial condemnation
of apartheid”® (admonitions of South Africa, declarations
that its racial policy was “repugnant” etc.), but also to water
down African proposals for effective action (e.g., describing
the situation as “seriously disturbing” instead of “threaten-
ing” international peace and security. The latter would have
given the Security Council decisions mandatory rather than
recommendatory force).?
_ The contradictions of the “New Frontiers” policy between
its imperialist substance and verbal tightrope walking was
mirrored in Nairobi, when G. Mennen Williams, Assistant
Secretary of State for African Affairs, declared on a visit
in 1961 that the United States stood for “Africa for the
Africans”. This so shocked London and the white racists
that it led him to “explain” that he had not meant only for
the black Africans. And, when in Uganda soon thereafter,
Mr. Williams warned Africans not to exchange one tyranny
for another, he felt impelled to issue immediate assurances
that he had not meant to characterize British rule as
tyranny.%

A hardening of foreign policy following the assassination
of President Kennedy represented more than a change of
occupants in the White House. Consideration for American
monopoly’s growing economic stake in southern Africa
paralleling such successes as the US-promoted political
and military moves in the Congo, was reflected in a de-
creased sensitivity to the African struggle against racialism.

! Following the Sharpeville police massacre of 72 Africans peace-
fully protesting against segregation “pass laws” on March 21, 1960,
world opinion was so aroused that even the State Department had to
issue a statement regretting the tragic loss of life, The Department of
State Bulletin, April 11, 1960, p. 551,

2 Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., 4 Thousend Days, Boston, 1965, p. 580.

3 United Nations Review, August-September 1968, pp. 20-24.

4 In commenting on this dilemma, the outstanding Africanist Pro-
fessqr Emerson of Harvard noted that a Communist “would have said
Africa_for the Africans’ and ‘tyranny’ and stuck by it”. “American
Policy in Alrica” in Foreign Affairs, January 1962,
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964, for example, President Johnson sent a close friend,
parles Engelhard, who perhaps more than anyone else
bolized the US-South Africa gold bond with apartheid,
as his representative to the Zambia independence cere-
onies.
* Against the growing demand for sanctions, the State
artment polemized that a legal basis was lacking, and
any case, sanctions would be ineffective; moreover, the
United States was not going to drive South Africa into
#isolation” by breaking off commercial relations, but was
seeking “peaceful accommodation of the forces for change”.
o the charge that US growing economic ties were helping
 sustain apartheid, Assistant Secretary of State Williams
jvely replied that US aims in South Africa were “es-
tially political”.! This did not refute the charge nor
‘meliorate the US position.
~ President Johnson’s move Rightward with respect to
uth Africa’s system of apartheid was frequently countered
 Establishment writing by an alleged US “liberal” official
ition in the South West Africa case. But this is quite
‘dubious even though the US role is not easily unraveled.
‘With the United States and other Western powers advis-
g Africa to take no action, nor to deviate from strict legal
‘procedures,? Ethiopia and Liberia had been trying since
11960 to confirm earlier advisory opinions of the Interna-
i onal Court at the Hague that South Africa was violating
" its League of Nations mandate by the extension of apartheid
" into that territory. Although the World Court had ruled in
" 1962 that Ethiopia and Liberia (the only two black African
' states in the League of Nations, which granted the mandate
" in 1920) had “standing” (i.e., sufficient legal interest in the
~ subject to bring their complaint), a differently composed
" Court® decided on July 18, 1966, that these two countries
1 1 Assistant Secretary of State Williams in the Department of State
" Bulletin, March 21, 1966, pp. 432-89; and Secretary of State Rusk in
The New York Times, July 22, 1966.
3 2 See R.N. Nordau, “The South West Africa Case” in World Today,
" March 1966. The fundamental weakness of seeking to disentangle a
colonial legal web through procedures established by the Western powers
themselves had been astutely noted and rejected by Prime Minister
Nehru when India took action to incorporate Goa, Damao and Diu on
December 18, 1961: “Colonialism is illegal.”
3 For details of political and legal maneuvers see R. First, “South-

‘West Africa” in the Labour Monthly, September 1966; B. Pilkington in
. the National Guardian, July 30, 1966.
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lacked “standing”. The Court thereby declined on g3
technicality (the point on which disqualification of the two
parties was based was not even advanced by South Africa’s
lawyers in their final submissions) to rule whether the
mandate remained in force, and whether the extension of
apartheid, as The New York Times ironically put it, “pro-
motes material and moral well-being of 526,000 inhabitants
(of whom 75,000 are white)”.1
Although the US representative on the Court had
managed to vote with the dissenting minority without
thereby changing the outcome, it was more than suspicious
that the State Department “found virtue in this anticlimactic
end to years of deliberation”, and that a statement by the
US Mission to the United Nations “seemed to heave a sigh
of relief that a confrontation with Cape Town had been
avoided” .2
That the Court decision would not have altered matters
but merely helped Britain and the United States continue
their interest-based delaying tactics® was anticipated on the
eve of the ruling by a revelation of US plans: if South
Africa’s claim to administer the territory is upheld, accord-
ing to The New York Times, US policy will continue to plead
with South Africa not to spread apartheid to South West
Africa. If, on the other hand, “the Court recognizes U.N.
responsibility for the region, Washington will then press
the other African nations to bide their time until South
Africa has had a chance to comply with new international
standards”.* Most African nations ‘“backed in the U.N. by
Asian and Communist countries would soon demand forcible
action against South Africa, which London and Washington
have thus far opposed”.?

L The New York Times, July 21, 1966.

2 Nation (editorial), August 8, 1966.

3 Economically, the territory’s diamond and copper resources (being
exploited by South Africa, the United States and Britain) were estimated
to be able to last for less than a generation. Direct economic interests
are only a minor part of the entire southern complex. Strategically, ac-
cording to Richard Gott {in the paper “South West Africa: The Defense
Position” read to the International Conference on South West Africa
held at Oxford in March 1966), the territory encircles Botswana, pro-
vides a link to Rhodesia and such a forward base as the Caprivi air
strip some 500 miles closer to independent Africa than the border of
the northernmost province of South Africa. Labour Monthly, loc. cit.

: ‘]]'Jizfl New York Times, July 18, 1966.

Ihid.
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: this, indeed, they continued to do -in the years
%;ging the General YAssen:lbly d?claratlon that lihe
date was terminated and that “South V\’f,est Africa
mes under the direct responsibility of the U.N.”.! By 1969,
oreover, in contravention of this resolution, Prime Minister
slson was reported to have approved the secret purchase
_uranium ore by a Rio-Tinto Zinc Corporation subsidiary
om South Africa and Namibia? { gth
Washington’s more guarded position consisted in {nef’f,ec-
al declarations that South Africa’s _1llegal occupation” of
amibia could not be condoned and in mildly discouraging
investment and trade by not granting US government
arantees.3 The United States felt compelled to go along
ith the Security Council resolution® which recognized the
General Assembly’s decision to terminate the mandate and
declared South Africa’s authority in Namibia illegal. The
resolution’s reaffirmation of the arms embargo against South
Africa, however, was still far from the political and econom-
| ic coercive measures which Africa and the Secialist states
~ felt were needed. ,
" In less publicized ways, Washington has been making
available to South Africa access to research a.n_d expertise,
which has not only a direct bearing on economic and mili-
tary strength, but also indirectly upon apartheid. Thus, in
" 1961, when the US Nationa] Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration (NASA) established a Radio Space Research
" Station, which included the Jet Propulsion Laboratory
" operated under contract with the California Institute of
. Technology, the State Department gave assurances that the
" United States would not be a party to apartheid arrange-
ments. Circumvention took place by contracting the opera-
tion of the $2.5 million station to the South African quasi-
governmental Council for Scientific and }ndustnal_ Research
(CSIR), rather than by directly employing Americans and

1 Resolution 2145 (XXI), October 27, 1966. As against the Afro-
Asian proposal to place the territory under the United Nations, or the
Soviet proposal to declare it independent, the US position was to set
up a commission to rjcc{m%d a “timetable”.

2 Sunday Times, July ; : ]

3 Ar:b::sador Charles Yost at the UN 25th anniversary celebration,
May 20, 1970.

i Senate Resolution 287 adopted on July 29, the Department of State
Bulletin, September 7, 1970, Similarly, the International Court’s advisory
opinion on June 21, 1971
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local nationals as are most NASA stations abroad.! The
approximately 250 CSIR employees, trained in the United
States, operate under apartheid regulations, which specify
that non-whites do not hold jobs above the menial level
nor receive equivalent pay for the same work, nor dine or
share public transportation with whites. NASA funds also
partially finance a four-year training course in electronics
for whites established in 1964, according to the deputy
director of the station, who was formerly commanding of-
ficer of the South African Air Force School of electronics.?
Participation in space research has brought national prestige
to racist South Africa, membership in the international
Committee on Space Research, and the development of skills
in the latest equipment and electronic techniques.

The United States is linked with the economic and deriv-
ative social aspects of metallurgical problems connected
with South Africa’s most important industry—gold (in which
the United States is the biggest gainer from the artificial
low price of gold). Only the richest veins are worked, and
these to record depths of over 12,000 feet. With the price
inflexible, greater profitability is gained through increased
exploitation—essentially by lowering production costs both
in technology and in human labor. In the former sphere,
significant cooperation takes place with the University of
Minnesota (e.g., the director of the Mining Research Labor-
atory of South Africa’s Chamber of Mines is also a profes-
sor at the University of Minnesota), Massachusetts Institute
of Technology, and the University of California at Berkeley.
In the search to reduce further the cost to mine owners of
the nutritional requirements of the annual turnover of some
222,000 African laborers who work in the mines (which
smacks of a study of food requirements of slave labor),
South_ African researchers maintain close relations with
American organizations, including Massachusetts Institute
of Technology and the US Department of Agriculture.

In the field of atomic energy, an examination of the close
scientific and technical links with the United States shows
scores of scientists to be American trained, especially at the
Oak Ridge National Laboratory. The single reactor at
Eihi;daba is an Oak Ridge design purchased through Allis-

almers.

; de Greenberg, “South Africa” in Science, July 10, 1970.
1.
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4. IDEOLOGICAL FORCES

Although dialectical materialism does not attribute a
rect linear relationship between socio-economic forma-
ons and their superstructure, including ideology, never-
eless, since Marx and Engels hammered out the impor-

ce of the economic basis in historical development there
a tendency for some to conceive of this basis as a precon-

on, if not predeterminate, of all social development. By
aplication at least, there is a denigration of the force of
eas and ideology.
! Lenin, in seeking to combat a static, compartmentalized
or schematic approach to change in the underdeveloped
‘countries pointed out, for example, that for them the capi-
talist stage is not inevitable if one takes into account the
force of ideas (“systematic propaganda”) and the “aid of
the proletariat of advanced countries”.! Furthermore, the
" ideas themselves develop in the process of struggle and
* under the influence of world forces and events. In this con-
" nection he foresaw that the “movement of the majority of
the world’s population, originally aimed at national libera-
. tion, will turn against capitalism and imperialism and will,
~ perhaps, play a much more revolutionary role than we have
" been led to expect”.?
" This, in effect, has since been demonstrated by a number
. of African countries now taking the non-capitalist path. But,
* the ideological struggle, like that in the other spheres, is a

two-way proposition, of which imperialism is quite aware.
" In this connection, the ideological efforts of the United
States in Africa are also not to be underestimated as a
reactionary force.

Ideology, to be sure, has aspects which are both objective,
ie., reflective of actual conditions, trends, policies and
actions, as well as subjective, divorced from or at variance
with the latter or simply evolved at a writing desk “to influence
the minds and hearts of men”. It is not difficult to under-
stand why the latter particularly would appeal to Washing-

1 “Report of the Commission on the National and Colonial Questions
to the Second Coa:glress of the Communist International, July 26, 1920”
im V. I. Lenin, ¢ National-Liberation Movement in the East, M.,

1957, pp. 268-69.
2 “Report to the Third Congress of the Communist International,

June 5, 1921”7, op. cit., p. 290.
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ton and US monopolies as a cheap answer to knotty politi-
cal, economic and social problems.

Historicall_y, it is a commonplace for reaction in America
e.g., ultra-Right organizations such as Sons and Daughteré
of the American Revolufion, to seek to identify itself ver-
bally—now that it is safe—with the progressive events of
the country’s past. Similarly, in the case of Africa, frequent
reference has been made by US officials to the anti-colonial
and democratic traditions of America, and to the links be-
tween the two continents—even extending to the “bond”
\vflth Africa, as the source of American slaves. No distinc-
tion, to be sure, is made between the bonds of the US ruling
classes and former slaveowners with Africa, as contrasted
with the bondage of the Afro-Americans.t
_US officials place great emphasis, too, on the compound
lie of anti-Communism—first the distortion and falsification
of its content to make it appear reprchensible, and then
the labelling of all patriotic forces as Communists; on the
industrial strength of the US economy to overawe, lure, or
by association to make the capitalist social system appear
in a better light; and on efforts to absolve class society in
the United States of the onus of racial oppression, exploita-
tion and discrimination by ascribing such shortcomings to
mankind in general, rather than to capitalism, as organic
features.

Many of Washington’s propaganda lines have been taken
over from the generally liberal policy recommendations
(which, as policy, have generally not been adopted) made
by educators, such as those of Northwestern University’s
Program of African Studies,? e.g., to speak in terms of Afri-
can interests, to recognize an African policy of non-align-
ment in the cold war, to support self-rule and racial equality
rather than colonial rule, to encourage development free
from outside interference. ;

Although variations of these concepts are to be met in
Washington’s “war of words”, raising the bogey of Com-
munism (once favored by the Third Reich) remains a pivotal

! Compare a more blatant British colonial apology: The sl
4 = t
“was based on the sale of slaves by other Afrigansgz) whftes sal‘z;.fre:;aci!;
;cturn [ f91- gti)lods whlfch those -?fricans wanted ... the insistent African
unger for the manufactures of the more ad ivilizations.” Scipi
St gt et vanced civilizations.” Scipio,
* Published as United States Foreign Policy, 1959, op. cit., pp. 13-17.
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t of US cold war propaganda. Liberal government advis-
rs and critics, when dealing seriously with US official
i-Communism, have asserted, for example, that in Sub-
saharan Africa Communist influence is minimal and that
e cry of Communism is, indeed, “most often heard in
ye African countries whose commitment to the West is
trongest—South Africa, the Federation of Rhodesia and
yasaland and the Portuguese territories.
“This, however, scarcely makes Communists of African
mationalists. When we are told that Dr. Hastings Banda, the
ader of the Nyasaland African Congress, was influenced
py Communists because he met certain Russians at Accra —
the Russian delegation there totalling 6, as against more
‘than 100 Americans—we may well ask for specific proofs
of this influence.”?

Whatever the merits of such liberal criticism, however,
it also implies certain falschoods: that the ideas of scientific
Socialism and the Socialist path are not universal but Rus-
sian inventions; are not matters of choice for the African
people and states themselves, but subject to Washington’s
decision; and are not influential, hence do not justify US
counter-action.

In fact, the US imperialist big stick, in one form or an-
other, has been masked behind anti-Communism—from
" North Africa and the Middle East to the Congo. When this
. transparent line, however, began to wear thin after the US
' (airlift)-Belgian (paratroops) and British (airbase) interven-
* tion (“rescue operation”) in the Congo in November 1964,
" the verbiage changed from the need to “contain Commu-
" nism” and “fulfill our commitments” to a more abstruse justi-
" fication of US intervention “whenever its absence will create
" regional instability of expanding proportions”, as formu-
lated by an influential member of the State Department’s
Policy Planning Council.? Intervention, he opined, “has to
be judged largely on its international merits not in terms
of specific domestic consequences within individual states”.?

1 Op. cit., p- 11. In the decade since then, it may be wondered how
many such charges have been deliberately leveled as part of psycho-
logical warfare to confuse, intimidate and divert.

2 Zbigniew Brzezinski, “The Implications of Change for U.S. Foreign
Policy” in the Department of State Bulletin, July 3, 1967.

# Apparently, a reformulation of the obsolescent “domino effect”.
Thus, he noted, “it is that distinction which warrants our involvement
in the cffort to create regional stability in Southeast Asia”. (Ibid.)
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Thus, another formula to rationali i
iy iy ionalize the US postwar policy
_ Nonetheless, behind all of these catch-all phrases, US
imperialism has been very much concerned with Af,rican
leaders and ideologies looking to a mon-capitalist path to
SOCIE.].llsm.l This is especially relevant to scientific Socialism
looking forward to a working class base for economic devel-
opment under modern conditions, free of imperialist in-
fluence. In contrast, “African Socialism”,2 harking back to
a communal and egalitarian traditional society, holds that
Africa unlike Europe is free of rival classes, has a unique
cultpre’ and history, and therefore must depend entirely on
Africa’s building its own future. It is not difficult to under-
stand that such romanticized backward-looking views, which
also would cut Africa off from progressive world forces and
zgéesﬁaize not bregartle(t:ll I?S a real threat by imperialism
even been use reaction i iti i
e gocialismﬁ y reaction 1n opposition to scien-
domestic industrial and economic might has provi
Washington’s “idea men” with a stron aliggument I;'orvpc}rzc-l
moting American capitalism abroad. Not that US foreign
investments and trade have brought Africa anything com-
parable with what has been drained out by American mo-
nopolies. It is this fact which programs of private capital?
and US government such as “aid” seek to cover up. Part of

! In tropical Africa, for example, an early advocate, N i
his book Consciencism ik e b bl o (Ao
revgluk‘}otrlllary i (1964), held that ideology is central to African
Y i \rariom;s‘ shades of emphasis: President Senghor’s rela ir-
itual concept of “Negritude”—".. Negro-African ?;fiety is cotﬁgctsil:rlirst
or, more exactly, comm_unal, because it is rather a communion of souls
than an aggregate of individuals”. (dfrican Socialism, London, 1964
p. 49.). President Nyerere emphasizes the fact that nobody starved in
traditional socicty because he could depend on the community as consti-
tuting the essence of Socialism. (Ujumaa: The Basis of African So-
cml;sgx, 1962, ‘p.”S.) See 1. Cox, Socialist Ideas in Africa, London, 1966

Negritude”, according to Nkrumah, “serves as a bridge between
the _Afrlcan” foreign-dominated middle class and the French cultural es-
tlzg;lashment . Class Struggle in Africa, International Publishers, N.Y.,

4 Numerous avenues pursued by US monopolies in “sowi
will” range.frogl the activities of their Fouan[atieosn;nto 53;\;:;% ‘ggoonc'll-
munity relations”. In mid-1970, e.g., Mobil Oil Co.’s subsidiary in Ghana
sponsored a nationwide painting and sculpture contest of the arts and

education, traffic safety programs i i
Sempinit il Yy prog , and local employee involvement in
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annual psychological game revolving about appropria-
us is for Congressmen and the communications media,
ich are essentially organs of big business, to charge that
amounts to “giveaways” and “wasteful expenditures on
estige projects”. Then, the administration generally seeks
» woo” Congress and US monopolies by its stress on UsS
ational security” and economic benefits derived; and, to a
ser degree, on moral and welfare principles—in order to
ake an impact on African and world opinion. The aid
elf, whose primary significance lies in its political strings
d economic motives (see section “Economic Basis”), does
volve minor concessions but hardly enough to evade past
d present imperialist responsibility for the continent’s

omic backwardness.
If the US possesses economic strength achieved on the
asis of technology and exploitation (in part in Africa),
. capitalism has generated weakness in the social sphere,

‘where US imperialist-African contradictions are glaring,
€.g., racism in southern Africa (and the comparable domestic
discrimination against African-Americans). In the main, US
ficials have sought to absolve imperialism of the onus of
support for racism by separating out—as if unrelated—the
question of the profitable monopoly ties of the United States
from its attitude to world action against apartheid. Thus,
the US African Policy Statement declares that the United
States does not believe in cutting ties “with this rich, trou-
' bled land” and will “continue to make known to them and
" the world our strong views on apartheid”.! Another tack
' has been to argue that sanctions, boycotts, etc. are ineffective.?
" It is well known, however, that Washington has not at all
. hesitated to employ economic weapons against states with
" which it differs ideologically. The US line in the United
" Nations has been to raise the spectre of violence and blood-
" shed in southern Africa and therefore to urge “modera-

o2

1 US and Africa in the Seventies, op. cit., p. 521

2 Prime Minister Heath, in a talk with President Kaunda of Zam-
bia, as reported from London, even more hypocritically “trotted out the
tired lie about economic progress in South Africa eventually compelling
the abandonment of apartheid (South Africa has had a continuing boom
for over 20 years, and throughout that time apartheid and its attendant
evils have gotten worse)”. And he indicated, as if a finishing stroke, the
non-sequitur that “Zambia receives aid from China and Russia”. Her-
ald Tribune, October 20, 1970.
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tion” and gradualism,! i.e., to block world action, while

simultaneously expanding economic relations. Furthermore,

as if in justification for not bringing pressure to bear
South Africa, US apologists have g;dlghi%)ted, disingemmuslo;r:t

!:ha:‘: the record on American domestic racial relations also
is “not unspotted”. A cold war decoy which has been
employed to divert attention from the issues involved is to
claim that the Russians, Chinese or Cubans are “exploiting”
th:]:) s_1éuat10n.

ifferences in emphasis and tone are to be i

_apu,l,ogetlcs since MacMillan’s “winds of changrloz'ie lir:le[\{E
ing” speech made at a high tide of African national libera-
tion in 1960. Thus, after South Africa had quit the Com-
monwealth in 1961 on the question of apartheid, a US del-
egate at the United Nations warned South Africa that its
racial policies could “rock the entire Continent”.2 It seemed
credible t!:en th:itt Washington, as claimed, was secking
through diplomatic approaches to Practoria to bring about
some change more in keeping with the times.

. By the second half of the decade, however, the US official
line moved to the Right, more often stressing the rationale
of US accommodation to the status quo, echoed duly even
by press organs considered liberal on racial issues: Although
South Afr{ca; s race policy is abhorrent, it is “her own affair
—like S?’am s where US has military bases, and Portugal, a
US ally. 3_ Prime Minister Vorster says the British have not
solved their race problem and American racial policy “is no
concern of ours”. The military embargo is a “pinprick”, they
get arms elsewhere. Not giving shore leave because of apar-
theid to the crew of the US aircraft carrier Roosevelt in
February 1967 gummed up a “friendship visit”. Encourag-
ing Africans against apartheid makes “Afrikaners here
sun;f}v crawl .together”, according to Mrs. Helen Guzman
f‘lklf?ric?le parliamentary voice of real opposition™ in South

! With respect to the Portuguese Territories, for
African Policy Statement declares that the peoplésfﬁav?:ll;?glﬁ,t g:es:ilf%
thd}:etv.ertmhmatwn, uUs will encourage “peaceful progress to that goal”, and
: at ft‘: cliclarcd pghc_y of Portugal for racial toleration *“holds genuine
fi;}lljfinorfore ti];l.ltsurr:: 3 t(lblﬁ): (Thl:s, wl:ien 'th‘;: African people are already
, havin i i
§Fhe Nerw York Times, October 25, 1061, - o
: ﬁ;ﬁi Sulzberger in The New York Times, December 14, 1967.
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The US policy of curbing international action frequently

" has been further rationalized along pragmatic lines. U

~ Ambassador C.W. Yost, in a speech to the United Church of
" Christ in Boston, criticized as “‘unrealistic” efforts to impose
~ sanctions on countries in southern Africa, even though the
" denial of human rights was “reprehensible”.t Artfully, he
* argued, the failure to achieve results in Rhodesia should
| be a warning against weakening the United Nations by
. attempting to apply sanctions against stronger countries such
* as South Africa.

In Canada, which has pursued a policy similar to that of

' the US, a stronger domestic opposition forced a study of
. the government’s relations fo southern Africa and the
' jssuance after two years of a White Paper on foreign policy.

Prime Minister Trudeau commented in March 1970: “I'm

" not overly proud of this policy. It's not consistent.... We
should either stop trading or stop condemning.”? But there

appeared little government enthusiasm for infringing upon
monopoly profits in favor of action on moral principles.®

In view of growing world censure and greater recognition
of racialism in the United States and in southern Africa as
a continuing feature of imperialism and class society, which
Socialist societies have eliminated, US propaganda media

~ undertook a deliberate campaign in the sixties to spread the
" 'myth that Soviet republics and nationalities also were the

objects of discrimination and that race problems -could not
be solved overnight; or even the more sophisticated line that

\ Herald Tribune, July 1, 1969.
2 Africa Report, October 1970. The same disingenuous argument

is used by the former Under Sccretary of State George W. Ball: “Ei-
ther we should hermetically seal South Africa off from the world,” or
seck .. .to bombard South African society with the free force and play
of humane ideas”. He then points out approvingly that Houphouet-Boigny
of the Ivory Coast is now urging the black states to undertake direct talks
with South Africa and there is a growing realization that the presence of
80 black African embassies in Pretoria might encourage the growth of
more relaxed social attitudes.” (Newsweek, November 16, 1970).

3 Opposition to government policy comes from a group of churchmen,
voluntary organizations, trade unionists and returned Canadian University
Service Overseas volunteers, who prepared a Black Paper offering an al-
ternative Canadian policy in southern Africa—an end to Commonwealth
preferences to South Africa (a decade after her leaving), the discouraging
of Canadian involvement especially in the Cabora %assa Dam and in
Namibia, the stopping of NATO aid to Portugal, and the offering of aid
to Tanzania, Zambia and Botswana.
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an attribute of a bourgeois-democratic society was that j
did not attempt to impose equalitarian practices upon aj]
of its citizens but hoped that with time racial discrimination
would disappear. The argument, for all its seductiveness
suffered from the flaw that under capitalism there exists an
entire framework (political, economic, social and legal)
which permits—not to say encourages— the preaching and

practice of racial discrimination, which S 1
been abolished. , which under Socialism hag

e

Recognizing the importance of ideas in influencing the
course of events, US imperialism has invested no ‘small
amounts of money and effort in distinctly ideological pro-
grams, comprising such related fields as information and
propaganda, education, religious and cultural activities
technical assistance. In all these spheres, quite evident in in.
formation—and not at all labelled propaganda, there is a
mixture of fact and fiction, truth and lies, reality and myth.

Foreign communications media, in this respect, are es-
pecially significant in Africa, where recently! seven coun-
tries still had no daily press except government handouts
15 had no daily newspapers. In all of Africa, there were
some 200 newspapers, fewer than 40 national radio systems
(plus 10 stations serving racist or colonial regimes). There
were about 6 million radio sets (over one-half in Arab-
sﬁ%%a(l)(mg cogntrleg), and 20 television stations,? with about
o ,U%Rzifncan licence holders (of which 875,000 were in

US information is channeled through a vast network of
overlapping governmental, quasi-official and private under-
takings, quite on a level with American primacy in foreign
investment and commerce. Although US news services are
mainly in private monopoly hands, 70% of all radio stations
in the United States are under federal control, and 40%
exclusively for governmental agencies.® The thfense De-

1 : “

Cmml?ﬁ)lg?nfé}licﬁ;. g,n?;%gz:&spccts of News from Africa” in the Demo-

2 Broadcasting programs follow in the fo

: ¢ otsteps of th
gf 1ﬁséi1{lact’wn, ::.g., thehﬁrst television system in thg Congo fK;,e Eg?gﬁgg
8¥Q-Iine.’ perates on the US 625-line standard, rather than the French

5 : S
N.Y.,SFSTEBrben 1. Shiller, Mass Communications and American Empire,
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riment alone has overseas some 38 television and 200
erful radio broadcasting stations, Voice of America
sadcasts from Addis Ababa, Monrovia, Kinshasa, Tan-
er, as well as from the United States (Greenville, South
(i -Dlina).
‘Needless to say, there is a close correlation in the govern-
ental and private enterprise (military-industrial complex)
opaganda line. The US Information Agency (USIA), with
ver $100 million a year budget (about 10% of which is
gnated for Africa), has issued clear instructions that it
not in the business of furnishing news, literature or enter-
inment for its own sake but the “skilful and inventive
esentation of facts” to promote US policy and aims. Form-
. USIA Director Frank Shakespeare not long ago reiter-
ted! that he was an advocate of a “hard line” against
ommunism. USIA publishes its own American Quilook in
ra and Kinshasa, and at the same time distributes free
ies of Newsweek, Life and Ebony. It has its own tele-
pe wire service since 1960 (linking distant countries, such

Ethiopia and the Ivory Coast)—supplied free of charge
African newspapers. It has its own reading rooms (of up
5,000 volumes, plus press) in over 30 cities; and furnishes
otion pictures (documentaries are prepared by “Today”

Addis Ababa), which have nevertheless met opposition
rom several independent-minded countries.?

In place of Lagos, which for a long time was a major
USIA advance post of anti-Communism, Accra began com-
ng to the fore after the February 1966 coup d’état. In
" October 1966, for example, there was established a Council
' to Combat Communism in Africa (whose head declared he
 was unafraid of the label of “agent of western imperialism”).
" The United States shift out of Lagos is an instructive
| example of Washington’s political line and its ideological
" ramifications. Nigerian hostility to American imperialism
| intensified during the three-year war, when US newspapers,
" radio and television demonstrated an obvious bias in favor
' of Biafra. (Furthermore, Washington’s line continued after
" the war ended on January 15, 1970, when the US Congress

1 ABC television broadecast, December 20, 1970.

2 Thus, Egypt and Tanzania forbid anti-Soviet films, and Somalis, for
example, have demonstrated against their pro-Vietnamese war content.
International Affairs, No. 9, 1967.
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in March insultingly rejected a request to train a numbep
of Nigerian soldiers in technical subjects—the Federa]
Government had built an army from 10,000 to some 300,000.)
Clearly the position taken by US mass media during the
war had not been accidental. In retrospect, Lt. General
Gobon, head of state, commented that most of Europe and
the United States wanted to break away Biafra from Nigeria
since dismemberment suited their economic interests.! There-
fore, according to Gobon, Nigeria’s position did not receive
fair treatment in the American press during the war, and
Nigeria could not even present its 2point of view in a paid
advertisement in the London Times.

Although Washington suffered a political defeat in its
relations with Lagos as a result of its official and unofficial
activities in Nigeria, the United States has maintained a
continuity in its unofficial ideological channels of exerting
influence through such organizations as the Foundations,
which are not hampered by public scrutiny, can act fast
and also on a long-term basis. Thus, for example, Wayne
Fredericks, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for
African Affairs (1961-67), is now head of the Middle East
and Africa Division of the Ford Foundation (from which he
had originally come to the US government). The latter has
provided $120,000 to the International African Institute in
London for coordinating research and information, In re-
lated educational and technical fields, it has provided finan-
cial aid and personnel: several consultants to the govern-
ment, more than $100,000 to the Nigerian Institute of In-
ternational Affairs, Ibadan, and about $10 million to the
Institute of Tropical Agriculture (another contributor is the
Rockefeller Foundation).? A Library of World Research,
sponsored by Ford and Rockefeller Foundations, together
with US and Canadian aid agencies, was to be completed
in 1972. Among the program studies, it may be noted, pop-
ulation control ﬁig'ures prominently.

In the field of educational, language and cultural activi-
ties, ideological influence is on the whole more subtle and
indirect than in the information sphere, and during the pre-
independence period centered in religious hands. The foun-

; %{E{?}skington Evening Star, August 28, 1970.
id.
3 West Africa, June 13, 1970,
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jons of the present African school system were laid by
neteenth century missionaries and bear the pattern of
ademic education, the preparation of clerks to serve in
lonial bureaucracies, and a minute university-trained élite
iented to the metropole in the British and French colonies
e more utilitarian Belgian emphasis was on primary
ucation). Although education has been largely secularized
since independence, because of the cost, only Guinea had
entirely nationalized the school system by the mid-sixties.!
~ Since most present-day African intellectuals and leaders
‘have been educated in Western missionary schools, the in-
ence of the Church is something to be reckoned with. An
timated 37% of Africans belong to traditional religions,
' 40% are of Islamic faith (about one-half in northern Africa),
and 22% Christians (of which, 9% are Catholics—about 22
million; and 7% Protestants—about 15 million).?2 Catholics
~ are mainly in the former French colonies, and Protestants
* in Liberia, Ghana, Malawi, Rhodesia, South Africa, where
~ the British-US influence predominates.

. US church organizations, today, support several thousand
| missionaries, making them the largest group of American
| civilian residents in Africa. The scope of missionary in-
. fluence beginning with education extends to government, the
. professions, industry and even agriculture. Nevertheless, the
" wide discrepancy between the ideals preached by religion
and the racial discrimination practised in its name or frame-
work has led to secession from the mission churches. In
South Africa, for example, there are about 3,000 separatist
churches.

Although independent Africa considers capital formation
one of the most important single factors in economic growth,
the development of skills through education and training as
well as for its ideological content has a high priority. Con-
sequently, the new governments early embarked on great
expansions and secularization of their educational programs
and Africanization of curricula aimed to overcome illiteracy
rates of 80-90%, to transform the traditional peasant into a

1 Education and Nation-Building in Africa, ed. by L. G. Cowan,
London, 1965, p. 16.

3 Figures compiled on the basis of the U.N. Demographic Year Book,
Europa Year Book, Britannica Book of the Year and Whitaker's Alma-
nach, see also I'. A. Ulnaxunxos, Pesuzuw crpan Agpuxu (Religion in
African Countries), Moscow, 1967, pp. 88-39.
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Pe?»cggln;rrxmﬁrmer, and to overcome the shortages of trainegq

The United States, which lagged behind the European
powers in exerting influence in these fields, made rapid
strides to catch up. Whereas at the close of World WarPII
American universities conducted programs for all the major
areas of the world except Africa, by the 1950’s the Carnegie
and Ford Foundations had helped to launch graduate
African programs at a number of major universities. By the
mid-sixties, there were some 42 African programs in
American universities, 30 US official textbooks and scientific
centers in Africa, which distributed about 600,000 textbooks
in 1964; and 30 American foundations were active.

The training of African students in the United States
wh1c1_1 began in the late 1950’s, involved 2,800 in 1960-61.
and jumped to 6,800 (including 1,280 from the UAR) b);
1964. In the second half of the decade, these students con-
stituted about 8% of the foreign students in the United
States. About two-thirds of the African students are spon-
sored by the US government, their own government and
private agencies (cp‘urch' or foundation). An increasing
number of students (“Participants”) are pledged to take part
on their return to Africa in projects in which US private
industry and government are interested. These were to
number 4,700 in fiscal year 1966, an increase of 1,300 over
1964, of which about one-half was in agriculture and one-
i‘ifth in education. US educational programs have not over-
ooked potential opposition leaders even in countries with
thf: governments of which the United States has very friendly
relations, e.g., a scholarship program for students (mostly
refugees) from racist countries of southern Africa is con-
ducted at Rochester University and Lincoln University (a
predominantly Negro institution in Pennsylvania). :

Us gohcymaker_s have frequently sought to place emphasis
on African education as a substitute for far-reaching indus-

1 Primary education programs alone, ho i

L W 3 i 7
ancy of er’;rollme_nt between different muntrﬁ::?rt':.ﬂ:l,0 K?geifédfﬁ'fdlfﬁ:ﬁ-
:ﬁ?;li?goﬂ’ gmz—;fgzﬁo,hthedlwry ﬁoast—sso 0, the Cong.o (%razza-

; 1 and, several countries, in West Africa f

exam;g)le, were considered fo have an “oversupply of pri by
:}:tj} r.icgagg%ue of African _Stfztes on tke? l})};velt?;ﬁ?ai‘c}ggiggﬁ
. 63-64: Sl conomic Commission for Africa, Addis Ababa, May 1961,
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and economic changes. Thus, for example, programs
community development (adult literacy, sanitation, recre-
and cooperatives) have been given priority on the as-
tion that Africa would remain tied to the land, as well
to avoid the “disintegrative” effects of modernization.
aral uplift,” it has been noted, “is in part to prevent
ocial and political upheaval.”! The promotion of such pro-
ams in place of the more dynamic factors has often mir-
rored the philanthropic, reformist attempt to accommodate
0 an inert status quo rather than to propel the economy and
iety forward. Africa, nevertheless, has continued its
search for technological advancement in all fields.
| With this in view, Washington has been stepping up
" educational ties with Africa in the fields of science, agricul-
e and medicine. Thus, a US government team headed by
he chairman of the US Atomic Energy Commission? visited
orocco, Tunisia, Ethiopia, Kenya, Zaire and Ghana in
mid-1970. Using as a starting point the small nucleus of
African administrators, scientists and doctors, most of whom
have been educated in the United States or Western Europe,
'~ the US task force planned within three years to have the
science, agriculture and medica]l faculty of every African
university linked in a “sister college” relationship with its
counterpart department or college in an American univer-
~ sity. In addition, African institutions were to be placed on
. the circulation lists of American journals free of charge, a
. program was to be organized of Americans to spend one
~ year or more in Africa (similar to that pursued by France),
" the US agricultural extension service was to be adapted to
~ Africa, and exchange and links by US private organizations,
. universities and individual scientists were to be encouraged.
One of the most ambitious US ideological programs, in
the form of education and technical assistance, is the Peace
Corps. As grounds for its formation, a biographer records
how John F. Kennedy, toward the end of his campaign in
Chicago in 1960, remarked that he wanted to demonstrate
to the Soviet Union “that a mew gencration of Americans

1 W. D. Robinson, Africa Today, Vol. 14, No. 2, 1967, p. 81.

2 The choice of the prestigious field of atomic energy is noteworthy.
Furthermore, Lovanium, Zaire, with its 5-kilowatt nuclear research center,
has the only nuclear reactor in Africa outside of Egypt and South Africa.
See Glenn T. Seaborg, “A Scientific Safari to Africa” in Science, August

7, 1970.
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has taken over this country...young Americans.”t
more, that he“envied the patrioti;lr}xgof Communist )I;:)Jti’f}l:e;-f-
Cuba, w%lere .. .each week-end 10,000 teachers go into the
countryside to run a campaign against illiteracy”.2

Tl'lﬁ P?ace Corp§, formed on March 1, 1961, with the
President’s brother-in-law, Sargent Shriver, as its first direc-
tor, grew from its initial 500 to 5,000 by March 1963 and
to 10,000 (roughly its peak) in another year. Although initial-
ly EI,:.;enhowe‘r had referred to it as a “juvenile experi-
ment” and Nixon as a program for volunteers “who in truth
in many instances would be trying to escape the draft”
?orégléles?onalthbi— artisan approval was general and ex-
ended from the New Fronti -Ri
Ba{{ry c(l‘;oldwater. tier to the ultra-Right, such as
_Hardly expected to be of great economic signifi
aim was fundamentally to cl%Tange the image %f p:ggfieglz
ing US capitalism by trading on the “fund of idealism” of
friendly, American volunteer college students. It was too
alluring a network, moreover, not to be used by US intelli-
‘grzil;:emaiet{mes for purposes far removed from African de-

Of a total of 10,530 members in June 1966
third _(3,421) were in Africa3 Aboﬁrt four—ﬁffh?bz?t t(I]zItle:e
were in teaching and one-tenth in community services, with
smaller numbers in agriculture and health services. As
might be expected, the preponderant majority were sent to
countries where the United States and Britain exerted most
mﬂuepce, and only about one-sixth of the total in French-
speaking states. In the latter, Washington in the rivalry for
influence with France encountered major political, social
a?d cultural obstacles v\fhich eventually forced it, fo; exam-
Ecﬁ:) :t)tl)sﬁlimcontmue English-language instruction in secondary

! Schlesinger, op. cit., p. 606
ine.

8 The majority in Nigeria, Lthiopia, Liberi
- . 2 L b i 3
numbers in Sierra Leone, Malawi, Kgnya, ']C:;:lgmaulﬁ Eﬁﬁfﬁm%‘ os maj{ler
mm&l {?epér% of Pt?cel Corps, June 30, 1966. < i
n Gabon, the Ivory Coast, Cameroun, Togo, Chad, Ni
Ega;.l Olggrgictier‘fgs?;m‘f, Februfary 6, 1967, Frenfl? 'Ianguaige 151::1 iﬁiltuigl
ozens of organizations, poets are ini
etc. In 1968, there were in the Frcnch'speaking? states soﬁinzlgﬁnﬁgl?:f:ﬁi?{

teachers (almost one-half i i i
advisers. Afrika Hezitc,aNo.";’ sa?lc({i)ré(,laig%g?r Pt sttt At 000
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" The Peace Corps declined in other African countries for
| yarious reasons. Relatively minor programs were disconti-
wed: in Guinea in November 1966 in retaliation for
inean officials being forcibly taken off the Pan-American
ines in Accra on their way to an OAU conference in Addis
" Ababa; Mauritania halted its program in June 1967 on the
" pasis of US involvement in the Israeli-Arab war; Gabon
" discontinued in December 1967. Major programs were
| teduced by Tanzania (the first African country to
" request Corpsmen) from 394 in 1966, to 8 by 1967 and elim-
| inated in 1969, in protest against US foreign policy in
" Southeast Asia and southern Africa; Ethiopia, which had
| 280 members in 1962, who made up a third of all secondary
" school faculties by 1966, had to curtail its program there-
after because of student strikes and demonstrations against
" US meddling in the country’s internal affairs. The total
number in Africa had dropped to 2,639 by March 1969, ac-
cording to Jack H. Vaugn, retiring director of the Peace
Corps, because of “the war in Vietnam” and “the program
was too large”.!

Clearly, a number of factors have been involved in the
| failure of this vast ideological program to achieve more
than modest results. The early advantages of playing on
American anti-colonial traditions, while the United States
was not a major colonial power, soon petered out in the
face of US active meocolonial policies. Anti-Communism
was losing much of its persuasiveness in view of its baseless-
ness?‘and Socialist policies, which conform to African in-
terests, e.g., assistance without strings. The high US indus-
trial level, the lure of its automobile economy, the enthu-
siasm of its volunteers in the early stages, continued to be
impressive but far from obscured such basic flaws in Amer-
ican capitalist society as US racialism at home? and abroad.

1 Herald Tribune, July 4, 1969.

2 “The Russians,” according to President Obote of Uganda, “do not
have a naval base anywhere in the Indian Ocean nor in the Atlantic
Ocean. Nevertheless, Africa is being told that the Russian Navy is threat-
ening certain sea lanes in southern Africa and the most reliable police-
man to contain the Russians is the racialist government of South Africa
which needs weapons.” Speech at Peoples’ Conference at Mbale, December
920, 1970. Morning Star, December 21, 1970.

3 At the closing sessions of the UN General Assembly's Fifth (Budget-
ary) Committee, complaints were made by delegates from Irag, Trinidad
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The Peace Corps itself has brought more advertisement
for American capitalism and CIA activity or meddling in
internal affairs than technical assistance. As a result of these
drawbacks, Nixon’s new Peace Corps director, Joseph
Blatchford, in mid-1969 was urging emphasis on techni-
cally trained personnel rather than liberal-arts graduates,
as formerly. It was doubtful, however, whether the new
director, who had been the founder of a “privately financed
Peace Corps” in Latin America in 1960 (“some of whose
funds allegedly came from the CIA”)! and a proposed
larger carrot of technical assistance, could be more suc-
cessful in obscuring the contradictions between US im-
perialist and African national interests.

5. MILITARY ASPECTS

US INFLUENCES SOUTH OF SAHARA

Far from being separate from the political, economic,
social and ideological spheres, the military is a category
which is closely connected, both as cause and effect, and
interwoven with the productive forces and social relations.?
Nevertheless, the army also has enjoyed a relatively in-
dependent role in certain societies and periods, and has
constituted a decisive force in the state especially in coun-
terposition to the unorganized masses.

In the distorted socio-economic formations in Africa,
with corresponding stunted evolution of modern major

and Tobago, Libya, the Ivory Coast, Guyana, and Cuba against US ra-
cial discrimination as practised either officially in the South, or socially
as it is in New York. Press reports, December 1970.

L Newsweek, June 2, 1969.

2 Historically, the army has been important for economic development
—the framework in which the ancients first developed a complete wage
system, as well as an attached guild system of artisans. The special value
of metals and use as money appears to have been based on their military
significance, Division of labor within one branch was also first carried out
in armies. See Letter of Marx to Engels, September 25, 1857. In con-
temporary North Africa and the Middle East, the army has more than
once been a key force in the drive for economic and social modernization
and national independence,
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asses—bourgeoisie and proletariat, it is not surprising that
e less homogeneous intermediate social strata occupy major
positions in the new state apparatus, including the army.
‘Their role has varied from country to country, making it
fficult to find a common internal denominator. Much, in-
ed, has depended on the course of postwar developments,
particularly in connection with the anti-imperialist struggle,
grst for national liberation and then, complete independence
all spheres.

The dominant external (with internal ramifications)
" factor in the military sphere has been imperialism, initially
" through imposed colonial relations, including either the
" professional armies created, e.g., by the British in East and
West Africa, or through the assimilation of Africans into
. their own armies as did the French. Comprising a small
" mercenary force aimed at suppressing internal opposition,
the military was a product of the metropole—officered,
' trained and equipped. Both the ethnic composition and
structure were designed to foster internecine strife—in
Morocco, mountaineer Berbers were recruited against the
Arab urban population; in Nigeria, about four-fifths of the
" non-commissioned officers were from the northern regions
. (Mohammedan) as opposed to the southern Christians; in
. Jordan, Bedouins were recruited rather than Arab villagers.
- Large local forces were generally not required by the
~ colonial powers, who could and did draw upon their world
. resources, contingents stationed in neighboring countries or
" reserves in the metropole itself, e.g., against Egypt, Algeria,
~ the Congo (Leopoldville).

. Following independence, the colonial powers did not
. hurry to evacuate their troops from the young states, but on
~ one or more pretexts military ties were continued through
agreements! (often made a condition for, and thereby an
infringement of, sovereignty), bases, training and equip-
ment (including spare parts). The armies left behind were

1 In 1966, 14 of 36 OAU states still had formal military pacts (un-
published) with imperalist powers—12 with France, Liberia with the
United States, Libya with Britain. By 1971, the United States had ex-
panded its bilateral military agreements in Subsahara to include: Zaire,
Ethiopia, Liberia, South Africa, Dahomey, Guinea, Mali and Senegal.
(The Military Balance, 1970-71, Institute for Strategic Studies, p. 47). In
addition, there were military assistance and other agreements kept secret,
but some of which have later come to light, e.g., with Morocco.
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small and weak by international standards.!
400,000 in the armed forces in the mid-sixties, an eosiinfggs
250,000 were in North Africa, 34,000 in Ethiopia, and
30,000 at one time in the Congo.? Ghana, with a popufation
of 7 mqhon had an army of 15,000, and Nigeria (55 millio
pogultz;t;)?n)l-uS,OOO (before the war).3 -
typical army south of Sahara consisted of ab
sgldlers, hght}y armed, with practically no ability 1?;1 tdzf){{go
aircraft or shlps.:i (Moreover, only Egypt—and at the othe¥
pole, South Africa—had its own military industry.) In
general, the proportion of expatriate or foreign officers was
high, weapons and equipment were obsolescent, a mercenary
and anti-popular psychology of a privileged, conservative
group prevailed, rather than a national and democratic
military tradition. As a result, the former metropoles, which
had provided the nucleus of the armed forces of the African
:(t)atis; g\tr:lth thte exception of Egypt and Algeria), continued
a strong reaction avitati ' i
through their immediate pres:;ze frr tiest.ahonal G
Any .eﬁort, therefore, to deal with the African military
as an l1}ntemal category, apart from these relationships,
:?fm}ot 1.6 very fruitful. And bourgeois specialists in military
i S:rs, ike W. thterldgc, throw up their hands sometimes
wi k.the observat’ion that an attempt to classify coups is
a kind of game”.® The play of social forces, crises and
coups in the new states, which have often appeared as a
Pstmggle. oyer the spoils between competing ?ayers of the
ower €lite”,® are no less a product of the colonial heritage

1 Stronger in the North, where, from a i
North, ; urel titative vi i
?1.14;4:{% ;1; ct;;:: g:}::;l;:gx:eas :n :hc reg;.t!ﬁ; n?ilital?;r ‘}g:?est?:;vm%l:;cgpﬂﬁt:
r ; d to tropical Africa, where it is 0.07%,. Of na-
tional budgets, 10-209, is for the milit 0 - NE
Vi %{cKay, African Diplomacy, Przzut-,gcﬂz?.l 119?6:.6!:'p.o’;l‘).z"5 Wi GAR
. ‘]?V x(&;ustm,. Bm%m and South Africa, London, 1966, p. 27.
o o utteridge, “Why Does an African Army Take Power” in Africa
a fpyrt, ctober 1970. Somewhat higher figures are given by J. M. Lee i
r;c;u zlfrmses ‘aﬁzd C;mg Order, Praceger, 1969 o
erhaps a “fleet” of one or two patrol boats. Afri
;3?8: InTblgack Afrnga, for example, only Ethiopia fr;s?ez;:eai?:fg?;c‘lgz
Iﬂd:;:f;d er:‘ ; 3«;’ fr?g;ilsltg?S). IAlsp, see M. J. Bell, Esh'tm'y Assistance to
: gpthc%‘ tates, Institute for Strategic Studies, London, 1964.
uth First, The Barrel of ¢ Gun, London i
Rut] ; 5, 1970, p. 429.
of Nigeria, Ghana and the Sudan the author sees tht‘:prnat2jcorIirll'lttv.z.:'lt:z:imal(ji2

versaries as the “civi R M SPIE 3
i vil service-military” versus the “politicians in busi-
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the quite important—often decisive—contemporary
d influences.
Like the other categories, it would appear that the
ilitary, too, 1s most understandable in relation to the
ggle in the three major areast. North Africa, in which
t and Algeria, for example, involved in intense and
olonged struggle against imperialism; tropical Africa,
th relatively little prolonged mass militant struggle; and
continent’s antipode, southern Africa, with its especially
cce colonial and racist suppression. Of the imperialist
uences, however, it is the role of the United States with
" which we are most concerned.
" In the period of collapse of the colonial system and rise
new states, the military activities of the United States,
" meshing with its political ties and economic interests, had
expanded beyond its own forces to global proportions,? with
policies to encompass the arms of its allies and new military
~ programs. In Africa, the US-fostered NATO envisaged con-
' tinued spheres of responsibility on the part of the ex-
* colonial powers in the young states. Although each NATO
" country has its own imperialist objectives, sometimes at
' variance with those of Washington (e.g., in North Africa),
 there are no instances of one colonial country using its
* troops against those of another. Their individual military
~ agreements covering bases, and the officering, training and
. arming of local troops, were viewed—at least by Wash-
. ington—as part of an intercontinental or global network,
. serving individually or jointly either to prop up regimes
. protecting imperialist interests or to undermine independent-
. minded governments. And that is essentially how they have
been employed. In 1963, for example, the colonial countries
still had 17 air and 9 naval bases in Africa. The greatest

1 A categorization made on the basis of the origin of the army: 1)
non-colonial armies of formally sovereign states, e.g., Ethiopia (also
Turkg, Iran); Sg former colonial armies inherited by national states,
6o, t, the Congo (K)—(also Iraq, Syria, India, Pakistan); 8) armies
formed in the process of struggle, e.g., Algeria (also Burma, Indonesia);
and 4) those formed after independence, e.g., most of the African states.
. U. Mupckub, Apsus u nosuruxa 8 Asui u Agppuke (Army and Pol-
itics in Asia and Africa), M., 1970, pp. 5-6.

2 “Without the US.” declared President Kennedy, “South Vietnam
would collapse overnight. Without the U.S, the SEATO alliance would
collapse overnight. Without the U.S., there would be no NATO, and
gradually Europe would drift into neutralism and indifference.” Speech
delivered on November 22, 1963.
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number of these was maintained by France, with its bi
tropical African base at Dakar (Sel);egal), and other: laJ;ng" gf:
Gurot _(Mauntanla), Fort Lami (Chad), Abidjan (Ivory Coast)
and Diego Juarez (Madagascar). France has special agree-
ments (unpublished) with all of its former colonies, except
Guinea and Mali, granting it the right to intervene “to mairI:-
tain public order”. Thus French troops intervened in the Malj
Federation in August 1960, were dispatched to the Ghana-
Togo border in December 1962, and intervened in the
Congo (Brazzaville) in August 1963. On the other hand, the
French government did not choose to comply where it did
not suit its interests, e.g., ex-President Youlou’s request for
troops was refused and his Government fell, and a request
by Modibo Keita also was turned down. In 1966, the series
of military coups in Dahomey, Upper Volta and the Central
African Republic were led by French Army-trained officers
wéf}l'llpna decade earlier had participated in the war in Indo-

ina.

British imperialism has maintained bases at El
Tobruk in oil-rich Libya (until 1970), Freetowﬁde(rgi:rr;g
Leone), Kano (-ngeria), as well as in East Africa, Rhodesia
and South Africa. It had in the sixties about 600 military
specialists in Africa, planning “defense” measures, training
officers and conducting joint manoeuvres by Commonwealth
countries. In 1964, the legacy of a British-trained and
-officered army was the cause of army disorders in Kenya
and Tanganyika which Eut the newly sovereign states in the
vulnerable position of having to call for the troops of the
ex-colonial power to help restore order. Subsequently, to
prevent a repetition of the humiliating experience, the OAU
at Dar-es-Salam decided to call for the organizati:an without
delay of national armies composed solely of Africans.

Belgian imperialism has maintained an important air
bqse near Kamma,_ as well as military specialists and ties
with Katanga, which were important in preventing the
young Lumumba government from consolidating Congolese
self-rule. Immediately following the achievement of in-
dependence by the Congo in July 1960, moreover, all indica-
tions point to a mutiny having been provoked by Belgium
in its own colonial-trained and -officered Congo%::se army
E:a::;);]égnctwn wntl; a(%}elgi;n military-supported, separatist,

movement. (For thi i

rivalry in the Congo, see Iaterfs} it e i
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Although the colonial countries’ forces in the early
stwar years constituted the major element of general
erialist military strength in Africa, Washington also
ercised its own direct influence through the presence of
S troops, bases and military aid programs. The relation-
: of the latter with respect to US political-military con-
pts has undergone some modification especially during the
cties, for example, from early agreements mainly logis-
ly conceived to give access to bases, to a later emphasis
2 indirect political control plus “a military component
able of swaying the local balance of power”.1
%’o exercise such control, the US Defense Department,
or example, calculates an optimal military budget—de-
irable size and composition of military forces—of all non-
ocialist states as a basis for the US military assistance
rogram.2 The official military aid totals to Africa, it may
be noted, are small as compared to other regions (about
one-fifth of that to Latin America, or one-twentieth of that
to the Near East and South Asia, and even less of the Far
East). But US official aid figures are notoriously under-
stated.3
Within Africa, the actual pattern of US military emphasis
" is also distorted if one relies on official military aid
| statistics, which show: over one-half of the total going to
" Ethiopia, and then much smaller amounts to Libya, the

5 1 Q. Liska, Imperial America—The International Politics of Pri-
. macy, Baltimore, 1967, p. 98. This was related to political feasibility
- and resulted, in part, from the unanimously adopted OAU decision in
~ 1963 urging its members not to participate in military pacts nor permit
bases on their territories. Although in the three years following the
" decision, not a single pact nor base had disappeared, an open foreign
~ mili resence was becoming more embarrassing and had to be con-
" cealed behind secret “defensive” agreements.
. 2 Testimony of Townsend Hoopes, former assistant to the Secretary
of Defense, at Hearings of the Joint Economic Gommittee of Congress,
January 5, 1971. Hoopes declared that former Defense Secretary McNa-
mara “politely iftmred" such optimal calculations, but that the Nixon
Doctrine of a “lower U.S. profile” argues for “a much larger outlay
for military assistance”. Press reports, January 6-18, 1971.

3 Qepator Proxmire’s foint Economic Subcommittee Hearings, for
example, brought out, under questioning, that US military aid figures
were at least “eight times the amount officially listed in the President’s
Budget”. Furthermore, the transfers made from the Pentagon’s “excess”

stantial funds under the aegis of Food for Peace are used to purchase
US arms. Newsweek, January 18, 1971, and other Press reports.
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weapons stockpile are calculated at bargain rates, and, in addition, sub- -




Congo (K) and Liberia. The large category “Other”, for in-
stance, conceals significant programs, e.g., with Moroceq
The aid figures themselves, moreover, are dwarfed, in some
cases, by other programs, not so listed, but which sometimes
have an even greater military and overall impact, e.g., in
the Congo (K). ,

Furthermore, account must be taken of US dealings with
regional complexes, through its own, allied, or local reac-
tionary forces. Far from being of a supplementary nature
such arms are frequently of major proportions, e.g., US
forces in the Mediterranean in conjunction with ﬂrael’s
role in North Africa and the Middle East; or South Africa’s
large military budget and Portugal’s arms received via
NATO. The “local balance of power” may also be swayed
by a gamut of US operations from applied social studies,t
to intervention, and clandestine activities such as coups
d’états. These activities lend themselves even less to statis-
Fxcal measurement, e.g., the cost in dollars with respect to
impact or resulis.

he region which unquestionably has attracted the

greatest amount of Washington’s political attention, been
the greatest source of monopoly profit, and scene of most
intense military activities has been North Africa, which
must be seen as part of the Middle East complex. For their
part, the progressive states, which have struck out most
militantly on an independent course, articularly Egypt,
hav.e constituted the most formidable oﬁstacle to US im-
perialism in this area. The resultant conflict is of such
overshadowing importance that it will be treated separately
in some of its aspects in the following chapter.

In the relatively weak tropical African states, the United
States has either supplanted or pushed aside its imperialist

1 The Defense Department, since the late sixties, finances a program
gargly classified, through American University’s Center for Resgargkf in
ocial Science, to study the political, social, economic and cultural roles
of military establishments in the “processes of social change”. A Chicago
team, for example, headed by Morris Janowitz, is studying military
elites in East Africa, Egypt, the Middle East and Colombia. (5ne study,
Social Structure and Revolution by Jack Bloom has been published as an
sa;:;zhdocqn:ept) _f‘urthermore, e ?ir Fl'orce Office of Scientific Re-
maintains 1ts own program of applying research to “understand
and support the functions of %digenous militgry élites”. Prominent so-
F;:lfgz;stg ;_mpl?_yed z?clggg_ Scynﬁur MN Lipset and Amos Perlmutter
olitical Functions of Militar ites: North Afri i
East). See Guardian, March 16, {968. e (el
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als in a few selected countries, e.g., Ethiopia and the
Jongo (K). These countries are not only large and important
n themselves, but have an influence and implications for
S strategy extending far beyond their own borders.
" In Ethiopia, with several centuries of formal sovereignty,
'Britain, France and particularly Italy have penetrated in
‘modern times. Although the last was routed at Adowa in
1896, it, nevertheless, subsequently continued its presence in
itrea, and fascist Italy’s occupation of Ethiopia in October
35 was ended only in 1941 by combined British and
‘Ethiopian forces. Atiracted by the country’s strategic loca-
" tion bordering on the Middle East and Arab world, the
' United States succeeded in replacing British imperialism by
. the close of 1952 and entrenching itself in this monarchy.

Symbolic of US postwar predominance is the large
pumber of American teachers in high schools and univer-
: ities, with English as a medium of instruction even in
" Eritrean towns like Asmara, where Italian is still an in-

- formal lingua franca. The United States is the country’s

" most important trading partner, coffee being its main export.
I American embassy and other civilian agencies in Ethiopia
" make up the largest official representation in any African
~ country.! But, undoubtedly, the major area of US penetra-
" tion of this country, which retains its feudal system and
~ strong military tradition, is through military agreement, base
- rights and personnel.
. The airbase at Kagnew, outside Asmara, the capital of

Eritrea, is not only a communications base which claims
the largest high-frequency radio-relay station and listening
post in the world, but has numerous air runways, and is
reportedly used for the deployment of nuclear weapons in
accordance with a 20-year agreement signed in Washington
in May 1953 which has recently come to light. The base
is maintained by 3,500 persons, of whom 1,800 are Amer-
icans (accompanied by 1,400 dependents), who make their
presence felt.

Ethiopia has received more than one-half of all US
official military aid to Africa—about $135 million (1950 to
June 1968—Ilater figures are classified),? in addition to eco-

L The Economist, July 20, 1968.
2 H. H. Hovey, US. Military Assistance, N.Y., 1965, p. 104, U.S.
News and UWorld Report, February 28, 1970,
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nomic aid. The US Military Assistance Advisory Gr

some 110 officers and men is reputedly theybigg?elgrt’ ?15
Africa, with high-ranking American officers sitting in
Ethio ia’s Ministry of Defense some “25 yards away from
the Chief of Staff”.! Although Ethiopia and the United
States are not formally allies, US strategists claim that
Washington can count on using sea and air bases in that
country. Massawa is the headquarters for the Ethiopian
navy, which is composed of US-built ships. Ethiopian
airlines, equipped with Boeing aircraft, have flights connect-
ing Addis Ababa with Robertsfield (Liberia), as well as a
number of African and European cities.

The continental and global implications of the US air
and communications systems in Ethiopia—with their ability
to maintain contact with a worldwide fleet, to photograph
airdromes and installations through spy satellites, and to
determine approaches to avoid radar dispositions—came to
light after June 6, 1967, when they were reportedly of as-
sistance tpolsrael. The latter, it may be noted, maintains a
major military mission in Ethiopia, helping to operate a
%gléﬁtte;;—lntnls:;rgcnfﬁr progralm againlst the Eritrean Liberation

north, and a 1 isti ibes i
th%ﬁ;:ighboring 5 so quietly assisting rebel tribes in
ithiopian officers and combat troops, who hav
trained and equipped by the United i:étates with zgogeesg
artillery and aircraft, have been used both in Korean and
in Congo military operations (in both of which, the United
States has played a leading role). Training, moreover, is
regarded as of especial significance under the US leader-
ship training program for African states, which “goes
beyond the military assistance training to other countries”.2
The reasoning is quite pragmatic. Because of its level of
organization and discipline in countries which are in an
embryonic state of nationhood “there will be many occasions
during the next decade when the military will take control
of some African governments”.3 This applies, in no lesser
degree, to the Congo, where the US penetration took place
under the much more complicated conditions of a less stable

political and military colonial 1 S
entrenched rival. i 1al legacy and vis-a-vis a deeper

. H. Hovey, op. cit., p. 107.
B, bt
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US-BELGIAN RIVALRY AND TRUCE

. When Belgian colonialism was no longer able through
| pepressive measures or long-overdue reforms to hold down
2 seething Congolese liberation movement in an awakened
continent, colonial rule gave way to independence on June
= 30, 1960.
Immediately thereafter, Belgian neocolonialist strategy
‘aimed a two-pronged attack. First, to cripple the new
' central government by disrupting the Force Publique, with-
" drawing Belgian administrative and technical personnel, and
intervening with its own troops. Secondly, to pull mineral-
ich Katanga out of the young Republic, and to establish it
as a seperate state buttressed with Belgian arms, men and
money and strengthened ties with colonial and White
minority-ruled Africa. Belgium’s man in Elizabethville was
Moise Tshombe, educated at an American Methodist school,
and the son of one of the Congo’s few black “millionaires”.
" In the United States, Tshombe found support among the
ultras, the racists of the South and West: Senators Russell
" and Thurmond, Herbert Hoover and Charles Dirksen, Barry
Goldwater and the gohn Birch Society. As double agent for
financial groups in Belgium and the United States and with
" connections in the Right Catholic hierarchy, Michael
" Struelens, a Belgian citizen, conducted an hysterical cam-
" paign for the Katanga Lobby.

" In opposition to the new Belgian (and, secondarily,
British and also French) colonialism in the independent
* Congo, US neocolonialism, which became linked with a UN
" action, was portrayed as “anti-colonial.” Differences be-
tween the two powers in political strategy, however,
stemmed not merely from economic rivalry but, even more
important, from discrepancies between them in relative
strength. US imperialism, with its global power and posi-
tion in the capitalist world, was playing for much bigger
stakes—the whole of the Congo.

Throughout the first and second stage of the Congo opera-
tion, US foreign policy was primarily concerned with
crushing the Congolese national-liberation movement, and
only secondarily with subordinating its imperialist partner/
rivals. The application of the US postwar concept of filling
a “power vacuum” was rather candidly expressed, shortly
after the murder of Lumumba, as follows: “If you throw
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the Belgians out tomorrow ... there just reall wouldn’t he
anything underneath...the problem is to find a wa

substituting U.N. strength for the Belgian strength that hag
been in there before.”t The US State Department sought to
substitute a pliable central government in Leopoldville, which
would at least be tolerated by the Afro-Asian nations,
whose attention was concentrated on defeating the ex-
colonial power seeking to balkanize the Congo through
Katanga secession. U imperialism, in executing its own
political-military strategy, made use of Belgium’s interven-
tion designed to cripple the new Republic’s central govern-
ment and, in Katanga, to repress Jason Sendwe’s Balubakat,
which comprised 40% of the province’s population and 1/3
of its territory where the valuable diamond mines in which

S monopolies have considerable interests are located.

In the first stage, from July 1960 to February 1961
(assassination of Lumumba on Januvary 17), the US im-
perialist counter-offensive sought, within the Congo, to
divide and suppress the patriotic movement and to de-
capitate it of its leaders; and, internationally, to isolate it
from its world allies.2 Behind the scenes, US agencies un-
doubtedly had a direct hand in getting Mobutu,3 Adoula and
Kasavubu to depose and arrest Lumumba, He was initially
denied contact with his own people and the world, and then
unconscionably handed over, together with Maurice Mpolo,
former Youth Minister, and Joseph Okito, Vice-President
of the National Senate, to Tshombe, Munongo, Kibwe,
Kimbe and Mutaka—to be murdered by his arch-enemies.

The Katangan secessionist strength rested not so much
on its army of 8 to 10 thousand men, writes a former Amer-

1 Sce Testimony of Assistant Secretary Cleveland in “U.N. Opera-
tions in the Congo”. Hearings before Subcommitice on International
Organizations and Movements, House Committee on Foreign Affairs,
April 13, 1961,

Washington was mainly responsible: for sabotaging the UN reso-
lution of July 1960, which envisaged the use of UN troops to expel
Belgian and mercenary forces, for excluding the Soviet Union and other
Socialist countries both in New York headquarters and in the Congo
from participating in the UN action, for having the representatives of
the Socialist states expelled from Leopoldville, and for abusing UN
prcrcréatives to keep assistance from the central government, e.g., clos-
ing Congolese airports to “non-U.N., traffic”. (See, for example, To
Katanga and Back by C.C. O'Brien, and Congo Disaster by C. Legum.)

8 See, for example, CIA—The Inside Stor ,» by Andrew Tully, N.Y.,
1962, pp. 220-27,
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- .n intelligence officer and official, as on its “officer
neg]—tt?p'a.roghundred Belgian soldiers of forgune and three
dred or so mercenaries Tshombe had hired 1‘1‘1a1n1y in
outh Africa, Rhodesia and Francg”.i Morcover,_ one lone
atangan airplane, a Fouga Magister jet, dominated the
des and made the important difference” in preventing the
IN forces from quickly reintegrating Katanga into the
ongo. In the middle of the fighting in early September
961, the British refused refuelling privileges in Uganda
for Ethiopian fighters which the United Nations had re-
" quested. It was instructive that such minor military forces
d modern equipment prevented the United Nations from
orcing the withdrawal of the Belgian regulars and the
rcenaries, although this failure must be seen in conjunc-
on with a US policy looking to a united Congo through
reconciliation with Tshombe and Belgium, rather than an
all-out victory over colonialism. In this context, it was
‘understandable why the African and Socialist represen-
tatives in the United Nations were accusing Hammarskjold
of holding back after initial UN successes and of colonial
appeasement.,
an the second stage—from February 1961 to July 1964,
. US neocolonialism, exercising power through its puppets
" under a UN screen, sought to beguile Congolese patriots
. into the Leopoldville government, and when this failed re-
\ sorted to naked force? In contrast, during this period, the
* US-backed Adoula government reached an accord with
. Tshombe “for the peaceful reintegration of Katanga into
- 0’,.4
' theTEﬂ:git is understandable why at the end of December
1961 Under Secretary of State George C. McGhee was
~ declaring that strong anti-colonial speeches (against
- Struelens, Tshombe and Union Miniere) !Jy Assistant
Secretary Mennen Williams and Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary for Public Affairs Carl T. Rowan had not been

1 To Move e Nation by Roger Hilsman, N.Y., 1967, p. 251.

2 Ihid )

3 'II‘l':gs, Kasavubu and Adoula in July-August 1961 lured Gizenga
as vice-premier, and Sendwe and Gbenye as ministers, into the goven;-
ment. In September, the Adoula-Gizenga accord was repudiated. Il-
legally, Gizenga was arrested on January 24, 1962, transferred to a camp
of Mobutu paratroopers and held until July 27, 1964. £ : "

& The Department of State Bulletin, January 8, 1962. “The Elemen
of Our Congo Policy”, Under Secretary G. Ball.
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“cleared at the highest level of the Department”.t While
verbally associating with anti-colonialism, which “seemeq
so clearly the tide of history”, the US government was more
basically concerned with securing harmony with its allies,
colonialists and racists, and American ‘investors. When
Tshombe, by July 1962, showed no inclination to integrate
Katanga—for example, by keeping the big plum, the total
revenue from UM, while the central government was col-
lecting almost no taxes except in the province of Leopold-
ville—the US-supported UN Plan for National Reconcilia-
tion attempted mild economic coercion in the form of
boycott of UM copper and cobalt ores, seizing Katanga as-
sets abroad, and closing rail lines from Katanga to
Rhodesia. But these measures did not avail and Africans
rapidly became disillusioned with UN actions.

With Adoula losing influence among the Congolese, the
US State Department, fearing radicalization of the Leopold-
ville government, decided on December 11, 1962 to resort to
force to end the secession, and announced on December 20
that the United States was sending a military mission there
under Lt. General Louis Truman. Although ‘this move was
denounced by Soviet Ambassador Zorin and others as
“arbitrary unilateral action”, Washington succeeded in
exploiting its strong global and UN position to take credit
for quelling the Katanga secession by January 16, 1963
(after two and a half years), and thereby also to gain
dominance over its rivals in the Congo. But the spirit of
Lumumba’s struggle against colonialism—both old and
new—had not been crushed.

Heavy US military? and financial “aid” estimated at
about $55 million a year, in addition to Belgian funds and
an estimated $500 million expended over 4%/, years under
the auspices of the United Nations (whose members eventu-
ally had become disenchanted with this costly and
misdirected operation), proved incapable of holding down
the Congolese people. In anticipation of UN withdrawal,

1 To Move a Nation, op, cit., p. 257.

2 “For more than a year now,” admitted Assistant Secretary Wil-
liams, “the U.S. has been providing military equipment, such as ground
and air transportation, to help in the training of the Congolese National
Army. Our efforts have been linked with those of Belgium, Israel and
Italy, who are performing the actual training of the army.” The De-
bartment of State Bulletin, July 13, 1964,
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d in view of the broad gains made under Pierre Mulele
Kwilu province in January 1964 and under Gaston
umialot in Kivu in April, Washington and Brussels made
deal to have Tshombe appointed by President Kasavubu
Prime Minister in place of Adoula V\fho 'was_unal?le,
espite US aid, to cope with the “econom,l,c dnss_ahsfactlon
d opposition to the central government”.! This marked
e third stage of the US-led counter-offensive in conjunc-
n with Belgium after the withdrawal of the United
Nations in June.
i %\I?(':th Bé]lgium unwilling to cadre the Congolese army
th Belgian officers, and the US preferring to drive from
e back seat, “the two Governments agreed in Brussels last
onth that some sort of mercenary force would have to be
ganized to supplement the Congolese Army, whgsczh has
tually collapsed in the face of the rebel assault i The
" United States, furthermore, urged on the Tshombe régime
" to appeal to African governments for troops in the hope
at this would “at least provide a diplomatic cover for the
nary operation”.3 :
m%iipit?th% use of South African, Rhodesian a_nd Belgian
ercenaries as shock-troops, operating under: air-cover o£
S B-26 fighter bombers ll)iloted by émigré Cubans,
Tshombe’s forces were unable to take a number of key
" urban centers. And rarely were they able to hold territory
" through which they had passed. Then, preparatory meetings
. among Harriman, Spaak and Tshombe took place between
. August and November preliminary to the mfarémus Us-
" Belgian paratrooper intervention on November 24.
" Based essentially on military considerations to enable
. Major Mike Hoare’s White mercenary-led Congolese troops
to capture Stanleyville and Paulis, US—Be‘1g1an-Br1t1sh in-
| tervention constituted such flagrant aggression as to require
—
2 'f??!:g‘N ew York Times, August 25, 1964.
3 Ibid. il
4 “gui by American ‘diplomats’ and other officials in
apparzgﬁ})rr gsffiang;:)ds?gong". The New Ygrk Times, ‘épril 27, 1966. Tl}f:
CIA was sponsor, paymaster and director of this “instant air force™.
Ib’cﬁl. Three months before this, and again on the eve of the operation
(November 22), the Soviet Union in an official statement warned that
the United States and its NATQ partners were preparing to intervene
in the Congo to crush the patriotic forces and present the world with a
fait accompli.
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a humanitarian-soaked pretext about rescuing thre
White hostages. This was exposed! by African %eader: tiﬁiﬁ
as Jomo Kenyatta, who played a direct part in the ne:gotia_
tions in Stanleyville. In the United States, Martin Luther
King and five other major Black leaders, voicing broad
American sentiment, requested President Johnson to halt
US intervention and reverse the anti-African policy bein
conducted by Washington. i

The troops involved in the joint US-Belgian paratroop
operation, which was successful in achieving its military
objective, soon thereafter were compelled to withdraw in
the face of blistering political opposition from the African
people and world public opinion. A political solution was
needed since an anti-popular régime could not even hold
the towns its mercenary forces captured, nor garrison nor
supply them, much less hold down the entire Congolese
people in the villages and bush.

Immediately after the November 24 aggression by NATO
powers, a political crisis was precipitated in the United
Nations by US insistence that those countries which did not
help finance the Congo operation (amounting to more than
the UN regular budget of $100 million annually) lose their
vote in the General Assembly. The Soviet Union and a
number of other countries had refused to share the costs
and thereby, bi’ implication, condone the action directed
against Congolese patriots. Washington’s intransigence
compelled the General Assembly? to recess until autumn 1965.

]_)urmg most of 1965, the United States and its imperialist
allies sought to refurbish Tshombe, e.g., by taking him into
the OCAM (a move initiated by Houphouet-Boigny, the
Ivory Coast) and by announcing, and inviting certain states
to observe, the much-heralded Congolese elections. These,
it turned out, were either subverted or annulled when held.
In the last analysis, attempts to “Africanize” the Leopold-
ville government without removing the root evil of im-
perialist influence proved vain.

! Independent Africa almost unanimously (with the notable excep-

tion of the then Nigerian government i ion i
B g g ) condemned this aggression in the

2 The State Department, according to commentators, w
- ' » Was not averse
to paralyzing the UN General Assembly during this period. Of its

115 members, 35 were from the QAU
ing nations, states and 42 from other develop-
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" Finally, it became apparent that Tshombe, whose govern-
ent was considered illegal by most of independent Africa,
ad become too much of a liability and would have to be
led out of the front-benches. This, in fact, took place on
ctober 18, when he was dismissed by President Kasavubu
replaced for what turned out to be a brief interlude by
ivariste Kimba.
~ US and Belgian rivalry for dominance in the Leopold-
\yille government came to the fore on November 25, when
'General Mobutu quietly deposed Kasayubu (who had been
flirting with OAU anti-Tshombe forces in Accra in
" October) without bloodshed, made himself President and
" Colonel Mulamba Prime Minister and instituted military
" rule for five years.
| However attractive it appeared politically to disband the
* mercenary units as the OAU was advocating, Kinshasa
" found it militarily inexpedient, for even if small in number
they were of critical importance in holding down “rebel
activity”. However, the latent danger of relying on merce-
nary forces was again revealed on July 5, 1967, when they
. revolted against the central government—despite the “in-
" ternational” air-kidnapping of Tshombe a few days earlier
. on his way back presumably to lead the uprising in the
" Congo. Although the mercenaries immediately scized
~ Kisangani and Bukavu, the revolt was put down, but not
" without the help of 3 C-130 transport planes supplied by
" the United States, as well as several jet fighters—by
. Ethiopia,’and pilots—by Ghana. The military lessons—not
* least of all, the strength relationship of the African armed
with spear, to the better armed and trained mercenary, to
the decisive role played there by modern air power—were:
not lost upon the participants, for they were a variant of
what had occurred in 1961 (see earlier). And when opposi-
tion political leaders were later eliminated,! the possibilities
of renewed military confrontation between Katanga-
Belgium, on the one hand, and Kinshasa-US on the other,
became more remote.

The struggle then passed over largely to the political and

1 Mulele after being promised an amnesty was shot in 1968, Tshombe
was not extradited from Algeria and “died of a heart attack” in July
1969, and Justin Bomboko and Victor Nendaka were discharged from
ministerial posts after Mobutu had assumed their functions (both were
later arrested on Qctober 5, 1971).
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economic spheres, where US financial groups such
of America, Rockefeller and Morgan glrca%y IfeldasstBrigg

positions, but hardly enough to pry loose th

Belgian _ﬁnancial—industria]—govergn?ent inter:st?trf-ll]:ged
US political and financial influence in Kinshasa naturalcle‘
focused on con‘trol of UM (with headquarters still in Brusy
sels), whose mines were nationalized on January 1 1967-
The_ government’s attorney, Theodore Sorenson, fo,rmerl'
special assistant and speech writer of President Kennedy i);
frequently r,eferred to as the legal architect of the Congol:f:se
government’s settlement with Belgian interests in the UM
and of the creation of its successor, Gécomin (La Général
Congolaise des Minerais) in September 1969. ;

The complicated compromise agreed upon, in essence
gave Kinshasa a controlling position, with 25% of the
shares of the new corporation. (Of some 40% of the shares
offered to the public, American financial groups could be
expected to buy heavily.) The former UM owners were to
be compensated with 6% of the value of all copper, cobalt
and other minerals produced by Gécomin over a 15-year
period (and afterwards, 1% of the value of production as
remuneration for technical cooperation). Such payments
were guaranteed by entrusting the marketing of Gécomin’s
glcl::ll)flttf: 8’ Séoa;%téd ng]éraie de Minerais (a subsidiary of

é ¢nérale de ique— i
Iin'% it elgique—the former Belgian control-

o gain greater Congolese and OAU support, Ki
undertook to satisfy broad anti-colonial ser?tl;mciltl?al;ls}sll?sﬁ
actions as paying belated tribute to Lumumba and eliminat-
ing the Belgian names of Congolese cities in mid-1966. This
Africanization trend was continued with the country;s re-
designation as the Republic of Zaire after October 27, 1971
and the adoption of a new flag in November. Furthermore
foreign-sounding names were changed in the course of a
broadening campaign in January 1972.

Although the struggle had passed over largely to the
political and economic spheres, the Congolese army con-
tinued to be the key element of power, with American
advisers gradually easing out Belgians, US military missions
increasingly in evidence in Kinshasa, and its growing de-
pendence on Washington for training, weapons, equipment
and even pay for troops. The Congolese national army’
which numbered 5,000 at independence, rose to 60,000 b);
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lose of 1970, and was expected to be 30,000 by 1973.
force pilots—some in the United States, others Italian-
ned—were learning to fly C-180’s. Paratroops trained
Israelis numbering 7,000 in 1970 were to increase to
000 by 1973. Airports and control towers were manned
some 300 American technicians. Transportation and
munications equipment was furnished by the United
tes, providing Washington with a vital grip on the
untry’s civil life and national defense.

The military successes in the Congo of US imperialism,

cially its organized joint intervention of November
64, had significant global implications. A view current in
e United Nations shortly thereafter was that the employ-
‘ent of Western arms at Stanleyville had evolved into a
ate Department thesis holding that the well-timed applica-
1 of US force could stamp out national-liberation move-
ments—a formula fitting into the strategy of “flexible
sponse” which was applied particularly to Vietnam. This
n of events presaged, according to Presidential advisor
. Rostow, the impending “end of romantic revolution” in
e world.
" In tropical Africa, Washington’s reinforced confidence in
| the decisive role of the military may not have been un-
' related to the succession of coups which took place in the
* second half of the decade. Moreover, these generally reac-
" tionary gains, in turn, undoubtedly entered into Wash-
' ington’s estimate of the colonial and racist régimes’ ability
" to continue to hold back the overdue social changes in
" southern Africa.
| Centuries of repression on the part of small minority
* ruling classes o overwhelming majorities of African
~ populations, who were unable to redress their grievances
~ neither domestically, nor through political action or eco-
" nomic boycott in the United Nations, had led to armed
" struggle in the Portuguese colonies in the first half of the
| decade and in Rhodesia in August 1967. South Africa, ap-
. parently under prior military agreements worked out for
joint action against the liberation movement, immediately
dispatched 500 of its security troops trained in anti-guerrilla
tactics, with planes and armored cars, to suppress the Zim-
babwe African People’s Union (ZAPU) freedom fighters in
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the Wankie area. The key position and role of general mjl;.

tary support assumed by South Africa was later confirmed by

Prime Minister John Vorster, when he declared on
22 that theouse of such troops “will continue in any Eri[;tfvﬁ:g:r
Squth Afn.ca is allowed to fight”. By spring, it was ccunserve
atwg:l_y cstxma:ccdi that some 2,700 South African troops i‘
addition to air and armor, were supplementing the 32303
Rhodesian regulars. In Mozambique at the same time e
South African battalions? had been sent to Tete to Op’erate
against Frelimo guerrilla fighters. The latter, despite
enormous Portuguese military efforts, already were in
control of one-sixth of the country with an administration
over one million of the colony’s seven million people.
. Wlthout_ South African support, the small racist minority
in Rhodesia and obsolescent Portuguese colonialism could
hardly have evoked military optimism. The US State
Department adyvisor ‘Vernon McKay, for instance, claimed
in the mid-sixties that no African force was a match for
white-dominated southern Africa on the basis of military
strength: Portugal—60,000% troops in Angola and Mozam-
bique; Rhodesia—30,000; and South Africa—120,000 to
250,000.% It is instructive that such calculations presumed
joint operation or a combination of reactionary forces in
which South Africa provided the overwhelming share.
In contrast, to be sure, the African masses in these
countries and in the independent states still lack military
organization, weapons and training. Of no little relevance
in this regard, however, are imperialist efforts to prevent
their reinforcement, e.g., the British Labour government’s
refusal in September 1967 to sell arms to threatened
Zambia,® Rhodesia’s northern neighbor (whose army re-
mained British-officered until January 1971). At the same
time, these same policies are justified in the bourgeois press
by deprecating black Africa’s military strength, with even
occasional half-veiled encouragement to South Africa to push

1 The Economist, May 10, 1968,
2 Ibid i
_ 3 Later figures are larger, e.g., 105,000 is given by T
Tm;es cnrrespondent_M. Howe (in Africa Refbort, Nj:weglicﬂrre%ﬁig?rk
Calcu‘lgtiﬁf;](;y’ %f?;ia_m gaﬁém?iacy, PAraeger, 1966, pp. 150, 165-70.
rovided in A. C. Leiss, i i

b A eiss, Apartheid and U. N. Collective

5 Basil Davidson in the Sur, November 9, 1967.
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influence northward against Zambia.! Condescension
ard the Africans extends even to excluding their
Jity to sustain a large-scale national-liberation war such
in Vietnam, according to The Economist, “in view of
rican military ineptitude, thousands of miles from the
arest Communist source of supply”.2 (The possibility of
Vestern assistance to black Africa is clearly ruled out.)

Voicing analogous US ruling class cynicism, a US organ
big business? projects an estimated 50 years of continued
hite domination. Seeking an historical parallel in ancient
es when, it notes, 40,000 Romans held down 1,500,000
‘Britons for 400 years long before the advent of modern
 technology, it reveals the traditional minority-oriented class
reliance on weaponry and better organized armed forces to
epress the masses. Such estimates of military strength,
ich are influenced by economic and political considera-
tions, in turn, have their effect on the foreign policies of the
United Statest and other imperialist countries, in particular
" with respect to arms supply to Portugal and South Africa.
| Washington’s military build-up of Portuguese colonialism,
it is of significance, pre-dates its big investments. It is mainly
* via NATO dating from the early 1950’s and, according to
. the late Dr. Eduardo C. Mondlane, leader of Frente de
| Libertacas de Mozambique (Frelimo), it amounted to half
. a billion dollars between 1951 and 1961.5 American military
| equipment, reportedly supplied during this period, has in-
" cluded: 50 Republic Thunderjets in 1952, 18 Lockheed Har-
. poon bombers in 1954, 12 Lockheed Neptune bombers in
1960-61, as well as Skymaster and C-47 Dakota transport
planes.8 Naval vessels, too, have been supplied including

1 “I¢ is untrue,” wrote The Economist, for example, “that this would
necessarily bring other African states’ vengeance upon any half-stooge
emerging from a half-South African financed coup d'état, because prob-
ably nobody would be able to prove the charge; and the OAU has got
wearily used to many of its members being the creatures of coup d’état.”
]ul); 27, 1968.

id.

3 The tDall Street Journal, September 22, 1969.

4 George Ball, for example, finds the current ostracism of South
Africa “unpleasantly self-righteous and futile” in The Discipline of
Power, New York, 1968,

- 5 0. E. Wilson, “Portuguese Africa and the U.S." in Freedomways,

Vol. 7, No, 3, Summer 1967.

N‘.ﬁ{ See Apartheid Axis, the U.S. and South Africa, W. J. Pomeroy,

X, 7L

171




8 minesweepers in 1953-55, 4 large minesweepers in 1955,
3 patrol vessels in 1954-55, 5 patrol vessels in 1956-58,
2 frigates loaned and 1 supplied in 1957. Such military and
naval equipment, which according to NATO rules is not to
be used beyond the borders of its member states, it is fre-
quently asserted, is aimed to protect US global interests, but
the enemy against whom it has been employed has turned
out to be African liberation movements,

This has been confirmed by them especially since the up-
risings in Portuguese Guinea (early 1960’s), Angola (March
1961) and Mozambique (September 1964), when such equip-
ment has been turned against partisans on land and sea.
During the 1960’s moreover, 50 North American Sabre
fighters were reportedly supplied, 30 Cessna trainers and
several hundred North American Harvard trainers equipped
with guns and bomb racks for anti-guerrilla operations. US
bilateral military assistance in the past decade has also been
extended to the training of some 5,000 Portuguese officers
and soldiers in “anti-partisan courses” at Ft. Bragg, North
Carolina.

US military assistance, which is of significant proportions
both bilaterally! and via NATO, nevertheless, does not
cover the growing military requirements of an impover-
ished Portugal, which keeps about 85% of its armed forces
fighting and sinking deeper into colonial wars in Africa and
devouring a military budget which rose from 27% in 1960 to
45% in 1967. To meet its huge military expenditures, Por-
tugal must increasingly resort to loans with resultant in-
debtedness and continued commitment to carrying out what
cannot be considered a lone haphazard policy. In 1969-71,
for example, loans exceeded $300 million, with US agencies
and private banks being the largest single source, and the
rest provided by Britain, France and West Germany.

A recent revealing instance has been the signing in Brus-
sels on December 10, 1971 of an extension of the original
1944 Azores Agreement for the use of Lajes air and naval
bases on Terceira Is. until February 4, 1974, under which
the US government would provide $36 million to Portugal
and the Export-Import Bank grant loans to the value of

1 US official bilateral military assistance averaged $30-35 million

annually in the 60’s, but did not include undisclosed sums for “defense
support”.
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7 million. That the US-Portugal agreement was not a
?ﬁe(:'g payment for bases was pointedly indicated by Portu-.
‘guese Premier Marcello Caetano in a nationwide broadcast:
We are helping the U.S. to the best of our means and it is
right that the U.S. should help us.”! Five US Senators simi-
Jarly interpreted it as a broad foreign policy agreemeng
.~ one which constitutionally required ratification by the U
enate. Furthermore, in an unprecedented action, Represen-
tative Charles C. Diggs, Democrat of Michigan, resigned
" from the official US delegation to the UN “Genera_l Assembly
. to protest White House African Policy “to acf’l\é'ely assllst
" Portugal in waging wars against black people- 2 He also
.~ critically noted that US votes in the United Nations support
" the South African, Rhodesian and Portuguese position in
" Africa, which can hardly be regarded as a hzgl)hazalrd Pc;h:g.
fficial position with respect to the colonial re-
.gir;Il‘::l ?nl‘;gci? has noil:) remained static but has shifted with the
* tide of national liberation. In the 1950’s, the policy og
" Washington was openly in close alignment with that o
- Portugal. But with the upswing of the African independence
. movement in the early sixties, the US delegate in the United
Nations was to be found voicing support for self-determi-
nation—even if this was considered merely a ceremonial
gesture, among others, by leading New Frontiersmen.
Since mid-1964, however, after the defeat of the neigh-
boring Congolese patriots, Washington changed its cours;
in general on the need for concessions .{_o :Jla(il’c ﬂtltf'i:f;eatl(l)
ifically embarked on a more “conciliatory” atti -
3\}3:::1 cﬂoﬁaia]ism, seeking “to encourage both -Pm;t:%gal and
the Africans to come to a workable understanding”.? By the
beginning of the seventies, although the United States in
its African Policy Statement still gave verbal support to the
right to self-determination of the people of the Portuguese
territories this was qualified by the phrase that Via{shlngtqn
would “encourage peaceful progress to that goal”,® and 11}
the same breath that it was endorsing the Declared Policy o
Portugal of racial toleration, which “holds genuine hope for

1 Herald Tribune, December 18-19, 1971.

2 Ibid.

4 istant Secretary of State Fredericks.

5 :?GSE aa.T;:l:l ?:lr"rica yil'l the Seventies,” The Department of Stale Bul-
letin, April 20, 1970.
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the future”.! This after the Africans, having been denied
freedom for centuries and given up hope of attaining it by
peaceful domestic and international political pressure, al-
ready had been fighting for it for a number of years—and
with tangible successes.

That US policymakers, nevertheless, are banking on the
continuation of Portuguese colonialism with Western sup-
port has been revealed perhaps by no one more bluntly than
former Under Secretary of State Ball: “Given the compara-
tive strength and the effectiveness of the forces available to
each side, the Portugal position would seem secure in An-
gola, although somewhat less so in Mozambique; while week
by week the complexion of Portuguese Africa is almost
imperceptibly changing as immigrants arrive from the met-
ropole to occupy the lands abandoned by the rebels.”2 For
a settlement, he recommends that NATO allies should dis-
play sympathetic understanding, since Portugal needs “the
precious element of time”. Without doubt, this is connected
with such plans as the further integration of the Portuguese
colonies and Rhodesia through the $375 million Cabora
Bassa Dam and hydroelectric power (3.6 million kw.) pro-
Ject, promoted by South Africa since 1966 and the interna-
tional consortium ZAMCO formed in July 1968, under
which a million white settlers are to be brought into an area
where a network of mines and factories is planned.

Portuguese colonialism, moreover, has implications for
imperialism as well as the independent African states far
beyond the southern part of the continent, e.g., military sup-
port for breakaway Biafra in an effort to dismember Nigeria
and the Portuguese invasion of the progressive Republic of
Guinea in November 1970. When the UN Security Council,
after an investigating team’s report, sharply condemned
Portugal for the latter action, the United States abstained
and thereby “suffered a serious erosion of credibility with
Africa and the Third World”.2 To avoid further diplomatic
embarrassment from identification with a NATO ally in the

1 Tbid.

2 Op. cit. These lands, indeed, have been confiscated or appropriated
by the colonial régime.

3 Editorial in The New York Times, December 10, 1970. Ambassador
Yost conceded that the United States has no reason to question the fix-
ing of responsibility on Portugal’s armed forces, but feared “very far-
reaching conclusions”, Ibid.
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" militantly critical United Nations’ special committee on co-
" Jonialism (Committee of 24), the United States and Britain
formally withdrew from that body on January 11, 1971.
| Clearly, they had no intention of dissociating themselves
" from, much less curtailing political, financial and military
* support to, their partner under the NATO shield.
" he fact that South Africa, as a colonial and imperialist
. power in its own right, has dominated the interlinked socio-
. economic system of Southern Africa is not new, nor is its
| decisive political-military role. However,_ active Western
" imperialist, including US military and political support for
~ South Africa is frequently denied or deprecated. [
. The military build-up of South Africa since Prime Minis-
. ter McMillan's “winds of change” speech in 1960 has been
" far from haphazard. The country’s military budget has in-
' creased six times in as many years.! A Permanent Fprce, or
. standing army (ground, air and naval forces), which had
. been relatively low at 7,700 (1961) rose to 17,300 in 1967.
 In addition, there is a “citizen force” of about 25,000
(1964), plus a Commando (special volunteers) of about 60,000
(1965) giving a total of more than 100,000. The separate
. police force of 30,000 (1966-67)% is mainly for internal use,
~ and a reserve of 20,000 constitutes reinforced motorized
police patrols and units trained in anti-guerrilla warfare.
How is this made possible? i

Nothing is more dependent on economic conditions, per-
haps, than modern armed forces. As Engels wrote, “Their
armaments, composition, organization, tactics and strategy
depend above all on the stage reached at the time in pro-
duction and communications”.* South Africa’s industry and
economy in general (as indicated in previous chapters) is
closely interconnected with that of the imperialist powers.
Moreover, with the funds provided from the country’s ex-
tremely profitable production, South Africa is enabled to
import weapons and technology at the current world level.

1 From 44 million rands (1 rand = $1.40) in 1960-61 to 255 million
in 1966-67. See Military and Police Forces in the Republic of South
Africa, Department of Political and Security Council Affairs, Unit on
Apartheid, UN, N.Y., 1967, pp. 1-2.

2 Ibid., p. 10.

3 Ibid., p. 11. )

4 F. Engels, “Herr Eugen Diihring’s Revolution in Science”, (Anti-
Diikring), M., 1947, p. 249.
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Although South Africa claims self-sufficiency in the
duction of light arms and ammunition, which could hafé‘l)-
suffice to repress overwhelming majorities equally armeq
its reliance for superiority is on modern armor, navy and
air force, which come entirely—thus far—from the im
perialist powers. Britain, as the classical investor, ﬁnancie;
and commercial power in South Africa, was also the main
military supplier! until the UN embargo in 1968, terminat.
ing :delwenes at the close of 1964. Nevertheless, Britain has
s:g‘nlﬁc.at{tly continued to maintain the largest foreign mili-
ta% g':tllllssmn f:ll thedco(llmtry.

ith world and domestic opinion pressuring Britai

observe the UN arms ban, Fgance ﬂnanagedg to tsaltll;r)l :g
relatively quietly, after the conclusion of its colonial war in
Algeria, to become the main supplier of South Africa
Beginning in 1963, France sold at least 20 Mirage-lll.
fighter-bombers, Alouette helicopters, licenses (which are
especially useful in imparting know-how) to produce Panar
armored cars, 3 Daphne-type submarines, 15 Super Frelon
troop-carrier helicopters, and 9 Transall transport aircraft.?
South Africa purchased Impala jet fighters from Belgium
and was to build 400 of the latter, the engine for which was
licensed by an Italian company but was originally designed
by Rolls Royce, whose engineers are supervising production
in .Soutl_l Africa?® The United States, whose role is not
mainly in the military sphere, nevertheless has sold Lock-
heed transport aircraft amounting to about $35 million
annually,? and licenses to produce light planes (which can
be used for anti-guerrilla warfare). Aircraft sales of France
in the period 1960-68 were estimated at over $300 million,’
making it the country’s third biggest customer after Israel
and the United States. The even larger sales of over $400
million are forecast for the 1970-75 period.

In its rivalry with France for the lucrative arms trade

1 Including naval frigates, jet planes, armored cars aircraft. The
gﬁf;%::ﬁﬁ?ﬁig’ for corresponding years, The Institute for Strategic
? Chester Croker, “Mili i i aral i
Aivica Totyy April-May,hltgég. Aid to Africa South of the Sahara” in

 The Times, January 24, 1969.

# Foreign Report, London, January 15, 1970.

) Lel Monde, 22 juillet, 1970. An estimate of $500 million total arms
orders is given in an editorial in The New York Times, July 23, 1970.
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th South Africa, Britain on more than one occasion has
ared to back-track on the arms embargo imposed by
e Labor government on November 17, 1964. A week later,
government announced its decision to sell 16 Buccaneer
ike planes, spare parts and radar already contracted for,
t would not approve further contracts. However, three
ears later, the same government was reported split on the
ssue of renewing sales, with eight planes already on the
awker Siddeley production lines. The argument that France
would sell arms if Britain did not, and that the latter
needed the foreign exchange, failed to overcome popular
stility, however, and the decision was shelved. Three
ars later, a Tory government raised again the issue of
pplying arms to the racist régime and after a visit to
ashington in mid-December 1970, Prime Minister Heath
" indicated that President Nixon had expressed “understand-
ing” for the arms move. On the heels of this, on January 5,
1971, moreover, the US government approved the sale to
rtugal of two Boeing-707 planes (costing $9.2 million
each), useful as troop-ferrying transport—a breach of the
1961 UN embargo and the first such government-to-govern-
" ment deal (rather than via NATO).
" The British government’s determination to renew arms
" sales to South Africa almost split! the Commonwealth Con-
 ference of prime ministers assembled in Singapore in mid-
" January 1971. However profitable may be such trade for
" Britain or its Cabinet Ministers, apparently more is involved
* than either mere invidiousness of France? or an “obligation”

1 Prime Minister Heath claimed Australian and New Zealand sup-
gort. Ghana, Malawi and the Ivory Coast favored a “dialogue” with
outh Africa. Kenya appeared to vacillate. Canada, with an eye to its
trade with black Africa, opposed the British arms move. Nigeria and
India hinted at restricting economic relations with Britain. President
Nyerere in London in early October said: “...if arms are sold we will
have to question our role in the Commonwealth.” President Kaunda on
January 11 spoke of “far-reaching consequences”, and a number of
British projects in Zambia had been shelved and in early January fifteen
army and two air force officers—all British—were dismissed. President
Obote on January 8 made the only categoric statement: “...if Britain
sells arms to South Africa, we would most regrettably leave the Com-
monwealth.” Press reports, January 1971.
2 France can do it, explained ‘The Economist, because her links with
“15 balkanized African ex-colonies are not the same as British special
links with 800 million brown and black people”. January 16, 1971.
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to fulfill the Simonstown agreement.! The chief
advanced (on the basis of the threadbare Communiz':%)uoment
is the need for Britain’s helping South Africa to securegig)
glz.trltlme“ route af,oum.l the Cape (every route, to be suree
fcmg a “life-line”). Significantly, this implies the necessity
or breaking the UN arms ban as a measure preparator tY
the political rehabilitation of the racist régime. i
But, political rehabilitation of the apartheid régime has an
%}ren greater global than continental context and thus the
S role is quite significant. The US position has undergone
some modifications since the early sixties when the US rep-
resentative joined in what Washington considered a “ceremﬁ-
nial condemnatl'on of apartheid” (admonitions of South
Africa, declarations that its racial policy was “repugnant”
etc.) in the United Nations, but also of watering down Afri-
can pm{ipsal_s for effective action (e.g., describing the situa-
tion as “seriously disturbing” instead of “threatening” in-
ternational peace and security). The latter would have given
}l;:cggcu‘zl_g Counml1 t1'nanda1t0ry rather than recommendatory

ce, with a resultant increase in i i

Wl}Il‘CI:l might havefachieved its ensgs.m Sl e
_The question of an arms embargo, for exam inex-
tricable glqb_al political implicati’ois which haI\)rl: ’iir:?lflézggd
the US position on this question. Thus, in the Security Coun-
cil debate on arms sales in 1963, while Britain limited its op-
position to sales which “could be used to enforce apartheid”
the United States went a step further in announcing no arms
sales as of _]am_lary 1964. This was a political decision3 on
the part of President Kennedy, which registered as a positive
—if half-way—measure with Africa, even though the United
Staf:‘es itself was only a minor supplier. At that time, however
African and Socialist states were insisting on an arms embargc:
and boycott of goods, without loopholes, which Washington
steadfastly opposed. In March 1969, shortly after President

1 Provided for the handin i

e ¢ g over of the Simonstow
E?ﬁ?ﬁnﬁ% ?;)put% Aftrlcz;), “];hgfe na\éy was to be expan?le?laﬂ;l E.E){? Sx?esf::l?

r illion, to be built in Britain b .
del;vcgec_l %‘igﬁh commitments endedfl(?li?d.)etwecn ekl O

nited Nations Review, August-Septemb

4 s ptember 1963, . 20-24.

ps fieec:\;it{:iariyt OastsflfcinSF McNtam(?rz:_, according to Schles%l:lgerﬂ(lgt;!c. cit.)
] in contradistinction, curiously, to State D :

ment officials, who feared losing the “‘ad 7 e
South Africa on a wide range of gdefensein:ftzg’gf B i L

178

ixon took office, Washington’s relaxation of its arms em-
o by permitting engines for French-built and Ameri-
motored (General Electric) Falcon Mystere 20 jets to
be sold, reflected a different estimate of the world political
scene than in the early years of the decade.
. It was also reflected subsequently in the attitude and steps
taken with respect to the political rehabilitation of the apart-
heid state (“policy of contacts”, a “dialog” etc.) which were
especially marked in the wake of the OAU anti-racist Lu-
' saka Manifesto in the spring of 1969 and then found embod-
iment in a UN document at the XXIV General Assembly
 session (South Africa and Portugal voting against). The rea-
soning was that “if South Africa can establish strong com-
| mercial links with black Africa”, wrote The Wall Street
" Journal, “perhaps the black African nations will be more will-
ing to overlook South Africa’s domestic racial policies”.!
" South Africa itself has been making strenuous efforts to
" expand its ties beginning with Malawi,2 Madagascar, Mau-
* ritius, Swaziland and Lesotho, and extending them to West
~ Africa. Although Ghana,® Gabon, and the Ivory Coast* have
- been receptive, most African countries like Nigeria—perhaps
| not unmindful of the role of the colonialists in the Biafran

1 The Wall Street Journal, September 22, 1969.
2 A trade agrecment was signed with labor provisions coming into
force in November 1967 under which some 200,000 Malawians work in
South Africa (additional 80,000 work in Rhodesia.) [Times of Zambia,
September 12, 1968; sce also “South Africa woos Malawi” by Ndab'e-
zitha, in Mayibuye (Freedom), bulletin of the African National Congress.]
Dr. Banda has given up the policy of boycott and prefers “to try new
methods altogetner—the method of cooperation” (Johannesburg Sun-
day Times, January 28, 1968). Thus, Portugal is financing a new railway
line to the sea for Malawi, and her new capital at Lilongive is being
built by South Africa,

3 The official position of General Ankrah and his successor, Prime
Minister Koti Busia, for example, was to continue the economic boycott,
but unofficial trade was going on through the Canary Is. and Britain,
and South African specialists working in the Ashanti gold mines had
their children in specially established schools for whites (Johannesburg
Star, June 1, 1967). Furthermore, Accra officially favored a “dialog”
until the OAU Summit in 1971, when in mid-conference it expediently
changed its position. At the 9th Summit at Rabat in 1972, it was totally
against. Malagasy also turned against dialog and cancelled its coopera-
tion agreement with South Africa.

4 President Houphouet-Boigny described the boycott and arms ban
as “foolish” and called for a conference to work out steps for discussions
with South Africa. Pravda, November 18, 1870.
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secession, or the subsequent invasion of nearby Guinea—
rejected such maneuvers as Premier \f’erstt-:r’syoi'i‘ernu;:';1 a }rii:;e
aggression pact. If it is a small but vocal number of African
leaders who are in the forefront in this political struggle then
are largely in countries where Washington, Paris and ’Lony
dogv exil:t a%)preciabllf influence. ]
ashington itself attaches so much importanc i
struggle that.it_ has been forced—in the facg of OV:r\v\t?ﬁe%}I:if
ing world opinion, to work out an elaborate rationale of US
ofi:imal policy which cannot be barefaced acceptance of apart-
he:cL. As Assistant Secretary of State Newsom declared
we “cannot do so and maintain our bona fides with even the
mode:rate African governments”.! In rejecting support for
the liberation struggle, or moderate social reforms as advo-
cated by the World Council of Churches, African Studies
Association and organisations concerned that “the liberation
movements will find help only from the Communist coun-
tries”, Washmgton “finds it difficult to see this path as being
either rlgl}t or effective”.? Similarly rejected, as might be
expected, is the OAU and Socialist-supported position in the
United Nations of “isolation” of South Africa diplomatically
or curtailment of military or economic relations as being
qu_estlonable, even if workable”. Then, by elimination of
options, the only course left for US foreign policy, according
to A‘s‘smtant. Secretary Newsom, is “communications”, i.e.,
that “each side knows better what the other side is talking
Sé)gtuatr.l. .grlt;:a:er hope;’. Eiear}y, a policy not of barefaced ac-
ce, but one of s i iti -
s e o amefaced but cunning political re
This recent US foreign policy line has been implemented
by US officials encouraging Congressional Black Caucus
members to urge Afro-Americans, especially sportsmen and
artists who are paid highest world fees, to break the boycott
and perform in South Africa. Along similar lines, Assistant
Secretary Newsom proposed the appointment of a black Amer-
ican ambassador to South Africa after his visit in November
1970. African and the Socialist states, however, at the special
session of the Security Council held for the first time in Africa

1 “UJ.8. Options in Southern Africa”, Address by Assistant S
o ! A t
of State David D. Newsom delivered at Northwestgm L%nivrérsit;crz'iz
gre;szﬁ)m! Record, February 26, 1971, p. E 1169, f
id.
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February 1972, were not to be swerved from their deter-

mination to eliminate colonialism and racism and called on

Portugal to cease her colonial war, condemned South Africa

for her policy of apartheid, although they were not able to

demand of Britain that she abrogate her deal with Southern

Rhodesia at the expense of the 5-million Zimbabwe people.

" The implications of US monopoly investments and profits

‘and US foreign policy are clearly of critical importance to

" Africa. If the former provided the long-term economic basis

for US foreign policy, apparently the rulers of America have

'broader political-military class considerations, which even if
| generally parallel to, are no simple outgrowth of, the former.

" They are, perhaps, even more closely correlated with a con-
" scious policy of support for reactionary minority ruling
* classes both on a continental and global scale.

London and Washington foreign policies, which in fact
| strengthen internally the racist and colonial régimes vis-a-
A vis their overwhelming black majorities and regionally threat-
" en neighboring independent states such as Zambia and Tan-
zania, apparently also envisage Pretoria as a political partner
" in imperialist global strategy. To “fill the vacuum” resulting
* from British retrenchment east of Suez, for example, the
" United States began building in March 1971 a $19-million
" base and communications center (to fly both US and British
| flags and manned by personnel of both countries) on Diego
. Garcia (British island in Chagos Archipelago, in the geograph-
" ical center of the Indian Ocean), which the Tanzanian
" Government’s newspaper declared! threatened the whole
future of the surrounding area. The base will provide a global
link between the Philippines and Ethiopia in the US com-
munications chain, in addition to the US spy satellites and
tracking stations in Kenya and Madagascar, as well as the
already established radar and communications system in South
Africa capable of monitoring the movements of all ships
in the South Atlantic and Indian Oceans.

In line with the concept of South Africa as a sergeant-
major for a US-British imperialist strategy, the former re-
portedly is seeking a pact with NATO or its recognition as
a connecting link between NATO and SEATO. President

i The Standard, December 18, 1970. “The possibility that South
Africa might be allowed to use the new base is additional cause for

alarm.” (Ibid.)
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Nixon, apparently, “has accepted the strategic case though
he is not going to make himself unpopular with anybody b
saying whether he thinks selling arms to South Africa is thz
right way of doing it”,! It has been suggested more open]
by others, including General Hans Kruls, former chairmai;
of the }\Tetherloanc!s Joint Chiefs of Staff and then editor of
NATO’s publication NATO’s Fifteen Nations, that South
f}frica should become an “outside member” of that organiza-
ion.

The US and British concept of South Africa as a juni
partner in Africa and the Indian Ocean areas—likeatlllgltllg;
Israel in the Afro-Arab world—which is but another variant
of an alliance fllrected against national-liberation, working-
class and Socialist (all frequently dubbed “Communist”)
movements, has implications for states such as Bangla Desh
and India, as well. For African and world progressive forces,
in general, this clearly would imply a joint and principled
struggle against not only the predatory exploitation of foreign
mopgpohes_ and financiers, but no less against the aggressive
political-military foreign policies of imperialism.

US, AFRO-ARAB STATES
AND MILITARY CONFLICT

GENERAL

As part of the continent of Africa and closely li i

_ y linked with
tl_1e Arab Middle {‘Elast2 (where the imperialist stakes are very
high), North Africa (where the progressive states emerged
strongest as an anti-imperialist force) has been during the

1 The Economist, January 9, 1971. This conservative organ suggests
a “political price” be paid by South Africa: “an easing of gghc baiiing
systzem, more money for African welfare, the release of a few prisoners.”
The terms Near East and Middle East, the latter apparently in-
vented in 1902 by American naval historian A. T. Mahan (see Foreign
Affairs, July 1960, pp. 665-75) to designate generally a region extending
from North Africa to as far east as India, are variously used and in-
terpreted, either separately or together, and sometimes interchangeably.
The terms include E’gypt, with territory both in Asia and Africa ai-
though the “Maghreb”, or Arab West (Libya, Tunisia, Algeria and Mo-
rocco) is usually dealt with separately. The US Department of State in its
official papers changes time and again its definition of the region, lead-
1nl§" ﬁven sp:c’;al:&!& scdmct(i‘}'ﬂ?es §0 ?nclude “it is an amorphous area
which cannot be defined”. (The Big Powers and the Pre isis 4
Middle East, ed. by S. Merlin, Ne\\;g Jersey, 1968, p. 23.) T
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:'postwar period one of the world’s acute arenas of conflict.

rategic aims and political alignments closely coupled with
economic interests have been the motivating forces of im-

. perialism.

The complex of North African and Middle Eastern oil is

. particularly important since the late 50’s because of Washing-
" ton’s fear of a political chain reaction affecting this enor-
" mous source of modern wealth. Here the US investment in
" the middle of the 60’s was conservatively estimated to have
" grown to $4.5 billion (of which about $1 billion was in Saudi
" Arabia and $500 million in Libya). This was more than the
| officially acknowledged investment in all of continental Afri-
| ca. Moreover, by the extraction of one of the world’s highest
" rates of profit from the oil of this region, American monopo-
\ lists derived approximately one-third of all of their over-
" seas profits, In addition, the fact that Britain and France
* have large investments and some 60% of Western Europe’s
" oil—for a petrochemical industry in which US monopolists

also have a stake—was coming from the Moslem world served

I | to pyramid further US regional into global policies. The in-

evitable conflict especially with growing Arab national forces

" has resulted in either preparations for war or open military

clashes in most of the postwar years. The stage, however, had
been set earlier.

The rival European colonial powers determined the po-
litical-military strength pattern in this region in the century
before US imperialism began to play an important inde-
pendent role. This had both regional and inter-continental
aspects. Thus, at the turn of the century, the “Eastern
question” posed by the imperialist powers involved the de-
cline of the Ottoman Empire of Turkey (the “sick man of
Europe”) and its replacement by their own form of domina-
tion. “For,” as Lenin wrote, “any other basis under capital-
ism for the division of spheres of influence, of interests, of
colonies etc. than a calculation of the strength of the partici-
pants in the division, their general economic, financial, mil-
itary strength etc. is inconceivable” (original emphasis).1
The major European colonial powers, England and France,
succeeded in achieving a dominant position in this area by

£ V. I. Lenin, “Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism”, in
Selected Works, Foreign Languages Publishing House, M., 1952, Vol. I,
part 2, p. 558,
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first checking their common rivals—tsarist Russia, i
ter bz_ilf of the 19th century, and thereafter tfaeniggeiﬂ?;i
ambitions of Germany, which also was attracted by the Mid
dle Eastern oil resources and strategic position. 3
The resultant strength pattern prevailed—albeit somewhat
modified by the impact of rising new forces—between the
two world wars. Thus, after the defeat of Germany in alli-
ance with Turkey in World War I, Britain and France
had_to retreat from their secret Sykes-Picot agreement of
April 1916 to divide between themselves the Arab portions
of the Ottoman Empire. For, with the October Revolution
Soviet Russia had repudiated secret treaties and announced
their provisions to an attentive world.! Nevertheless, the two
powers exercised control especially through mandates and
treated the countries largely as client states between the two
world wars. Although during World War II, Washington
continued to look upon the Middle East as a British sphere—
even if weakening—of political and military “responsibil-
ity”, with the exception of Saudi Arabia and Palestine,? the
Umtegl States made its presence felt by supplementally
establishing bases in Libya, Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Iran.
The eroded position of metropolitan France was reflected in
her dwindling influence in Syria and Lebanon in the latter
years of the war, and by 1946 all French troops were with-
dr%\;n fronlxdthe?g m;ndates.

e world-wide disintegration of the colonial system after
the Second World War gave the North African styates aarf;w
role in the emergent Afro-Asian world. But while, on the
one har}.d, their independent course was supported by the So-
viet Urlion and other socialist states, on the other hand, the
declining imperialist hold of Britain and France was !aug—
;ré;ptedlor regla;:_ed by da more active US foreign policy of

ional penetration and intervention, -
cir{c}lgm;nl’:c. SR ention, as well as global en
; irect, large-scale power involvement in thi i
is a post-Wm",ld War II phenomenon. The cold \:falrs al;:ﬁlr?sli
Cqmmums_n} 2 hm_vever, could scarcely conceal a major thrust
against anti-imperialist Arab nationalism, leaning to various

1 See A. Williams, Britain and F 2 i i
Africa, 1914-67, London, 1968, (;hap:;'nf.c s el e gt

SiNce AT itz, Midd 3
Policy, N.{f’ : 1953.urcw: iddle East Dilemmas, Background of US
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“degrees upon reactionary forces in Turkey, Israel and the
onservative Arab states. In March 1947, after Britain could
o longer “shoulder responsibilities” in Turkey and in Greece
vhere patriots held three-fourths of the territory),! the
Truman Doctrine trumpeted Washington’s takeover bid.
Turkey, with her strong militaristic tradition, then became
the single country in the Middle East (assuming Greece
" to be essentially a European state) to identify herself inti-
" mately with Washington, and with the creation of NATO
| was invited to join. This active US policy soon extended to
Persia and operated in “complete agreement” with Britain,
" as Ambassador McGhee declared at Istanbul in November
1949, though “with not too close an association” which would
“tarnish the American image”.2
" Israel, for its small size, has been perhaps of unique value
" to US policymakers not least of all because of its peculiar
| position in the midst of the Arab states. Shortly after the
1 establishment of the State of Israel in 1948, with the Soviet
| Union casting its vote for independence from British domina-

" tion, ambitious leaders in the Zionist movement veered the
" country’s foreign policy onto an expansionist chauvinist course
linked closely with British and American imperialism.
Since then, first London and then Washington have made
use of the Western links and orientation of the new state to
use it as a battering ram against progressive Arab states, a
means of further penetrating Africa and Asia, and in the
cold war against the Soviet Union. This, furthermore, has en-
joyed the double advantage of appearing to export the many-
centuries-old unsolved Jewish problem in the capitalist
world—presumably to be solved in the Middle East, and
then screening American imperialism behind the propaganda
diversion of nationalist struggle between a small harried state
and a hostile Arab environment.

The early 1950’s is marked by US attempts to harness
militant Arab nationalism in an imperialist-controlled
regional framework. However, attempts to build a Middle
East Defense Command to include the key Arab country,
Egypt, together with Britain, France and Turkey, foundered

1 See The U.S. and the Middle East, ed. by C.G. Stevens, N. Y., 1964,

Chapter 6. |
2 Bernard Lewis, The Middle East and the West, N.Y., 1964,

pp. 128-29,
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because of Egyptian national opposition.! Egypt was i
cious of Turkey and also demanding that Britga}f:?l give 1;3:;1 S]E)é;
base on the west bank of the Suez Canal—then reputed]
the blgggst foreign base in the world—and leave the Cana}i
zone, which she: held by force after October 1951.
4 Up to the mid-1950’s, the United States steadily increased
its pohf_tlca_l and economic penetration in this region, partic-
ularly in its oil wealth.2 Since this was not paralleled by
hoped-for success in the formation of what it considered a
pivotal bloc in its global network—a broad military Baghdad
Pact (based largely upon the extension of previous Turkish
bilateral Eacts), Washington was forced to continue its em-
phasis on its own and NATO air bases built in Turkey, Saudi
Arabia, Libya and Morocco, and its Mediterranean fleet.
However, to counter-balance its failure to win the predomi-
nant Arab states, US imperialism sought greater influence
in Turkey and Iran (both Moslem but not Arab), increased
ties with Israel, and, as the former US Ambassador to Egypt
(1961-64) writes, with certain Arab “traditional monarchies
V:v!wse position was based upon a landlord and merchant
f:lltt,e rather than upon the greater assent of the commonal-
ity”.3 Thus, he continues, “American action was often in-
terpreted as directed toward the same objectives as those
pursued by Britain and France in the past”.4

Washington, no less than London, focused on Egypt as
Fhe major pollt.tcal and military force threatening imperial-
ism in this region. The national upsurge which had led to
the overthrow. of King Farouk in July 1952 had given Egypt
the opportunity to act in its own national interest, com-
pelled the British in 1953 to agree to self-government for the
Sudan and in October of the following year to pledge to
evacuate Suez by July 1956. Beyond this framework, more-
over, an independent Egypt by virtue of its key position
could and did assist national-liberation movements and exert
important influence on two continents, most particularly in
the Arab and Islamic world. This could not but disturb im-

" ‘é.,il'%%i.ﬂin and J. S. Szyliowicz, The Contemporary Middle East,
y 1957, the United States had control of about 2/3 i

Eas?’tejnhconscesgogs and 7{},’5 :J; its oil deposits :nd e:ot?ract{on.o e
ohn S. Badeau, i

- ?ibIQEB, o he American Approach to the Arab World,
id.
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- perialism, Zionism, and those large Arab feudal landowners
" and capitalists cooperating with foreign rule, Opposing in-

terests were translated into policies which inevitably led

" to conflict in one or more spheres.

US policymakers, as might have been expected, overestimat-

| ed their ability to stymie Egypt’s efforts to consolidate power

during the critical years 1952-55. When the young officers

" headed by Lt.-Colonel Nasser sought arms and financial aid

from the United States, military aid was offered to Egypt
" but at a high political price—on the condition of permitting
" an examination of its internal military programs and instal-

lations, affiliating itself with the Baghdad Pact of December

* 98 1954, and not developing ties with the socialist states.
" President Nasser declined such infringements upon sovereign-
' ty, despite the fact that control by imperialism of the arms
" market had given imperialism an enormous lever. How crit-
| ical this monopoly could be was felt during the Palestinian

war in 1948, for instance, when unfit weapons supplied to
the Egyptian army by those close to Farouk turned the atten-
tion of the Free Officers to the link between the common ene-
mies of the Arab people abroad and at home. Moreover,
when Israeli forces staged a big raid on Gaza in February
1955 soon after Cairo had refused to join the US-sponsored
Baghdad Pact, Egyptian leaders became convinced of the
close connection between Washington and Tel Aviv. It was
the conviction that US policy in principle opposed the new
regime in Egypt which led Cairo to turn to the Socialist
states. As a logical consequence, in September 1955, Egypt
boldly arranged to purchase arms from Czechoslovakia, with
no political strings attached.

The quest for support from the socialist community, which
constituted a turning point in the country’s struggle for in-
dependence, is also sometimes recognized in the West—al-
beit in the distorted terms of big-power politics. In this sense
the new role of the Soviet Union is expressed by one well
known regional specialist as “not the result of invasion, nor
of infiltration by stealth: the Soviet Union became a Middle
East power by invitation”.

1 Walter Laqueur, The Struggle for the Middle East: The Soviet
Union and the Middle East 1958-68, London, 1969. A similar evaluation
is given in Soviet-Americen Rivalry in the Middle East, ed. by J. G. Hu-
rewitz, Columbia University, N.Y., 1969.
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_US_ and British imperialism again were the main antagg
nists in a parallfsl and not unrelated sequence of events w}%er;
Egypt was seeking funds for economic development in what
has become the classical case of financing the Aswan Dam
After December 17, 1955, when the IBRD had promised
$200 million conditional on the United States and Britain pro-
viding 56 and 14 million dollars respectively for the con-
struction of the Qam, renewed pressure was applied on Egypt
t!u_-augh the medium of the proposed loan to change its po-
litical course.! But acquiescence was not forthcoming as evi-
denced by such diplomatic moves as Egypt’s recognition of the
Chinese People’s Republic in early 1956. Imperialism was
not slow to reply—first in the economic and then in the mili-
tar'Is‘r sllaherc.

aking the initiative on July 19, 1956, Secret
Dulles administered a calculajied rebuff to Eg;;;):r gir S;?ct:
vocatively retracting the previous US Aswan Dam offer
(Britain and the World Bank followed suit).2 This, however,
proved to be a grave miscalculation in view of the availabil-
ity of alternative Soviet assistance. On July 26, Egypt na-
tionalized the Suez Canal in a move to secure control of its
own waterways and thereby also to obtain greater revenue
(up to then only 5% of the total)® for its internal develop-
ment. Washlpgton’s response, like that of London, was to
freeze Egyptian assets and to seek “international control”
gf the Canal (e.g., the Dulles Plan of August 16; and the

Committee 'of Five” and Canal Users Association plan in
September) in order to wrest it from Egyptian hands. But
these proposals were rejected in rapid order.

In the subsequent Anglo-Franco-Israeli Suez aggression
!ed by Israeli forces on October 29, the imperialist role is
instructive, particularly in view of comparable events a de-
cade later. Evidence at the time (and since then amply proved)
pointed to the collusion of Britain and France in inciting

! It was demanded that Egypt not implement beyond a modest level
the agreement signed to purchase arms from Czechoslovakia, that the
World Bank supervise Egyptian finances, and that Cairo curtail inter-
Eétlor{al I;Dh'i!cal acti‘vllltyi\{‘unfriendl ” to the Western powers. M. Kerr

oming to Terms with Nasser” in [nternati 1 .
aryzl?fi]?l, e i rnational Affairs, London, Janu

ohn S. Badeau, “Development and Diplomacy in the Middl t

Buge% of t;ze At&mic‘ Scientists, May lgﬁﬁ.p ! i
ereafter, the nationalized Canal earned ab illi

e T ned about £E 100 million a
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srael to attack! On the eve, Washington did not protest
‘¢roop concentrations, in effect conceding the admissibility
| of the use of force.? President Eisenhower in mid-September
' apparently had hoped that the threat of applying armed force
by Britain and France might be sufficient to intimidate Egypt.
" "The fact that the actual employment of military force was
| not excluded from White House policy is revealed in the
. personal account of the period by President Eisenhower. On
| July 31, 1956, for example, a few days following the nation-
" alization of the Canal, he wrote to Prime Minister Eden:
| “We recognize the transcendent worth of the Canal to the
" free world and the possibility that eventually the use of force
| might become necessary in order to protect international
| rights.”® However, he was hopeful that other “pressures on
' the Egyptian government” would be effective. But, he added,
if “the situation can finally be resolved only by drastic means”’
a broad effort should be made to convince public opinion
‘that action was “undertaken not merely to protect national
or individual investors”.%

By October 30, after the Israeli attack was launched (but
before the Anglo-French landing), President Eisenhower,
~ completely oblivious of the plight of the victim of aggression
| but concerned about the alignment of world forces, requested

Eden for “some way of concerting our ideas and plans”?

1 Thus, Anthony Nutting, Minister of State for Foreign Affairs,
under the then Prime Minister Anthony Eden, has revealed (in his book
No End of a Lesson, London, 1967) that the cabinet as a whole was
privy to an international conspiracy. “Even at that time,” commented
the New Statesman, “many (including this journal) believed that Britain
and France were in collusion with the Israelis, though none then sus-
pected that we had actually egged them on to invade Egypt. Since 1956
the evidence of collusion has accumulated to the point where it has
become irrefutable.” Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd apparently had a
secret meeting in a villa outside Paris with Moshe Dayan and the
French. They agreed that the Israelis would attack Egypt and then
Britain and France would intervene, calling for the withdrawal of the
combatants to within 10 miles of either side of the Suez Canal. A tripar-
tite treaty, which the Isracli representative insisted upon, was signed
at Sevres on 23-24 October, according to Christian Pineau, then French
Forcign Minister, and published in Suez Ten Years After, ed. by
A. Moncrieff, London, 1967. See also A, Williams, op. cit.

2 Prguda, September 16, 1956. See also American Expansion in the
Arab Countries (in Russ.), Institute of Asian Peoples, M., 1961, pp. 72-78.

": }I)b W. Eisenhower, The thite House Years, 1956-61, N.Y., p. 664.

& Ibid.

5 Op. cit., pp. 678-79.
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in the hope of avoiding a spli
thwﬁestion o e g a split between the two powers op
en this failed and the Anglo-French attack t
however (although Washington had not been a meggkpgslsai(\:re’
observer in the steps leading to the triple aggression) the
United States faced with a rising tide of world opinion w: :
:?trlllpdtled by l\}ovqmber 1 to dissociate itself from it, althouga}g;
ithout censuri i
Jali ng it, and to support the UN action to halt the
The reasons for this US decision, which the
according to the Director of the Middle East Insgﬁg ;‘Eoélf:
iumbla} Um?ermty, considered a “great exception”! in Wash-
ington’s policy, were complex but several motivating factors
stand out. Whereas Britain and France had their eyes glued
to concrete interests such as regaining control of the Canal
(and, if possible, overthrowing Nasser), US imperialism
through its global view saw an “ill-conceived and ineptly
mounted Anglo-French military action” which “was pos-
sible a week after nationalization” but not “three months later
\wvl;fll':l t};l: aﬁ“all;" I&atq becomela cause célebre™ in which various
rces had time to align. ;

means merely military forcesg. Echore were by o
: Loo}cr_ng to the maintenance and expansion 'of US imperial-
ist pohtlcal-ecunpmic interests in the entire region, Washing-
ton faced the dilemma of either support for an outmoded
rival colonialism, with methods of gunboat diplomacy, or
adaptathn to new forms. It chose the latter. This incicien-
tally, Britain had done already in South Asia, and after its
catastrophe in Suez was to apply broadly to Africa. France
still needed the full lesson of Algeria to make the transition.*
Political factors for Washington in this instance outweighed
the seduction of military intervention, which offered some
prospect of immediate gain, but considerable long-term los-
ses. From an objective point of view, the force of Arab na-
tionalism lay not merely in Nasser’s vigorous leadership (for
which there was no ready substitute) but also in the demand

1 Toh ;
3 }0_.10 n S. Badeau, The American Approach to the Arab TWorld,
2 Op. cit., p. 5.
: ;)p. cil po
n a letter to Churchill on November 27, 1956. Presi i
hower expressed fear of “resentment that, within the Arall;esslgig: E\i:;fl?(;
result in a long and dreary guerrilla warfare.,” Op. cit,, p. 680.
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¢ the removal at the very least of visible forms of foreign
cupation and rule. There was also the global danger that
S backing would present a solid imperialist front, polariz-

against it the underdeveloped nations and Socialist
states. Apparently, Washington also was not unimpressed
'y the position taken by the Socialist world.
" Washington did not err in its estimate of the high political
Josses incurred by the participants in direct military attack.
" By the end of November, the UN was calling for the with-
" drawal of the aggressor’s troops from occupied territory,
" which Israel did not agree to until March 1, 1957. In the
" interim, the Soviet Union clearly spelled out in its Note to
| the Western powers of February 12, 1957, basic principles
" for 2 Middle East peace, which included the right to one’s
" natural resources, no military alignments, liquidation of bases
' and withdrawal of troops, and joint refusal to supply arms.
" The Western powers, however, showed no interest in, for
I example, replacing the 1950 Tripartite Declaration by a
' four-power declaration to include the Soviet Union, which
| could have provided the basis for a more durable political
" settlement.
oy From the imperialist point of view, however, the “vacuum”

" which had developed as a result of the defeat of Britain and
France now would be filled by the United States as “guar-
dian of law and order” in the Middle East.> This had as its
political expression the Eisenhower Doctrine of January 5,
19573 and the change of guards was announced by the mil-
itary demonstration of strength of the Sixth Fleet at Beirut
in early 1957.

The strong ties of the United States to Isracl had its
negative aspects in hampering the former’s efforts to retain

1 On November 10-11, citizens of the Soviet Union, for example,
declared their readiness to volunteer in support of the Egyptian people.
“There are those who believe,” according to a recent MI"IP study, “the
U.S. might not have pressed its British and French allies so exigently
to desist from their attempt to overthrow Nasser in 1956 had it not
been for fear that Moscow’s threat to intervene might be real”
L. P. Bloomficld and A. G. Leiss, Controlling Small Wars: A Strategy
for the 1970s, N.Y., 1969, p. 897.

2 The New York Times, January 2, 1957.

3 As approved by joint resolution of Congress on March 9, the Pre-
sident was authorized to use armed forces against, as fictitiously ex-
pressed, “any country controlled by international communism”. See

S. Merlin, op. cit., pp. 158-60.
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influence in the Arab world—not least of all i
Secrcta;y of State Dulles was compelled by Itl?é El?gg;? tlus’
world forces and public opinion to support the Arab demn gf
for pressure upon Israel to withdraw troops from occua}'} |
terr:tor}es, which, in turn, permitted the opening of the glEd
Canal in March. Its successful functioning under Egy]:utlijae ;
cgntrol,‘ moreover, despite pressure and blandishments bn
the United States and Britain, laid to rest the fiction that th
A-rab could not manage without a foreign overlord—wheth?
El- old or new. And, although Washington had avoided
direct military confrontation with Arab nationalism in Egypt
its newly announced Doctrine could hardly be misintergirgt’
ed. The.removal of US and British troops from Lebanonpanci
Jordan in 1958, and the withdrawal of Iraq from the Bagh-
dad Pact pointed, as might have been anticipated, to diminish-
mg(v: }JS inﬂlggrﬁcg in the Arab world. ’
osely linked with Egypt, Syria was a par
V}Yashmgton in this region in thz mid—1950’5, e?gf:egi;ﬂ;g;}tgf
fi qeﬂovgthrow.qf the dictatorship of Shishekl; in February
: S hostility to the progressive course of the Syrian
overnment was accentuated by economic geography—the
.country’s role in the Middle East transit trade, and its for-
CSIP,‘I':[ Pohc-y and relations with socialist countries. Following
yrrc;l s rejection of US military aid with political conditions
'vashington went over to a campaign of slander and provoca-,
tion at the close of 1954. In March 1955, suspicious provoca-
%gns took placp on the Turkish-Syrian border, followed by
S demongtratwns of strength in the Eastern Mediterranean
and Israeli troop concentrations on the Syrian border In’
the latter half of 1955, provocations on the part of Turi(ey,
fll:aq and Israel took place, and in 1956 Syria was accused of
.1sturpn}g the peace of its neighbors. It was largely the
imperialist-inspired threats to the common interests and pro-
gressive course of Egypt and Syria which impelled them
?gtg:lr) the Suez aggression to unife to form the UAR (until
Since the Suez crisis, the United States i
predominant position in the area similar to ’thaof CSF )ﬁ?i%ai?l
before the war, has focused its main effort against the
progressive states. To avoid becoming involved in djrect
intervention, the United States has supplied military arms
equipment and training to Turkey, Israel and the Arak;
monarchies, both directly and indirectly through its military
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‘ties. As the major imperialist power behind Israel, the United
States nevertheless has also, like Britain, sought to avoid the
‘role of “primary supplier” of arms and thereby the danger
antagonizing and uniting the Arab world against it.!
tead, Washington has encouraged the Federal Republic
“of Germany (FRG) to bear this onus, which brought most
‘of the Arab League countries in conflict with Bonn, for
' example, in early 1965. However, when Bonn reacted by
. cancelling its arms shipments to Israel, Ambassador Harri-
" man promised her US arms instead.2 To soften up the Arab
" world, however, Washington also promised additional sales
| or grants of arms to Saudi Arabia, Jordan (which purchased
" weapons from Britain with US grants since 1957) and possibly
" Lebanon and Iraq.® It was clear against whom such arms
. were directed. In Yemen, particularly, Saudi Arabian and
. Royalist forces were engaged in hostilities against Repub-
" lican and supporting UAR troops.

MILITARY BUILD-UP ON THE EVE OF AGGRESSION

- Since the mid-sixties and especially since February 1966,
- when the Left wing of the Baath party came to power in
. Syria, both Israel and Washington began concentrating
. greater efforts on an Israeli military build-up.* Not everyone
. took at face value the State Department’s apology for the
~ United States becoming a direct major supplier with its
. frequent assertion that these arms would “correct the im-
. balance” in the region and would tend to damp down the
" arms race. Three months later the Soviet Government warned

{ In the 1950's, for example, when Israel was drawing up its plans
for the Sinai attack, a request was made to France for “100 tanks
(Super Shermans), 300 half-track vehicles, 50 tank transporters”. Most
of this was supplied in October 1956, (M. Dayan, Diary of the Suez
Campaign, New York, 1966, pp. 30, 34). Similarly, after 1956, France
was Israel’'s major supplier of combat aircraft while Britain and the
FRG were suppliers of armor and ground equipment. In 1962, the
United States became a significant supplier of surface-to-air missiles.
See Bloomfield and Leiss, op, cit., pp. 331-490,

2 In 1965, 200 M-48 Patton tanks were to be supplied by the FRG
under US agreement. Time, February 25, 1966.

3 The New York Times, April 14 and 29, 1965.

% Thus, Washington revealed in February that Israel was receiving
some 36 Patton tanks; and in May, that Israel had been promised 30
Skyhawk attack bombers (The New York Times, April 3, May 20 and
21). Britain was supplying Centurion tanks and two submarines.
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against threats to Syria coming from Israel and reactionary
quarters in Jordan and Saudi Arabia with the backing of
the United States and Britain.!

This warning materialized, moreover, on July 14, when
Israel alleging sabotage and road-mining on its territory
sent its aircraft on a massive “reprisal raid” into Syria. The
latter was clearly not anxious to become involved in military
action, and since Syria was the victim of aggression, the
Afro-Amap and Socialist states came to her support in the
UN Security Council. But, with Isracl strong militarily, the
United States and Britain sought to buffer her politically.
To avoid losing moral position, particularly in the Arab
world, they politely expressed their disapproval of the Israeli
action but at the same time abstained from voting.2 This
contributed to the Security Council’s inability to muster the
§wo-th1rds majority required even to pass a resolution crit-
ical of Israel, much less to take any action.

By the autumn, however, in an effort to make up for lost
moral position and adverse world opinion by seizing the
propaganda initiative, Israel brought to the Security Council
in October a compilation of 61 “terrorist” incidents on the
Syrian frontier since 1965. However, through the fog of
charges and counter-charges regarding raids and sabotage,
one can discern objectively and clearly economic interests,
political aims and nationalist policies. One can understand
the fears of the imperialists for their oil and strategic posi-
tion, the Zionist quest for population and territorial expan-
sion, and the feudal and monarchist anxiety for landhold-
ings and political and social position. All these would be
jeopardized if the socio-economic changes in the progressive
Arab countries were to be imitated in the rest of the Arab
world. And like Egypt’s nationalization of the Suez Canal
in 1956, the emergence of a progressive Syria and stronger
UAR a decade later were danger signals to imperialist
planners.

The next Israeli aggressive initiative, however, was a
large-scale attack unexpectedly against Jordan on November
18, 1966. This was at variance with Washington’s political
strategy of maintaining close ties with reactionary circles
in both countries. It revealed that Zionist chauvinism had

1 TASS statement, May 27, 1966.
2 The Depariment of State Bulletin, August 29, 1966, pp. 313-17.
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jts own expansionist aims at the expense of all of its Arab
neighbors, which sometimes ran at cross purposes to the
more embracive regional and global strategy of American
imperialism.

The typical direction of Zionist adventurism against
Jordan, however, was corrected in the next few months by
once again concentrating on Syria, which had begun to apply
pressure on Western oil monopolies for a greater share of
the profits from the oil crossing Syrian territory.

SECOND AGGRESEIVE ISRAELI-ARAB WAR

Israel’s blitzkrieg launched against the UAR and Syria, as
well as Jordan, on June 5, 1967, was its second major war
of aggression in little more than a decade. Let us pass over the
political-military moves on the eve of the war such as Israel’s
attack on Jordan in early 1967, which, it was feared in the
West, might lead Jordan to closer ties with the progressive
Arab states. This was followed by Washington’s strong
reaction! and the subsequent Israeli shift to the Syrian front
which brought Tel Aviv into closer alignment with Wash-
ington’s strategy. The record shows, that the UAR, pre-
occupied with its own economic development, was not in-
terested in a conflict with Israel, but was impelled to make
a series of moves designed to lessen the latter’s threat against
Syria. Thus, the UA%% request for the removal of the UN
Emergency Force on May 18 and the closure of the Gulf
of Agaba on May 24. The Soviet Union, too, even according
to writers in the West, was interested in and secking a
peaceful settlement.

The actual launching may very well have not taken place
without the imperialist-Zionist line up. And while US im-
perialist forces did not directly participate, but remained in
reserve in the eastern Mediterranean during the six-day
war, their presence represented an overshadowing and
relevant force.

Although all of the specifics of the US role still have not
been revealed—it took 10 years before many details con-
cerning the Suez aggression of 1956 came to light—the most
essential facts stand out. The available evidence points to

1 L. Binder, The Middle East Crisis: Background and Issues, Uni-
versity of Chicago, June 1967, pp. 23 and following.
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the United States having provided the diplomatic and polit-
ical cover! for a surprise attack: urging restraint, proposing
a US-UAR exchange of visits of vice-presidents, and coope-
ration with the UN Secretary General—all of which the
UAR actively greeted.

In the military sphere, the United States guaranteed Israel
that if the Arabs attacked her territory the US Sixth Fleet
would undertake military action for which Prime Minister
Eshkol publicly thanked President Johnson. There was no
such guarantee of Arab territories, it may be noted. Even if
every i is not dotted and t not crossed, such as the exact
role of the Sixth Fleet, the military technology supplied
Israel on the very eve of the aggression, and the spy ship
Liberty offshore in supplying information, there appears to
be little question about the general outlines. The informa-
tion supplied for the direction of attack from the West,
interference with Arab radar etc., undoubtedly contributed
to the surprise achieved by the first Israeli air strike on 25
Arab airdromes, which destroyed or put out of action the
latter’s aviation and predetermined, to a great extent, the
outcome of the war.2. Thus, Israel, for a number of reasons
which it is not our purpose to examine, could in a blitzkrieg
temporarily overcome the long-term Arab advantages of
numbers and industrial potential,? as well as political-moral
position.

Like the Anglo-French-Israeli attack on Egypt in October
1956, this attack too was no mere accidental result of moves
and counter-moves on the chessboard between Israel and
her Arab neighbors. Such moves may have determined the

! In a Foreign Policy Association study sympathetic to Washington,
the question is raised: “Were American messages to Cairo in the frst
days of June expressing confidence that Isracl was not about to attack a
deliberate deception?” The author replies: “Probably not: we do not
know.” M. H. Kerr, The Middle East Conflict, New York, 1968, p. 25.
As a matter of fact, the Isracli attack was anticipated by Al-Ahram on
May 26, op. cit, p. 26. Furthermore, President Nasser reveals, in his
July 23 speech, that at the June 2 meeting of the Supreme Command
Council, he had indicated he expected an attack in 48-72 hours, i.c.,
approximately by June 5.

® A comparison of Israeli and Arab military strength six months
before the war by Hanson W. Baldwin (“Isracl against Arabs in a
‘Shooting Peace’”) showed the latter with slightly more equipment, but
the former having the critical advantages of geography, technical pro-
ficiency, élan and unity. The New York Times, %ecem er 6, 1966.

3 See Mirsky, op, cit., p. 87.
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particular time, place and form of the attack, but the fur_nda—
. mental factors which underlay and led to the war continue
| to exacerbate present relations and to prevent a resolution
* of the conflict—Zionist expansionism, oil monopolies and US
. imperialism, not without the help of small circles of Arab
| feudalism and reaction.

Presenting it in terms of a nationalist conflict between

i Israel and the Arab states may describe the actual hostili-
.~ ties but fails to reveal both the critical economic stkaes_and
" the imperialist role. Here US monopoly capital’s direct

interest in this war is comparable with the motives for Anglo-

§ French imperialist instigation in 1956. Similarly, Washing-
| ton’s regional and global aims subsume and dwarf the ambi-

tions and capabilities of the Zionist ultra-nationalists.
Such an assessment of the objective strength rqlatlonships
involved is important not only for an understanding of why
and how the war could take place but also may pr_ov1de at
least the general direction in which a basic solution to a
most complex problem is to be sought. For without the
atronage and encouragement of imperialism—first largely
%ritish and then American—not even a mod_ern technologi-
cally equipped state such as Israel, possessing neither the
economic base nor the manpower, could maintain a rplhtarmed
economy! or pursue its expansionist foreign policy. A..nd,
conversely, to conduct such an adventurous policy, the Zion-
ist leadership has become to all intents and purposes a volun-
tary-captive of imperialism, seeking to realize its own
chauvinist predatory plans under the mantle of parallel, if
not always coinciding, imperialist interests. g
Why the international oil cartels and Washington have
sought as one of their primary aims to topple the Syrian and
UAR governments is directly linked to the overall profits
from oil and the politics of the progressive Arab states. More
immediately, at the close of 1966, Syria’s Lefi_: government,
leading the way to a cut in the profits of the oil cartels, was
demanding some $280 million for mcreased- transport pay-
ments from the Iraq Petroleum Co. (in which most of the
biggest oil monopolies are represented) for the use of a
pipeline which carries oil across Syria to the Mediterranean.
Increases also were demanded by Lebanon. Then similar

1 With a population of about 2.5 million, the country maintains
about 10Y% of its manpower under arms,
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demands were made of American companies transporti
oil from Saudi Arabia across Jordan, I?ebanon andps;;?f
Furthermore, Saudi Arabia, Libya and Qatar, together with
Iran, were seeking to end the current discount allowance
granted to the big oil corporations for tax purposes, which,
it was estimated would have amounted to about $160 million
in 1967.1 By' May 1967, it had become clear that American
oil monopolies would have to dip substantially into their
profits. And the end of this political-economic chain reaction
was not in sight.

If _Syria, .therefore, represented the immediate target of
American oil interests, the progressive government of the
UAR had long ago been marked as Washington’s most
powerful political stumbling block in North Africa and the
Middle East. Moreover, by 1967 the UAR was making im-
pressive economic progress? with the assistance of the Social-
ist states. This included a prospering Suez Canal, with plans
for its yldening for-the transit of 110,000-ton tankers, the
developing and refining of oil, the giant Aswan Dam soon
to start paying dividends by increasing total arable land by
a third and doubling cutrent electrical capacity, a parallel
pipeline from Suez to Port Said to pump oil for giant
300,000-ton tankers to save time by avoiding the longer
Cape route.

Several fundamental interacting economic, political and
military factors which led to the outbreak of the aggressive
war against the UAR and Syria (as well as Jordan) involved:
increased _US economic penetration, particularly in the
oil-producing Arab states, some of the fabulous profits of
which were being endangered by anti-imperialist measures;
a growing militarization of the economy of Israel, inflated
by ,US donations and investment and leading to that coun-
try’s greater dependence on and political alignment with
Washington; the fostering by the West of nationalism and
a military build-up against the progressive Arab states. How
did American imperialist and Zionist expansionist polit-
ical-military strategies converge?

Both Washington and Tel Aviv had similar major targets—

1 Business Week, November 12, 1966.
2 See, for example, a revealing article on the eve of the blitzkrieg

from a source not especially friendly to the Nasser government, Fortune,
May 1967.
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" the UAR and Syria. Since US policies and actions, both
. direct and through its blocs such as CENTO, had failed to
" subordinate the Arab countries and to isolate them from

Socialist ties and assistance, Washington had come to place

. great hopes on Israel to club the resistance of Arab national-

jsm and anti-imperialism, and to help provide a screen for

| imperialist aims. From a global point of view, a Middle East

crisis also served Washington by distracting attention from

" its increasingly unpopular aggressive war in Vietnam. For
| the Zionist leaders, the maintenance of an immigration-

inflated permanent armed state! on a narrow economic base,
leading to domestic economic and financial difficulties,2 could

" be justified only by a state of war or near-war. Moreover,
| the UAR and Syria represented the biggest obstacles to the
" realization of their territorial expansionist aims: in Syria—
' the headwaters of the river Jordan; in Jordan—the West

Bank (tied with the Palestine refugee problem), part of the
city of Jerusalem; in the UAR—the Gaza strip, Agaba and
Suez Canal passage.

In the sphere of ideology, Zionism had long sought to
rationalize and resolve these contradictions through an in-
tense nationalism which would set aside centuries of Arab
history in favour of claims reaching back to remote biblical
times. In the period preceding Israel's “preventive” war,
this was generally coupled with an appeal to world opinion
to help secure the frontiers of Israel, a small homeland carved
out for an age-old persecuted people, which was being
threatened by Arab nationalism. Certain irresponsible state-
ments not in accord with the interests or policies of Arab
governments assisted the Zionist argument by denying the
right of existence of Israel. Such unrealistic statements con-
fused the imperialist nature of the war versus the progressive
Arab states by tending to cast the struggle in nationalist
terms.

The propaganda line of Washington has meshed with that
of Tel Aviv. Having contributed to the regional national
antagonisms in the interests of imperalism, US policymakers

1 About 40%, of its 1966-67 budEet, e.g., was earmarked for arms,
and 17%, to scrvice loans. See “The Crisis in the Middle East” by Meir
Vilner, &eneral Secretary, the Communist Party of Israel, in People’s
World, December 10, 1966.

2 The covntry was undergoing an economic depression in 1966—
inflation, unemployment, etc.—Ibid.
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then have s_ough_t to explain the conflict in terms of thos
resulting animosities and thereby to escape from reSponsibi?
lity. US propaganda at times has tried to give the impression
that Middle East oil is not important for the United States
since it has other world sources and most of it is exported
to other countries, primarily Western Europe. (But the
fabulous profitability for the monopolies of this region’s oil
as compared to others is passed over.) Washington indicates
that it must accommodate to “pro-Israel feeling” in the
United _Statcs, thereby casting the domestic scene, too, in
nationalist terms. (But obscured is the fact that the war con-
formed to US government policy and the dominant economic
interests, and was aided by the financial and social links of
the American bourgeoisie of Jewish origin, rather than con-
forming to the interests of the mass of Americans of similar
t_ethmc origin. The latter, who bear the brunt of anti-Semit-
ism, moreover, are encouraged to look for a remedy for
racial discrimination in the blind alley of Zionist national-
ism, rather than in the only basic solution—working-class
internationalism.) In the US-encouraged arms race, every
new sale of military equipment is made with the blessings
o_f the Statc_: De_:partment and accompanied with the asser-
tion that this will “correct the imbalance” prevailing. (This,
in fact, encourages Zionism, which not only converts Israel
into an unviable garrison state dependent on American
1mper1_ahsm, but also creates a micro “balance of terror” in
the Middle East that can only lead to war, destruction and
misery for both Jew and Arab.) .
_ To resolve the Middle East crisis, shortly after the Israeli
invasion t].le binational Communist Party of Israel called
for! the withdrawal of Israeli forces to the armistice lines,
abandonment by Rightist Zionist leaders of their adventur-
ous anti-national policy, disentanglement of Israel from
dependence on the imperialist powers, recognition by Israel
of the national rights of the Palestinian Arab people, and
recognition by the Arab countries of Israel and her na-
‘tIOD&I rights, including freedom of sea passage. Such a work-
ing-class internationalist approach offered the prospect of
a principled long-term solution to a complicated colonial
legacy. '

1 See Central Committee of the CPI policy statement (based on re-

%%an Meir Vilner, Secretary) of June 22, 1967. (The Worker, July 16,
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" On a world scale, the basis for a settlement was not provid-
ed until almost a half year later after tense debates in the
nited Nations Security Council which finally achieved
| ynanimity in the Resolution of November 22, 1967.

ARMED HOSTILITIES OR POLITICAL SETTLEMENT

The US role in the aftermath of the six-day war differed
from, and was more complex than, either its own or that
of the Anglo-French following the Suez aggression. At that
 particular time, the White House gave the impression, at
| least, that it had been caught unawares by the triple aggres-
- sion. The political-military disposition of world forces
* persuaded Washington to dissociate itself from the attack and
" press for political settlement. This time, as the implicated
| imperialist patron of Israel, the United States represented a
. far stronger power than the Anglo-French combination had
| been a decade earlier. Moreover, by avoiding direct partici-
= pation in military operations—perhaps considered the Achil-
" les heel of the London-Paris conspiracy, Washington could
| maintain an appearance of disinterest—a much more advan-
" tageous “low-profile” political posture. To a large extent,
| the unfolding of the US-Israeli political-military relation-
. ship vis-a-vis the Afro-Arab states provides the clue to the
dilemma—either a new round of war or political settle-
ment.
" The Isracli role, as such, has not been so difficult to
decipher, for especially since the end of the six-day war,
the words and actions of Right Zionist leaders have confirm-
ed political, territorial and demographic ambitions to which
might be ascribed the source of the conflict. Cui bono—who
has gained?

Israeli armed forces launched a war—called “preventive”
—which put them in possession of the Sinai peninsula up
to the Suez Canal, the Gaza strip, the west bank of the
Jordan, Jerusalem and the Kuneitra district of Syria. Tel
‘Aviv has since pursued a policy of consolidating and inte-
grating the newly occupied (afterwards called “liberated”)
ferritories, e.g., introducing Israeli law, exploiting Egyptian
oil on the Sinai peninsula, permitting Israeli settlement,
with the ultra-Right urging wider permanent colonization.
Zionist and religious leaders of all shades favor annexation,

although to various degrees—from Dayan’s “all areas” now
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hqld, to the Chief Sephardic Rabbi’s “religious sanction”
with respect to Jerusalem, to the Left-wing Mapam’s propos-
al of retaining only an absolute minimum. On the other
hand, th-e binational Communist Party of Israel, under the
leadership of Meir Vilner, is opposed to any annexation of
the pne-se}ren.th of the Arab lands now occupied,

Right Zionist leaders have continued policies which have
led to the flight or expulsion of an additional 700,000 Arabs
from their homes since June 1967, bringing the total Palesti-
nian refugees to an estimated 1,400,000.' These they are
§eek1ng to replace with Jewish immigrants, which can be
interpreted only as a policy of permanent expulsion and
expansion.

A_Ithough Israel and Zionism are not synonymous, the lat-
ter is by far the country’s predominant political force, driven
by an expansionist nationalist philosophy? which is self-
righteously aggressive. As Prime Minister Golda Meir told
Stewart Alsop, “I do not want the Jewish people to be soft
llbe.ral,' ,antl-colonial and anti-militarist because then it will
perish.” In the flush of a successful blitzkrieg, Zionist
officials felt, not surprisingly, that the imposition of a victor’s
peace .would clear up—at least for them—all questions
including those concerning refugees and boundaries. In
advocating two-way talks with the Arabs, for example,

1 Differences in estimates diverge as much as 40%; from thi
One estimate is that as a result of the six-day war a@ogt 700%(1;] f}%:;f-
prising about 200,000 from the west bank to the east bank of the Jor-
dan, about 100,000 Syrians from Jawlan District [Golan Heights], and
about 350,000 Egyptians from Sinai and the Suez Canal Zone)-' plus
about 500,000 Palestinians who did not flee from Jordan and the Gaza
strip and were classified as refugees after the fighting in 1947-48. The
number of Arabs under Israeli jurisdiction today has been estimated at
g\gzrD%nc-It};rc:z of‘Ithe lpo ulati(:{l_ %his includes 300,000 Isracli Arabs).
n ctz, “Israel’'s New i e 1

wingtcr B rab Dilemma” in Middle East Journal,

In 1946, for example, of a Palestine population of 1,973 re
were some 608,000 Jews, or nearly one-thli)rd% many of w:h;nioggntgeas
refugees from Nazism rather than as Zionists. The latter, from the very
outset, had sought to convert all of Palestine into a Jewish state (first
with the support of the Sultan of Turkey and later of British imperial-
ism). Although British rulers used the Arab states in the 1948 war against
Isracl, the Zionist rulers seized and held more than one-half of the
Er{})ltor}]: allotted by the United Nations to the Arab state in Palestine.
. r?ubitito rfs. 1956 and 1967 Israeli aggressions revealed broad territorial

3 Quoted in Revue de Défence Nationale, Paris, October 1969,
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f.

Foreign Minister Abba Eban predicted that the Palestine

' Jiberation movement “would diminish at the stage of discus-
| sions and would disappear at the stage of regulation”.t

Furthermore, the attitude toward withdrawal from occupi.ed

| lands, which has been elevated to a question of jeopardiz-
' ing Israel’s security, reveals only minor differences. Eban,
" for example, has referred to Dayan, who is generally regard-
" ed as a hawk, as actually more of a dove, in view of his
" statement before an American television audience that he
" «would renounce significant portions of territory for the sake
. of peace”™ with Egypt and Jordan. Whether territory
" would be voluntarily conceded is open to question in view
" of the nature and aims of Zionism and the influence of its
| press and propaganda (which has shown, for instance, that
\ ome 54% of the Isracli population would not give up an

acre of occupied territory).? Fundamentally, moreover, the

' ‘Arabs and world opinion are hardly prepared to concede

that Tel Aviv has the moral or legal right to bargain with
other people’s lands.

In the immediate aftermath of the war, world attention
looking to a political regulation of the crisis centered about
Isracl. But, Tel Aviv refused to adhere to the unanimously
adopted Security Council Resolution of November 22, 1967,
providing for troop withdrawals, mutual security through
recognition of sovereignty and boundaries, settlement of
the navigation dispute, and a solution to the refugee problem.
Instead, it pursued a strategy of escalated “reprisal” raids
so that the Arabs, as Prime Minister Meir has said, “will
learn a lesson”.

The alliance with imperialism continues to hinge strongly
on Tel Aviv's awareness of the former’s fear of the poten-
tial threat coming from the progressive Arab states to profits
from oil and its derivatives, on which their industry is greatly
dependent.t This may explain another aspect of the Israeli
occupation as indicated by Tel Aviv a year after the war.

; Intgrview in the Washington Post, March 6, 1969.
Ibid.

3 Revue de Défence Nationale, Paris, October 1969.

4 Thus, petrochemicals link up 40%,-45%, of French and West Ger-
man industrial products—from automobiles to detergents and plastics.
Furthermore, Western Eu_ro?e, in which US monopolies have enormous
investments, imports about our-fifths of its oil from North Africa and

the Middle East.
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“Each new day that Israel holds up at Suez, in Jordan and
cloge to Damascus shortens by two days the life of thes
régimes—at least of Nasser and the Baathists.”! The samg
target of Zionist and imperialist policy may also have im-
pelled Prime Minister Meir, in her personal message to
President Nixon, to have called upon him “not to repeat the
mistake of 1957 in bringing pressure to bear on Israel to
evacuate occupied territory.? But rather to strengthen the
latter’s position and wait for international pressure to bring
about changes in the governments of certain Arab states.
y An”lmpc;ftant part of such pressure is Tel Aviv’s “retal-
iation” against neighboring Arabs as was graphically illus-
trated tow_ards the close of 1968. On October 31, for exam-
ple, Israeli planes raided a bridge and power relay station
deep in Upper Egypt (less than 70 miles from the Aswan
Dam, or about 500 miles south of Cairo) allegedly because
of Egyptian violations of the cease-fire. No US censure
followed. Months later it transpired that the Isracli General
Staff, according to The New York Times, had a list of vital
Egyptian targets “to be struck methodically one by one”.
Israeh“hlt—_and-run raids, according to the Washington Post,
were “designed to deeply wound Egypt, just as Israel has
alg‘egdy;, wrecked Egypt’s two oil refineries, worth $150
million”.? Two days previous to the raid near Aswan, Israeli
planes had struck 87 miles inside Jordan.4

International repercussions followed the Israeli attack on
the Beirut airdrome on December 28 wrecking 13 commercial
liners, which was described by Premier Eshkol as an “act of
self—de’fcnce”. “It is difficult to explain as simple coinci-
dence,” wrote Pravda, “that the attack on Lebanon was per-
petrated the day after completion of negotiations concern-
ing the delivery of 50 American supersonic fighter-bombers
to Israe:l.”5. Moreover, several planes of foreign aviation
companies, in particular Pan-American, which were scheduled
to come into Beirut at the time of the raid, suspiciously

! Davar, Junc 7, 1968. Cited in Daily )
‘ , Ju i ? y World, January 3, 1969.
iAgcnce_l‘rancc Presse and UPI from the UN, Ml;tyy 18, 1969.
: Quoted in the Morning Star, June 4, 1969. ;
Tel Aviv policy, according to London observers, felt handicapped
by a Jordan government with ties to the West, and preferred to have

their conflict firmly polarized in an east-west i ]
ol st setting. The Economist,

5 Pravda, December 31, 1968,
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" did not arrive. Washington did feel constrained to protest
the blatant destruction—but as a threat to world aviation,'
 rather that an act of aggression. It is hard to escape the con-
" clusion that the calculated reign of terror of Tel Aviv was
 part of a broad strategy designed to impose its victor’s terms
" by keeping the Arabs militarily beaten, psychologically
' submissive and economically disrupted.

Since the war’s end, Washington has been continuing its

" own “two-tier” policy, whereby Israel, in the first tier,
* achieved the military victory—although the political objec-
" tive of bringing down or crippling the progressive Arab
\ governments was not realized—and the United States in the
" second tier provided the diplomatic screen, economic and
' military support, and reserve.

By occupying one-seventh of the Arab lands, the aggres-

| sors with superior military forces and position apparently
. felt themselves eminently capable of establishing a new

territorial status quo—first de facto and then perhaps de
jure. In the UN the ensuing political struggle revolved about

’ censuring aggression, both concretely and in principle (so

that it “would not be profitable”), and providing a framework

" for a settlement and peace. Washington repeatedly opposed

any motion to censure or action to secure the withdrawal of
Israeli troops. When after months of debate the Security
Council Resolution was finally approved, the Johnson Admi-
nistration did not support efforts to implement it through
the Jarring mission, turned its back on de Gaulle’s proposal
for four-power talks, and rejected the Soviet plan for
establishing peace by stages with big-power guarantees.

As regards political-military strategy, Washington, al-
though leaning mainly on Israel in the front-line of military
activities, has conducted its own policy toward the Arab
countries, for example, by seeking to refine the Israeli policy
of escalated “reprisals”. As contrasted with Tel Aviv’s broad
undifferentiated aggression against the Arabs in the occupied
and surrounding territories, Washington’s more sophisticat-
ed strategy is calculated to drive a wedge in the Arab world.
The policies of both Washington and Tel Aviv, taken togeth-
er, have brought no normalization but a state of perpetual
hostilities with escalating economic cost.

This has continued to be financed from abroad, mainly

t Herald Tribune, editorial of December 31, 1968.
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by the United States, as was the case before the war. Since
statistical break-down by source and category of funds is
not available, it is difficult to determine exact country and
official percentages, but it is apparent that the United
States and the Federal Republic of Germany provided the
overwhelming share of the foreign inflows estimated vari-
ously from $400 million annually to as much as several times
that amount before the war.! Since the war’s end, US, FRG
and IBRD funds have increased considerably and are esti-
mated as totalling $1,000 million a year during 1967 through
1975.2 Indicative of the enormous sums involved was Presi-
dent Nixon’s request to Congress in October 1970 for an
additional $500 million of aid to Israel.

Such funds alone make possible a military budget to keep
the country on a continuous war footing. In fiscal year 1969-
70, tjo'r example, an inflated budget of $2.3 billion contained
a military component officially put at 37%, or 19% of the
GNP.3 Obviously, the economy cannot afford such huge ex-
penditures, which result in deficits,® requiring higher taxes,
more loans and inflationary deficit spending.? Tel Aviv then
seeks more funds from Washington “because of heavy invest-
ments in armaments”,® thereby intensifying the voluntary-
captive relationship.

1 The lower figure (87 billion during 1949-66) is given by G. Corm,
Lef Finances d’Israel, published in 1968 by the Beirut Institute for Pal-
estine Studies; Pravda, December 12, 1968; and The Economist, Janu-
ary 11, 1969. A much higher figure ($500 million a year by the US
government alone from 1948 through 1968) is used by the former US
chargé d’affaires in Cairg in an article in The Times, February 5, 1971.

2 Mgzhdunqrodnaya hizn (International Affairs), No. 2, 1971. A
much higher figure (§800 million in 1970 and $1,500 million in 1971 for
the US government alone) is given by former US chargé d'affaires
Dayid Nes, Loc. cit.

_3 Herald Tribune, January 7, 1969. In the following year, it was
estimated at 50"{0 of the budget. Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn, loc. cit. In
tl;e$§J155b|;1_n:ll§et, _or‘l;%mp?risoa %mg)?fa, %n ofﬁcizl military component
0 .5 billion is 429 of a illion budget, but only about 9%, of
the GNP. Herald Tribune, January 15, 1969. ok / s

41?51159 6r_rgulhml in 1968; $700 million in 1969. The Economist, Janu-
ary 11, ;

5 About one-half of the 1969-70 budget, for example, was to be
raised from taxes, about 40%, from loans (the equivalent of 2!/, times
the average total receipts during the prewar period), and 10% as defi-
cit spending. Herald Tribune, January 7, 1969.

S Herald Tribune, September 80, 1969. Isracl was reportedly seeking
additional material fo the value of §1 billion in the next five years. The
Economist, October 4, 1969.
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The special political-economic Washington-Tel Aviv rela-
tionship which is, by the nature of its aims, also a military
one, is tied closely to the purchase of sophisticated weaponry
from the big imperialist powers. The role of primary sup-
plier, however, has not necessarily coincided at all times
with that of dominant foreign political influence. Thus,
although before the June war,® the United States had assid-
uously avoided this direct role (military aid and weapons
provided to its NATO partners may be considered as the
function of an indirect supplier), it had stepped in when
needed to “fill the gap”. This occurred on September 26,
1962, when it reversed previous policy by providing short-
range Hawk missiles. Furthermore on February 5, 1966,
the State Department anncunced that “over the years’ it
had sold Patton tanks; and on May 20, 1966—Skyhawks,
signifying in effect, that it was going over from so-called
defense missiles to jet bombers.

After the war, the United States steadily took over the
leading role. Under President Johnson, negotiations begun
in the fall of 1967 for the sale of fifty F-4 Phantoms were
concluded on October 9, 1968,2 with delivery promised for
1969-70 (the timetable was later moved up); also provided
for was six-month training of pilots in Texas and Califor-
nia. The purchase was to be Enanced by $200 million in
credits, guaranteed by the US government? In 1968, Israel
obtained 48 Skyhawk fighter-bombers from the United States,
which was “counterbalanced” with the announcement of
flight or aircraft-maintenance instruction to be given 250 air-
men from Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco
and Tunisia.4

The process of the United States replacing France as
the No. 1 supplier of aircraft was accelerated with the im-
position of a French embargo on arms and spare parts on
the day following the bombing of the Beirut airport by Israel.
The latter, nevertheless, had accumulated reserves based on
record purchases made 1/3 years in advance.®

1 See U.S. and West German Aid to Israel, by Asa’d Abdul Rahman,
Research Centre, Palestine Liberation Organization, Beirut, October 1966.

2 Both Presidential candidates indicated support of the deal during
the election campai

3 The New orgnf imes, December 28, 1968.

4 Herald Tribune, March 17, 1969,

5 Figaro, February 14, 1969. The delivery of spare parts was there-
after resumed. The New York Times, July 4, 1969.
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By August, Tel Aviv had turned to Washington on a big-
scale, secking $150 million in jet planes, including about
25 more Phantom F-4’s (worth $3-$4 million each) and 80
Skyhawk A-4 fighter-bombers (at about $1 million each).t
US aircraft were becoming the core of the Israeli airforce
as American tanks already were in its armored force.2 More-
over, planes, missiles and electronic systems were, reportedly,
more modern and powerful than those provided by the United
States to its NATO and SEATO allies. Americans were also
serving in the Israeli armed forces without losing US citizen-
ship,® which Cairo cited, in a letter to U Thant, as further
proof of Washington support to Israeli aggression and as
creating a situation reminiscent of US involvement in Viet-
nam.

A re-appraisal by Washington of the dynamic forces in
this conflict, its options and their consequences, became crit-
ical questions with the election of President Nixon in No-
vember 1968 and his taking office in January. Previously,
President Johnson had decided, on the basis of a National
Security Council study, not to force Tel Aviv to disgorge
its occupied territories as Eisenhower had done under pres-
sure of world opinion in 1956,% but to allow Israel to use its
gains to force the Arabs to a settlement.

Three major options were open to the newly elected Pres-
ident, according to a New York Times editorial®: leave the
problem completely in the hands of Gunnar Jarring; without
seeking long term regulation, try to defuse periodic explosive
outbursts while maintaining a silent recognition of the cease-
fire and Israeli occupation; undertake more active diplomat-
ic efforts in search of regulation. With respect to the first
option, 16 months of the UN special representative’s efforts

1 Herald Tribune, August 8, 1969, At the same time, it was provoc-
atively reported that Israel “would like Phantoms equipped with racks
suitable to carry atomic weapons”, which the United States had previ-
ously rejected. Ibid.

2 Thus, according to one estimate: the United States (300 Patton,
200 Super Sherman), Britain (450 Centurion), France (125 AMX). The
Military Balance 1970, Institute for Strategic Studies, London, 1971.

3 Herald Tribune, October 18-19, 1969,

% Washington at that time, reportedly, had threatened to cut off
economic aid and arms supply, as well as to invoke war-time tax regu-
}a!\gtfiigns on private aid from US organizations. New Statesman, April 11,

5 The New York Times, February 2, 1969.
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had brought no visible results. The last course, according
to several US officials, did not correspond to Nixon’s attitude.
If that were the case, Washington could afford to acquiesce
to President de Gaulle’s initiative for four-power talks as a
gesture without serious intent. This, of course, would make
itself felt in the talks begun in New York in the early part
of the year by the four permanent members of the Security
Council, which had the primary responsibility for maintain-
ing world peace and the potential for regulating the crisis.
The second option, or some variant of it appeared to be the
one Washington finally decided to pursue.

Washington apparently felt it was playing a “winning”
game, that is, Tel Aviv could remain master of the situation—
within the framework of one-tier (an Israeli-Arab nationalist
struggle) and impose a settlement, or keep the Arab states
subjected to terror and economic disruption for a long
period,! or again be victorious in a new edition of the June
war.2 Since this strategy is made possible primarily through
US-financed military support (with the political and moral
losses to fall mainly on Israel), US leverage could be employed
to “resolve” differences with Tel Aviv. Evidence points to
the new President, like his predecessor, being “convinced”
to pursue this risky course. Thus, in supporting the Phantom
deal, he had declared that Israel should be given “a tech-
nological military margin to more than offset her hostile
neighbors’ numerical superiority”4 His concept of the
“balance of power”’, apparently, was that it should be kept
tipped in Israel’s favor against the combined power of all the
Arab nations.? It has been described even as a policy designed
to give Tel Aviv “overwhelming advantage”.%

1 J. C. Campbell, in his chapter “The Middle East” of a study pre-
pared as a basis for the new Administration’s policy, writes of the new
territorial status quo that “...it may last another 18 years” (p. 460),
and later on—an “indefinite period” (p. 464). See Agenda for the Nation,
ed. by K. Gordon, The Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C., 1968.

2 Certainly Israeli leaders have expressed such self-confidence, and
as prerequisites that the United States maintain an arms “equilibrium”
ancf bar global rivalry (read: Socialist support to the Arabs) in the
region. See, for example, Foreign Minister Eban’s speech before the
Nat”ioﬁaald Press Club, The New York Times, March 15, 1969.

10,

4 Herald Tribune, December 1, 1968,

5 See, for instance, Harry Hopkins, Egypt, the Crucible, London,
1969, pp. xxi ff.

6 Bloomfield and Leiss, op cit., p. 346.
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In the second tier, the United States has expanded itg
own and NATO forces in the Mediterranean. It has built
the Sixth Fleet to its second largest (after the Seventh in
Vietnamese waters), maintains bases in Spain, Italy, Crete
Greece (ports and airdromes are made available), Malta to
North Africa (see later). NATO, which has in southern Eu-
rope about 1 million men in its armed forces, more than one
thousand planes, and hundreds of ships, reflects Washington’s
decided preference for joint imperialist action. Since October
1968, NATO has established “Marairmed”, with naval avia-
tion headquarters in Naples, for air reconnaissance—a deci-
sion apparently taken around 1967! (rather than connected,
as it is cl?.imed, with “events in Czechoslovakia®). If its major
purpose is to act as a military and intelligence support for
Tel Aviv, Washington simultaneously is provocatively bran-
dishing a big stick not unaware, as US spokesmen such as
émbassador Yost have pointed out, of the danger that the

two superpowers may be sucked in”?—which is, indeed,
a real danger. This, perhaps, in the hopes of diminishing
Soviet-Arab cooperation—which has not proved realistic.

Washington had good reason to be concerned that the
world would see through the game it was playing and that
the Arab peoples, in particular, would consolidate against it.
For th:'at., in the long-run, could far outweigh the initial six-
flay military victories against them. In this connection, Pres-
ident-elect Nixon dispatched former Governor Scranton on
a mission offering prospects of a new “more balanced” US
policy with respect to the Arabs. After inauguration, how-
ever, President Nixon spoke more of the necessity for the
conflict being regulated by the Arabs and Israelis them-
selves—thereby also seeking to convey animage of the United
States as a power standing apart from the crisis. He also ad-
vanced five avenues of US discussion, presumably as an
earnest of Washington’s peace-seeking intentions. With time,
it became more understandable as a dilatory and diversionary
tactic. Thus, by March, Nixon was replying defensively to
journalists who thought “this Administration was dragging
its feet in going into four-power talks”.? US officials were

; é{}fzhldun{z\;o%wya Z{:}m, February 1969.
arles W. Yost, “World Order and Ameri ibility” i
P S Ml L r an merican Responsibility” in
3 Herald Tribune, March 6, 1969,
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quick to lay the blame for this on Israel’s tough position,
which Washington allegedly was seeking to soften.

For US imperialism, the critical question of political and
moral losses bound up with its role in the Israeli-Arab con-

'~ flict goes back to the immediate aftermath of the war. The

first bitter fruits came with at least part of the Arab world’s
early recognition that the conflict was not simply Israeli

" versus Arab, but imperialist against anti-imperialist, and that

the mainspring of hostility was US and secondarily British
imperialism. Within a few days, six states broke relations
with the United States! and where possible Britain. From
Aden to Tunisia, it was reported,? demonstrations took place,
ports were closed, oil transport halted, boycotts initiated, and
in solidarity Tunisia and the UAR reestablished diplomatic
relations. Algeria took over five Esso and Mobil Qil market-
ing firms® Arab cooperation began to evolve on a broad,
hitherto unknown scale, first with the oil embargo for two
months and then the September Khartoum agreement (no
recognition of Israel, consolidation of Arab strength, oil sup-
ply to the West resumed paralleled by a grant of £135 mil-
lion by Kuwait, Libya, and Saudi Arabia to the UAR and
Jordan for losses incurred).

Anti-imperialist interests, however, and political positions
taken did not always correspond. Thus, in the UN General
Assembly, only one-half of the 38 African states supported
the Soviet resolution demanding the immediate withdrawal
of Israeli forces from occupied territories, and the OAU
would not censure the aggression, which Somalia, Guinea and
the Arab states called for# At this stage, not many saw the
alignment of forces, as did the Baathist leader Malek el-
Amin as objectively comprising imperialist, Zionist and
reactionary Arab forces against not only the progressive Arab

1 The UAR, Syria, Algeria, Irag, Yemen and the Sudan. The New
York Times, June 15, 1967. The Lebanon took half-way measures, and
no action was taken by Jordan, Kuwait, Sandi Arabia, Tunisia, Libya
and Morocco. Ibid.

2 Prauvda, June 14, 1967.

3 Herald Tribune, August 31, 1967.

4 Jypestia, August 1, 1967. This mirrored both imperialist influence
and Israeli penetration in Africa, e.g., with interests in some 40 mixed
companies estimated at $200 million, trade, technical assistance, and
military training.

5 Interview in Unita quoted in Za Rubezhom, August 4, 1967.
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states but also the broad masses of the Arab countri
ported by Socialist and other world forces. i

Since there appeared no realistic possibility of achievin
a settlement in the first tier because of Tel Aviv’s uncom-
promising posture, President Nasser made distinct overtures
to persuade Washington to influence Tel Aviv to withdraw
from the Suez and to arrange acceptable guarantees with re-
spect to borders and waterways. In fact, the superior polit-
ical and moral force of the Arab position did help to secure
adoption of the Security Council Resolution of November 22
whlch. tended to isolate Tel Aviv because of its intransigen;:
opposition. Nasser, in turn, was able to consolidate his posi-
tion at home (becoming President, Prime Minister and Sec-
rfl:tz:ry—General) and to weather the Abdul-Hakim Amir
plot.

In the ﬁrst year after the war, US prestige suffered a sharp
decline, with its strived-for anti-colonial image having disap-
peared and the United States and Israel more often linked
as the new imperialism in this area. However, Washington
did mak_e some incursions in the Arab world, although it
took until March 1968, for example, before US arms again
were being shipped to Jordan. And the resumption of US
arms delivgries to Tunisia, Libya and Morocco, according
to Drew Middleton, “prompted expressions of friendship that
would have been unwise in the weeks immediately after the
war”.! Moreover, with US-influenced states, such as King
Feisal’s Saudi Arabia, impeding Arab unity and action (e.g.,
at the Rabat conference) and such diversionary moves as
the reactivation of royalist attacks in the Yemen Republic,
Washington could still entertain hopes of blunting the edge
of Arab antagonism. The latter had resulted, for example,
in the expropriation of some of the best US-British oil-rich
reserves in Iraq,? outright boycotts of US firms (Ford, RCA,
Coca Cola), and the replacement of US and British trade by
French, Japanese and the Socialist states.

The second year of what has been termed the “shooting”
peace was marked by a deepening Arab evaluation of and
stronger reaction to the US imperialist role.

1 The New York Times, July 17, 1968.
2 The French were given rights of exploitation in much of the for-
1[1}31: Iraq Petdro[cum Co. concessions, and, in December 1967, the Sovict
nion agreed to assist in the working of the ri : i .
sl il g e rich N. Rumeila field
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Time and events radically changed the assessment. “We

| have to know our friends from our foes,” Nasser told the
" National Assembly.! “Our friends are those who back us and

give us weapons. Our foes are those who back our enemy and
give it arms. To be more precise, the Soviet Union is our
friend and the United States is our enemy.”2 Similarly, Anwar
el-Sadat indicated that the United States is “our number one
and basic enemy”, and that 8,000 military experts from the
United States, Britain and the Federal Republic of Germany
had served with Israeli forces during the June war. In a
wider circle, the Sudanese Minister of State, presiding over
a meeting of the Joint Defence Council of 14 Arab League
members (except Tunisia), also pinpointed the United States
as “enemy Number 1 of the Arabs”,* and further advised
that it was imperative for all Arab states to determine their
attitude toward the United States.

It was not unlikely that the dashing of Arab hopes for a
changed policy by the Nixon Administration during 1969
had not only lowered American prestige and influence among
the Arabs to its lowest point, but also had helped to propel
them further to the left. Washington’s support, moreover,
was for a Tel Aviv government in which the “hawks” had

own even stronger since March 1969, when Mrs. Golda
ﬁeir succeeded Mr. Eshkol as Prime Minister, and their
continued unwillingness to accept the Security Council Res-
olution and to negotiate except on victor’s terms was chang-
ing world opinion against them. In the course of the year,
three African revolutions took place—in the Sudan in May,
Libya in September and Somalia in October. The Sudan,
from the outset, developed close relations with the Arab and
Socialist states, and instituted a nationalization program.
Libya’s anti-imperialist régime immediately requested Lon-
don and Washington to evacuate their military bases (com-
pleted by March and June 1970), required all companies
(except oil) to have at least 51% Libyan ownership, displaced
European and American managers, teachers and techni-

1 Speech on November 6, 1969.

2 Thid. Secretary of State Rogers reacted to the speech as “a sel-
back to peace efforts”. Al Ahram, straddling, declared that Nasser had
not called the United States an enemy of the Arabs, but it had adopted
“the position” of an enemy. Herald Tribune, November 10, 1969.

3 Herald Tribune, November 11, 1969.

& Herald Tribune, November 10, 1969.
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cians by Arabs, and introduced Arabic as a nation
age. Colonel Gaddafi’s new government cancelled E::loﬁ?ag:;"
for British arms—originally intended against the UAR .
instead placed orders for French Mirages. g
Recognition of the role of US imperialism in this area led
to a dfeper appreciation of the place of the conflict in th
world.! The struggle was linked to colonial policy in southe .
Af.rxca and to the imperialist war in Vietnam. African trag;
unions called for a unified trade union organization in Afri-
ca, demanded that military material not be loaded or deliv-
ered to South Africa, Portugal and Israel, and that US
tror%;s be withdrawn from Vietnam?. ,
e converse and implications of this trend for Washing-
ton, which und:.:.rIie the crudely formulated and supaesjlf;gil
domino theory”, had been reflected, for example, in a West-
ern survey on attitudes to US withdrawal of troops from
Vxelfnam: In Morocco, Tunisia and the Republic of South
Africa, a retreat from Vietnam would seriously affect con-
fidence in the U.S. ... In the Middle East, the consequences
of a US. reverse in Vietnam would be felt hard—and fast
Israel and such pro-Western states as Jordan and Saudi
Arablla would be weakened, while Iran and Turkey would
be driven to reconsider their dependence on the U.S.”? Such
reactionary feal;g, which boil down essentially to “defeat
breedin defee_l.t , to be sure, are more understandable as
ttﬁos? [t,' a section of the ruling classes and their influence on
itsilgl ormation media rather than of the general public
Steps were undertaken by Washington and the oi -
polies to halt this dangerous trend iﬁt the Arab v\l'(t;):lrllt?f1 ?flﬁe
pro-US régime of Saudi Arabia, in particular, has proved
useful in preventing a coordinated front from developing
against the US-Israel alignment. In 1969, the spectre of
achieving greater Arab unity at a summit conference planned
to be held in Rabat was frustrated for months by King
Feisal, whose close identification with Washington as Israel’s

1 At the Cairo Conference of African Trad i i
\ e Unions, P 5
scr pointed to the presence of world trade union rcpresengﬁsgl tayg.i-
testing to the fact that the "stmggle of the Arab people is an indivisible
part of the general struggle”. TASS, January 30, 1969.

o )St{\r&gil;%n%, ‘;sf}ﬁ golinisters of Labor, the Organization of African

3 Newsweck, November 27, 1967.
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" main supporter may not have been unrelated to an attempted
" coup against him in August, which was followed by arrests
" of hundreds of people, including army and air officers later
" that month. In September, US oil executives concerned about
' the Libyan revolution met in Beirut, the Lebanon, and in
" December with President Nixon (present were David Rocke-
' feller, John J. McCloy and former Secretary of Treasury
" Robert B. Anderson, with investments in Kuwait and Libya).

| This was followed by a more “evenhanded” approach in US
. policy, with Secretary of State Rogers announcing two sepa-
" rate plans for Mid-East settlement—for the UAR and Jordan,
" on December 8 and 18 respectively. Furthermore, a week
| later, the long-delayed Rabat conference broke up over the
" refusal of Saudi Arabia and Kuwait to provide more aid to
. other Arab states, with the complaint that Libya was not
\ paying enough. King Feisal, apparently, also was not satis-
' fied with Nasser, whose dual attack on Washington-Tel Aviv
| was complicating the former’s position vis-a-vis the Arab
@ people.!

Jordan was becoming, perhaps, even more vulnerable

(& domestically as a result of the paradox of its close links with
" Washington and continued hostilities with Israel. An Arab

monarchy, with an oversized military Legion? trained and
commanded by the British since 1921 and no commensurate
national industrial base or economy, Jordan had been meet-
ing this discrepancy up to the June war by foreign technical
assistance and military aid from the United States and Brit-
ain (and development loans from the West and Kuwait).
The King’s Western dependence and orientation apparently
had been well appreciated when, on June 5, 1967, Prime
Minister Eshkol through the UN representative in Jerusalem,
0dd Bull, informed Hussein of the Israel attack on the UAR
and that if Jordan would stay out of hostilities there would
be no repercussions (a strong indication that the progressive
UAR and Syria were the targets rather than Jordan). But
the UAR had by then an agreement with Hussein and Jor-

1 The New York Times, January 4, 1970,

2 From 1948 to 1956, the numbers rose from 8,000 to 95,000. In 1966,
there were about 60,000, mostly of rural origin but about 30%, to 40%
of Bedouin or tribal, out of a 500,000 economically active (and 2 million
total) population. P. J. Vatikiotis, Politics and the Military in Jordan,
London, 1966, pp. 8-11.
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dan was already fighting in Jerusal i
thf];:fNatania basg.i ghting in J em and began bombing
the prospect of an Arab victory had been allurin
led to a new alliance, the monarc}Irly in the aftermagtharzyc}
defeat resumed some of its older ties to the West. Thus, in
1968, as soon as it became feasible, Jordan turned agaili to
the United States and more particularly Britain as its pri-
mary arms supplier.l2 Neverthﬁless, neither imperialist pressu-

res as weapons suppliers nor the blandishments of pea

(such as the Allon Plan of December 1968 or the lgogg?spll)igf
posal a year later), were able to split Jordan away into sign-
ing a separate peace. :

This has _been largely a consequence of the new resistance
forces—vpolitical and military—which emerged from the ref-
ugees, who increased from about one-third of the pre-1967
Jordanian population to perhaps two-thirds (including many
who once again were driven out or fled—this time from West
Bank Jordan occupied since the June war). The partisans
or fedayeen (“those who sacrifice themselves”—in Arabic)
gained influence—establishing their own hospitals, social
welfare and tax collection. In occupied West Bank Jordan,
too, althqugh organized Palestine resistance existed before
the war, its growing overall strength, despite fragmentation
into rival organizations, became a powerful force directed
against both the Israelis and Hussein because of ties to the
United States and Britain. The principal fighting organiza-
tion, Al Fatah, although founded shortly before 1956, is
mainly a post-1967 phenomenon—probably as strong as all
:he others taken together, with an estimated 5,000 to 15,000
roops.

After‘the June war and especially the Lebanese events at
the close of 1968, the impetus increased for coordinating the
various resistance organizations of Palestine refugees scat-
tered in several countries (Jordan, the Lebanon, Syria and
the Gaza strip). The largest of these, the Palestine Libera-
tion Organization (PLO), came under the leadership of Yas-
ser :&rafat in February 1969. Furthermore, a broad Palestine
Resistance Movement was formed to embrace the Palestine

1 For its 22 planes, it may be observed, Jordan had only 16 pilots
the others being in the United States. See King Hussein, Osu)'r ZUmP with
Israel, Dar-al-Nachar, Beirut, 1968.

2 Interview of King Hussein with Al Alram of March 19,
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: ;':Libcration Organization (its military arm—Al Fatah), the
" Vanguards of the Popular Liberation War (its armed detach-
" ments called As-Saika), the Popular Front for the Liberation

of Palestine (PFLP) and others. In the struggle against for-

| eign occupation, a number of partisan organizations have,
" unfortunately, resorted to adventurist terrorist actions. Pro-
\ gressives, on the other hand, have opposed terror, consider-
" ing it an instrument of reaction, provocation, or an emotional
. outburst of oppressed peoples resulting from frustration
| rather than a weapon of organised mass struggle and revo-
~ lution.

Terrorist tactics, such as hijacking foreign planes

" which Al Fatah has censured, not only lowered the prestige
" of the perpetrators but were used as a pretext by reaction to
" deliver blows against the partisan movement as a whole.
They became the basis, for example, for King Hussein’s

. declaration of martial law in September 1970.

The monarch’s subsequent launching of an armed attack

P against Palestine liberation fighters, however, reunited the

resistance movement in the face of a common enemy and

" threatened to become a civil war. President Nasser criticized

the Jordan Army and took steps to mediate, which eventu-
ally were successful in getting Yasser Arafat and King Hus-
sein to agree to a cease-fire, together with the resignation of
the Jordanian Prime Minister. Washington demonstrated its
backing of Hussein during his visit two months later by let-
ting it be known that the United States, in its show of strength
in the Mediterranean, had been prepared to intervene if the
King tottered in September and by “giving him $30 million
and possible further aid”.!

Although the neighboring Lebanon has not been imme-
diately involved in hostilities, the growing strength of the
partisans in the southern part of the country also had aroused
anxiety in Washington. The Lebanese Army attacks on ref-
ugee camps on October 20, 1969, were related generally to
Assistant Secretary of State Joseph Sisco’s expression of con-
cern for any infringement of the country’s sovereignty “from
whatever source” on October 10 and the note of the US
Embassy in Beirut with “a broad hint on the presence of
anti-Israel commandos in the area.”? The resignation of

{ Washington Post, December 12, 1970 (editorial).
2 Herald Tribune, October 28, 1969.
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Premier Rashid Karami, in protest against the Lebanese A
_my attacks on the refugee camps without his knowledge fo?
lowed by mass demonstrations of support for the guerr’illa ¢
created a crisis in which both Tel Aviv and Washington a .
peared tempted to fish in troubled waters. ;

Under thesg conditions, the personal efforts of President
Nasser, coordinating with Syria and Jordan, brought about
a meeting in Cairo of representatives of the Lebanese Army
command and the Palestine Liberation Organization which
negotlated‘ a settlement. The timely TASS statement,! pointing
out that “no foreign intervention of a big power could be
Justlﬁeg” and that none better than the Arab states them-
selves “know t];eir own interests and aims”, undoubtedly
played a part in cooling passions. Furthermore, the Soviet
statement indicated that the United States, if really interest-
ed in Arab independence and sovereignty as it claimed, could
be exerting greater efforts to secure the “withdrawal of Is-
raeli forces from occupied Arab lands and a just solution of
the Palestine refugee problem”.

President Nixon’s Middle East policy revealed itself in the
course of the four-power talks, which Washington had re-
luctantly agreed to and Tel Aviv opposed,? the first meeting
of whlc}l took place in the French UN mission in New York
on A,}')rll 3, 1969. In the State Department’s “working docu-
ment” submitted in the very beginning as the basis for dis-
cussion, Washington showed its general support for Israeli
territorial ambitions: entire Jerusalem to be under the con-
trol of Israel with Jordan given some voice in the life of the
city, its em?hasis on Israel’s determination to hold strategic
areas, and its proposal that UN troops be stationed on the
Egyptian side of the Suez Canal and the Sinai peninsula.
Although few were optimistic about the talks, it was rather
widely viewed as a forum to prevent a big-power confronta-
tion. Moreover, to recoup some of the United States political

! Pravda, October 25, 1969.

., * The Soviet Union, which even in May 1967 had considered the
idea “with judicious favor”, proposed a concert of the big powers in
late autumn 1968 which came to a head in January 1969. France had
tirclessly proposed four-power collaboration since the war, the British
attitude was ambiguous, and the United States, supporting Tel Aviv's
demand for direct Isracli-Arab negotiations, saw “little value in it".
P, W:r,l‘d§0r, Super-power Diplomacy: The Price America Will Have
to Pay” in The New Middle East, London, February 1969.
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| Josses which Scranton had reported in the Arab world,! Pres-

ident Nixon was under pressure to show prospects for a new

| US policy.

In the succeeding months, it became clear that the negotia-
tions in which US backing for aggressors was counterposed
to Soviet support for victims of aggression had reached “a
blind alley”,? and no progress for a peace settlement was
being made: In substance, the Soviet thrust was to make
Israel give up the occupied territory and the resettlement of
the refugees; while the US thrust was for Israeli-Arab nego-
fiations in order to impose victor’s terms with respect to
territory and refugees (Israel and the UAR, for example,
were first to agree on “secure and recognized boundaries™).
Washington also was not averse to playing Jordan against
the UAR, e.g., to renegotiate the Gaza strip, “possibly turn-
ing it ogrer to Jordan as a Mediterranean outlet with transit
rights”.: '

By the end of the year, Washington had so chipped away
at efforts to implement the Security Council Resolution that
the talks—apart from serving as a channel for avoiding a
big-power clash—were seen by many mainly as a screen for
Washington strategy to divide and weaken the Arab states
and to support some Israeli annexation of occupied territory
—— also ajmed at separating Jordan and Syria from the UAR.
Morcover, since mid-1969, when Israeli escalation on all
fronts—artillery, missile, air and forcing the canal—had
prompted U Thant to declare that, in fact, an actual war was
going on, it was hard to escape the conclusion that US strat-
egy was satisfied “to freeze” the situation at the existing
level of hostilities which were advantageous to Tel Avivh

L US support of Israel, he stated, was creating serious internal prob-
lems in the Lebanon, Jordan and Saudi Arabia, Arab youth were be-
coming anti-American, while Soviet support was growing. A consequence
especially of the US sale of Phantoms to Israel when various countries
were beginning to place hopes on the Jarring mission. Interview in
Christian Science Monitor, February 8, 1969.

2 The New York Times, July 3, 1969.

3 The New York Times, October 19, 1969.

& In the UN General Assembly, for example, Foreign Minister Mah-
moud Riad took “a markedly more strident tone” than last year and
Sudanese Prime Minister Babiker Nwadalia in his maiden speech at-
tacked the United States with “virulence”. Washington was accused o
blocking a Mideast accord by supplying Phantoms and failing to insist
i})n Isracli withdrawal from all Arab territory. Herald T ribune, Septem-

er 24, 1969.
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A US-backed Israeli offensive strategy of continuing

armed hostilities, with the political and moral losses to fall
mainly on Tel Aviv, and entailing no serious US efforts at
political regulation within the Security Council Resolution
framework, required, in the first place, Washington’s main-
taining Israeli military superiority, especially in the airt
Such a skewed military balance for a prolonged period was
visibly unrealistic and almost bound to alter in favor of the
Arab states in the long run. This was the judgment of many
observers including, for example, Nahum Goldmann, Presi-
dent of the World Jewish Congress, in stating that “time was
working for the Arabs”.

Actually a significant change was registered during the
third year after the war. The Arab reaction to Washington’s
supplying Tel Aviv before 1967 with the means for conduct-
ing a modern “electronic war”, and then with 50 Phantoms
and 100 Skyhawks in the 2 years after the war, had been to
turn to the Soviet Union to protect Egyptian installations.2

As a result of Soviet aid, Secretary of State Rogers in
spring 1970 declared: “a new factor has entered into the
equation in the Middle East”3—a judgment borne out by
the fact that after April 17, Israeli air attacks decreased and
thereafter were restricted to the Canal zone. Penetration to
targets—military and civilian—deep inside the country had
been brought to an end by Soviet-provided anti-aircraft
defenses.

Soviet military assistance to the UAR was paralleled by
large-scale aid programs for economic development. The
defensive nature of such extensive support has been gener-
ally acknowledged even by opponents of Socialism. The
weight of evidence, according to the Institute for Strategic

1 “Without air superiority,” notes a US military analyst, “it is doubt-
ful that Israel could hold the east bank of the (Eyanal \\):Ill,l an accepted
level of casualties.” Military Review, January 1971.

2 Interview with President Nasser, U.S. News and Uorld Report,
Moy e New York T

The New Yor imes, April 30, 1970; “U.S. Policy in the Middle
East” by Bernard Reich, Current History, January 1971. i

% Electrification for nearly 4,000 villages with power to be supplied
by Aswan, a $700-million expansion of the Helwan iron and steel center,
a $100-million phosphate complex at Qena, a smelter at Aswan, a ferro-
silicon plant, and aid in drilling for oil in the Siwa Oasis. Czechoslo-
vakia also was to supply and help install equipment for the construction
in four years of the Kaft El-Dawar power station to generate 1.5 mil-
lion kilowatts of thermal power, about half the capacity of Aswan.
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Studies, argued “that the predominant Soviet concern was to
reduce the danger of another locally unlimited war in the
Middle East”

The changed equation of force, referred to by Secretary
Rogers in April 1970, was undoubtedly a major factor in
accomplishing, on the one side, through Soviet military aid
what Washington, on the other side, had been unwilling to
do, by political and other means—exert pressure on Israel to
halt raids.? Instead, the United States had been seeking to
maintain Tel Aviv's superiority by trying to restrain the
Soviet Union from providing arms to Arab forces in Febru-
ary and March 1970, according to President Nixon’s policy
statement.® That such attempts were rejected surprised no
one familiar with the history of Socialist support for the na-
tional-liberation movement.

As a step toward political settlement in the newly de-
veloped situation, President Nasser took the initiative on
May 1 in proposing to President Nixon either to influence
Isracl to withdraw troops or at least temporarily to halt US
delivery of weapons. Secretary Rogers’ counterproposal was
for an Israeli troop withdrawal coupled with a 8-months
ceasefire, during which Jarring presumably could seek a
regulation of the crisis. The UAR, looking to an overall poli-
tical settlement, accepted.

The resultant August 8 ceasefire took place, however, with-
out Isracli troop withdrawals. Washington immediately
seized the credit for the initiative, and apparently not un-
mindful of the opportunity of driving a wedge in the anti-
imperialist Arab front as a result of this concession, did
succeed in causing dissension on the Left—especially in Syria,
Iraq and among the Palestinian guerrillas. In the following
weeks, which witnessed a US threat to intervene in the Jor-
dan crisis and Nasser’s death, Washington exploited the
reigning uncertainty in the Arab world by accusing the UAR
and the Soviet Union of standstill violations. Under cover of

1 Strategic Survey 1970, F 9.

2 On February 2, 1970, for example, after Abu Zaabal was subjected
to bombing, Washington advised that if there would be no ceasefire,
there would be “intensified Israeli raids in rear areas and America could
do nothing about it”. President Anwar Sadat, Speech at Helwan, May 1,
1971.

# “U 8. Foreign Policy for the 1970's,” the Department of State Bul-
letin, March 22, 1971, p. 392.
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. this diplomatic and psychological offensive, Israel bro
talks with Jarring, and the United States sent addilifi?)r?g
ships to the Mediterranean in a demonstration of strength
agreed to supply more Phantoms to Israel and a new credit
for weapons, and conducted reconnaissance flights over the
UAR territory, which infringed upon sovereignty.! At the
same time the “Rogers plan”—without seriously seeking to ad-
vance toward political regulation—could urge renewals of a
ceasefire, which taken alone was tending to freeze a situation
of low level armed hostilities and de facto occupation.

It was to break out of this limbo between war and political
settlement that President Sadat proposed on February 4
1971:2 in return for a partial Israeli withdrawal to a line
behind El Arish—the reopening of the Canal in six months
a prolongation of the ceasefire (to expire on March 7, and
thereafter not renewed), guarantee of free passage in the
Tiran Straits with an international force at Sharm el-Sheikh.

But, whereas the UAR proposal was explicitly made as a
first step toward political regulation in the framework of the
Security Cour}cil Resolution (which Tel Aviv basically op-
posed), Washington used the proposal as a point of departure
but distorted its intention. The US plan treated the opening
of the Canal in the form of an “interim agreement”, but not
linked with an overall settlement envisaging the complete
withdrawal of Israeli forces. Such an agreement would, in
effect, contribute to permanent Israeli occupation.

The”fol_low-up Rogers’ mission in the mantle of “honest
broker” directly to such involved countries as Saudi Arabia,
Jordan, the Lebanon, and the UAR and Israel in April-May
1971 sought to improve the US image in the Arab world?
Ey lendlpg support to an Arab ideological line of wooing or
“neutralizing” the United States, which could both fan Right-
ist Arab nationalism and undermine the anti-imperialist
front. Foreign Minister Mahmoud Riad, in an interview with
.{.e Monde in mid-June, aptly characterized the trip as essen-
tially a maneuver designed “to seduce” world opinion—with

1 See Statement of Ministry of Forei i
tobgr ot ry of Foreign Affairs, USSR, Pravda, Oc-
Interview in Newsweek, Feb : 1
FeEr]ruary bl ruary 22, 1971; also Herald Tribune,
4 In diplomatic preparation, Secretary Rogers, at his news confi
; ; ence
on March 16, had stressed that Israel could not find security ine;eog-
raphy, and called in general terms for a withdrawal to 1967 borders.
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" Gecretary Rogers declining to exert pressure on Israel for a

settlement and the United States continuing to supply Phan-

 tom fighter-bombers to Tel Aviv.! By braking Sadat’s “friend-
" ship offensive”, moreover, Washington also was contributing

to provoking Arab forces concentrating on a military reso-

| jution of the conflict. This played its role in the ensuing
. Egyptian internal crisis, which broke out after President
* Sadat’s return from Benghazi on April 17 and centered on

the issue of Arab federation.

On an international plane Washington’s défensive parries
in the four-power consultations dovetailed with its contrast-
ing aggressive maneuvers in the Afro-Arab states. By Sep-
tember 1970, a month following the UAR acceptance of a
three-month ceasefire, US representatives, after pursuing
dilatory tactics in meetings, emphasizing “quiet diplomacy™
and evading substantive questions, finally broke up the “work-
ing group” by refusing to participate in the preparation of
a memorandum for the UN Secretary General on the prog-
ress of the talks. This was paralleled by Washington’s “per-
suading” Tel Aviv, which had withdrawn from the Jarring
peace talks on the pretext of UAR and Soviet ceasefire
violations, to return.? These talks, as could be expected, also
recorded no progress towards a political settlement in the
course of successive monthly ceasefire renewals, and Tel
Aviv's return was characterized by President Sadat as a
maneuver to avoid censure, and to draw out and perpetuate
occupation for another 20 years.3

Washington provided further evidence in early February
1971 that it continued to back this general strategy when the
US representative at the four-power consultations declined
to support a proposal, agreed to by the other three powers,
to underline the necessity for implementing the entire Secur-
ity Council Resolution, particularly with respect to with-

1 Thus, Washington, on the eve of the Secrctary’s departure, prom-
ised Isracl 200 additional warplanes and $1 billion in credits for
military and economic projects, according to New York Post, March 16,
1971.
2 The TVall Street Journal, November 19, 1970. The instruments
used, according to this organ, were fresh US arms shipments to Israel
including 36 jet aircraft and some 200 tanks to “offset new Egypt mis-
sile sites built with Soviet help. Unstated, but clearly implied, is an
American threat to slow arms aid to Israel”.

3 Quoted in Daily World, December 30, 1970.
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drawal of forces from occupied territory.! The r
Un‘l‘tcd.States in the Middle East, said President l\%l)?or?f w.,:r};e
te “maintain the balance of power”? and it was not pu,tt'ins
any pressure on Israel to make concessions.” R
; As long as Washington continued this fundamental posi-
tions-of-strength strategy, its participation in the talks could
hardly serve to bring closer a political settlement and, there-
fore, perhaps, to avoid further political and moral losses to
itself. For its key role in making Zionist expansionist policy
realizable had become quite clear. “If the United States
wishes peace,” Nasser had declared, “it can get Israel to
}wthdraw its forces from occupied territory.”’* And if Wash-
ington policymakers had nourished secret hopes that a suc-
cessor to Nasser would change UAR policy, they were des-
tined to be disappointed. For, President Sadat in no less un-
certain terms indicated that the United States—if it so de-
SI.rcd—could as in 1956 help “get Israel to withdraw from
Sinai”.?

In view of Arab awareness of a Washington strategy con-
centrating on the employment of military force—directly or
indirectly—to turn the Arab and African states from their
chosen path of development, US policy was risking ship-
wreck. Egypt, declared President Sadat, “waged a fierce
struggle to repel the triple aggression in 1956, in effect, win-
ning us the right to construct the Aswan Dam”.% Such a gi-
gantic step fo;ward, achieved while armed hostilities were
still going on in the aftermath of the second Israeli aggres-
sion, was convincing proof that the Egyptian people would
not be swerved from a Socialist-oriented path which alone
offers them the prospects of building a new life.”

i Since the summer of 1970, Washington had diluted its position on
this question, and at the December 10 Prgess Conference, Prcsigcntul(\);ilxon
evaded a reply on this question.

2 Television broadcast, March 8, 1971.

3 Ibid.

4 Speech, May 1, 1970. -

: gntengewt otfh February 10 with Newsweek, February 22, 1971.

peech at the opening ceremoni Y

fosti s e pening nies of the Aswan Dam, Pravda,
; 7 In the UAR,_ for instance, the public sector “which, in effect, pro-
vides the economic basis for revolutionary-democratic policy” now em-
braces 85% of total industrial production. Nationalization of imperialist
property has taken place in Algeria. Many foreign enterprises, banks,
trading comgames. have been taken over by the government in Guinea
the Sudan, Somalia and Tanzania. Agrarian reforms have taken placé
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With time, therefore, it was becoming incumbent on Wash-
ington to show greater sophistication if it were to reduce—

| much less recoup—its own political losses in the Afro-Arab

world. Thus, the State Department could be expected to voice
more open criticism of Israeli inertia diplomatically since “in

| the absence of progress toward a political settlement there

has been recurring evidence of arms shipments to the area”.!

Politically, Washington’s fears of growing anti-imperialist
cohesion were somewhat allayed in the aftermath of the
Rogers’ mission by the windfall of a rash of Right Arab na-

| tionalism and anti-Communism in the Sudan and neigh-

boring states. But, if there had been hopes of the Afro-Arab
states splitting off from their Socialist allies, these were
dimmed by the UAR-USSR 15-year Treaty of Friendship and
Cooperation of July4, 1971,and by the Arab and other voices
raised to call a halt to the wanton murders in the Sudan
following the reversal of the July 19 coup. (Washington, as
well as Peking, to be sure, moved in with haste to establish
more intimate relations with Khartoum.) Behind a “low-
profile”, the Nixon Administration did chalk up. gains from
the provision of Jordan with some $50 million of military
aid—artillery, aviation and tanks, which enabled the mon-
archy to inflict heavy losses on the partisans in the latter
part of July 1971—although as a by-product of this defeat,
the leadership of the main guerrilla organizations rallied to
form a single military command, financial fund and informa-
tion unit.

With a changed equation of force and no renewal of the
formal ceasefire, Washington had to convey a “sentiment of
movement” toward political settlement by “defusing periodic
outbursts”, if the strategy of a “shooting peace” was not to
erupt into a large-scale shooting war. Its diplomatic response
to President Sadat’s February 4 plan for reopening the Canal,-
for example, involved a document (later disclaimed, hence
alluded to as the “Phantom Memorandum”) given to Foreign
Minister Riad by the chief American diplomat in Cairo, Do-
nald Bergus, in which the United States appeared to endorse
an Israeli pullback from at least half of the Sinai Peninsula to

in the UAR and Syria, have begun in the Sudan and Somalia, and are
to begin this year in Algeria. In the Congo (Braz.) all land and its
mineral wealth is state owned. L. I. Brezhnev, Report of the Central
Commitice at the XXIU Congress of the CPSU, March 380, 1971.

i Herald Tribune, April 18, 1971.
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be occupied by Egyptian troops. But moves such as this—even
if not disavowed—for a separate truce were interpreted as
creating the legal basis for a de facto freeze of Israeli occu-
pation elsewhere, and were rebuffed by President Sadat and
later in the Soviet-Egyptian July 4, 1971, communiqué.

3 The Nizon Administration’s continued commitment to force
in the form of an Israeli military superiority was confirmed
by such parallel moves as sending ClA chief Richard Helms
in July to compare with Tel Aviv “the precise extent of So-
viet and military power in the area”, and was accompanied by
hints of bringing Israel into a Western military pact. This
could not help fostering the conviction that Washington
planned no serious efforts towards an overall peaceful settle-
ment, which, in turn, found reflection in President Sadat’s
repeated calls for the Arabs to prepare for a military deci-
sion in 1971. .

With the issue of withdrawal of Israeli troops becoming
politically more acute for the Arab Republic of Egypt on the
central question of war or peace, certain differences between
Tel Aviv and Washington positions surfaced. If Zionist lead-
ers, such as Deputy Prime Minister Yigal Allon, were belli-
cosely avowing their expansionist aims,! Secretary Rogers, in
!}_IS speech to the United Nations on October 4, 1971 on an

interim settlement”, was diplomatically baiting a proposal
for the opening of the Canal with a limited Israeli pullback.
But without making a Suez agreement an integral part of
overall regulation, the way was being left open for an in-
definite Israeli occupation of other territories.

In the light of this tactic, Cairo felt it necessary in Novem-
!)‘er to cut off negotiations with Washington representatives

because of their deceit and cheating and lies”.2 And, the
following month, the impasse was further underscored when
a four-nation African delegation to Israel and Egypt, led by
Senegal’s President Léopold Senghor, also made no headway
in mediation. The US-Israeli blocking of a UN-envisaged
p?htlcal settle;nent, from all indications, was geared to fan-
ning Arab nationalist leanings to military action or to foster-

1 Thus, for example, “...we must become ‘bi-national’ simply by

annexation. The Arabs must learn the lesson when the
y lose (the
war, they cannot) get back all they have lost b iti ” In-
ten;ie];v in dthe J\éatian, May 81, 1971? oW e e e
resident Sadat in his s h bef h i |
May 14, 1072, peech before the People’s Assembly on
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~ with US imperialism.

" ing political moves to the Right and away from world So-

cialist support which could perhaps open the way to a deal

* # ¥

If Egypt constitutes the major political and military force
in the North Africa and Middle East geopolitical complex,
there are two secondary groups of Afro-Arab countries which
play an important role in US imperialist strategic thinking:
in North East Africa—Libya, the Sudan and Somalia; and
in the Maghreb (West)—Morocco, Tunisia and Algeria.
These complement the countries lying opposite—from Portu-
gal and Spain in southern Europe to Turkey—tied to Wash-
ington either by separate agreement or NATO, and form-
ing, in its view, a distinct regional complex around the Eas-
tern and Western Mediterranean communications seaway
linked by an 80-mile passageway between Sicily, Malta and
Tunisia.

Politically, the British influence in North Africa, which
was paramount in the East and bound up with oil exploita-
tion and the strategic Suez passage to the Red Sea and In-
dian Ocean, and the French interests, which predominated
in the Maghreb, were forced to give way to independent sta-
tes in the postwar period, and to a US imperialism which
sought to incorporate both its partners and their former em-
pires in its sway. However, su& a grandiose design was des-
tined to last'little more than a decade after the Suez triple
aggression before it, too, became seriously undermined in the
face of the growing national-liberation movement, sharpened
anti-imperialist struggle, and mounting influence of Social-
ist ideas.

These three generally mutually supporting dynamic for-
ces, especially in the polarization following the June war,
helped to generate the coup in Libya on September 1, 1969
which ousted King Idris, who had been placed on the throne
in December 1951 with British and US support. Their main
artery of control had been via a military presence and bases:
Wheelus Field, the biggest US foreign base, built under a
1954 treaty, with a complement of 8,000 men and used for
the bi-annual training, gunnery and bombing practise of
some 21 air squadrons from European bases (West Germany,
Britain, Italy, Spain and Turkey); Britain maintained an air
staging base in El Adem and an armor and infantry “desert
warfare” training base at Tobruk. There also was a special
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7,000-men British-trained security force for the king (e
lished apart from the Libyan Armyy), and a secret agre(e?;ilr)lt
had been signed by Britain on July 27, 1964, according to
Al Ahram, which provided for land, sea and air intervention
to protect the king “against internal troubles and external
dangers”, to be carried out together with US troops.
Following the successful coup, which caught the monarchy
by surprise and foiled imperialist intervention, nationalist
sentiment was immediately directed to halting foreign train-
ing ﬂrgh.ts and then forcing the evacuation of bases in early
1970. With the foreign mailed fist removed, Libya proceeded
to harness !JS and British monopolies’ unbridled control of
the country’s enormous oil wealth and thereby to gain an in-
creased share of the profits from crude oil—nationalizing
marketing and distributing interests of Esso (US), Shell (An-
glo-Dutch) and Anseil (Italian) on July 4, 1970 and foreign
banks by the end of the year. In an effort to prevent this
contagious anti-imperialist movement from further spread-
ing, Secretary Rogers announced on June 26 that he hoped
to persuade the British to retain troops in the Persian Gulf
after 19717, thereby confirming once more the affinity of
'ml‘lﬁﬁry bas&:;l for oil.
ereas the US and British milit resence in Libya
had nakedly represented the mailed %1;{ [I:f imperialism, }i’,ts
influence was more cloaked in the Sudan, to which Washing-
ton attached strategic importance as the southern flank neigh-
bor of Egypt, a threat to imperialist influence in the Red Sea
area, and a vital link between Arab and Black Africa. The
sngmﬁgance of this link was shown, for example, in the events
following the US-Belgian-British intervention in the Congo
in November 1964 when the Congo’s lines of communications
with friendly African states were effectively disrupted.
_ This was not unrelated to Washington’s and London’s per-
sistent attempts to prevent the emergence of a politically
unified Sudan, e.g., in the rebellion going on since 1955 waged
by southerners (mainly Black, who are Christians or ani-
mists) against northerners (mainly Arab and Moslem). Al-
though ethnic and tribal tensions in the Sudan go back for
f:entiurres, they had been constantly fanned under colonial-
ism! and were still being played upon by the imperialist pow-

1 British policy since the nationalist u i i
i psurge in Egypt in 1919 was to
treat the Sudan's South separately from the %\Iorth gv%%h the possibility
of infegrating the South with East Africa as a counter to a united Nile
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_ ers.! The possibility of a socio-ethnic solution to the coun-

try’s divisive internal strife existed briefly after the over-

" throw of the military government of General Ibrahim Ab-

boud in October 1964, but was never realized following a

" reactionary offensive which led to the expulsion of Left-wing
* forces from the government in 1965. By the end of 1966, the
" 3 southern provinces were sceking—reportedly with GIA

financial support—to form a separate state as the Re ublic
of Azania, which American diplomats were urging A%rican
states to recognize.?

In an effort to steer clear of dependence on imperialism
—mainly since the June war—the Sudan made various aid
and trade agreements? with Czechoslovakia, Algeria and the
Soviet Union, as well as with Saudi Arabia, Italy and the
IMF. Politically and militarily, the Sudan turned increasingly
against the Washington-Tel Aviv alliance and more to the
Arab world and Socialist states for its own support. Thus,
realizing that the United States was Israel’s major patron,
the Sudan reacted sharply to the aggression by breaking off
diplomatic relations with the United States and at the con-
ference of heads of states and governments of Arab coun-
tries in Khartoum came out strongly for joint action on the
part of the Arab countries and later sent a military contin-

ent to the Canal Zone. Military equipment and aid came
rom the Soviet Union and pilots from the UAR in 1970.
Trade with the Soviet Union steadily increased and by 1970
was double the level of 1967. On the other hand, despite the
break in Sudan-US relations, the International Monetary
Fund “reluctantly” extended additional credits and then con-
cluded a new $24 million loan in 1968 for increasing electric
power supply. Khartoum, nevertheless, rejected the Bank’s
recommendation to split up the land on the Gezira Agricul-
tural Scheme into private tenancies, which would have dis-
sipated public control.

Within the compass of intensified Arab nationalism fol-

e

(Egypt and the Sudan). See, for example, Keith léqu, “Sudan Today”
in A[;rimn Affairs, Journal of the Royal African Society, July 1966.

1 Thus, the Sudanese Minister of interior claimed that his govern-
ment was in possession of documents substantiating the charge that the
Western powers materially and morally had supported the troubles in
the South. (North Africa, September/October 196'4'{ :

2 7o Rubezhom, December 23, 1966, quoted from TWest African Pilot,

Lagos.
Details in Africa Report, January 1968,
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lowing the coup on May 25, 1969, a Right-wing trend in the
Revolutionary Command Council was early manifested in
the banning of the Communist Party. This led to a weakening
of the anti-imperialist front of workers, advanced peasantry,
students and revolutionary intellectuals. It brought in its
train, at the same time, an activization of semi-feudal and
conservative bourgeois forces, such as the Umma party of
the reactionary Imam el-Hadi el-Mahdi and its main sup-
port, the Moslem Brotherhood. In March 1970, according to
Gaafar el Nimeiry in an interview in Al Akhram, the United
States and other imperialist powers were involved in foment-
ing unsuccessful uprisings of Mahdists in a number of Sudan-
ese cities, as a result of which the American commercial at-
taché (working in the Netherlands Embassy in the absence
of US-Sudan diplomatic relations) was expelled.

The growth of Right-wing nationalist tendencies and acti-
vization of reactionary circles in the Sudan in 1970 and 1971
found encouragement on the part of imperialism and Arab
reaction abroad to the detriment of the country’s progressive
development. This led to intensified inner-political struggle.
Under the influence of Rightist circles in the Sudan, an of-
fensive was launched against progressive forces which led
to the tragic events of July 1971 and weakening of the coun-
try’s anti-imperialist effort.

Eager to exploit this wedge further, Washington pledged
to the Sudan $27 million in 1972 “to aid refugees from the
civil war”, the Export-Import Bank—$3.3 million for road-
building equipment (and was considering financing the pur-
chase of five Boeing jets); and the IMF advanced $40 mil-
lion in credits. On July 20, Khartoum resumed diplomatic re-
lations with the United States. ]

The 1969 revolts in the Sudan and Libya also had exer-
cised a catalytic effect in Somalia in overthrowing on Oc-
tober 21, 1969 the pro-Western government of Prime Minis-
ter Egal (who had swerved away from the neutralist course
of President Shermark, assassinated earlier in the year), only
a few days after his return from a visit to Washington. In
the Arab nationalist struggle to free the region from the im-
perialist grip, the Sudan had been providing technical, cul-
tural and military support for Somalia, an object of US and
British strategic interests to control the Gulf of Aden. The
struggle of Somalia for nationhood in the mid-sixties also
had involved fighting to unify with its three-million popula-
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tion, the Somali nomadic tribesmen, now living mostly in
Eritrea (under Ethiopian administration since 1962, and
where the US base at Asmara is located) and also in Kenya.

In view of the strong influence of the United States in
neighboring Ethiopia and the British in Kenya, the Somali
Republic had felt its independence best served by rejecting,
at first, a US offer of arms and planes and turning to the
Soviet Union for aid. (This was not unaccompanied by the
usual Western clamor of Soviet penetration.) By 1966, So-
malia was receiving aid from various countries: Italy had
provided aid estimated at €45 million; Italy and the United
States had equipped the small, well-armed and relatively in-
dependent Somali police force, which was trained in and had
ties with the United States and the Federal Republic of Ger-
many; and US aid was only slightly less than that of the
Soviet Union. In November 1967, peace with Kenya, as the
result of the Kinshasa OAU meeting in September 1967, was
signed in Addis Ababa eliminating a major obstacle to fur-
ther Western influence, and was followed by Vice President
Humphrey’s out-of-the-way visit to that small country in
January 1968 and the signing of an $8.5 million aid agree-
ment. This disproportionately large program suspiciously was
accompanied by government restraint on popular anti-Amer-
ican imperialist feeling.

But dollar aid with political strings proved insufficient to
counteract the more dynamic nationalistic and anti-imperial-
ist forces exacerbated by the “no war, no peace” strategy of
Washington and Tel Aviv, leading up to the 1969 military
coup. The new Left-wing government proclaimed adherence
to scientific socialism, the “Somalization” of financial and
trade organizations, and recognized the German Democratic
Republic and the progressive governments of South Vietnam,
Cambodia and North Korea.

In neighboring Eritrea, too, the aftermath of the June war
found Afro-Arab countries providing aid to the Eritrean Lib-
eration Forces. (Moslems comprised some three-fourths of
the three-million population of Eritrea, turbulent since an-
nexed by Ethiopia). Thus, not surprisingly, the parallel US-
Israeli support to opposing forces “seemed during 1970 to be
becoming almost an extension of the Arab-Israeli war”!

US postwar political-strategic aims in the Maghreb, con-
ditioned largely by the prolonged and bloody Algerian li-

1 Strategic Survey 1970, pp. 51-52.
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beration struggle, focused on the two flanking countries—Mo-
rocco and Tpmsla.. But, whereas American imperialism was
generally allied with the British in their former sphere—from

Libya eastward, it was more competitive if not hostile to the

French in the Arab West. Moreover, since it was not en-
gaged as the immediate colonial power, it became less em-
broiled than France, which, for example, under pressure of
the Tunisian armed forces to evacuate the Bizerte base, re-
plied with a bloody attack on July 20, 1961 but was soon
forced to withdraw with great political and moral loss.
Washington’s more sophisticated tactics were to agree to the
evacuation of its bases in principle, but to draw out negotia-
tions (e.g., as in Libya for almost a decade), or by other
means to circumvent their intended effects.

Thus, in Morocco, although the United States formally an-
nounced the closing down of its $400-million strategic air
force base at the end of 1963 (in accordance with the 1959
agreement between President Eisenhower and King Moham-
med V), it called attention openly to its overflight rights but
kept secret for seven years a “private arrangement” to retain
a large naval communications center at Sidi Yahia, 50 miles
northeast of Rabat, which duplicated the Pentagon-construct-
ed facilities oppositely at Rota in Spain. The United States
also continued its covert naval base with some 1,700 men to
service the Sixth Fleet at Kenitra (20 miles from Sidi Yahia),
according to information released by the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee in mid-1970, who were publicly re-
ferred to after 1963 as a “training mission”, This was part
of a cover story arrived at by the two governments to con-
ceal the existence of an American base, which the State De-
partment subsequently periodically and categorically denied.

Similarly, in Tunisia, the United States moved in after
France and established a new US base near Bizerte for ser-
vicing the Sixth Fleet. The agreement was signed in 1966
by an American group representing Tampa Ship Re-
pair to build a naval repair yard out of the former base and
ags.cnal at Menzel Bourguiba, to be run by a mixed US-Tu-
nisian Co. SOCOMINA with a $10 million investment—os-
tensibly for foreign oil and other cargo vessels.

Closely meshed with Washington’s prime strategic interest
has been its economic and financial penetration through aid,
surplus food and international credits (earlier discussed),
which have led to growing indebtedness and dependence. Po-
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Jitically, both Tunisia and Morocco are conspicuous in with-
holding criticism of US aggression in Vietnam, with Presi-
dent Bourguiba openly supporting Washington and buffering
Tel Aviv, calling for the resignation of President Nasser in
October 1967, and seeking to turn the OAU into an advisory
body and liquidate its Liberation Committee. Washington’s
close ideological ties to leaders such as Bourguiba extend to
personal friendship and the provision of private medical at-
tention.

In post-liberation Algeria, Washington, no more than
Paris, could hope to re-establish a foreign military presence.
At best, initially, it could hope only to neutralize and modify
the foreign policy of this central country in the Arab West.
And this, in fact, was the aim of US diplomacy in applying
crude economic pressures, e.g., withholding food aid and
signing small agreements up to early 1967. Such attempts to
swerve Algeria from its anti-imperialist course did not avail,
and in the aftermath of the Israeli blitzkrieg, Algiers contin-
ued its militant policies, including a step-by-step nationali-
zation of oil, the basis for which had been laid through years
of critical Soviet aid in providing the equipment, technology
and training which imperialism was loathe to supply.

Such new-found economic and technical strength of the
Afro-Arab states, which in no small part also was a corol-
lary of the overall military, political and diplomatic support
provided by the Socialist world, enabled them for the first
time to launch a concentrated offensive against the monopo-
lies, to raise the prices and to gain control of their most
valuable natural resource. In two major bargaining battles
in early, 1971, first the Persian Gulf states at Teheran, and
then Libya at Tripoli forced a greater sharing of profits
amounting to $15 billion for a five-year period.

Libya, which had become Europe’s leading petroleum source
after the June war, was demanding in January 1971 a 68%
rise over the 30 cents per barrel increase to $2.53 it had won
in mid-1970 from Occidental Petroleum following a cutback
of output and crucial squeeze on Europe’s supply of oil. (The
Idris government, even before September 1969, had sought
a modest 10 cents/barrel rise, but the US and British mono-
polies were still only offering an increase of 6-10 cents/
barrel in May 1970.) At Tripoli, Libya was able to obtain
an increase in crude from $2.55 to $3.45 (at the Texas well-
head, a barrel sells for $3.40), or more than double the in-
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crease won at Teheran, and thereby to lift its revenues from
$1.3 billion in 1970 to $2 billion in 1971. Curiously, Libya
held bank deposits in Washington exceeding American capi-
tal investments in Libya.

In nearby Algeria, Sonatrach, one of the largest state oil
enterprises, found, as a “counterweight” to French oil compa-
nies, new clients such as Mobil and Shell in the United States
with which it contracted at the close of 1970 to supply
60 million tons of crude over a four-year period. Following
nationalization in February 1971 and a subsequent six-month
French boycott, US companies stepped into the breach to
conclude the world’s biggest deal to supply oil and oil prod-
ucts to Commonwealth Refining Co. for $8 billion over 25
years. This, together with deliveries to El Paso of liquefied
natural gas, would help to ensure the insatiable needs of US
industry over a long term, to tie Algeria to American eastern
coast markets, and perhaps to exercise a political influence
aimed at since the days of the Kennedy Administration. This
was paralleled, not surprisingly, by Department of State ap-
proval for a $250-million loan for a gas liquefication plant
and an unprecedented loan for the purchase of US jet air-
liners. The chain reaction of nationalization swept back to
Libya in December 1971 when it took over British Petroleum
in which the British government has a near majority interest.
As a result of the Soviet-Libyan agreement of March 1972,
providing for joint development and refining, oil was first
loaded on a Soviet tanker on June 2, thereby breaking the
boycott imposed by Western oil companies. The wave of
nationalization also overtook the Irag Petroleum Co. when
Baghdad became the third country within a twelve-month
period to gain control of its natural wealth on June 1, and
gained immediate support from the other Arab states and

ocialist countries.

Such unprecedented actions in the Afro-Arab world indi-
cated that the imperialist “no peace, no war”’ strategy was
far from bringing its proponents only desirable results, par-
ticularly after the changed military balance in the spring of
1970.

In glancing briefly at major elements of Washington (and
usually Tel Aviv) strategy since the changed balance in early
1970, one is struck by certain features appearing repetitively
in both official Statements and actions. Politically, the deter-
mination above all to break away the Afro-Arab states from
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close cooperation with the Socialist countries—by placing the
Soviet Union as a “big power” on the same footing with im-
perialist states, or portraying her as a successor of Russian
Tsarism; by fanning Right-wing nationalism against anti-
imperialist internationalist forces (the natural and major al-
lies of the national-liberation movement);! by inviting a deal
with the United States, since it holds the “key” to settlement.

Secondly, militarily to continue and even increase support
for Israel, a dependent and dependable ally, as a cornerstone
of regional force against progressive states. To bring US
armed strength to bear at various critical political and geo-
graphical points, such as behind Jordan against the Pales-
tinian guerrillas and Syria in 1970. To expand its naval facili-
ties in the Mediterranean, e.g., acquisition of Piragus as a
base in February 1972 after being forced to evacuate Whee-
lus Field, exert pressure on Cyprus for NATO bases, and
to help conclude a new and broadened Malta agreement on
March 26, 1972.2 -

Finally, to take advantage of the generally acknowledged
Soviet desire for peace and to avoid military confrontation—
in the common interests of the Socialist community, national-
liberation movement and popular masses in the capitalist
world—with the premise “endorsed by successive American
Administrations that if the Kremlin found unassailable bar-
riers in its path, it would accept these philosophically and
accommodate itself to them”3 If such was the underlying
premise of Washington policy in the sixties, it is even more
dangerous and clearly inappropriate to the situation in the
seventies.

1 On this vital question, L. I. Brezhnev stated unequivocally: “The
entire course of events has shown that friendship with the Soviet Union
provides the necessary support and assistance to the progressive Arab
states in their most trying times. This is well understood in Egypt and in
Syria, and in Iraq, and in Yemen. We have a treaty of friendship with
Egypt and Iraq and we shall develop our relations with these
countries on the basis of these documents. We are fully determined to
strengthen our friendly ties with Syria, Algeria and other Arab coun-
tries as well.” The Joint Session of the Central Committee of the CPSU,
of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, and of the Supreme Soviet of the
RSFSR, December 21, 1972. Pravda, December 22, 1972.

2 The British agreed to pay an increased annual rent of £5.25 mil-
lion; but further annual payments of £8.75 million plus somewhat more
iin aic:llg;vgas to come from NATOQ countries. Sirategic Survey 1971, Lon-

on, .

3 Aaron S. Klicman, Soviet Russia and the Middle East, The Johns
Hopkins Press, 1970, p. 98.
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND PERSPECTIVES

To interpret and assess the relationship of the United States
to Africa is in essence an attempt to measure the applica-
tion of a part of its global strength to a continent viewed as
part of an organic world. Since the ratio of foreign power
to African strength is so disparate, the continent has been and
remains exceedingly vulnerable, and thus the critical in-
fluence of US imperialism in its efforts to “sway the balance”,
especially since Suez.

The apportionment of US strength, however, involves not
only global and regional power and balance changes, but

also considerations of the proportions and form in which

force can be brought to bear with respect to the stakes in-
volved. This presupposes an integrated evaluation of all
spheres including highlights of: the primary political aims and
policies of US ruling circles, the slower moving economic mo-
nopoly interests, the social strata affected, the ideologies based
on these and world influences, as well as some important
military aspects.! The interrelationship, it may be noted, is
also reflected in microcosm as a “nesting” within spheres.
Thus, for example, the category US “aid” reveals itself as a
multi-dimensional model—a political-economic composite
emphasizing military aims and showing a trend from a taint-
ed bilateral to a more homogenized multilateral form to
achieve greater effect per dollar.

1 Cf. what may be regarded as a one-sided emphasis, “Neocolonial-
ism: colonialism operating entirely through economic relations, instead
of as before through economic relations accompanied by political domi-
nation.” Pierre Jalée “The Third World in World Economy” in Monthly
Review, March 1971.
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Regionally, the priority and political-military emphasis
given by Washington to the Afro-Arab states flowed from
its early postwar strategy “against Communism”—in effect,
the anti-imperialist forces—in the Mediterranean region, ex-
panding in scope from southern Europe and Turkey and then
increasing in intensity along with American monopolies’
mushrooming profits in the Middle East. In tropical Africa,
too, it was the political threat to imperialism as a whole posed
by a successful Congolese national-liberation movement led
by Lumumba which enticed Washington to exploit its global
position in the United Nations to vie for a dominant influence
in the Congo—first confronting its rivals militarily and
then reaching a modus vivendi for joint exploitation of the
country’s enormous mineral wealth. In southern Africa, by
and large political-military considerations also underlay US
critical support for Portugal, partially screened via NATO,
and Washington’s (behind London’s) buffering of South Af-
rica as the strongest imperialist ally on the continent paral-
leled closely US monopolies’ (also second to British) pro-
fitable economic ties. Closely related to these priorities and
emphases, it may be noted, there are several conflicting cur-
rents among American bourgeois ideologists and policymak-
ers which must be touched on—without attempting a broader
socio-political analysis which would take us too far afield.

US policy toward Africa, which has been made rather prag-
matically by American political leaders leaning on advisers
who frequently also have verbalized or justified their courses
in “theoretical” form, derives mainly from their foreign
policy conceptions of strength. Without going beyond the
framework of imperialist politics and capitalist economics,
these conceptions differ qualitatively and may be categorized
even if somewhat arbitrarily, since there is overlapping,
into official views, “moderate” political criticism, and bour-
geois reformism.

Official views of leaders of both Democratic and Repub-
lican Administrations, representing dominant monopoly in-
terests in the military-industrial complex and imbued with
the arrogance which comes with power, are proponent in
fact, if not always in words, of political-military force. The
military side, moreover, is frequently overemphasized, some-
times to the point of being exalted above other spheres. With
variations depending on the period (discussed later) such
views have been voiced in the past decade among others by
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Rostow (earlier quoted) serving under two Administrations
Former President Johnson, whose training and Congressional
preoccupation with naval and military appropriation biased
him towards a “military view of world events”, was a rigid
advocate of “hard-headed” methods in selecting the “right
levers for bringing US influence to bear”.! Under a statis-
tical charisma frequently referred to as “realism”, George
Ball, former Under Secretary of State, has defined a world
power today as “only a cohesive society with a population
approaching 200 million and a national income of $300 bil-
lion”,2 and also enjoying “arsenals of nuclear weapons, which
do not—as some have foolishly argued—tend to equalize the
power of great and small nations, but on the contrary, have
quite the opposite effect.”

Although Robert McNamara was for a long time Secretary
of Defense, than whom none should be a stronger proponent
of the political-military emphasis, he was, nevertheless, acute-
Iy conscious of the limitations of military force, the limits
of the US budget, and the key role played by economics in
the developing countries. (Perhaps not unrelated to his New
Frontiers’ experience and the failure of the war in Vietnam
was his later resignation to become President of the World
Bank, seeking to convert development financing into political
and economic advantage.) In the grouping here presented,

McNamara would represent a transition to the second cat-
egory: political criticism of official views.

‘The “moderate” critics of the official emphasis on political-
military force received their greatest impulse, perhaps, from
the failures in Vietnam in the early 60’s, for which Washing-
ton’s escalated answer, nevertheless, was to go further over
to a “broad commitment of giving priority to the military
aspects of the war over political reforms”.% This critical group,
sometimes misnamed “neo-isolationists”, would substitute to
various degrees a political-economic emphasis—political tu-
telage of the developing countries from traditional societies
to capitalism and economic aid, with greater emphasis on
peaceful construction. In Congress, members like Fulbright
and Church would fall into this category; in the information

1 See, for example, P. L. Geyelin, L. B. Jok nd d,
London, 1966, pp. 31, 2;69. 2 Jolman ang fie ot

2 George Ball, The Discipline of Power, p. 17.

3 Loc. cit., p. 14

4 “Pentagon Papers,” The New York Times, July 6, 1971.

238

media—Lippmann, writers in The New York Times and
Washington Post. There is a mild recognition of the necessity
for socio-economic change to achieve modernization, but more
important is their vigorous advocacy of trading on US eco-
nomic strength for political advantage, and also encouraging
Rightist and nationalist trends in the Socialist world and de-
veloping countries.

The “Liberals”, or bourgeois-reformists, who would achieve
US foreign policy objectives by placing more weight on
socio-economic reforms, and making greater concessions to
the developing countries in competition with Socialism, are
the least influential of the three groups. Representatives of
this category have included some of the “new Africa” mem-
bers of the Kennedy Administration, such as Chester Bowles,
Africanists in universities and foundations, and certain Afro-
American groups. They have had, however, only a marginal
influence on governmental policy—greatest in the early 60’s
— and were most useful in presenting America’s best face to
Africa at the high tide of its successes.

It is of no little significance that these three groups con-
centrate on different spheres of strength and also recognize
that the totality—without being an arithmetic sum or sim-
ple equation—is most vital. Moreover, their differences—from
the position of the “Rightists”, on political-military force
oriented almost exclusively to foreign and domestic oppres-
sors, to the position of the “Leftists”, on the socio-economic
plane and showing a greater degree of accommodation to
rising national and class forces—are taken into account by
both Americans and Africans. Although their common and
fundamental weakness derives from the systemic inability
of US imperialism to renounce its aims, it would be rash to
say that it cannot downgrade its objectives or change its
sphere of emphasis, as has been demonstrated by the expe-
rience of the past decade.

How much force Washington has been willing or able
to bring to bear against anti-imperialist African forces has
been roughly geared to the ebb and flow of the political-
military tide on the continent and globally. In the period of
ascendancy of world Socialist and national-liberation forces
and changing world balance, coinciding in Africa with the
British and French imperialist defeats in Suez and Algeria,
Washington entered the breach and found it expedient to
place greater emphasis on economic levers. If these proved
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insufficient to seduce or cajole popular movements, especi

in the Congo—the watershed l:[;.tween independerit a11)1d lsatlll};.)_r
jugated “Africa_—Washington, relying on a somewhat en-
hanced “power-image” after the Cuban crisis, appeared less
hesitant to apply force.

The US-led joint intervention at Stanleyville in Novem-
ber 1964 may be seen as a marker in this swing of the com-
pass needle in the direction of military force. This was fol-
10wcj:d by a_rash of reactionary coups (and a more sympa-
thetic Washington attitude toward settler Africa), which left
as the major progressive force on the continent the Afro-
Arab states. The Israeli-Arab war, an aggression of which
President Johnson “knew beforehand” and “personally ap-
Provc_d”, ac_cording to President Sadat,! represented, for all
its complexity, a continuation of this trend. The limited pol-
itical nature of this military victory, however, came to light
in the war’s aftermath. A critique of US policy in the Afro-
Arab region, the primary concentration of Washington in
Africa, becomes at the same time a critique of the official em-
phasis on political-military force. The present strategy, as has
been indicated, is leading to greater radicalization—despite
ups and downs—of Arab forces, polarization against US-
Israeli imperialism, and the possibility of a new and wider
round of war. Such a war could scarcely end more favorably
militarily for Tel Aviv or Washington, and probably less
so politically and economically—to say nothing of its disas-
trous consequences for the peoples involved.

4 The increasing difficulty ofp maintaining an equilibrium of
no peace, no war”’ between two dynamic nationalisms—a
state which was viewed by U Thant in autumn 1969 as look-
ing like the beginning of “the Hundred Years’ War”, led
him to change two years later to the judgment that if the
present impasse persisted, new fighting would break out
sooner or later” to a full-scale war, with the danger of its
spreading _and involving other powers.2 Although this pointed
to Tel Aviv’s adamant refusal to change its position “on the
question of xylthdrawal”,?’ as the immediate cause it was clear
to many which power was making the Israeli position pos-
sible, as well as the logical way to break the deadlock.

; Speech on radio and television, Cairo, September 18, 1971.
Introductory remarks to Annual Report of the 26th UN General
Assgnlag;lg, September 19, 1971.

id.
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The Security Council Resolution 242, which took account
of the issues of principle (i.e., the rights of the peoples) and
the balance of forces—both regionally and internationally,
continues to provide the basis for regulation—even if ex-
pansionist Zionism cannot be expected to give up voluntarily
its policy of occupation of territory or expulsion of peoples,
a policy which it has, by itself, neither the population nor
strength to enforce. “A settlement will one day be reached,”
wrote Lord Caradon, a negotiator of the 1967 Security Coun-
cil Resolution, “the question (is) whether that settlement can
be reached in peace or whether it will be reached only after
terrible bloodshed.”!

If a political settlement is to be reached, it can scarcely
be expected to come about as a spontaneous process. “Many
states,” declared L. 1. Brezhnev, “have spoken out for a so-
lution of Middle East problems on the basis of the well known
UN Security Council Resolution. Unfortunately, however,
verbal support alone does not suffice. If it were underpinned
with concrete political actions, Israel would be forced to ac-
cept peaceful regulation, to recognize the lawful rights of
the Arab peoples. As for the Soviet Union, our readiness to
do our part is well known.”?

Washington’s strategy since the Congo intervention, even
after correcting a number of previous mistakes, has several
major flaws. Although avoiding the past political disasters
of direct imperialist aggression (e. g., Suez, the Congo, Viet-
nam), US policymakers have nevertheless, underestimated the
role of the Arab national-liberation movement as an inde-
pendent, anti-imperialist political force, as well as its abil-
ity to see through the US-Israeli direct support relationship.
US official views also have overestimated the limits of mil-
itary force and particularly the value of military surprise,
or blitzkrieg, with its short-term advantage of winning bat-
tles but lacking the long-term capacity to win the war.? The

{ War/Peace Report, December 1970.

2 The Joint Session of the Central Committee of the CPSU, of the
Supreme Soviet of the USSR, and the Supreme Soviet of the RSFSR,
December 21, 1972, Pravda, December 22, 1972,

3 The strictly military argument for a lighting-type war at Suez,
given by Prime Minister Eden to President Eisenhower, for example,
was that “only swift Isracli military successes and Anglo-French action
within 24, or at the most 48, hours could prevent the spread of the war
to Syria, Jordan and Iraq.” Eisenhower, op. cit., p. 76.
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primacy of the political, on the other hand, has been demon-
strated convincingly more than once—in Vietnam and the
Afro-Arab world in recent years, not to go back to World
War II for a momentous historical parallel (when, incidental-
ly, the role and all-round strength of the Soviet Union was
also badly underestimated). Furthermore, the possibility of
an expanded war, which President Eisenhower was quick to
appreciate when other imperialist powers resorted to, or were
the patrons of, naked military aggression,! apparently
is not being given due weight today although no
less real.

When the Nixon Administration, deferring to political
losses incurred from its military overemphasis, turned greater
attention to the political and diplomatic fields in early 1970,
it quickly proved to be for purposes of maneuver rather than
to alter its strategy or conception of strength. By dissociat-
ing from Zionist occupation and refugee policy, Washington
(like London) might hope to escape paying a slowly mount-
ing political price, but without decreasing support for Tel
Aviv it was not lowering the pitch. By supplying new arms,
including M-60 tanks to Jordan in mid-1971, more as a mil-
itary threat to Syria than for use against Palestine com-
mandos, according to President Sadat, Washington was ac-
tually increasing the dangers of a new outbreak. By fanning
defeatism, Right-wing nationalism and “anti-Communism”,
the Administration could record some weakening of Afro-
Arab national and international unity—with calls heard to
balance policy between the imperialist and Socialist powers,
but at the same time to concentrate all attention on Israel for
a military solution.

In contrast to the prolonged armed hostilities in North Af-
rica, the seductively successful US-led military intervention
in the Congo in November 1964 was followed by a political
stability favorable to Washington, whose efforts then turned
largely to political and economic matters. Here, like in most
of the relatively weak states of tropical Africa, where trib-
alism and traditional society are widely prevalent, the long-

t After the Anglo-French ultimatum to Egypt on October 30, 1956,
for example, Secretary Dulles lashed the French Ambassador with the
angry recrimination: “This attack on Egypt incurs the risk of a gencral
war.” See Herman Finer, op. cit., pp. 6 and following.
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term struggle for genuine independence bound up with eco-
nomic development and nation-building is especially hin-
dered by neocolonial blocs and ties. Hence, the great signifi-
cance of political and economic steps to achieve greater Af-
rican strength through unity, such as the formation of the
OAU in 1963 and regionalism since 1967,!—neither of which,
however, is free of US and other imperialist influence. Never-
theless, Washington cannot have failed to notice the ten-
dency of black Africa gradually to close ranks with the Arab
countries since the June war,? to view the continent increas-
ingly as a whole, and to show greater appreciation of the
outcome of the armed struggles to the north and to the south
against a common enemy.

This is particularly felt in southern Africa, where the
armed struggle for independence from Portuguese colonialism
since the early 60’s and partisan warfare against racism in
Rhodesia and South Africa since August 1967, have com-
pelled US imperialism, which is politically and morally in-
secure as a major supporter of oppressive minorities, to make
determined efforts “to rehabilitate” the apartheid régime
politically in the eyes of black Africa and the world.

A partnership which closes the triangle with Washington
is Israel and South Africa, both in regions of largest US in-
vestment in Africa, both intruder minorities holding down
by force of arms large exploited majorities. Prime Minister
Vorster has drawn the analogy that “Israel is now faced with
an apartheid problem—how to handle its Arab inhabitants”
which he viewed “with understanding and sympathy”.3 This
solidarity, moreover, extends to a military understanding
whereby, for example, South Africa manufactures the Uzi
submachine gun—an Israeli invention with license from Bel-
gium, and Israeli blueprints of Mirage fighter engines were
reportedly made available to South Africa. Praetoria and Tel
Aviv both feel that they are outposts of the West.

1 Ya. Etinger, Political Problems of Intergovernmental Relations
in Africa, M., 1970; the author periodizes on this basis: 1958-62—prior
to the QAU; 1968-66—the OAU; and since 1967—regionalism.

2 The OAU session in Addis Ababa in June 1971 urged African
states to take practical measures to compel Israel to witﬁdraw from
occupied territories. This, despite Foreign Minister Eban’s declaration
that the “Middle East crisis 18 not an African problem, and Africans
should not become involved in it”.

3 The New York Times, April 29, 1971.
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* # #

In sum, from the standpoint of US strength and global
policy, what might one be led to expect of the US rela-
tionship to Africa in the 70’s, a period when US world
commitments are generally recognized as being overex-
tended.

This overinvolvement has been voiced, perhaps, most clear-
ly in the US Doctrine, elaborated at Guam in the summer of
1969 and then in President’s Address to the Nation of No-
vember 3, 1969. In redefining Washington’s role, he pointed
to the “growing strength and autonomy” in other countries,
and domestically to the “nascent isolationism in reaction to
overextension”.! To continue present US policy, he noted,
“certainly would have exceeded our psychological resources”,
even if, as he equivocated, it “might not have been beyond”
US physical resources. Hence, an increased emphasis would
be.placed on allies, who must “assume the primary responsi-
bility of providing the manpower”.2 The United States will
act “as a weight—not the weight—in the scale” (original
erﬂ.p.h;slsis).3 Thus, with respect to direct American manpower
participation, amount of financial invelvement, and jmage at
home and abroad, the United States would seek in future to
project a low profile.

Although the new formulation of Administration strategy
may have been precipitated by the eroding failures of US
armed forces as a substitute for an inadequate Saigon ally
in Vietnam, it was already being applied more “successful-
1y” with respect to Washington’s ally, Tel Aviv, against

fro-Arab states. Here, too, the rather grim essence of this
up-dated alliance policy was for the United States to pro-
vide the military and economic backdrop and assistance and
thereby help to avoid the political losses and moral obloquy
which” then would fall to a smaller expansionist
partner.

: In Subsaharan Africa, where the weaker independent trop-
ical African states are caught in the bind of striving for
economic development but lacking in capital, technology and
skills, Washington’s main sphere of pressure has been gen-

1 [J, 8. Foreign Policy for the 70’s, Report of President Nizon to
Congress, February 25, 1971.

2 Ibid.

3 Thid.
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erally economic, for example, by reducing concessionary bi-
lateral aid, such as it is, and by promoting instead more rapa-
cious private investment. Although the latter has been grow-
ing in recent years at an annual rate of 12-14% *“to encour-
age efficient development of Africa’s resources of petroleum,
mineral and agricultural products”,! it has, as generally ac-
knowledged, generated little industrialization, qualified spe-
cialists, or a balanced economy. Furthermore, if the Presi-
dent in February 1971 had promised tariff preferences “to
open up New markets”,2 the US currency revaluation in
August 1971 had, on the contrary, added substantially to
the trade difficulties of African and other developing coun-
tries. In three important countries (Ethiopia, Zaire and Gha-
na), US military aid apparently was the major channel of
achieving Washington’s aims. These economic and military
levers were geared, on the whole, to political con-
cessions in the individually vulnerable tropical states,
which are too concerned, in the language of the presidential
address, with “a jealous protection of their absolute sove-
reignty”’.

In southern Africa, Washington’s “alliance policy” in the
70’s forebodes no radical departure from its entire postwar
links with both its NATO colonial ally, Portugal, or its eco-
nomic partner, South Africa. To the former, which receives
most of her arms (used in African colonies) through NATO
but cannot finance her draining colonial wars, Washington
is bent on granting large credits in the guise of payments for
bases. The pivotal reactionary force by far, however, is the
racist regime in South Africa, which received during the six-
ties about four-fifths of the US private capital going into
the continent’s manufacturing industry, as well as heavy ma-
chinery and “knowhow” through mushrooming trade, thereby
adding to its industrial, technological and military advantage
(even if the United States itself is not a significant
Western direct arms supplier) over self-governing Black
Africa.

Economic partnership, moreover, is being reinforced unde.
the political umbrella of the Administration’s covert policy
adopted in early 1970 of expanding contacts, or a “dia-
logue”. Political rehabilitation, indeed, would be a step in

1 U, 8. Foreign Policy for the 70’s, op. cit,, p. 104.
2 Op cit,, p. 117.
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line with making South Africa a regional sergeant-major
and, more far-reaching possibly, a connecting link between
NATO and SEATO. President Nixon, apparently, “has ac-
cepted the strategic case though he is not going to make
himself unpopular with anyone by saying whether he thinks
selling arms to South Africa is the right way of doing it”.1
It has been suggested more openly by others, including Gen-
eral Hans Kruls, former chairman of the Netherlands Joint
Chiefs of Staff and then editor of NATQ’s publication
NATO’s Fifteen Nations, that South Africa should become
an “outside member” of that organization.

y \f\;hat are the prospects for success of Washington’s poli-
cies?

If Suez was a turning point, a desperate effort by British
and French imperialism and Israeli Zionism to turn back the
Arab national-liberation movement by naked force, then the
June war may well mark a similar decline for US imperial-
ism—even if taking longer to unfold. In the late 50’s and
early 60’s, US imperialism, in a world balance changing in
favor of Socialism and national liberation, went over largely
to the political and economic spheres and expanded its in-
fluence by trading on its non-colonial image and indirect
ties, which gave it an initial advantage over its weaker part-
ner/rivals. Subsequently, Washington’s resort to political-
military force to overcome the adverse trend, although un-
derstandable in the mid-60’s, is less credible at the beginning
of the 70’s, and would appear to be a misreading of the pres-
ent-day all-round balance of forces. Moreover, the United
States-Israel relationship and the United States-South Af-
rica and -Portugal ties may not prove a sufficient screen to
ward off a polarization of i)t;rccs against American imperial-
ism.

Indications are that Washington, nevertheless, is con-
tinuing a policy of political-military force, espe-
cially through junior partners against Arabs in the north and
Black Africans in the south, with the fate of the tropical Af-
rican countries closely bound up with the outcome of the
anti-imperialist struggle in both poles of the continent. In

1 The Economist, January 9, 1971, This conservative organ suggests
that a “political price” be ‘paid by South Africa: “an casing of the
banning system, more money for African welfare, the release of a few
prisoners.’
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the long term, however, the African and yvorld forces will
more and more press US imperalism—despite reluctance—to
downgrade its objectives or, at the very least, to lower the in-
tensity of struggle by going over to greater political-economic
or socio-economic emphasis as was done over a decade ago.
But, if reaction in characteristic fashion delays too l.ong in
making this transition, then it may risk an even carlier loss
of various sphere-of-influence structures—colonialism and

neocolonialism.
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V. AFTERWORD

Rather than update the text of the English edition, or append
a chronicle of US African policy since 1971-1972, which
becomes an endless task in analysis since events habitually
overtake the publication process, it would seem of greater value
to point out and illustrate in this added chapter key continuing
tendencies and their implications.

Of central influence upon US foreign policy and the use or
threat of military force has been the changed world balance,
which is making imperialist reliance on advanced technology
against popular movements much less applicable than in
previous history. This was documented or borne out by at least
three recent major events.

First, the “Agreement on Ending the War and Restoring the
Peace in Vietnam” signed in Paris on January 27, 1973. After
Vietnam, wrote James Reston of the New York Times, for
example, it could no longer be taken for granted that big guys
always lick little guys, that money and machines are decisive in
war, and that small states would rather surrender than risk the
military might of the United States. :

Second, the “Agreement between the USSR and the USA for
the Prevention of Nuclear War” signed in Washington by
General Secretary Brezhnev and President Nixon on June 22,
1973. Significantly, the renunciation of the use or threat of force
explicitly applied not only to the two signatory parties and their
allies, but extended to other countries as well. This initial step
also pointed the way to the institutionalization of political
settlement of disputes between countries as a norm of
international relations.

Third, the eruption of hostilities between the Arab countries
and Israel on October 6, 1973, which exemplified the danger of
not regulating a simmering and explosive conflict. Nevertheless
this opened the way for political regulation. In sub-Sahara, too,
there were continued political-military victories of national
liberation movements in the Portuguese colonies, and even the
political assassination of that outstanding leader Amilcar Cabral
in January 1973 failed to prevent the establishment of an
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independent Guine-Bissau in September of the same year and
its recognition by the UN.

The untenability of the imperialist “no war, no peace” policy
and inevitability of a changed regional balance in the Middle
East I?ad been recognized in most quarters as being essentially a
question of time. In this respect, however, western and Israeli
government officials and specialists almost unanimously had
deprecated the imminence or effectiveness of a new
Arab-Israeli round, which finally took place. “Finally”—but
really after only a short period of time even at the accelerated
pace of contemporary history! As recently as July 28, 1973, the
US delegate in vetoing a Security Council Resolution deploring
the Israeli failure to pull out of occupied Arab lands had
“blocked the way” according to Egypt's President, “for the
attainment of a just political settlement.” Indeed, until the very
outbreak of October hostilities, the core of US imperialist
strategy was major reliance on Tel Aviv's military machine, and
secondarily political maneuver, in the expectation that the
Arabs would be forced eventually to capitulate.

But Tel Aviv and Washington had underestimated a whole
gamut of strength factors which altered the balance and made
possible an Arab political-military and moral victory. Even inthe
strictly (if that is conceivable) military sphere, an Israeli
“invincibility” doctrine based on air and armor superiority to
hold occupied territory led, in fact, to an irredentist war with
such high attrition rates to the aggressor’s technology from
anti-aircraft and anti-tank weapons as to cause many western
military specialists to conclude that the infantry again had
become the “queen of battle.” For helping the Arab armies to
achieve the necessary capability to withstand Tel Aviv’s
expansionist policy, President Sadat, Hafez Assad and other
Arab leaders thanked the Soviet Union in particular.

Politically, the October war showed the force of Arab
determination to regain seized lands and secure the legitimate
national rights of the Palestinian Arabs. It proved the
effectiveness of the solidarity of liberation movements with the
Socialist community. Political support from Africa (most of
which had severed ties with Israel before or soon after October
6), India and other non-aligned countries also helped to provide
moral and diplomatic support to the Arabs and to isolate
aggressive imperialism and Zionism on the international plane.
The usefulness of growing world détente in preventing 2
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widening of hostilities and in providing the medium for
regulating a regional war was convincingly demonstrated. This,
despite the US military alert of October 95-26, which rather
than intimidating its adversaries, had the effect of exacerbating
differences between the United States and western Europe and
between imperialism and the third world.

There have beenexplanations, analyses and apologies for the
war and its outcome. Thus, for exam ple. Tel Aviv and
Washington have attributed their surprise at the
unexpectedness of the October war to subjective error in
evaluating information—in effect, an inability or unwillingness
to recognize an objectively changing balance since June 1967.
Understandably, the character of reaction to live in the past
tends to project a continuation of a previous balance of forces to
the present. The “subjective” error, fundamentally, lies in not
fully grasping the fact that the day has passed when imperialism
can repeat nineteenth century foreign conquest. To be sure,
even though the superior military force of reaction can impose
the will of one class or country upon another, this by no means
solves the underlying composite of socio-economic and national
questions, which urgently press for radical solution. Therefore,
when not in historical context, such battles as are won today can
be only of a very limited or temporary nature.

One might have expected the political-military factor, in the
Arab cause, which brought about the October 22 Security
Council Resolution and ceasefire, to be of sufficient weight for
Washington to bring its influence to bear on Tel Aviv to
disgorge itself of Arab lands. An important role was also played
by the additional Arab pressure on Washington which involved
the use of ol as a political weapon and the ensuing oil crisis, the
embargo against the United States and Netherlands, and, the
general unwillingness of western Europe and Japan to
subordinate national interests to the US-dominated
multi-national companies. These factors did have the effect of
bringing about negotiations at Geneva, and Israeli-Egyptian
disengagement as a first step toward a political settlement.

At the same time, however, the newly improved bargaining
position of the Afro-Arab states which had enabled them to step
up a decade-long struggle for higher prices on and greater
control of their long-exploited oil, as well as its employment as a
political weapon to force adherence to international
agreements, was not met passively by imperialism. Indeed, the
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experienced international cartels, which had produced some of
the world’s biggest billionaire fortunes on the basis of artificially
depressed crude oil prices, could be expected to pass on the
higher prices to consumers. As a result, the American oil
monopolies are emerging with even higher prices than before,
and simultaneously are seeking to avoid the onus of “price
gouging” by inflaming domestic public opinion against the third
world. But, beyond that, the threat by US officials to apply
military force in the face of the Arab oil embargo was met by the
producing countries with the counter-threat of mining and
blowing up their oil installations. Similarly, the threat of raising
US food export prices was generally received with scepticism
because its consequent polarization of most of the world against
imperialism would have redounded mainly to the latter’s
disadvantage.

In place of naked military force and crude economic
blackmail, US imperialism is revealing a new range of political
and diplomatic techniques for covering up its conflict of
interests with the oil-producing states. In addition, economic

rojects have been proposed for mutually intertwining
investment capital; the trading of US technology and arms for
Arab politics and ideology; the promotion of private investment
and erosion of the public sector, with its consequent
socio-economic implications; and broad policies leading to
inflation and currency devaluation, which erode not only the
standard of living of the domestic working class and other
unprivileged, but also the gains of the developing countries as
well. It is questionable how effective each of these new
individual forms of US neocolonialism may turn out.

In general, events themselves are pointing up the basic
struggle of Africa—from north to south—against imperialism,
and the logical consequence—the historic potential of growing
African political consciousness and unity. Thus, the Tenth
Assembly of the heads of state and government members of the
Organization of African Unity (24-29 May, 1973) condemned
colonialism, racism and Zionism, and the support given by the
United States and other NATO countries to the reactionary
regimes of South Africa and Rhodesia. The Assembly,
furthermore, spoke out emphatically for cooperation with the
Socialist community. Similarly, the Conference of non-aligned
states in Algeria in September 1973 called on its participants to
boycott Israel and to support the liberation forces in southern
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Africa. At the same time, the Conference pointed to the
necessity for world-wide solidarity in the face of “economic
aggression,” and for the establishment of full national control
over natural resources and the right to nationalization; with the
United States mentioned in this connection as the main
imperialist opponent of the African states. In December 1973,
the Arab summit conference in Algeria decided to cut off all
Arab oil to South Africa, Rhodesia and Portugal—a further
display of continental solidarity.

In sum, the third world is increasingly linking up the political,
economic and military struggle against imperialism on a world
scale. The non-aligned countries meeting in Algiers in March
1974 condemned US and Saigon violations of the Paris
agreements, imperialist political and economic aid to the
colonial and racist regimes, and economic blockade in Latin
America. They urged a radical transformation of the impe rialist
structure of economic relations which is based on inequality,
domination and exploitation. For even though economic
progress in Africa and other developing continents is taking
place, it is generally regarded as being too slow in view of world
potentialities and in the face of imperialist obstacles.

This growing understanding of the forces and mechanisms at
work, and awareness of the need for anti-imperialist unity on all
Jevels, is undoubtedly the most effective guarantee of further
success in Africa’s struggle for progress.

March 1974
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