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Intreduction . : |
The two terms, *‘foreign policy™ and “diplomacy" are either misunderstood or even

often misused in the science of international relations. There iita:so Athee:.?:::gigl:)o
instance, when we say: “the Am .
loy both terms as synonyms. For instance, ay: “th it
f:;lzy groved an utter disillusionment in China, or that British dlplomacy offc(l;vnlc‘i:
and rule’ proved most disastrous for India", it is not the success or falt!ure of dip
macy but of foreign policy of a given state; this is t_he more s.lgn.nflcant ?Ctml'. e

Unlike other foreign policy means, diplomacy is the offucnal mternatlogafac ‘;vtnh Z
of the state and its agencies. The function of diplomahcy is t: peac:?ﬂ:!:)yn foe:nsure

i i i tate abroad and through negotiation,
national rights and interests of the s :
peaceful settlements of international and/or global problefns and dlsputh..Whex(';af
foreign policy is the “legislative™ aspect of the problem of In_ntef—shtatf re atn;n:(,)ur;sae

is i i i rd, foreign policy is the “‘gener
lomacy is its executive aspect. In this regard, fo (
pursueyd by a state in international affairs™. Dlploma_cy is therefore an .mteg;:l
organic part of foreign policy ... a totality of the practical measures, forms, me
i ei licy".'
and methods used to implement foreign po ) ' :

In a democratic state, whereas the matters of foreign policy are degc?ed by the
cabinet with the approval of the legislators, they are e.xecute:fi _by the Clel 'Is_f‘rvantts
who make up the “diplomatic service"', or individuglly called ‘ dlplomats y ;oreo
ically, the diplomat is supposed to be non—partisan in states with multi—party dem
cracyf As observed by H. Nicolson, the duty of the diplomat s

...to place his (her) experience at the disposal of !.hc Govern_mem in. power(,i tg t:ncti::
advice, and if need be, to raise objections. Yet, |f t.hat advice be dlsregar ef hycivil
Minister as representative of the sovercign people, it is the dzuty and function of the
service to execute his instructions without further question.

Writing on Ambassadors, K.M. Panikar observed:

Ambassadors have a double function. They are in a country to translate: and g:iv: effe::l
to the policies of the Home Government with the policies, attitudes of mind and the ge

era! conditions of the countries to which they are accredited.’
Similarly, “diplomacy, used in relation to international policies, is the art of for-
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i 'si i i tries”.
warding one’s interests in relation to other count . _ "
Thus, the role of diplomacy is especially crucial for Third World countnest.—\fcl;:;
ally devoid of other tools of wielding influence in lhe gloPal arena, most pc'))s Py
nial states use the intruments of diplomacy to obtain their foreign policy obje .

This is for the simple reason that these states are weak in many respects: militarily,

economically and even politically, and are therefore vulnerable to the dictates of the

"s Senior Lecturer in History, Makerere University, Uganda.
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big powers. The majority of these weak states are found in Africa. Therefore, in the
entire Third World, it is the African states that use most, the instruments of diplo-
macy to attain their foreign policy objectives; hence the ““African Style of Foreign
Policy” which this paper seeks to analyze.

Brief History of African Diplomacy

in terms of colonialism and the regaining of their independence, it is plausible to
suggest that African countries are perhaps the youngest in the world. Historically,
only Ethiopia, Liberia and Egypt can be said to have a long diplomatic experience in
as far as modern diplomacy is concerned. The other countries’ (Ghana being in the
vanguard with 31 years of contemporary diplomatic experience) contemporary dip-
lomatic history ranges from roughly 28 years to only ten years—with the regaining
of Zimbabwe’s independence in March 1980. This is in as far as contemporary dip-
lomatic history of Africa is concerned.

This does not, however, mean that diplomacy in Africa started with the Euro-
pean colonization of Africa in the nineteenth century as apologists of colonialism
would like us to believe. It can only be said that there has been total lack of studies
in this field, as the 1973 research symposium in Bristol noted; that African diplomacy
leads the “investigator onward into regions of inquiry which, until comparatively
recently, were as little trodden by scholars as was the African continent by European
explores before the ninteenth country”

It can also be argued that diplomacy and diplomats are not new to Africa. Their
history can be traced to ancient Egypt and Carthage.® And in pre—colonial Africa,
there existed independent states which had to tackle international issues of war and
peace; they had also to regulate political and economic relations with neighbouring
and other states.” For instance, in 1824, the king of Benin and his vassal from Anim
(present city of Lagos), were among the first to recognize the independence of Brazil
after it had liberated itself from Portuguese colonialism. They deposited their instru-
ments of recognition through a special envoy. Thereafter, the ties between African
states and Brazil gradually developed and grew stronger until they were ruptured by
the European colonization of Africa.

Similarly, diplomatic relations between African and the United States data “from
the very dawn of American independence”." The Moroccan Sultan corresponded
Vith George Washington after the latter became the first presigent of the US in 1776.
Ihis diplomatic correspondence culminated in the American — Moroccan treaty of
1787, a treaty that has ever since been in force. The Tunisian Government also con-
“luded a similar treaty with the US in 1797, Liberian diplomatic relations with the US
20 back to 1816. Sultan Seyyid Said of Zanzibar also concluded treaties with the US
in 1837. And at the beginning of this century, in 1903, the US established diplomatic
relations with Ethiopia.®

_ During the colonial period, African states and peoples continued their participa-
!lon in international life and practice: their national liberation movements became an
'ntegral component of the world revolutionary process." Encouraged by the Great
October Revolution of 1917 in Russia, African people began turning from objects
!0 subjects of internaional law even before the liquidation of colonialism in the con-
tinent. Their move in this direction was accelerated by the victory of the anti—Nazi

Coalition during World War II, the war which thousands of Africans participated in.”
g
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It was after the war that African national liberation erganizations remarkably step-
ped up their international activities. For instance, in October 1945, their leaders held
a Pan—African Congress in Manchester, the sixth of such conference. They also.
addressed the United Nations as petitioners on several occassions. And of course
they participated in the historic Bandung conference in 1955.” During the “internal
self—government”’ period, some African states established bureaus for Muslim pil-
n and Saudi Arabia, consular offices in Gabon and Fernando Poo, a

grims in Suda
with consular functions in London and a communications mission in

trade mission

Washington.”
In essence, the history of African diplomacy confirms that the post-colonial states

in Africa cannot be divorced from their past; neither can they from international
relations as a whole. More active involvement of Atrican peoples in modern interna-

tional diplomacy was facilitated by the collapse of colonialism. After regaining their

independence, African states had the opportunity to puisued independent foreign
policy. They also had the opportunity to choose the maijor objectives, principles and
means of realizing them. " Tt will be observed that their choice was to a great extent

identical with that of other newly independent states of the Third World. There are,
however, differences between the foreign policy of African states and the foreign
policies of the Western capitalist powers and the socialist bloc-countires.

Salient Attributes of African Diplomacy

The salient objectives of African foreign policy can be summarized thus: efforts cal-
culated at creating international conditions most suitable for the eradication of col-
onialism in those parts of the continent that are not yet free, i.e¢ Namibia and South

Africa itself strengthening the political independence of post-colonial states, efforts |
aimed at economic emancipation coupled with accelerating socio-economic deve-
lopment, and attaining total equality for African states in world affairs. These 1
objectives constitute part of the Organization of African Unity (OAU) Charter.”
Continentally, the OAU is the major forum where the common problems of the |
African states are tackeld. Globally, OAU member—states work in close collabora- ;

tion with other Third World countries (through the non—Aligned Movement
(NAM}, the “Group of 77" and the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries)
in seeking solutions to the problems these states face in common, especially the i
North—South economic problems of trade, transfer of technology, commodity
prices and terms and conditions of international aid.* b

Certain foreign policy objectives and principles of African states, i.e. that of
liberating Africa from colonialism and racism, permit the use of both peaceful means |

and force."” This, however, has been only in theory, because over a quarter of a cen=
tury of independence, the continent has witnessed armed conflicts and the threat and
use of force. Nevertheless, in virtually all cases, African states have been to resort tOi
armed struggle for purposes of liberating themselves against imperialist aggression, |
and racist provocations instigated by imperialist and reactionary forces, and merce- |
nary attacks. |

Suffice it to note that armed conflicts between neighbouring African states, deriv-|
ing from the partition and repartition of Africa during the days of colonialism and
from imperialist instigation are nor}rlzlly short—lived. Perhaps the only exceptioli

was the Tanzania— Ugand :
brief armed conflicts ganda war in 1978—1979." Otherwise up to 1977 there had been

which often ended T ;
lomatic'co ) ed not in victory in the battle field, but in dip-
ag i nnllgr;);mtse ;1( the OAU negonating table. Examples of such negotil:ti(gss
B v ofsf'oht? coyered in this paper. It is, however, worthy noting that the
pastiRat overalllgdulrr:l%i (l)lrll 2lfl 1nter;African conflicts is rather insignificant com
) eac i i b
nial African states." Paacelul forcign poliey conducted by the post-color
The i : .
A » have oriented their foreign poli il
5 policy toward renounc
aii’g::l:rnczl:lﬂ ttrl_le USF of force, toward peaceful coexistence with their nei;)l‘:;c::;g
ies of the world and peaceful settlement of disputes.? This p0sitio:

was well articulated by Kw.
OAU. He stated: y ame Nkrumah, two years before the formation of the

We in Afric i i
b :bl;::'l: ';Ihvested Interest in peace ... There must be an enduring peace in the
€ new emergent countries to consolidate our hard won freedom.?

From the o i .
of 1638k poﬁlé;se'tﬁ:g:refore, md?pcndent African states opted for peaceful means
ot instrumen't o 1’ an analysis of the role of diplomacy as an African Foreign
T ofves, among other things, an understanding of the fo f
y struggle which V.1, Lenin propounded. According to him o

Marxism deman istori .
A trea?:ha;: a:::tl'utcly historical examination of the question of the forms of
bt th% (;(')n apart fror? the concrete historical situation betrays a fail-
buiitin vimbardlo ru 1_ments <?f dialectical materialism. At different stages of
lon, depending on differences in political, national—cultural, livir%g and

other conditions, different f
feftcs o e gl - orms of struggle come to the force and become the principal

In th
formiah :tiise K,_f most of the new states of Africa, diplomacy has been the cardinal
ggle on the international arena. Why? Because it is almost the onl
y

means of safeguarding their independence, and the only means of developing and

fostering political relati i ir nei
tionally, P ions with their neighbours and other countries beyond. Addi-

almost half of African states are i i

- ' categorized as being amon

ol r;::aec; :; tel;:e:/tqucli economically. Because of this, they cannogt use otl%etrhfirl:iasr:
o e Lt ive yb They are therefore left with diplomacy only which the tg
o] presz'u s possi le. Thet:e have been only a few cases of armed force. yArfc)i,
Wobicr . Afric;enmtmter—Af{lcan relations has been rather minimal. Th'us the
of realivitg Tl i :i ;t)e;oliis:ydi:];::)r:::cy 1:18 the most feasible and acceptable m;ans
efficient in shaping the political sentin:r;t o?;ﬁte)\;;’.;(,)g&mestlcally, e

There ar iti ignifi
e some additional significant factors that have made African states opt

for diplo i i i
plomacy as the leading foreign policy means: the world socialist commupity, the

world ing— i
Africarvxvc;;]r(;?gn clal§s and the national liberation movements. The development of
gn policy has thus been greatly influenced by socialist foreigl; polic;

The Communis
) t Party of th i i
foreign policy y e Soviet Union (CPSU) program notes that socialist

contrasts imperiali i ]
A couﬁm :slls‘l:h»ivnltlh a tr,zew type of international relations. The foreign policy of the
4 nat,iomca lz ased on the pri_nciples of peace, the equality and self—de-
» and respect for the independence and sovereignty of all
Ak _ ; gnty of all coun-
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ity o

'of the Soviet Union.

thods of socialist diplomacy are exerting a growing

tries, as well as the fair, humane me
influence on the world situation.”
The intricate process of ensuring collective international action by the multiplic-

£ dissimilar post—colonial African States found its practical expression in the
| organization, the largest regional group-

OAU. The formation of this internationa
yes of the government

ing in the world (in terms of constituent members) was inthe e

One of the greatest political achievements of African peoples .... Having united, for the
first time in history on a continent —wide scale, African countries gained the opportunity

to jointly solve the problems they face and jointly oppose world imperialism and
neo—colonialism.*
e OAU’s existence, this opportunity has

been realized through coordination of African diplomatic efforts in accordance with
Attile 11 of the OAU Charter both at the organization’s fora and in the African
groups at the United Nations and in other international organizations.”

Thus, it is possible to speak not only of the diplomacy of individual African coun-
tries, but of African diplomacy simultaneously, i.e. joint diplomatic activity of OAU
member—states in solving certain foreign policy tasks common to them in the strug-
gle against both external and internal forces of destabilization.? It must however be
observed that the expression “African diplomacy” is both relative and conventional.
We apply it here only in reference to the socio—political differentiation of post—col-
onial African states, their salient interests and disagreements and individual

member—state’s foreign policy and diplomacy.
The term therefore implies collective efforts of OAU member—states, a new
brand of diplomacy pursued by African states, echoing similar features in the diplo-
macy of the NAM more generally.” In other words, we are anatomizing the diplo-
macy of OAU member —states, although aware that present—day Africa does not
represent a “diplomatic monolith”. In other words, multilateralism in African
foreign policy has its own problems. For instance, although all OAU member—states
share the aspiration of developing their economies rapidly.
or inviting foreign capital and
ether, for example, transnational corporations (TNCs)
are the appropriate agencies for effecting the transferrence of such capital and technol-
ogy. Thus, whereas socialist Tanzania is suspicious of the activities of TNCs, “free
enterprise”’, Ivory Coast pursues an open—door policy with regard to those corpora- -

tions.*
Thus, in their approach to specific international issues, OAU member—states are §
divided into two or three camps, each camp trying to pursue its own diplomatic -
course. These camps are divided by the actual attitude to their major foreign policy &
purposes and principles and by the degree of their radical and consistent implemen= &8

tation.
The acceleration of socia
into national—democratic ones determines the diplo

For the last quarter of a century of th

...in part at least—by importing technology... there is a

wide devergence of views on wh

1 differentiation as national liberation revolutions evolve
matic activity of a given staté.
_ the clash between the two.
This ideological division i$
It is true that

This activity also reflects the character of development
socio—economic systems — SO
increasingly being noticed

cialism versus capitalism.
in African foreign policy t0O.

§h

s.ocmlist—.o'riented member states of the OAU are now in the vanguard for pro
sive, a-ntl-nn.perialist forces in Africa. They are, however challengedpb grtiS—
capitalist—oriented member—states who tend to appease the,imperialists an)({i the
forrlmer act as the latter’s resident allies in the continent. The third camp comprisei
:; faotuc:\;,] (l:::h(::lslﬁld the centrists — those member—states whose diplomatic tactics is
. Smce'A.frica is still going through a period of transition, social and foreign polic

dlfferentlgtlons are still far from being identical. Social differentiations are nlt))t e);
traceable in forf:lgn policy and diplomacy. Moreover, there is an increasing roleyof
th.e'personahty in shaping foreign policy and diplomacy and because of the frequent
military coups, there is every likelihood that a change in the leadership will inc\l/olve
a change especially in diplomacy.* Or as another source puts it:

...Th ( i
e :nﬁihg(r)zztlee; gft (t)h;ercgl}ng pafrty, the leaders’ personal likes and dislikes ... all this
il isions often startling from the point of view of a strict scientific

Thus, it implicati
o gr,ou:)vsozilddb:if\;lu(l)t\:l:lrescn)m;l)llfaéu)]n to demacrate African states into politically
g usly label one as total pro i
totally reactionary. This is b G i R Al
5 ecause such demarcation is artificial i i
uncertain. This is for the reason th: AR
at the general content and ' s di
iomacy can change even wi i e
ith relation to one and the s i
: _ : ame qu i
of states with progressive regimes e g

is no reasop to list all other developi i
: . ' ing countries as ¢ i j i i
P o0 elop reactionary’... The impe
oyt onal liberation struggle influence the orientation of mos); of the f R
ries all the same, though to varying degrees. ™ v

From tl.1e point of view of International politics, the camp of progressive African
states consists not only of those states with revolutionary — democratic parties and
§oc1alxst tendencies; it is much wider particularly in matters which impinge on the
independence of Namibia and the dismantling of apartheid in South Africa. In such
T:?gf’t even the Tegime of President Daniel Arap Moi of Kenya, wit.h all its
s apmib;: 1;1 :ie/r;cl::?;e‘s often takes firm stand in favour of the majority Africans in
: It can theref(.)re be deduced that despite the social, economic,ideological, politi-
;al and .other dlf.fere‘nces among post—colonial African states, there remains the

oundation of solidarity among them. This solidarity is realized because of their past
struggles for independence, their common historical destiny, similar developrrrl)ent
[?robl(?ms and similar foreign policy interests. The quarter of a century of OAU
1g())(rpr:zlr:jncebdefnonstrz}@s the organizatiqn’s vitality despite the fact that it lacks a uni-
" ofa;lsesteasm, and 1‘t is not a sl'lpranatlonal body; it is an interstate entity and con-
Sists eterogeneous states which often conflict with one another. Essentially, the
joint 'A.frlcan diplomacy of OAU member—states has emerged in the global aret;a as
a pohtlcal‘foirce to reckon with, despite all its contradictions. In the words of Lenin
SuF:h conflicting historical developments are ‘‘patchwork reality which we cannot cast,
zlS{de ....ho'we_ver inelegant it may be ... We cannot refuse to recognize what actuall
exists; it will itself compel use to recognize it”.* :
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“‘African Unity’’ and the Joint Diplomacy of the 0AU

In the early years of African independence it was common in the met:ropolltan Foun(;
tries to write about Africa’s “false start”.* This claim was'made fOl.'t € economic an
political activities, as well as the dlplomacy of African states. Itis, howec\l'er‘,‘ q;les,-’
tionable whether really the contemporary hnstor)f of African diplomacy ha. a f’a ls)e
start. Such labels are unrealistic and are not drived “from concrete realities,” but
“from abstract postulates.”.¥” It is from this that we acknowledge the.succe.ssful
development process of African diplomacy. This does not mean tha.t A_nfrlc'an dlplf)-
macy is devoid of problems; indeed, it encounters a mul.tl.pllcny of dlfﬁcu!tles = dl_f-
ficulties which emanate from the socio—economic, political and ideological condi-
tions in the continent and from the distinctive features of today’s system of interna-
tional relations. _ ' : .

From the outset, African states carefully chose their major foreign policy goals
and the diplomatic tactics, forms and methods to achﬁeve the'm. We contend that they
have made an important achievement in these directions which mglude: the develop-
snent and strengthening of African unity; efforts to ensure eqt_xahty and self_—deter-
mination in the continent; and non—alignment. We do not intend to go into the
details of what African unity means or should mean. Indeed, .there are p’fqblems in
trying to define African Unity much as “the problerr_x of Afncaq Unity : itself has
engaged the thinking of many scholars® concerned with African mter.natlonal I:ela-
tions. For our part, the acknowledgement of success is the strengthening of Afncan
anti—imperialist unity within' the OAU. Despite the forces of destabilization
emanating from especially the Western powers, African states regard this unity not
as an end in itself; they regard it as a means for accomplishing important economic
and political objectives. They do this by adopting common diplomatic positions and
joint diplomatic action in African groups at the UN and in other international organi-
zations.

Thus, the OAU and African groups function as conventional bodies that coordi-.

nate African foreign policy and diplomacy. Africa UN diplomacy is carried out in
consistence with the principles enunciated in the UN charter itself. As such, to facili-
tate speedy attainment of their objectives, African states developed the tactic of coal-
ition building within the framework of the system of the UN.*

We can therefore assert that the OAU had won world—wide recognition as an
instrument of peace in international relations. Indeed, it is the only regional group-
ing in the world empowered by the UN to act as a body that tries to maintain peace
and security in its region. Eversince 1964 when the Security Council adopted a resol-
ution asking the OAU to assist in the settlement of the Congo crisis, the UN has

repeatedly recognized the OAU’s right to search for “African solutions to African :

problems”,* X

OAU diplomatic activities in the UN involve coordination of common interests
of African states, with the bid to protecting these interests in sg:ssions of the UN Gen-
eral Assembly. Sessions of the OAU appoint special representatives for raising
important questions that affect African people and for securing support for African
decisions and documents. OAU sessions also nominate African candidates for top
UN posts. Thus, the UN has recognized the OAU and extended the status of a per-
manent observer to it.*

In these OAU diplomatic activities, African unity earns strong political support
e :

from the world’s anti<imperialist forms, especially the Soviet Union and the entire
socialist power bloc. Such support, however, does not guarantee total success for
OAU diplomacy. In the very first intance, the formation of the continent body was
the result of a compromise among the founding fathers. As such, its decisions, state-
ments and activities are also premised upon compromise. To this can be added that
the OAU is not a supranational body whose charter has no provision for effective
implementation of resolutions. Neither does its charter have provisions for discipli-
nary measures to be taken on member—states who do not comply and its resolutions,
In fact H.M. Basner made a realistic assessment of the OAU Charter and of the
achievements of the May 1963 Addis Ababa Summit in the following words:
Charter or Covenant agreement or oath of unity, the document signed at Addis Ababa
is a piece of paper, no matter how sacred its contents, how solemn and sincere the inten-
tions of its signatories. Thirty—one signatories on a piece of paper cannot unite aconti-

nent of 250 million people. The inspiration and organization means provided by the
document will become a reality only if the masses of Africa are mobilized into action.*

Indeed, at Addis Ababa, the radical states of the Casablanca group even failed to
convince the majority who belonged to the moderate Monrovia group of the urgent
need for immediate political union of Africa. Nkrumah’s plea of “‘unite or perish”
was not closely adhered to. Instead, what emerged was a loose organization and
some limited forms of cooperation, and the general desire was to protect and pre-
serve national sovereignty.

It is true that the OAU is an instrument for achieving African Unity. However,
it is not only constitutionally but also structurally defective. The goals as listed in the
charter are inconsistant with each other, and the principles are not in harmony with
the declared objectives. Similarly, the Cardinal organs of the continental body—the
Assembly of Heads of State and Government, the Council of Ministers, the General
Secretariat, the Commission of Mediation, Conciliation and Arbitration and the
specialized Commissions either lack adequate powers or are inappropriately struc-
tured.® Additionally, their powers and functions are not all that well distributed to
lessen jurisdictionakdisputes; and the institutions are elitist both in structure and
orientation. Indeed, among the main problems of the OAU are: lack of funds,
inadequate number of skilled manpower, the dependence of its member—states on
external powers and ideological and other divisions among its members, “

Due to these and related problems, the adoption of common diplomatic position
on critical international issues and the adoption of agreed resolutions in the OAU are
in most cases the result of heated debate. Contradictions are especially glaring
between socialist and capitalist oriented states. At times pro—imperialist.regimes
ostentatiously oppose most of the other member—states to the detriment of both the
entire continent and their own national interests.

Ironically, the overall course toward greater OAU unity and joint basis in African
diplomacy is maintained by some of the principles of the charter we have just
described as being defective: principles of inter— African relations as sovereign
states, equal cooperation of member—states, non—interference in each other’s inter-
nal affairs, condemnation of subversive activity, matual respect for the existing bor-
ders and territorial integrity of member—states, non use of force and peaceful settle-
ment of disputes. Any departure from these generally acccepted principles by .
member—states upsets African unity and weakens the effectiveness of the joint dip-
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lomacy of the OAU.

Since African unity is still a process, one way of effecting such unity is for the
OAU Charter to be revised. The style of functioning of the OAU also has to be trans-
formed, because,

To wait for the time when there are no local differences, suspicions and hostilities, is to
wait for ever. Like mindedness even on major economic and social questions among all
African states is not likely to be achieved even after unity ... If we wait for that common
approach, then Africa will never be united. We have to accept our differences and
accommodate them. There is no other way.*

Thus, under the compromise approach to OAU solidarity, its common diplo-
macy alternates. And although there are in most cases vacillations and sharp differ-
ences in the Pan—African body, eventually a position acceptable to virtually all
members evolves and stabilizes. We can therefore observe that a typical feature of
OAU diplomacy is the relative stability of its major trend. This makes it possible to
forecast African diplomacy in today’s international relations.

Suffice it to emphasize that all—African anti—imperialist unity of the OAU
underwent yet another test of its strength between 1970 and 1982. Developments in
that period confirm L.I. Brezhnev’s observation in 1978 that the “imperialist forces
and their accomplices in Africa are now placing their main hopes on undermining the
unity of African countries”.* Under the pretext of preventing a “second Angola”
they rallied African “moderates” to the struggle against socialists—oriented
member—states, thereby sparking off dangerous conflicts. Cases of such conflicts
include the still unresovled Western Sahara issue, the Somalia—Ethiopia war of
1977-1978, the Chadian civil war and the anti—Qaddafi campaigns that nearly
wrecked the OAU in 1982.7

Responding to these imperialist—instigated conflicts, the socialist—oriented
member—states closed their ranks and strengthened coordination of their action.
Thus, today the struggle is between advocates of stronger anti—imperialist solidarity
of non-alignment and socialist—oriented member—states and proponents of
Africa’s “equi—distance” from blocs.*

With this struggle going on as can be reiterated, certain changes in the OAU
Charter and in the organizational forms of African diplomacy will have to be made
to ensure the smooth development of African unity and joint diplomacy of the OAU.
The path of Unity must remain an important facet of African foreign policy if the

African revolution is to be accomplished.

The Major Trend of African Diplomacy

Enspring equality and self—determination of African peoples is the major trend in
f}fncan foreign policy and diplomacy.This is evidenced by the fact that the OAU
Charter opens thus: “CONVINCED that it is the inalienable right of all people to
control their own destiny...”* or as the UN General Assembly in 1960 revealed and
stressed the broad content of self—determination: “All peoples have the right to
self—determination; by virtue of that right they freely determine their political status
and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural development”.*

It is toward this trend that most OAU member—states pool their diplomatic
efforts to try and eradicate colonialism and racism in the continent and achieve
economic independence. They aim at rzciucing their econcmic dependence on the

imperialist core states (de—linkage) charting their own path of development and at
expanding constructive international ties — including their effective participation in
solving international problems. In this drive, African states use both domestic and
foreign policy means, although at times with difficulties. Part of the difficulty is that
African states remain within the orbit of the world capitalist economic sys-
tem—through their economic, trade, financial, technological and other dependence
on the former colonial power and other imperialist powers.

Despite these limitations, the process of total decolonization of the continent
continues vigorously, which confirms the effectiveness and vitality of African diplo-
macy. The direct collective pressure of member — states has been perhaps the most
effective method in the struggle against aggression and interference by the
imperialist powers. For instance, in 1980, the OAU Summit in Freetown demanded
that Britain restore to Mauritius the Chagos Archipelago and the Island of Diego
Garcia where the US has constructed a military base.*' This opened a new chapter in
the joint struggle of African states for the removal of the base.

As for the economic independence of Africa, in recent years the AOU
member—states have been working on the forms and methods of joint dipomacy to
achieve it.®2 For instance, in May 1973, the OAU adopted an economic program of
African diplomacy which focused on the following principles: constant and joint pro-
tection of the inalienable sovereignty and control of African states over their natural
resources; asserting the common African interests at all international economic and
currency negotiations, especially with capitalist countries and their economic
alliances; coordinating positions and intensifying trade and cooperation between
African and socialist countries; strengthening the common front with the developing
countries of other continents.*

These principles have since been implemented by African diplomacy. qu
instancce, the OAU used them in its negotiations with the European Economic
Community (EEC) in 1973 and 1974. The result was that African States secured
certain concessions from the EEC under-the 1975 Lome Convention in September
1979.%

Thus, African states have realized the necessity of using collective economic pres-
sure against the neocolonialist powers and monopolies which, to a l_arge exte.nt,
depend on African raw materials and trade. In the non aligned and other deve.lopmg
countries, the OAU has been the vanguard in the struggle for changing the entire sys-
tem of international economic relations based on equitability and matual benefit.*

At the UN, the overall course of African diplomacy is geared toward maximur_n
advantages for individual OAU member—states and for regional and cqntl-
nent—wide African projects, as well as effective and full representation of African
states at the UN and its specialized agencies. Currently, slightly over one—third of
the UN membership are African. This rapid increase in the number of African states
in the UN is of a double significance.” First, it signalled Africa’s new—found deter-
mination to participate fully in international relations not as an object, but _as an
actor. Second, it secured greater African representation in the Security Council and
other UN bodies, as well as the choice of Africa as the host continent for some of
these bodies and for sessions of others. This meant that African issues and problems
would hence forth receive greater international attenticn that hitherto had been the
case.*® Indeed, African diplomats successfully preside over sessions of the UN Gen-
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eral Assembly and its bodies. They also hold top—level posts at the UN and its spec-

ialized agencies, and the African group is one of the most active regional groups at
the UN in raising vital international questions to the discomfort of some Western
powers. Indeed, as early as 1972, the West began talking about a “paralysis of the

UN”, a “tyranny of the majority”’, and such claims as one made by the West German “

periodical African heute that “ruthless attacks against the imperialist powers led into

an impasse”.® This, certainly is not true of African diplomacy; rather it is the

imperialist powers which subvert the UN, for instance, through their veto power in

the Security Council. In such cases, African states are the losers, because their
interests run counter to those of the imperialist powers.

"It is in the above light that most African countries, after liberating themselves

from colonialism, sought new allies in the international arena and forums. This led
to rapproachment with the socialist countries of the world headed by the Soviet
Union, as a diplomatic means of balancing their international ties and reducing
dependence on the West.

This does not however, mean that African states’ relations with the former colo-
nial powers and other capitalist powers have lessened; they only differ from the
expectations born out of decolonization and the independence slogans of the late

. 1950s and early 1960s. Indeed, whether socialist—oriented or not, all post—colonial
African states have virtually retained broad contacts with their former colonial pow-
ers.®

Nevertheless, the trend toward restricting the preferential treatment of former
colonial powers and curtaling their political influence in Africa is increasing. Indeed,
ties have been established with other Western countries — with the EEC countries,
the US and Japan — for especially economic purposes. This has dismantled the
monopoly of the former colonial powers in influencing African international rela-
tions.

African diplomacy has also forged close political ties with other developing coun-
tries, beginning with Bandung in 1955 to Colombo in 1975 and beyond.The
Afro— Asian group at the UN was the platform for such cooperation. Another form
of cooperation commenced in the 1970s between the OAU and the Arab League.
The 1970s also saw the emergence of the Islamic conference based on ‘“Muslim sol-
idarity”. This was an entirely new form of Afro— Asian organization.

On the global scene, on the basis of anti—imperialist solidarity, there is growing
cooperation between African states and Asian and Latin American countries and
other developing countries. The struggle of these countries is for political equality,
a radical transformation of international economic relations, and social and
economic liberation. Therefore, the long—term and dominant trend of African dip-
lomacy is the strengthening of political solidarity among these countries. In this task,
the ideology of non—alignment becomes crucial, a subject we now turn to.

Non—Aligqment and African Diplomacy

In their participation in world politics, post—colonial African states, via the OAU,
adopted the principle of non—alignment. Asian countries were the first to apply this
principle, and the OAU simply adopted it. Indeed, one of the major principles of the
OAU Charter is an “affirmation of a policy of non — alignment with regard to all

blocs™.® The notion of ““African non alignment” implies that OAU member—states
Y
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have to coordinate their foreign policy bearing in mind that non—alignment does not
mean passive neutrality but positive neutrality.

Because of the dangers posed by African involvement in political and military
blocs stemming from the former colonial powers and other North Atlantic Trcgty
Organization (NATO) powers, African non—alignment has from the very pe'gm-
ning, been anti—imperialist. In fact virtually all OAU member—. states have joined
NAM, despite imperialist machinations. The Colombo Summit of .1976 agknow-
ledged the continent’s contribution by declaring that “Africa gave a firm anti-colo-
nial and anti-racist content to the movement.”*

The record, however, shows that African non—alignment to blocs is often feasi-
ble in organizational terms only. For instance in politics, a number of Aflecgn states
are not able to remain “non-aligned”. To a certain extent, this is r_ogted_u_l_ 1deql(.>g- ¢
ical proximity or hostility, likes and dislikes and even identical or different political
interests. While refusing to join blocs, most African states’ positions tend to be closer
to those of the socialist countries than to those of the former colonial powers or th\e
US, especially at sessions of the UN General Assembly. This is so, because of the
objective interests of African states. o

It is not hard to find out the actors that contribute to the closeness of Afncap
states and socialist countries in international affairs. These factors includ'e: decoloni-
zation, the strengthening of world peace and universal security, or curbing the arms
race and disarmament — factors that are anti—imperialist. This is partly wh)_' African
diplomacy supports the initiatives of the Soviet Union at the UN ) e§pec1ally in reg?rd
to the Soviet Union’s policy of detente of the 1970s. This African diplomatic position
is acknowledged even in the West, as is evidence by one Western source, Thg Dip-
lomatist: “Whether knowingly or unknowingly, whether with determm.atlo.n or,
reluctance, Africa, both Arab and black is now as solidly behind cor.m.numst diplo-!
macy as any third party could possibly be”* This does not mean that it is the gene.ral |
rule for all African states. Indeed, there have been only a few exceptions. cherwxse
African diplomacy does not tend to side with imperialist diplomatic initiatives.

Despite this, generally and theoretically, African states, lilfe ‘other states in the
periphery, belong neither to the imperialist camp nor to the_socnahst one. Slmultan.e-
ously, most African states are still tied to the world capitalist economy, although in-
a disadvantaged way. This, certainly is duality in the policy of Afriean z_lnd ot.her
non—aligned countries. This is an obvious contradiction between the_lr radlf:al
demands proclaimed overtly, and the moderate course of their foreign policy
implemented covertly and sometimes even overtly. Because of this, non—ahgnn'xent
has been variedly interpreted — depending on a given state. Whereas some Afru.:an
states interprete it in purely anti—imperialist terms, others base their interpretation

on “complete neutrality”, or “equidance”,. Yet others base it on the notion of

“neither left nor right nor in the middle”.

All the same, in Africa, non—alignment is often regarded nqt asa f?‘ro?igl,l.policy
principle but rather as a tactical diplomatic means 9f relam.lg with the “rich” ‘r‘xorth
which comprises both the Western bloc. In this divide, Africa belong:s to the “poor
nations of the South”.® Thus, in their economic diplomacy, Africa and other
non—aligned countries use the term non alignment to .make th.e same dem.ands onall
“rich nations”, given the fact that the world is increasingly being divided in terms of
wealth. oy
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Apart from using the non-alignment approach in their economic diplomacy
African states also use it in their political diplomacy. For instance, in Novembe;
1975~ January 1976, half the OAU member—states demanded that foreign interven-
tion in Angola stop forthwith. They also made no distinction between the South Afri-
can aggressors with their imperialist backers and the Soviet Union and Cubas who
had been invited by the Angolan government to assist in resisting the expelling the
aggressors.”

Thus African non—alignment tends to be more stable. Although at times there
are conflicting positions of individual member—states all— African diplomacy levels
them out, and assists these countries in arriving at a common and generally accept-
able position.

The anti—imperialist element in African non—alignment is increasingly becom-
ing one of its major trends. This is especially true of the evolution of African diplo-
macy vis—a—vis the Middle East conflict. Previously, during the 1967 Arab—Israeli
war, most African states invoked the principle of non—alignment and tried to avoid
expressing their views of the conflict; others only made public statements from the
position of neutrality, which in fact put them into the hands of Israel. As such, Afri-
can diplomacy split between its Arab and non—Arab components. ’

' The turning point came in 1968, and from then on, African diplomacy closed in
as the result of the growing anti—imperialist, anti—zionist and anti— American feel-
ings in Africa. Indeed, the Middle—East problem began to be viewed as concerning
all Africa,” a position that even resulted into the severing of diplomatic relations
between OAU member—states and Israel, following the 1973 Arab—Israel war
Today, OAU decisions unequivocally condemn Israel as the aggressor against the:
Araps, and express solidarity with the Palestinian people, despite recent restoration
of.dxplomatic relations with the zionist state by some OAU member—states.® The
Middle—East conflict therefore provides the first issue on which African dipl.omacy
pursues an anti—imperialist course. Then comes Israel’s close links with racist South
Africa—links that have received vicious attacks by the OAU. These links provide the
second reason why African diplomacy has increasingly been anti—zionist.

Qlose mv.o!vement in questions of peace and universal security, fuller and direct
Afncan participation in their solution and greater democracy in international rela-
t:ons; hare new developments in African non—alignment and African diplomacy
Xxf]rci)éaﬁrpsrz:)l;:rtn ic}f}oure of African non—alignment concerns “African solutions to
: Th;, dictum “Afncgn solutions to African problems” has not been without prob-
lems. In recent years, it has been the subject of heatec debate in the OAU. At the
start it was meant to be used by the anti—imperialist camp within the OAI.f to pre-
vent 1mpenah.st interference in African affairs, and to check covert and overt a lies-
sion by imperialist powers. However, during the course of its new counter offggsive
against the forces of national liberation and social emancipation in the continent
imperialism has‘begurll to le:nd widespread support to the dictum, with the express;
ls)urPose of' turning this antl—imperjalist method of African diplomacy against the
Soviet I'Jmon, Cuba and the entire world socialist community. By so doin
imperialism camouflages its interference in African affairs and defines the dicturgt;

according to its own geopolitical interests, th i

ords , thus trying to render non—ali

which is a long—term course of African diplomacy, null drid void. i
ce

Conclusions .

Diplomagy is the major means by which African foreign policy continues to e
implemented. The principal areas of this policy include: intra— African relations,
relations with Asian and Latin American countries, relations with the Eastern—bloc
countries, with the former colonial powers, the US and other capitalist powers, and
activities in international organizations.

African foreign policy, like the foreign policy of any nation requires concrete.
scientific analysis, methodologically premised on the basis of class. According to
Lenin, “it is fundamentally wrong, un—Marxist and unscientific, to single out
‘foreign policy’ from policy general, let alone counterpose foreign policy to home
policy”.” This Leninist thesis has lots of relevance to the African condition. An
increasing feature of African foreign policy is differentiation, not on national, but on
class terms. Within individual states, certain differences in their foreign policies
reflect the polarization between pro—imperialist and reactionary tendencies on the
one hand, and forces of social progress and genuine national independence on the
other. An organic element of African foreign policy is the struggle against
imperialism and neocolonialism, and for genuine economic independence.

African foreign policy, like the foreign policy of a nation, always reflects the
political ideology of the ruling parties — which policy is shaped and implemented
according to the interests of the dominant class or social system. Foreign policy fac-
tors exert an increasing influence on the general development of post—colonial Afri-
can states. African states and their domestic institutions are participating in various
ways in international affairs — for instance, the role of politics in international
economic relations.

The impact of foreign policy factors on the development of post—colonial Afri-
can states and the shaping of their foreign policy will most probably remain strong
until they solve their acute need for diverse types of foreign assistance — financial aid
included. As a result, the contradiction between the generally anti—imperialist
foreign policy of most African states and the capitalist—dominated system of their

foreign economic ties will intensify.

African states have also focused their foreign policy on issues of war, peace, and
universal security because they stand to benefit. This trend is likely to continue.

Although there has been some measurcs of political unity between African states

and other non—aligned states, serious contradictions still affect these relations.
These contradictions are especially fuelled by neocolonialism. Despite these differ-
ences, the trend toward joint action by these states on the international arena is
strengthening. For instance, their joint action in restructuring international
economic relations runs counter to the interests of the imperialist powers. Similarly,
the trend of African foreign policy is toward minimizing old ties with the former col-
onial powers and diversifying international contacts for purposes of strengthening
their solidarity and ensuring greater independence in political and economic spheres.
In all these matters, instruments of diplomacy have been used; hence the African
style of foreign policy hinges most on diplomacy.
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